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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). Göteborg: 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 

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-

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 Münster 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
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. 
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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-

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.



10

Chapter 1. The Gospel of John and the Venerable Four:  
P66, P75, S, B1

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 re e ions 
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 

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 Maior3 that all preserved documents go back to an ‘initial’ 
text. I consider that a wise decision, but not uncomplicated.

 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’Évangile de S. Jean dans les « quatre 
grands » : une comparaison entre les leçons 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 I 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 

text.
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
4 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 

5 However, there are statistical studies6 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. 

5 The old and dear lectio brevior potior, so often correct!
6 Cf. for instance Royse, especially chap. 10. The Shorter Reading?
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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 

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 
nauseam7

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 

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’ 

who gives his opinion on the text. Let us hope that the person in ques-

judgement always frail and never sure.

Intentional variations  
Intentional variations are made for different reasons: The scribe or read-

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 

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.8 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-

‘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 

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 

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 

his theological ideas and suppress it. If you are an adoptionist and think 

9

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

‘theological’ change
clarifying or supplementary insertion or change     
stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’

-

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
-

ence from customary Christian language and a ‘theological’ change. By 

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 wrong10: 
“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 

for dogmatic purposes.” Ehrman11 has made important studies which 
-

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 

with the orthodox that Jesus is also the divine Christ, against heretics 
who had other ideas about the nature of the Son.

Unintentional changes  

may be produced unintentionally:

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.12 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 

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.13

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.14

Omission or addition of other words of no great importance. Exam-

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-

-

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 

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 

word may be omitted even if it is in the exemplar. The text may very 

the copyist does not observe it. On the other hand, if the scribe expects 

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 

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 some word of small importance15

variation occasioned by customary Christian language of the type 

16 

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?

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 

15
necessary.

16 -
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original  according to Ehrman17, and I for one agree. Of the manuscripts 

(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? 

 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.18

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 

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 

It is clear that to Justin Martyr, the prophets are inspired by God, they 

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 

‘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 

and on our feeble judgement. Let us accept this position with humility.19

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 

that in P66 the corrections (P66c) are made by the same hand that wrote 
-

ally made by other hands and are left aside. If it is said that a text is 
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 

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.

-
ary; the present tense is a way to emphasize that the life is here now. We 

the variant is quite commonplace and says nothing.

 

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 

 

if no relevance.

 

error.

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-

-
20

possess the full divinity. I am not sure that he is right. It is important 

and only God, because there is of course also the Father. I think that the 

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 

be correct, and nothing has happened to our four witnesses.

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 

-

2 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 

need to make the context clearer: A phrase like “he did not deny that he 
21   

 

also possible that S has a singular fault.

1:33. I cannot see in the fac-simile that after correction, P75 has the ad-

 Nothing is clear. There are quite evident additions in some 

Ehrman22

who found the word too adoptionist. Cf. p. 52 on the same passage.

21 Cf. Galen, De captionibus

22 P. 69 f.
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also attested in other traditions. 

 S probably has 

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. Ehrman23 thinks that 

Christ, the son of God, against the so-called ‘separatists’, who stressed 
the difference between Jesus man and Jesus God. That could very well 

no interest.

vid

-
ing or supplementary addition, and it is clear that both P66 and S have 

placed it in the wrong position. There is some interest in the fact that 

more original than that of P66, cf. above the remark on 1:49 (2).

of them.

23 P. 160.
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P66 P75. A third tradition, that of the family f13

cases, it is very probable that the subject has been added afterwards. 
However, such cases say little or nothing.

have a commonplace, you may say pedantic, addition: the tool is not a 
real whip, it is something like a whip.

 
-

variatio sermonis, but that does not seem very 

Gospel.  

very well be made without that word if the verb expresses a wish, like 

documents? The initial reading remains uncertain.

but here the variant of P66 probably derives from the nearby verse.
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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 

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. 

 

since it is well suited to the context, it seems acceptable to me. It is not 

language, maybe with a shade of theological thinking.

-
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 

Siloam, Ephraim, Golgotha, but the only explanation concerning reli-
gion is, as far as I have seen, 2:6, where John explains why there were 
water jars at the wedding at Cana.

in John24

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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-

wanted to reinforce the value of what the ignorant woman said, qualify-
ing it as ‘testimony’. Why should a ‘testimony’ be made less important, 

with a tint of theology.

be an intentional short cut. However that may be, the reading of P66 is 

-
standable. It is no doubt better to read with the other witnesses: “near the 
Gate of the Sheep, there is a pond called B.”25

by itself and says nothing about relationship between that document and 
the other three. It may be a singular fault.

26

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 

 probably have the original readings, P75 and B a 

 -
sible, which means that the passage does not say anything.  

25
26



25

which could be made anywhere, and that also goes for the variation 

indicate anything.

 27

 

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.

may very well be initial. Jesus says that the others look for honour from 

also possible that the word has fallen out because of a homoeoteleuton.

same verse.

vid S B 

vid 
-

-

-
-

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?

order of S but changed to the order of P75 B. We do not know whether 

by another tradition.

-

or did the commonplace word replace the more ‘elegant’? We do not 
know. Cf. below 6:17 (2); 6:25; 12:30.

In Mt 24:16 and Lk 21:21, Jesus predicts that Judaea will be destroyed 

passage.28

 
-

ported by among others L (8th c.) and W (4/5th c.). Our four documents 

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 

later Greek, indicating that someone arrives or has arrived somewhere. 
In the New Testament, such phrases are found especially in the Acts, but 

28 -



27

familiar to the copyist.29 Cf. remarks on 6:15 (1) ; 6:25 ; 12:30.

-
ticularly by v. 16 f.

P66. S has ‘improved’ the style. Cf. v. 24.

 has ‘improved’ 
the style.

observations on 6:15 (1) ; 6:17 (2) ; 12:30.

to say which reading is original. 

vid

the signs which Christ had done (cf. v. 26). The addition can be a simple 
lectio facilior
 

30

of a homoeoteleuton.

31

the copyist has corrected his own mistake, since these words must stand 
if there is to be any sense in the passage.

