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Introduction

One of the ongoing discussions in N'T text-critical studies involves
the methodology for classifying manuscripts into families and text-types.!
This study focuses on the text of 2 Peter, following a three-step method.
First, all the manuscripts in the study were compared and tentatively
grouped through hierarchical cluster analysis. Next, based on these
tentative groupings, profiles of nonmajority text readings were created.
Then, working with and refining these profiles, the groupings were
finalized.? A short profile of test readings is also provided for each group
to aid in the quick identification of other manuscripts.

With the groupings in hand, the next task involved comparing them
with similar studies in the Catholic epistles, as well as with the broader
picture of N'T text-critical research, specifically, within the “family/text-
type” paradigm. Two text-types have received general acceptance: the
Byzantine and the Alexandrian.” The majority of N'T manuscripts belong
to the Byzantine text-type. The level of variance between the subgroups
or families of Byzantine manuscripts is relatively low. The identity of the
Alexandrian text-type is based on relationships to two key manuscripts,

'See Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration, 3d enlg. ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 287-295.

’The data on the text of 2 Peter is taken from “The Classification of the Greek
Manuscripts of Second Peter” (M.A. project, Andrews University, 1980). The project
compared collations from 150 manuscripts, which were selected for completeness. The
methodology, with minor innovations, followed that of W. L. Richards, The Classification
of the Greek Manuscripts of the Jobannine Epistles (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1977). Joel
D. Awoniyi introduced hierarchical cluster analysis, which produced a graph known as the
“dendrogram.” The project on 2 Peter concluded that the dendrograms did facilitate the
identification of groups, but profiles were still necessary to refine subgroupings, especially
among Byzantine manuscripts (“The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the Epistle
of James” [Th.D. dissertation, S.D.A. Theological Seminary, 1979]).

3General discussions of text-types can be found in Metzger, 213-216; Keith Elliott and
Tan Moir, Manuscripts and the Text of the New Testament: An Introduction for English Readers
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1995), 24; and Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 50-52.
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Sinaiticus (01) and Vaticanus (02), both uncials from the fourth century.
A third text-type which has received general acceptance by text-critics in
the Gospels and Acts is the “Western” text-type as witnessed by Codex
Bezae (05). A fourth proposed text-type in the Gospels, Caesarean, has
been largely discredited. This study evaluates the non-Byzantine groups
of 2 Peter in view of this established text-type paradigm.

The problem is compounded because studies of the Catholic epistles
have suggested that not all groups fit neatly into the Byzantine/Alexandrian
paradigm. Attempts to import labels such as “Caesarean” have generated
considerable opposition. C.B. Amphoux has suggested a “Western text.”
W. L. Richards offers a “Mixed Text.” Joel D. Awoniyi adds a siglum “C”
for one group of manuscripts.* How do we correlate the classification of
these nonconforming groups to the accepted paradigm?”

Another factor that complicates this discussion includes the freighted
meanings of the labels because of expectations based on research in the
Gospels or other parts of the NT.> When a homogeneous group is
identified, are we inviting controversy based on labeling rather than
internal objective relationships? On the other hand, how do we fit the
group into the history of the text if we don’t use the “established” labels?

Methodological questions remain as to the level at which groups must
agree statistically to belong to the same text-type.” How closely must the
homogenous groups agree with one another to be included in the same

*Leon Vaganay, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism, 2d ed. rev. and
updated, ed. C. B. Amphoux (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 23-24.

*Richards, “Johannine Epistles,” 176.
‘Awoniyi, 54.
"These issues will be discussed in the context of the analysis of the groups that follows.

¥This has been an element of the debate since Westcott and Hort proposed a “Neutral
Text.” How one “freights” a label with meaning depends on individual orientation, i.e.,
whether one supports and defends the Majority Text or not.

*Ernest C. Colwell suggests “that the quantitative definition of a text-type is a group of
manuscripts that agree more than 70 percent of the time and is separated by a gap of about
10 percent from its neighbors” (Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New
Testament [Leiden: Brill, 1969], 59). W. L. Richards discusses the limitations of this definition
at length in his article “Manuscript Grouping in Luke 10 by Quantitative Analysis,” Journal
of Biblical Literature 98 (1979): 379-391. That particular study involved 212 manuscripts and
131 variants. Richards found that 10-percent percentage gaps did not exist; “rarely as much
as 3 percent, and even gaps as large as 1 percent are uncommon” (383). He also noted that
“the 70 percent figure is meaningless so far as a general guide is concerned, simply because
Byzantine manuscripts which relate to one another at least 90 percent of the time also relate
to many of the Alexandrian manuscripts in the 65-70 percent range. Furthermore,
Alexandrian manuscripts often agree less than 70 percent of the time with each other” (ibid.).
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text-type? How different must they be before they are considered a
separate text-type? To what degree do the parameters (i.e., criteria for
identifying variants or selecting manuscripts) of the comparison define the
classifications?

This study focuses on the non-Byzantine groups of 2 Peter and how
they are impacted by these issues and contribute to text-critical theory.

Identification and Description of the Groups

Twenty-seven manuscripts were identified as non-Byzantine from a
selection of 150 manuscripts using hierarchical cluster analysis as graphed
by a dendrogram. These manuscripts were further classified into four
distinct groups, again by referring to adendrogram incorporating only the
twenty-seven manuscripts (see Figure 1).

The groups consist of the following manuscripts:

Group I: MSS 323, 945, 1739, 1241, 1881, and 2298.

Group II: MSS P7, 03, 04, 1175, and 1243.

Group III: MSS 01, 02, 044, 5, 33, 1735, and 1845.

Group IV: MSS 206, 378, 522, 614, 1505, 1611, 1799, 1505, 2412, and
2495.
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Figure 1. For explanation, see paragraph 2 above, and note 2 on p. 41.
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Based on these identified groups, profiles of variant readings were
prepared and used to analyze and compare the different groups. Of the
original 173 Units of Variation identified using all 150 manuscripts,
ninety-one included a nonmajority text reading that was either a primary
reading (supported by two-thirds of the manuscripts in the group) or a
secondary reading (supported by one-half of the manuscripts in the group)
for one or more of these four groups. In order to be defined as a member
of a group, each manuscript must agree with the profile a minimum of 66
percent of the time (most manuscripts agreed more than 80 percent, with
only a couple of marginal members dropping below 75 percent).

Table 1
Types of Variation by Group

Group I n mr v
Omissions 501 4-3-2 4-1-0 5-2-5
Additions 3-0-1 2-0-0 4-1-2 10-2-9
Substitutions 11-0-3 4-7-1 7-2-4 11-2-4
Transpositions 8-0-4 4-1-1 4-1-0 8-0-6
Verb Changes 2-00 333 1-1-1 1-0-0
Noun 11-0-2 3-4-1 5-1-1 7-3-2

Changes

The first number indicates the number of primary readings, the second indicates
the number of secondary readings; and the third, the number of these which are
unique readings to the group.

An additional step was taken to characterize the groups according to
the types of variation which predominate. To do this, each reading has
been described as one of six classes of variation: (1) omission, (2) addition,
(3) substitution, (4) transposition, (5) verb changes, or (6) noun changes.”
Finally, a short profile of test readings was listed that could be used
efficiently to identify potential new members of each group.

“For a discussion of types of variation, see Richards, Jobannine Epistles, 32-41.
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Group I

In the first group, MSS 323, 1739, and 945 form one tight cluster,
while MSS 1241, 1881, and 2298 are more loosely attached, with MS 1241
and 1881 showing a closer agreement with each other than with the rest
of the group.