29
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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13:55, one knows the father, whose name is not given, but whose profes-

insertion, but they could also have fallen out through homoeoteleuton. 
Ehrman32 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.

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.

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 

lectio facilior, 

ings may just have occurred out of negligence. Nothing can be said with 
any certainty.

by two traditions.

32 P. 57.
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 33

 
there, but it is impossible to see if it had the negation or not. The scribe 

-
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 

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 

34 

Christian way of speaking.

12:4; 13:2; 14:22.

corrected this omission, consulting his exemplar or an exemplar from 
another tradition.

from customary Christian language. Two traditions meet in P66.

33

34 P. 509.
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from another tradition in P66c.

and S 

says the same thing as the shorter version. Ehrman35 thinks that the ad-
dition is antidocetic, emphasizing that Jesus is really a man. I think this 
is reading to much into the wording.

vid

changed the order of words and omitted the article.36 P75 presents the 

ought to appear towards the last days. There has been much  discussion 
around the text with or without the article37, but so much is clear that the 

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.

an addition taken from v. 18. Jesus has not so far pronounced the word 
‘father’, and it was thought necessary to add it. 

has introduced a text which is found nowhere else and probably is a 

35 P. 237 f.
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 Nyöversättning av Nya testamentet, p. 234, but unfortu-
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passage.

has sent me” and “his father”. A clarifying addition could be felt neces-

omission is of no importance, since it could very well be caused by a 
homoeoteleuton.

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 phrase: instead of “you should have done”, there is the imperative 
“do”, a stylistic ‘improvement’.

may supplant another, and mostly such a replacement does nor say very 

in the Church. It is found in Lk 2:26 and Hebr. 11:5. Thus, P66 could be 

context is that the Jews said: “you are not 50 years old yet and you 

Probably, there has been a mistake concerning the endings leading to 
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-
ing is probably that presented by codex Alexandrinus (A, 02) and codex 

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. 

-
tion, but the words could have been disregarded intentionally or omitted 
unintentionally. If intentionally, they were considered redundant after 

two ways: Either the longer version is original, because it is clear from 

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 

-
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 

others codex Alexandrinus (02); this makes the words more suspected 
of being an addition.

38. The 

instance in S2 and codex Alexandrinus (02). P66 has obviously followed 
another tradition than the other three.

38
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39. Both readings are pos-

40 S 

124141

is the text of P66 and the other three, accepted by NA. Ehrman42 wants to 
-

dox text against the adoptionists. He may be right, but we should note 

show a theological tendency.

9:36. The text of NA is established after among others codex Bezae (D, 

-
guage. We do not arrive at the shorter text by a homoeoteleuton, which 
speaks in favour of this shorter text. 

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 

39 The edition and NA has P66vid

40
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!

-

context, especially v. 2 and v. 16, and the general Christian idea of Christ 
as the good shepherd.

Ehrman43 thinks that the words were omitted in order to avoid an inter-
pretation by gnostics and docetists, who rejected the Old Testament and 

 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 

wanted to complete by supplying a grammatical ‘improvement’. 
 Accordingly, I think that the shorter text is original; Ehrman’s inter-
pretation is certainly possible.

-
planted a more special reading, found however several times in John, for 

43 P. 240.
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above on 10:11.

lectio dif-
cilior

 

rejected. The scribe has followed two traditions, the addition being well 
known from elsewhere.

-

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 

lectio facilior; he could 

trivial and do not say very much, if anything.

44 S 
45

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 

similar context. I do not think that 10:33 indicates anything.

44
45 P. 84.
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customary Christian language, but on the other hand, the shorter text can 
result from an omission of a not very necessary phrase.

-

to 1:28. The idea might have been to conform the wording to 1:28, but 

vid46. Starting from the fac-simile, 

but let us suppose that NA is right. We may then ask whether the papyrus 

In our pericope, Jn 11, it is rather Martha who has the more important 

to make Mary more prominent? Impossible to decide.

asleep.

the other documents, occasioned by a homoeoteleuton.

47 S B. P66c 
-

46 The edition of P66 has the same text as P75 S B.  
47
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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.

text is a clarifying addition. One does not see why one should reject both 

or it had access to another tradition.

 
according to another tradition, already existing in the very old papyrus 
P45 (3rd c.) and later in manuscripts and versions.

have a clarifying addition, but the word could also have been omitted as 
unnecessary.

a few words are used in order to describe a perfume of great value, 

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-

well known, and consequently, it could be an insertion. There is a re-

Mark, codex Bezae have original readings.

more exactly the Pharisees, feared that they would be abandoned, cf. v. 
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an isolated unintentional fault in P66.

has a reading which is perfectly possible. One cannot decide which text 
is initial.

vid48

 
-

ing another tradition.

6:17 (2); 6:25. It is hardly possible to decide which reading is original.

intro duced early in the text without forming a strong tradition. There 
must be a relationship between the witnesses of this variant.

49 S 

the preceding negation.

 
in P66.

48
there is room for the word.

49 P75 has a lacuna where there is hardly space enough for the negation.
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50

-
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.51 

52

priority of these variants. 

 

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 

has been manipulated in order to make it more logical and suitable to 
the context.

P66 S lacuna P75. P66 and S have an ‘improvement’ of style.

1 

is probably a later addition, but it could be original and disregarded 

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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 may have an clari-

-
sion could also be due to a homoeoteleuton.

‘improve’ the style. S and B seem to have the original text, because there 

there he alludes to a parallel phrase in v. 4 with those two members, like 

 

-
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be an unintentional change which comes about almost automatically.

 

which is placed differently. The reading of P66 ought to be original, that 

 

cf. shortly before, less well when it comes to the relationship between 
God and man.

vid B 
lacuna P66. Impossible to say which reading is original.

 

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 

some manuscripts of the Itala, but always with the negation. 

 

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 

should be attributed to one or the other of the adjacent classes In u-
ences from another Gospel and ‘Theological’ change
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’ 

In uence from a passage nearby or from the context 
S S

S; 8:16 P66 P75 B; 8:38 P66 P75 S
S

P75 B; 15:4 P66; 15:8 P66.