Richards classified three of these manuscripts—MSS 323, 1241, and
1739—all together in the same Alexandrian subgroup, A’."' Awoniyi
added MS 2298 to these, and again found them closely related to each
other, except for MS 323, which he included in an Alexandrian
subgroup labeled A%.'? In James, MS 323 stood by itself between the
clear Byzantine and Alexandrian traditions and so was labeled B/A’, the
only manuscript designated as such. It was described further as being
“more closely related to those manuscripts which represent the
Byzantine text traditions in other sections of the N'T than it is to those
manuscripts which witness to the Alexandrian text traditions.”” In his
discussion of categorizing N'T manuscripts, Thomas C. Greer used
“Family 1739” as an example for family profiles in Acts. He includes
MSS 323 and 945 along with others not in this study as members of this
family."

Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland classify manuscripts by dividing
them into five categories, relative to their value in determining the
original text in their estimation. These manuscripts fall into one of three
of his categories. Category I, the Alexandrian text-type, is the most
reliable. Category II, the Egyptian text, includes manuscripts of special
quality, but unlike Category I contains readings that show “alien
influences.” Category III includes manuscripts of “a distinctive
character with an independent text, . . . particularly important for the
history of the text.”® Of the manuscripts in Group I, Aland places MSS
1739 and 1241 in Category I; MSS 323, 1881 and 2298 in Category II;
and MS 945 in Category IIL.*

UIbid., 141.
Awoniyi, 43-44, 53.
PIbid., 49, 54.

*Thomas C. Greer, “Analyzing and Categorizing New Testament Greek Manuscripts:
Colwell Revisited,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Woods (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 264.

% Aland and Aland, 159.
*Ibid., 129-138.
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Table 2
Group I Statistics
Gregory Primary | Secondary | Surplus | Nonreadings | Percent
Number | Readings Readings
1739 41-40 0-0 1 0-0 98-00
945 41-37 00 3 1-0 90-00
323 41-36 00 2 20 88-00
1241 41-33 0-0 8 9-6 80-00
2298 41-32 0-0 4 1-0 78-00
1881 41-32 00 6 2-1 78-00

In the Primary and Secondary readings columns, the first number indicates the number
possible for that manuscript, and the second number indicates how many actually
occur. Surplus readings indicate how many additional nonmajority text readings the
manuscript has in this profile list. The Nonreadings column indicates how often a
manuscript is missing a reading because of lacunae or singular readings: The first
indicates the total number, and the second indicates how many are profile readings. The
Percent column gives the percent of primary readings first, and second, the percent of
secondary readings. For example, MS 1241 has thirty-three out of forty-one primary
readings and eight surplus readings. It has a lacuna or singular reading in six of the
profile readings, as well as three others. It agrees with the primary reading profile for
this group 80 percent of the time. This same format is used for tables 2-5.

Regarding types of variation (see Table 1), Group I is characterized
primarily by substitution and noun changes (of the latter, eleven of fourteen
examples). It also has more transpositions than Groups I and II. The profile
readings not shared with any other group profile are primarily transpositions
(Units of Variation 2, 15, 26, 83) (see Appendix 1) and substitutions (44, 52,
85). The other unshared profile readings are 35, 46, 58, and 64. There are two
more omissions than additions, so the length of the text varies little from the
majority text. The most distinguishing characteristic of this group is its
unity—there are no secondary readings.

The manuscripts date from the tenth to the fourteenth centuries. MS
1739 is of special interest and has been considered a key manuscript by
several authors. Francis Wright Beare cites G. Zuntz:

In the opinion of Zuntz, it was copied from a 4" century manuscript,

which in the Pauline epistles at least offered a text closely akin to that
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used by Origen, and was made in all its parts by a scribe who “was not

a copyist, but a scholar commanding a refined critical method and

animated by a truly philological interest.””

Bruce Metzger includes it as an example of a Later Alexandrian text."
Amphoux and his coauthors, again citing Zuntz and emphasizing the
manuscript’s relationship to Origen, suggest that it is a type of
“Caesarean” text.”” While finding the best label for the group is open for
discussion, there is general agreement that MS 1739 is a witness to an
ancient text of 2 Peter.

Quick identification profile: Units of Variation # 15, 26, 44, 52, 85.

Group II

This group invites attention because it includes P and the great
uncials, 03 and 04. P”? and 03 are the most closely related, with the other
three forming a separate cluster. Because of the limited size of the group
(there are only five), determining primary and secondary readings becomes
more stringent, with primary readings common to four of the five MSS, and
secondary readings common to three of the five. This has resulted in a
relatively low number of primary readings (nineteen as compared to forty-
five in Group IV) and a higher number of secondary readings (there are
nineteen). However, because no consistent pattern of agreement among the
secondary readings has emerged, there are not three manuscripts that have
a preponderance of agreement which isolates the other two.

All of the manuscripts, except P”%, which does not contain the
Johannine epistles, were classified by Richards. MSS 03 and 04 are
members of his group A% MS 1243 of his group A’; and MS 1175, which
changed text-type completely, is in his group B®.? Awoniyi has only MSS
03, 1175, and 1243, which were placed in the same group, A'.# Aland
includes all but MS 04 in his Category I, with MS 04 in Category II.

VFrancis Wright Beare, The First Epistle of Peter (Oxford: Blackwell, 1970), 2. See G.
Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (London: Oxford
University Press, 1953), 68-84.

Metzger, 216.

®C. B. Amphoux and Dom B. Outtier, “Les versions géorgiennes de I’épitre de
Jacques,” Biblica 65 (1984): 374-375; Vaganay, 24, 104-105.

®Richards, Johannine Epistles, 141, 159. For MS 1175, see also Richards, “Gregory 1175:
Alexandrian or Byzantine in the Catholic Epistles,” AUSS 21 (1983): 155-168.

#Aland and Aland, 100, 107-109, 134.
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Table 3
Group II Statistics
Gregory Primary | Secondary | Surplus Non- Percent
Number | Readings | Readings readings
1175 19-18 19-14 6 4-2 95-74
p” 19-18 199 6 85 95-47
1243 19-16 19-11 11 30 84-58
03 19-16 19-12 5 0-0 84-63
04 19-14 19-10 5 85 74-53

For explanation, see Table 2.

Muriel M. Carder has suggested that MS 1243 represents the Caesarean
text of the Catholic epistles. Her conclusions are based on a ratio of
Alexandrian and Western readings which are found in the epistles she studied:
1 Peter and 1-3 John.” Aland has responded by arguing that the only true
means for identifying the Caesarean text-type is the writings of Origen and
Eusebius.? Even though MS 1243 has a significant number of surplus readings
and further analysis may be fruitful, since in 2 Peter, MS 1243 is more closely
related to P”? and 03 than any other group of manuscripts, it should be
recognized as an example of the Alexandrian text-type.

Group II is not especially characterized by any single type of variant.
It has more examples of verb changes than any of the other groups, of
which Units of Variation 70, 74, and 86 are profile readings not shared
with any other group profile. It is the only group which has more
omissions than additions, which suggests it is marginally shorter than the
Byzantine text. Two omissions are unshared profile readings: Units of
Variation 48 and 67. The other unshared profile readings are Units of
Variation 23, 35, and 42.

Another outstanding characteristic of this Group is that it has no
primary readings until 2 Pet 1:18 (Unit of Variation 23). Prior to that
verse, it has only four secondary readings. When compared with the other
groups in this portion of the profile, this characteristic stands out. In this

ZMuriel M. Carder, “A Caesarean Text in the Catholic Epistles,” NT5 16 (1970): 252-270.

PKurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zu den gegenwirtigen Moglichkeiten text-kritischer
Arbeir aus Anlass einer Untersuchung zum Casarea-Text der Katholischen Briefe,” NTS 17
(1970): 1-9. MS 1739.
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same section, Group I has eight primary readings; Group III has eight
primary and three secondary readings; and Group IV hasthirteen primary
and two secondary readings. When this portion of text was analyzed using
all the 150 MSS, MSS P”? and 03 were indistinguishable from the
Byzantine textual tradition. In contrast, another portion of the text, 2 Pet
2:13-3:3 (Units of Variation 42-61), has eight primary readings and only
one secondary reading. This accounts for almost half the primary readings
for the total group profile. Though there are five primary readings, ten of
the nineteen secondary readings are found in 2 Pet 2:13-3:3. It is
interesting to note, following Blakely’s suggestion, that these portions
parallel the lectionary reading divisions.”*

Quick identification profile: Units of Variation # 23, 35, 42, 70.