In uence from a passage of the same Gospel

14:7 B.

In uence from another Gospel
vid

P66; 12:3 P66c S B; 13:18 P66 S; 13:26 (2) P66c.

Text in uenced by two traditions

P75vid S B; 6:58 P66c; 7:39 P66c; 7:40 P66c; 7:41 P66c; 7:46 P66c; 
10:26 P66c; 11:54 (1)? P66c; 11:54 (2) P66c; 12:22 P66c; 13:24 S; 14:4 
P66c.

‘Theological’ change

Clarifying or supplementary insertion or change     

P66 B; 9:36 P66 B; 9:38/39 P66 B; 11:54 (1) S B; 13:5 P66; 13:24 P66c 

Stylistic or grammatical ‘improvement’

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 

above. Feeble and different as they are, the best examples of relationship 

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:

-
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 

53 

them in P66 and S, only solitary cases in the others.

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-

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-

the oldest of them, has been subjected to a more thorough elaboration 
than the others.

53
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 

-
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 

variants rarely represented in the later traditions are found in S: 3:5 (2) 
 

the tradition of S appears outside the Greek tradition.

age. Nevertheless, this wording has in my opinion no sense, whereas 
other witnesses, among them the Byzantine tradition, have the better 

-

Both bad and good variants are preserved in the following passages. 

the two readings are well, almost exceedingly well, represented in later 

-
dition that is certainly not original and the reading without it are both 

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 
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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 

of the early papyri do not contribute much to establishing the text54; after 
a statement that minor differences arise as a result of manual copying, 

-
cant changes must have been introduced between the authorial texts and 
the archetype of the tradition55. 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 I have the greatest respect for the work done 
by Barbara Aland and her collaborators at the Institute for New Testa-
ment Textual Research (Institut für Neutestamentliche Textforschung) 
at Münster. 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). I 
think that Aland (2003) is the best starting-point.56

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
55 I 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 c.). 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 A; this text can be reconstructed and is identical 
with the Novum Testamentum Graece57; 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.58

Before entering upon the papyri, I 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. 159. 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 I 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 P2860, using a word which 
may mean, I 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.61 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:

Aland is of the opinion that almost always the text of P22 is close to 
the hypothetical initial text (A

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:

62 there is a well attested 

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
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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!

to have an opinion on which one is more original. You may think that 

write a more familiar phrase? Aland thinks that the text of P28 is close 
to A, 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 A-text, except for one pas-
sage, 8:14, where P39 has a different word order, in common with P75 
B W.

parts of a few verses. The text is not easy to establish. There is a read-

-

 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
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:
63

2, but according 
to Metzger64 the addition is made by the same hand.

63
64 P. 176.
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-

understood. The context is not about the Spirit, it is all about Father and 

my opinion suspect.
Aland’s conclusion is that P80 already deviates much from A. I 

is not self-evident as a choice. 
 
P90. Text from a dozen verses. Some variants agree with Aland’s initial 
text A; 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:

s65 and pc (pauci) which have the 

in 19:4, and fell out because of homoeoteleuton. 
vid. Common to the different read-

not in an original text, or it has fallen out. In either case, it has been 
 intro duced and placed differently.
19:4. P90 P66vid

65 Ds means a supplement in D. 
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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 A.66 But at the same time, she does not stand aloof from the idea that 

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.

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:

vid (very uncertain reading) together with among 

 S.
vid together with S B. The text of 

vid 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 

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, Aland67 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-

According to Aland, the scribe shows both judgement and what we 
may perhaps call an ability to see the big picture (Grosszügigkeit in the 
original text) in his work: He has a good view of what the text says and 

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: 

-

omitted because of the cursory way (Flüchtigkeit) 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.68 
10:34–35.69

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

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.   

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 
(Grosszügigkeit).  

In some cases70 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 

-
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 

-

Summarizing, I think that it is clear that P45 has a text which has 
been interfered with. Aland too concedes71 that the papyrus does not 
present a pure A-text.

P106. This document has text from 14 verses of Jn 1. The most impor-

-
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 Aland72 73

Cf. for the same passage above p. 20.

P107. Very little text. The interesting reading is 17:11. The usual text is 

70 P. 29.
71 P. 32.
72 P. 33 f.
73 P. 69 f.
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-
logical intention of the longer text. It is probably just a dittography, the 

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; 

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 conclusion74 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, 

the scribe unintentionally. Further, parallels in other documents may ap-

these other documents.
In her General Conclusion (Gesamtfazit)75, Aland divides these 15 

 fragments into three groups: One consists of P110 and P112, which 
re present 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 

one that is close to the initial text. These eleven seem to be a secure enough 

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 

-
tain if the word is there or not.76 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 

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-

here the papyrus has a lacuna.

P109. See p. 53.

f13

76 Cf. papyri 2683 and 4405 in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri
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which does not seem very probable to me. We should rather consider it 

much, since a confusion between the words is frequent.77 On the whole, 

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 

a rare variant found in a couple of Latin manuscripts, in Sahidic manu-

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 
Vff, 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 

idea of Jesus as God.
 

-

same level, both inspired by God. This is, I think, not at all certain. Even 

77 Cf. Bauer. 
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means evident that it does here.  

divine power of Jesus has been at work early. 

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 

fourth centuries and can be reconstructed. This initial text, called A, is 
the text transferred to the great uncials. According to her, we can only 

78. 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 

78 P. 36.
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reading elsewhere. Aland does not deny this79 but emphasizes that the 

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 

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.

but in my opinion, the support is much less than she thinks. Aland & 
Aland, The Text of the New Testament80 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. 36.
80  P. 93 ff.
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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  pres ent 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 für Neutestamentliche Textforschung) 
at Münster as fundamental for editing the New Testament in the very 
ambitious Editio Critica Maior in the second, revised edition, EMC2. I 
quote the editors81: “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 witnesses82 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 freely83: “We do not at all abandon the so-called inner criteria84, 
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
82

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 

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 reading85 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, I am 
sure that it will have an impact on editorial work in the future.86 There-

-
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 I do not see that the main features of the method 
have changed over the years, I shall also refer to earlier studies by Mink, 

way.87 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.88

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
Genealogical89 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 reading90. 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 
0391 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 interpolation92 and thus show a relationship between 
the documents. I adhere to these notions, which among other things 

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 I use ‘contamination’ and ‘interpolation’ in the same sense.



61

point for stating relationship, and that whole texts, or witnesses as they 

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.93 The method has its short-
comings. All is well and good if a scribe used only one exemplar94 and if 
the same readings never occurred coincidentally in various documents. 
But the scribe does not always keep to one document, and identical read-

Contamination

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.95 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 

this passage. He also uses the term ‘multiple emergence’ or ‘multi ple 
 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 

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 article96 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 

they are? Not quite so, I 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 above97 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, 

-

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 

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 notions98 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 

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’99 are as im-
portant as any other readings100

their genealogical coherence. In such witnesses, minor agreements are 
not considered coincidental.”

98 See Mink (2011), chapter 2. A 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.101 He continues: “For a scribe, 

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 

102 and the change in word order are extreme-
ly frequent variants and do not, at least in my opinion, connect manu-

variant which by no means appears almost automatically, as the others 

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, I think that these terms all mean 
the same thing, and I think they do so to the CBGM. There is no need 

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.103 The CBGM lists 
3,046104 variant passages which are compared and which are the basis 
of the statistics. The Letter of James contains 761 variants105; 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-

article, e.g. no. 51 (2 Pt 3:16/10–12) 
in Text und Textwert
8–10) 
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
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all the variants registered in the apparatus are counted for the statistics, 
nothing is omitted.106

(2004)107: “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.108 
 Ideally, it covers a logical unit of variation. This means that mutually 
 inter dependent 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-

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’, 
a reading, a variant, a passage can be anything.

Looking at the apparatus of ECM2 we observe that of course dif-

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, 

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 

-
mary line have uneven numbers.
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fact several disagreements within this sequence, which we may well 

-
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 

109 Exactly such disagreements as those mentioned are in other 
places considered variants of their own, but in longer sequences they are 
‘concealed’110 and do not count. It is thus evident that variants compared 
are very different. But not only a sequence in the primary line111 but also 
one word in the primary line may ‘conceal’ disagreements. In Jas 1:8/2 

but in two, the longer reading presenting both the article and a particle? 

1:8/2–6.
-

haps in different places. Let us look at Jas 2:3/26–30: The readings are 

-

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 

112. 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 

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 
-

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 h

-

reading j a. How many 
disagreements are there in this reading j, compared with a?

-
-

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. I do 
not think that it is possible to present reliable statistics, just because it is 

can handle cases where there is a word a 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 

-
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 

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 
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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 

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 

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’.113 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 

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.114 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
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.115 Speaking in a general way about the New Testament, we 
ought to be sceptical about the text as it is presented, even if elaborated 

in that text and greater interest in the apparatus criticus.
Mink and ECM2 concentrate on the text and speak about ‘textual 

-
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 

-
cause the texts of the documents usually point in different directions.116 
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. 117 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 

both ancestor and descendant, both father and son.

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 Mink118, 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

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.119

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 above120 under The CBGM, the method is based on two as-
sumptions. One is that of inner criteria121, the other that of the genealogy 
of documents. One should not gainsay the other. Aland is very clear 
on this point.122 I 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 
see123, and it comes very handy when establishing a stemma, but is it 
true? Contradictory to this idea of keeping everything within one frame 

124

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 ow diagrams, A practical example: Jude 15/14–

16, Some examples of substemmata and textual ow.
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 

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 

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.125 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 he126 used them.

I think that Lowden has presented the problem of manuscript produc-
tion in a very clear way127: “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 

-
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 

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 

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 Ioasaph 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 
explana tory 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 

-

changes which had an impact on meaning did not  become very wide-
spread. This opinion does not stand the test very well.128

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’.129 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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Mink130 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. Mink131: “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%.132 
EMC2133 states that an agreement of 92% or more between a document 
and the supposed initial text A134 “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-

Mink (2003)135 presents in order to explain the relations between wit-
nesses. He starts from an initial text called A. In this stemma, witness 5, 
which has only three other witnesses between itself and the initial text 
A, is already very different from A 
and differs already so much from the two immediate descendants from 
A
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):

                           
  
                 

130 Mink (2011), p. 144.
131 Mink (2011), p. 144, under ‘Genealogical coherence’.
132 Mink (2011), p. 157, n. 25. 
133
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.

            A 

   B                C 

 D                E      
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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:

                              

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 readings136 and Nodes and circular edges137. 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 
way138: “A distinction between contamination, which can occur only in 
connection with genealogical dependence, and multiple emergence139 of 
variants is mandatory for CBGM procedures.” As we shall see later140, 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.

D

A

B C
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only possible between fairly closely related witnesses. We shall never 

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.”141 I think 
that we can see here a tendency which I shall comment on later142: 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.143 

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 Colwell144 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 

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 
-

ties which meet us trying to judge prior and posterior readings. In the 
discussion we shall continually come back to this problem. Following à 

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 

Assessing prior and posterior readings is fundamental to the method.145

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 
Witnesses146. It will of course prove nothing strictly, but may give food 

which reading precedes the other or the others. The method depends 
upon correct decisions in this respect.

a b: 
c a is the prior 

reading and designs a local stemma where b develops out of a and c out 
of b:

               

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-

however, a scribe or a reader may think that the sentence starts with 

145 Mink (2011), p. 142.
146 Mink (2011), p. 159.

a 

 
b 

 
c   



77

often added in comparisons, and this is a sort of comparison: The tongue 

a
b c d -

ents a local stemma, below left:

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 

b c).

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 continues147

a: 
b c d

e
sentence either as a rhetorical question with a negation, or as a direct 
statement. Mink thinks that d

apodoseos and thus a lectio dif cilior.  
He considers this a semitism and “completely non-Greek”148. I do not 

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)149, 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 a and the other variants 
are named consecutively. In the discussion, I follow the different denotation of Mink.