Group Il

This group is equally significant with such illustrious members as
MSS 01, 02, and 33, thus suggesting an ancient text of 2 Peter within the
Alexandrian tradition. MSS 5 and 1845 are the most similar, while MS
1735 and 33 show the lowest agreement of all the members of the
group.

Of these manuscripts Richards has classified five: MSS 01, 02, and
044 in his group A% MS 5 in group A’; and MS 1845 was classified as M™
in 1 John, but A’ in 2, 3 John.” Richards defines M¥ as follows: “They
have a significant number of A and B readings but show no agreement
with any of the A, B, or M group profiles.”™ Awoniyi’s results are
similar: MSS 01, 02, 044, and 1735 are classified in group A'; and MSS
5 and 1845 are classified as B/A%% Aland includes MSS 01, 02 and 33 in
Category I; MSS 044 and 1735 in Category II; and MSS 5 and 1845 in
Category II1.%

#*Wayne Allen Blakely, “Manuscript Relationships as Indicated by the Epistles of
Jude and 1T Peter” (Ph.D. dissertation, Emory University, 1964). Blakely argued that the
meaningful text-unit for classifying manuscript relationships was the lectionary divisions.
My own study in 2 Peter suggests that these divisions are not generally reflected in
manuscript relationships. It is only in this one group that a profile pattern has emerged
which hints at such a division, and which might be an interesting conundrum in the
history of the text.

“Richards, Jobannine Epistles, 141, 177.
%Thid., 177.

7 Awoniyi, 43-44, 49-50, 53-54.

#Aland and Aland, 107-109, 118, 129, 135-136.
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Table 4
Group III Statistics
Gregory | Primary | Secondary | Surplus Non- Percent
Number | Readings | Readings readings

1845 27-25 73 12 00 93-43
044 27-24 7-5 17 6-2 89-71
02 27-23 7-5 9 22 85-71
5 27-21 7-3 11 1-1 78-43
01 27-21 7-2 12 6-2 78-29
1735 2721 7-4 5 1-1 78-57
33 27-19 7-6 7 72 70-86

For explanation, see Table 2.

Group I is strongest in substitution and addition, with seven of the
nine of the profile readings not shared with any other profile group
coming from these types. The unshared additions are Units of Variation
10, 31, 36, and 50. The unshared substitutions are Units of Variation 16,
22, and 54. The other unshared readings are 21 and 76. The group also has
a good representation of omissions, transpositions, and noun changes.
This group is characterized by a high number of surplus readings. MS 044
has the most, seventeen. However, it has 89 percent of the primary
readings and 71 percent of the secondary readings. In spite of the surplus
readings, this manuscript does not fit any better in any other group. We
could speculate that should more manuscripts be added to the study, and
should a significant number of them agree closely with MS 044 in these
surplus readings, it would warrant forming a new family group. MS 1845,
which has a mixed text elsewhere in the Catholic epistles, has twelve
surplus readings. But note that it shares each of them with some other
member of the same group. MS 33 only has 70 percent of the primary
readings, which defines the manuscript as a marginal member. Its
inclusion in this group is warranted because it has 86 percent of the

secondary readings.
Quick identification profile: Units of Variation # 16, 22, 31, 54, 76.
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Group IV

Group IV stands apart. Hierarchical cluster analysis shows a marked
separation between this group and the rest of the textual tradition. In 2 Peter,
this group appears to be highly independent of the rest of the manuscript
tradition while maintaining a close internal statistical agreement. It is suggested
that this group should be considered an independent family with no affinities
with either the Byzantine or Alexandrian text traditions.