148 Mink (2004), p. 61.
149

?   a 

 
 a                b                 b                c  

c                 d                                     d                          
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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.150

The fourth example is Jas 2:16/2–4, about unkind behaviour against 

a b c d e
state that the readings a and b as well as c and d could be regarded as 
the same readings with itacism.151 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-

rare, meaning ‘and also’, ‘but also’.152

shown below well founded:

150

after a subordinate one; doing all this they may be right, they may be wrong. Cf. p. 90 f. with 
n. 210.

151
here.

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

d                                    ?   

a       e                                 c 

b 

a

b c

de
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‘Minor agreements’   
It is an important idea of Mink’s that so-called ‘minor agreements’ are 
as important as any other readings153

-
ments are not considered coincidental.” I am not sure that there is a 

-
stance, how we shall regard 1Jn 3:20/6, where we observe four variants 

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 

matters and that coincidental readings may create a false connection.154 
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.155

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’156 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 

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 

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 A, the 
degree of agreement is high.

155 See p. 127 about 468, very like the initial text A 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’.157 Mink has, as we 

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 quote158: “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.”

way has the advantage that we have some knowledge of language and 

centres were in high esteem for having good manuscripts, and that such 
manuscripts were often copied.159 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.160 Mink works 
with assumptions161 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 questionable162, 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 

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 ff.
162 See discussion at p. 82, Reassessments.
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Optimal substemma
Mink163: “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 Mink164, “that the number of stem-
matic ancestors be as small as possible.” This rule of parsimony165 is 
wishful thinking. Above166 I have tried to show that it is often possible 

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 b is found elsewhere, e.g. in the 

perhaps not less true.

In Mink’s chapter 14, Constructing Optimal Substemmata167, this 
constructing is said to be complex because it requires the frequent 
 interaction of computerized procedures with philological assessments 
of intermediary results. I 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 erwünschten vereinfachenden Effekt”, the very desir-
able simplifying effect.

165 Cf. p. 85.
166 P. 77 ff.
167 Mink (2011), p. 189 ff.

X a                X a             b 

Y b                Y b 

Z b                 Z b 
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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 circle168?

For some examples of designing real substemmata, I refer to the sec-
tion below, called Some examples of substemmata and textual ow.169

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 decisions170: 
“Through such revision (i.e. subsequent revision) it can be determined 
whether extra polation from “safe” cases throws light on problematic 
ones.” In this same context Mink refers to the Conclusion at the end of 
the article171: “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 

between variants will now become assessable. Many cases that had to be 
172 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.

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-

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.173 A very impor-
tant assumption of Mink’s says174: “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 

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)175. 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.”176 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 article177: “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 unabhängige Entstehung wird man nicht annehmen, wenn die Bezeugung kohärent ist, 

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 ow178. It 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 4:17/6–8179, where the reading a
of 323 being d d b

c
if genealogical coherence is taken into account, variant a is the more 
likely source.” In fact there are several documents which have exactly 

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.



85

Another idea of how Mink’s theory works in practice is Jas 2:23/14–
180 Mink 

presents a chain of ancestors and descendants consisting from below 

has the same reading as 1799 and its chain of ancestors. However, 1292, 

1611, also a member of the chain mentioned above. In this chain, docu-

-
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 

source than its own supposed ancestors? There are quite a large number 

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 

the best. The assumption quoted above181, “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 stemma182

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.183 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 

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 ow, ancestors, descendants, potential ancestors
Mink184

can have both prior and posterior variants as compared to document Y; 

share of priority variants; the relationships between witnesses can be 

mind a document is a copy of another document or other documents, so 

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. Mink185

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.186 We 
shall also see more than once187 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 is188: “A scribe wants to 
copy the Vorlage
most variants do not result from intentional tampering with the text but 

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.189 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’ 

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.190

The work of Colwell on P45, P66 and P75191 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 

judgement whether we should classify a reading as a nonsense reading 

186
degree of agreement, second highest, etc. This means just likeness, not place in a stemma. 

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

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

d -
ants.

190 Mink (2011), p. 151.
191 P45 and P66 contain about 800 verses each, P 75 about 1400.
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-
standing these passages. Doing some calculations based on Colwell’s 
numbers192

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 changes193.

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)194 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 elsewhere195 
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. I quote freely196

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 

-
winded (umständlich Ausgedrücktes

-
ing with the text. Concerning other papyri, Aland concedes that P90 

-
ings197, 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’198: The scribe 

conscious (halbbewusst)199 way. In another paper Aland thinks that P112 
undertakes ‘editorial changes’ and she accepts a couple of readings in 

200

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. I 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, 

to another Vorlage.
It is a basic assumption of Aland’s201 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 

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.202

Mink203 gives an example of how he regards the work of a scribe, 
204 means that in 

the context of the CBGM each variant shared by a highly similar witness 
-
-

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 Origène, Contre Celse, p. 42.

203 Mink (2011), p. 152.
204 Scribes generally, p. 87.
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degree of similarity means genealogical coherence, but elsewhere205 a 
high degree is said to mean pre-genealogical relationship, the genealogi-
cal coherence or genealogical relationship being demonstrated by the 

-
ment’ can be an initial reading appearing in most documents and does 

-
nition of ‘minor agreement’, which may mean many kinds of variants. 

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-

206

Scribes and the source of variants
Another basic assumption is207: “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. I 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 Reassessments208.

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 

a sentence. In one case, however, they disagree, two of them having 
209 We would think that the two manuscripts which 

respect agrees with a fourth document. Is this disagreement as important 

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.



91

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.210

Scribes using few rather than many sources
Another basic assumption211 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 little212, and that the rule of par-
simony does not apply213. 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 

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 

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 

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 e amples
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 

genealogical relationship between witnesses. 
I do not quite see the intention behind Mink’s chapter 7214, 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 8215, 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 

216 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.217 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 

218 that this 
reading is supposed to have emerged coincidentally 10 times. Evidently, 

-
tion. I should say that it is a rather interesting reading, well worth taking 

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.: ‘äusserst 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 

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 10219, Potential Ancestors, Mink presents some lists show-

compared with A220, 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 A 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 A 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 A.221 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 learn222 that the minimum percentage of 
agreement between witnesses and A 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.223

  
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.224 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.225 The method says that such a proportion as that between 025 and 

that the direction is from 1739 to 025.

before.226 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
222 Mink (2011), p. 166.
223 See Statistics, p. 63.
224 Mink (1993), p. 490.
225 There is an enigmatic explanation in Introductory 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 

direct relation to each other (e.g. if W1 reads variant b and W2 variant c, but the prior variant 
for both is variant a
between different readings, cf. below under Textual ow 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 1227 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, 

very uncertain. Mink does not hesitate: He indicates direction of textual 

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.228

of the fact that the direction may easily change.229 In Mink (2004)230 we 

because the differences between prior and posterior readings in the three 
existing ancestors (the constructed ancestor A is a fourth ancestor) are 
only 29 to 28, 29 to 26 and 35 to 32.231

Fragmentary texts232

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.233 Less, but how much less? Sorting this out 
takes, I suppose, some complicated calculations. In some of the lists 
pres ented by Mink, manuscripts are compared in around 2600 places, 

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.

does not intend to rely on documents with too little text.234 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 468.235 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.236

Limits of agreement 
I have already quoted and discussed statements of Mink’s concerning 
relationship and reassessments, warning against vicious circles.237 An 
observation of Mink’s238 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 

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 

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)239 we learn that a percentage higher than 89.5%, 

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

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 10240 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 this241, but on the whole, 

-
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 

it more feasible to follow the readings through the ages, but only after 
establishing reliable statistics, which do not exist at the moment. I 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 

like 03 and younger ones is in my opinion to follow some peculiar read-
ings which have come into existence intentionally.

Textual ow diagrams242

243, 
a

b
that the descendants of 424 have this reading, although many of them, 
those farther away from 424, have a closest ancestor with the reading 

situated further away from 424 are supposed to fetch their reading, not 

240 Mink (2011), p. 172 f.
241 See p. 92.
242 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.244 But 
we shall look at the module Coherence at Variant Passages in Genea-
logical Queries d

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%)245

-

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 c e 
in 1845 where there is an omission. The variant of 048 is supposed to 
derive from the initial text A246

c and e
the agreements are nowhere very high247 and do not so to speak force 
the method to accept a connection.248

In the same context, Mink also takes up 1 Pt 4:16/24–28, where the 
reading a b 249 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 A. 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 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

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 them250, 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 -
rive from readings and witnesses outside the frame251 of close potential 
ancestors, i.e. a (witness A): , n (witness 
35): , h

x s (witness 468): 
252 If we look at the so-called potential an-

cestors of 81253

weakly attested by few prior readings, but if we only count the readings 

very decidedly in the other direction and the witnesses mentioned above 

In chapter 12254, Textual Flow Diagrams  How Coherent Are Attes-
tations?

this passage, the primary text line, called reading a, of ECM2 being 

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 

a. Two other ancestors, 
also very close to 400, present other readings, one being d

i
255. Most old-fashioned textual critics like myself would say 

that these readings are very much the same, especially the readings a 
and i
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
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the reading a is the source of the reading in 400. How can that be, when 
-

from? Not from the so-called ancestors, but ECM2 tells us that  Clement 

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.256 
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 

comes to relationship.
Another example257: Figure 6 is about Jas 2:25/2–4, where the read-

ings are: a b c 258. Mink makes up a diagram 
showing some documents and their most closely related potential ances-

include ancestors much farther away259 -
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 A, a close ancestor of 5 but a 
constructed and not really existing text, and 04, the other close ances-

in A c
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-

change. But how far away from the starting-point are we prepared to 

256 See chap. 1. Examples are Jn 6:17 (p. 26) 27) and 12:30 
(p. 38); further 8:51 (p. 31

257 Mink (2011), p. 176.

259

small reduction from 522 complete Greek manuscripts and larger fragments used by ECM2, 
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documents will of course be related, since they all descend from a sup-
posed initial text.

reading a  b
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 a into the now prior b.

But which was really the initial reading of Jas 2:25? We can only 

-
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 1:12/31260 has several variants, the most important being 

-

and not the other way around.261

from the hypothetical A and from 1739. A is supposed to have the read-

result is multiple emergence, but if you present an ‘Absolute connectiv-

ancestors; they may be numbers 61, 41, 31, and we must still suppose 

260 Mink (2011), p. 178.
261
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prior readings).262 I 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.263

 
A practical example: Jude 15/14–16
Let us start from the beginning of Mink’s chapter 13264, where he dis-

 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 a 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.265

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 
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-
plicity I think we may speak of only two, one being a

-
nesses with no very close coherence. Only P72 (3rd/4th c.), 01 (4th c.) 

close coherence.
1 Enoch 1:9 but is not an exact quota-

tion from any known version. The known Greek text of the passage 

come close to this Greek text, and a fragment in Aramaic which speaks 
266

Enoch is too strong: Why should the Judge criticize 

impious being treated that way, especially when the text speaks about 

-

do not know which text is prior and which is posterior.267 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.  

-

268 The supposed reading 
of A, that is a b

-
ing d
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

268  Mink (2011), p. 185.
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z.269 This is of course possible, but sometimes, as here, quite arbitrary. 
Mink270 tells us that if a 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, 

maybe these diagrams are wrong. It seems more probable that the initial 

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 ow271

In table 11272 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-

which may mean that the readings are very far from one another.273 With 
equality between prior and posterior readings, Mink decides that textual 

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 

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.274

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 Mink275, the possible combinations between 323 and 

“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 

-
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 26276, 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 Mink277 
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 f.; 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? Mink278 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 

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%279. Another 
way to get around a similar problem is presented in Mink (2004)280: 04 
and 1175 show three identical readings but there is no ancestor which 
has them. Then Mink presents a so-called node281, 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 
inter polation 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.282 The row of ancestors is supposed to be 1739-04-617-93-307-

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 

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 

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 

-

283 
Another example284

presents a variant b
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 

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 

Also the judgement on Jas 2:13/8b is highly debatable.285 In a context 
b

the only contribution of 93 to 323. The variant is the reading a
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

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.286 This interpretation seems 

287 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
g d
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 

d fetches its reading 
not only from witnesses with the readings a and g but also from a third 
ancestor with the reading h

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 

020 at this very place, because none of them have the reading of 020, 
but maybe an ancestor which has disappeared288 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 example289 of the op-

seems to me to be a connective, i.e. a false reading, connecting 04 and 

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 ow diagrams, p. 98.
287 Mink (2011), p. 194.
288 Cf. p. 113 ff. about ‘nodes’.
289 Mink (2011), p. 194.
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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, Mink290 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 2:4/2–4291: 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:

reading a is supported by many witnesses, as is also the reading b with 
d: 

This reading of 323 is supposed to derive from the ancestor 307, which 
has the reading h

-

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.