Richards classified five manuscripts: MSS 206, 614, 1611, 1799, and 2412
in A"% Noting the singularity of group A', he states: “A?and A® have a larger
number of shared readings than any other combination of the A groups.” He
identifies only three A groups. Concerning MSS 614 and 2412, he observes
that they “have the lowest number of group readings in 1 Jn and that a look
at (the group profile) shows that where these two manuscripts miss the group
readings, they agree with one another.”' This is equally true for 2 Peter.

Table 5
Group IV Statistics
Gregory | Primary | Secondary Surplus Non- Percent
Number | Readings | Readings readings
522 44-44 8-5 2 1-1 100-63
206 44-41 87 3 0-0 93-87
1505 44-41 87 3 4-0 93-87
2495 44-41 8-6 4 31 93-75
1799 44-41 85 0 30 93-63
1611 44-40 8-5 4 2-2 91-63
614 44-38 8-2 5 4-3 86-25
2412 44-35 8-2 2 5-5 80-25
378 44-27 81 6 33 61-13

For explanation, see Table 2.

PRichards, Jobannine Epistles, 140.
*Ibid., 139.
Ibid., 138.
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Awoniyi classified all the manuscripts except MS 2495. MSS 378 is
classified as B/A’.”? The rest belong to a separate group identified by the
siglhum “C.” This is in turn divided into subgroups: MSS 206, 522, and
1799 are members of his group C', and MSS 614, 1505, 1611, and 2412
belong to his group C2.” In 2 Peter, the division of Group IV into two
subgroups would be similar, except that MS 1505 would change sides.
However, both the hierarchical cluster analysis and the profiles suggest
that for 2 Peter the division is not clear enough to warrant such a
distinction. Aland includes all these manuscripts except 1799, which he
does not classify, into his Category II1.>* Amphoux, based on his study of
James, has included all but MS 378 in his Family 2138. This group has a
close textual relationship with the Syriac Harclean version, which suggests
a text that is much older than any of the individual members.® He
classifies the group as a “Western text.”

MS 378 presents a special problem. It is as good as any other member
of the group from the beginning to Unit of Variation 18 (2 Pet 1:15) and
from Unit of Variation 49 through 66 (2 Pet 2:18-3:9). In these two
sections, it has seventeen of twenty-one primary readings, while in the rest
of the book it has only ten of twenty-three primary readings. Nor does
the profile of readings outside these two sections significantly match any
other group profile. Even though is has an obviously mixed text, it has a
higher percentage of agreement with Group IV than any other group.

Portions of two additional manuscripts also witness to this group: MSS
1522 and 1890. Awoniyi classified them as C manuscripts.”” Richards used
only MS 1522, and he classified it as M in 1 and 3 John, and B in 2 John.*®
Aland includes neither one of them. These manuscripts have all twelve of the
primary readings and one of the two secondary readings in Units of Variation
1-19 (2 Pet 1:1-17a). From 2 Pet 1:17 through the end, both manuscripts

2 Awoniyi, 50, 53.

“Ibid., 51, 54.

*Aland and Aland, 132-137.

*These manuscripts date from the eleventh to thirteenth centuries.

*Vaganay, 23-24. See also C. B. Amphoux, “La paranté textuelle du sy" et du groupe
2138 dans Iépitre de Jacques,” Biblica 62 (1981): 259-271; idem., “Quelques témoins grecs des
formes textuelles les plus ancienes de I’épitre de Jacques: le groupe 2138 (ou 614),” New
Testament Studies 28 (1982): 91-115; and idem., “Note sur le classement des manuscrits grecs
de 1 Jean,” Reuue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses, 61 (1981): 125-135.

¥ Awoniyi, 50-51, 54.
%Richards, Johannine Epistles, 177.
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represent a Byzantine text.” Group IV has a strong representation of each
class of variation except in verb changes. In contrast to the other groups it has
a larger number of additions. But the most outstanding feature is the number
of readings not shared with any other group profile. Fifty percent (26 of 52)
of its variations from the majority text used in the profile are unshared with
any other group. Its nearest competitor has a ratio of only 27 percent. It also
represents 50 percent (24 of 48) of the total of all unshared readings in all four
of the group profiles.