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.292 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.

readings from which the variant of 323 descends is a, which is the read-
ing above, and d 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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-

except in 323. A derivation from the supposed ancestors is possible but 
not proved. It could come from anywhere.

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.293 There is no spe-
cial relationship between the supposed ancestors and 323.

 anything to do with the supposed ancestors. It can derive from anywhere.

which means taking for granted what should be proved. The variant of 
323 is k
is supposed to show that this reading is derived from three readings, 
one being a b

i a is 

b i because it starts by 
b is not represented by any of the supposed ances-

tors. I consider this as an example of arbitrariness.

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, 

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.294

293 P. 109.
294 Reading the Contra Eunomium of Basil the Great (Basile de Césarée) will cure anyone of 

Césarée, Contre Eunome, T. 2, p. 228), showing the anarchy of the spelling of such words, 

ibid
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-
tors, but it could also come from a combination of other documents or 

documents.295

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 concludes296 
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 chapter297 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-

298 Interestingly, for all the 

number ten. Two of the supposed ancestors of 323 for all the Catholic 

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-

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? 

295 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 

as proved, to which I object strongly, see p. 95, Counting prior and posterior readings.
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Nodes and circular edges
Above299 I 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. 7–9.300 These problems are very com-
plex, and it is not always easy to follow how Mink arrives at a solution. 

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

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.

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.

              B                                                  B               

            
                                                                   X 
   

 
C              D                       C                         D  
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show that this way of reasoning is not acceptable.301 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 

He adduces one example, Jas 2:4/2–4302, but as I have tried to show 
above303, the relationship between the variants there is far from evident.

Very much the same problem arises if C and D have an Undirected 
genealogical coherence304, that is to say that the numbers of prior and 

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:

             

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.

A

B

C
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The problems about nodes and edges are discussed extensively in 
Mink (2004), where Mink acknowledges305

have not been solved and that further research is necessary. He is very 

sometimes very small difference between prior and posterior readings. 
In Mink (2011), these problems are only hinted at in a note.306 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 re ections
Mink has a chapter about conclusions307, 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 

highly objectionable308: “In the beginning, a lack of pre-genealogical co-
herence of witnesses is the most reliable indicator of a correspondingly 

made once or several times in the course of the tradition, produces docu-
ments which are genealogically coherent but more or less unlike.309 

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-

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
-

lationship
– Local stemmata are constructed on weak or false foundations

readings of these texts almost always point in various directions
– Very small differences in prior and posterior readings are supposed 

– 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 
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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’310. 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.311 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 

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 

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
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

was followed by three others, completing in 2005 the presentation of 

introduction, text, and critical apparatus. The second volume is an ad-
ditional apparatus which takes up information too voluminous for the 

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 ECM2 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 
introduction312, 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.313 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
313
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aim of the edition is to present all material relevant to the textual history 
314

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.315. Only a 
selec tion 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 Text 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 witnesses316 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. I 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 

-
tion317 from the Introduction to ECM2 and the Summary of chap. 2318. 
Most of the papyri are fragmentary319 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-

320 The 

314
315 Cf. pp. 58, 64 with n. 103.
316
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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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 
have321: “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.322 A lemma or a direct quotation presenting a 
well-known text may or may not be reliable. GNT has a good summary 
of the problem323: “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 exception324; it registers what 

325 326, 
whereas we get such information concerning the Greek Fathers. In 2 
Pt 1:19/24–26, Augustine does not follow the very dominant reading 

lucerna327, a singular reading not noted 
in ECM2. This may be a ‘Latin’ fault; perhaps lucenti fell out after lu-
cerna
of Eclanum has texts which are not known to the Septuagint.328 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
322 Alexanderson (2012), p. 72 f.
323
324
325 P. 2, p. 103.
326 E g. De Genesi ad litteram V, XVIII, 36; De civitate Dei XI, 21; De trinitate I, I, 2.
327 De Genesi ad litteram IV, XXIII, 40.
328 Cf. Alexanderson (2012), p. 61.
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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 

-
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.

si credidistis in two 

P72.

multi. The bulk of the tradition is di-

329 The interesting thing is that the inferior reading ap-
pears very early.

-
ary tradition: Clement of Alexandria, Latin and Coptic versions. For 

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.

Syriac version (Peshitta). An addition near at hand, appearing early.

context is about living together in a peaceful and friendly way, which 

lectio dif cilior, introducing something new.

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.

-

early example of an explanatory reading.330

-

P74vid 03 1175. It is very possible that the shorter reading is correct and 
the others explanatory.

-
scripts. P9vid

could very well be wrong.

p. 104.
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 

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 

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.331

The presentation of te t 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 

-
tions are good and after a while the reader will feel at home.

331 Among other things, the Institute at Münster 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 

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.332 It states the aim of the edition, to pres-

and to reconstruct the initial text, called A.333 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 A. 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 

A as their 
most closely related ancestor, and the percentage of agreement with A 
is given. We see for instance that 03 (codex Vaticanus) is very close to 
A, which does not surprise us. Compared with A, 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 Byz334, 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.335 I 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
333 Cf. p. 68 for the initial text. This text, A, 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 A’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.336 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.337 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 comparison338 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:

Text und Textwert)   

336 Text und Textwert 2/1, p. VII.
337 P. 36, n. 99.
338 The result is expressed with caution. There might be some small errors in the hand-made cal-

culation.



126

etc.

are considered wrong (74)

The result of this comparison339 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 

have only found one passage where there is disagreement between A and 
A

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 A and 468 agree with almost all documents and only one or few 
documents show disagreement340, or the variants are so divided that A 
and 468 have one variant and as many or more documents the other341. In 
both cases, 468 agrees with A, 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 

the tradition of A 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 A, there are 2–4 divergencies in both of 
them. So both these manuscripts seem to be fairly close to A 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 A 
place, the percentage of agreements being downright wrong.342 Further, 
the agreements and disagreements are of a very different kind, many 
agreements concerning very small matters, many disagreements being 

agreement and certainly cannot contribute to establishing a better text.  

340 A 468 and all other tradition. 
This is nothing but a slip in 631.

341 A
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.343 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.344 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 

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.345

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 1739346, 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:

‘improvement’. 

343 See chap. 2, also Aland (2011), p. 64 ff.
344 Aland (2011), p. 64 f.
345
346 I certainly do not mean that the general value of a manuscript is of interest for the special pas-

sage.



129

a lectio facilior
lectio facilior: 

the addressees happy.347 And are these changes, whatever they are, in-
tentional? We cannot be sure of that, itacism and the general uncertainty 

Let us, however, think that we have to do with intentional changes. If 

represented in 03 and a few other manuscripts, not much represented 

judge, but we must keep the possibility open that there has been impor-
tant interference. 

-

Also at 1 Jn 3:11/10 there is the same division between 03 and 1739, 
-

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.              

there is a variant with a particle in the more normal Greek way. Here 03 

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.

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 

-
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.

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.

-
tine tradition). This must be an intentional change, but it is impossible 

not indicate that it is a less probable reading, which it does to Metzger.348 
It can be, but certainly it does not have to be just the other way around, 
the rare reading being considered a lectio dif cilior. It is, however, pos-

349 

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-

ibid -

348 Metzger, p. 640.
349 Metzger, ibid.
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in both v. 13 and v. 14, but certainly an editor may hesitate. 

including the Byzantine tradition and many versions) and that without 
it (some twenty manuscripts, among them 1739 with not much docu-

addition which has been successful very early.  

-

by the bulk of the tradition, including 1739 and the Byzantine tradition. 
This may be a case of unintentional variation of endings, an extremely 

-
nipresent allusions to the knowledge and experience of the addressees: 
They already know everything. But non liquet.  

-

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 

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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unintentional error which had very little following, owing to the fact that 

-

1 Jn 3:11/10. See 1 Jn 1:5/10.

1 Jn 3:13/2. 03 with the majority of the tradition has an asyndeton, 1739 

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 

3:13/2. Here too it is impossible to judge, and it is possible that 1739 et 
alii have a normalization.

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.

-

and is an early addition, also existent in 01. 03, 1739, a few other manu-
scripts and some secondary tradition rightly omit. 

03 and the majority of the tradition to let v. 9 start as an asyndeton. A 

grammarian has been at work there, taking offence at the asyndeton and 
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see why the two words should have been dropped. The change was only 
moderately successful.

-
whelming bulk of the tradition, with 03 and 1739, has this reading, but 

P9vid

explanation which comes naturally and was successful, without having 
much of a ‘theological’ ring about it.

-

omits it. The Byzantine tradition is divided between the variants. ECM2 
accepts the longer reading, but of course the shorter one may be initial.

is the reading of a small part of the tradition, including 03 and 1739, 

-
rally and was successful, cf. above 1 Jn 4:15/22–40.

placed in the primary line. A minor part of the tradition, including 03 
-

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 

and Paul. So there is no way of knowing which variant is the initial one. 
-
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1 Jn 5:10/2–60. The context is that the witness of God is better than 

of ECM2, of 03, of around 60 recorded manuscripts and of the Byzan-

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 

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.

prefers that of 03, which is supported by only a few manuscripts350 
and by the Syriac translation called Harklensis. Another reading is 

-
ful of manuscripts, among them 1739. The reading which dominates the 

that it is very probable that the reading of 03 is original, with its more 

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.351

350 ao and b.
351
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This passage has been interpreted in different ways and there is no con-

theology has been at work, either in 03 et alii or in 1739 et alii.

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.

with 03 and many other manuscripts, among them the Byzantine tra-

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 

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

matter of assessing the genealogical relationship between variants and 
thus the genealogical relationship between their witnesses.” Obviously, 

the text. However, I 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 ECM2352, 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:

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 

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 

352
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-
-

ondary. See for this passage p. 77.
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. 

-
tence, comprising seven verses (1:3–1:9). The question is whether we 

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.

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, 

something as so and so”, see Liddell-Scott-Jones.353 I think that ECM2 
here has made the right choice, preferring a clear lectio dif cilior.

353 Other examples of this construction are Theodore of Mopsuestia, Le commentaire sur les Psau-
mes -
exandrinus), Paedagogus

ibid. ibid. III, XI, 77, 3 
ibid

Jones and Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus
case is Basil the Great (Basile de Césarée), Contra Eunomium
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354 

-

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 

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 

homoeoarcton. An unsolvable case.

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 

about sinners, the righteous Noah and Lot contrasting to them. Conse-

no certainty. The other reading also gives good meaning. 
 

-
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 

better reading.

354
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which”, “because of which”.355 I think that this goes back to the gen-

-
membered God speaking to Noah about never more destroying all living 

356 Another example of a “gen-

357

lectio 
facilior that it arouses suspicion.

-
ing of ECM2 has very weak support and is found only in a couple of 

but cannot be said to have much support; most of the documents read 
358 

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.

355

356 Gen. 8:21; 9:11.
357 Another case: Clement of Alexandria (Clemens Alexandrinus), Protrepticus

358 P. 636 f.
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bears witness to his Son.

-
cording to the apparatus

-

here clearly better.

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 m

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 -
tine tradition and other manuscripts), and x
The only papyrus present here is P72, reading l

The passage is extremely chaotic. To summarize: The pronoun, most-

suspect, being placed so differently but that it is nevertheless almost 
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Jesus, the theological view being, as is well known, that the acting per-

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 te t 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-

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.359 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
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work to be done on translations into other languages.360 I 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
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