The unshared readings for Group IV are: {1) Omissions—9, 17, 43, 74, 87;
(2) Additions—6, 18, 19, 29, 32, 45, 54, 62, 88; (3) Substitutions—20, 24, 56, 89;
(4) Transpositions—2, 5, 14, 25, 61, 79; and (5) Noun changes—37, 90.

Quick identification profile: Units of Variation # 2, 18, 29, 56, 79.

Summary

The Manuscript Groups and the Text-type/Family Paradigm

Five distinct, homogenous groups have been identified within the
manuscript tradition of 2 Peter. The largest, incorporating 123 of the 150
manuscripts, or 82 percent, belongs to the Byzantine text-type. There is
little controversy over the identity of this text-type. The remaining four
groups do not correspond as readily to the accepted paradigm.

Group II, led by MS 03, and Group III, clustered around MS 01, have
been generally labeled Alexandrian, again with little controversy. Enough is
known about the history of the two manuscripts, along with their established
relationships in the other parts of the NT, that using the same label for both
of them would be accepted by most textual critics. But in 2 Peter these groups
could appear to belong to differing textual traditions based on substantially
unique profiles. In the ninety-one selected Units of Variation, MSS 01 and 02
agree on a nonmajority text reading only thirteen times, of which six are
profile readings. When the profiles of the two groups are compared, the
profiles agree on only thirteen nonmajority text readings out of the fifty-nine
units of variation where one or the other has a nonmajority text reading (for
22 percent agreement). Thus it appears that if we are to label both groups as
Alexandrian in 2 Peter, we must postulate that the Alexandrian text-type has
two distinct strands. Justification for using the same text-type label is thus
based less on statistical relationships, and more on relationships in the larger

*When MS 1890 was examined at the place of change, it was noted that the significant
point was at the end of a page. The page ends in v. 17 with sofav, and the new page begins
with the word guwvng. This occurs between Units of Variation 19 and 20, both of which are
primary readings for Group IV. This manuscript has the first primary reading, but not the
second and only one thereafter. The collations for MS 1522 came from a published source,
so it was not possible to check for a similar pattern.
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context of the NT and on history. The internal statistical relationships
between the manuscripts within each group are not as close as in Groups I and
IV, and so “family” relationships are not being suggested for either group.

The remaining two groups are much more challenging. Should Group
I, with its flagship MS 1739 be labeled “late Alexandrian” or “Caesarean”™
Neither label would satisfy everyone. Of the two, “late Alexandrian”
would be less controversial, simply because the existence of a “Caesarean”
text has been successfully questioned. Statistically, Group I remains
closest to Group II. When the profiles of these two groups are compared
where one or the other of the profiles has a nonmajority text reading,
they agree twenty-five out of fifty-three times (47 percent). It is also
interesting to note that Group I has as profile readings ten of the fourteen
readings where 01 and 03 agree. However, the Group has a number of
unique readings and forms a distinct profile with forty-four readings.
Because of internal cohesiveness the designation “Family” applies, as has
been noted in Acts. Its value as a witness to an early form of the text of
the NT has been generally accepted.

Group IV is consistent with Amphoux’s Family 2138, both in terms
of relationships and in general description of the text. He labeled it as a
“Western text.” However, the history and identity of a “Western text”
have not received the same level of acceptance as the Byzantine and
Alexandrian text-types outside of the Gospels and Acts. Thus, using that
label for this group would be open for discussion. Since none of the
generally accepted text-types based on the broader NT context describes
this group adequately, it is suggested that it be labeled simply as Family
2138, following the example of Amphoux and such examples from the
Gospels as Family 1 and Family 13. Thus for 2 Peter, the Alexandrian
text-type has three distinct strands, as illustrated by Groups I-III, each
significant for the study of the history of the text. Because of the
relationship between Group IV and the Syriac Harklean version, the
readings of this group also need to be taken seriously as an early witness
to the form of the text of 2 Peter, even though all the manuscripts are late
minuscules. These results confirm for 2 Peter what has generally been
demonstrated throughout the Catholic epistles.

Methodological Issues

Certain parameters directly impact the levels of agreement between
the groups. The first involves the number of Units of Variation used.
When all 173 Units of Variation were included, the percentage of
agreement between the groups was relatively high. It could be argued that,
based on the results of the cluster analysis, Groups I, II, and Il could be
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considered as the same text-type. However, when only the ninety-one
Units of Variation relevant to the twenty-seven non-Byzantine
manuscripts were used, eliminating all shared majority text readings,
percentages of agreement dropped dramatically, so that Groups I, II, and
III clustered at less than 45 percent. Shared agreements with the majority
text had been eliminated from the analysis, thus magnifying the
differences.

The second parameter involves the number of manuscripts. When the
groups were compared one on one, using only readings where one or the
other had a nonmajority text reading, percentages of agreement dropped
even further.

This illustrates that statistical agreement between groups of
manuscripts is directly impacted by the size of the sample, both by the
number of variants and the number of manuscripts. The implications of
these observations for textual theory suggest that text-type identification
and analysis can take place only when the sample is large enough.
Comparing two manuscripts with one another, or even two homogenous
groups with one another, will not contribute to the classifying of
manuscripts on the level of text-types.*

“Larry W. Hurtado, Test-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the
Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981), 86-89. After a close comparison of W with
other texts of Mark, including both agreements and disagreements, Hurtado concluded that “W
is not a good supporter of any major text group.” He also concluded that what had been called
the “pre-Caesarean” text should be abandoned. The manuscript relationships in 2 Peter illustrate
that similar results would take place if any of the major early uncials were to be studied one on
one. For general descriptive purposes, this level of analysis may not be helpful.
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Appendix—Profile Readings

1.2 Pet 1:1
1.Zvpewv
2. 21wy
3.Zupwv
2.2 Pet 12
1.0¢eov katL Inoovu
touv Kvpiov npwv
2.0¢eov ket Inoov Xpiotou
tov Kuprov nuwv I
3.Kuvprov nuwv Inoov Xpietov 1
4.0¢0v kaL Xptotov Ingov tov
Kuprov
3. 2Pec 1:3
1.mavre
2.t Tavto
4.2 Pet 1:3
1.6 dofng kot apetng
2.1010c 60N KaL apetn
5.2 Pet 1:4
Ltipe nuwv ket peylota
2.UEYLOTO TRLY KoL
peyLota I, OO
Jtuye KoL peyLote nuLy I
6.2 Pet 1:4
1.xoopw
2.1 Koouw I
7.2 Pet 1:4
Lev emBupta $pBopag

i, IvV

100, iv

LIOLI
Test®

8.2 Pet 1:5
l.awto tovto e
2.qvto &€ TouTo
3.qvtoL de
9.2 Pet 1:5
1.omovdnv tacov
2.omovdny 1
3.mecav omovdny
10. 2 Pet 1:8
Lvmapyovta
2.mapovta I
11. 2 Pet 1:9
Lopaptiwv
2. apapTNHOTOY
12.2 Per 1:10
1.omovéaoate

I, i, I, IV

LI

2.0movdeonte Lo Suo

TWV KOAWY €pywy Lo, v
13. 2 Pet 1:12 Test
l.ouk apeinow
2 perinow Li
14. 2 Pet 1:12

L€y vpag vTopLuYMoKeLY

2.040G CEL UTOPLUVTIOKELY

J.umopLpvnokeLy vpeg et v

4.040C UTOULUYNOKELY

5.0€L UTOULUVTIOKELY UG
15. 2 Pet 1:13

Ltovtw T oKMVwuaTL

2.Tw OKNVWRATL TOUTW I
16. 2 Pet 1:13

1.umopvnoer

2.1} vouvMoEL III
17.2 Pet 1:15

1kor

2.omit iv
18. 2 Pet 1:15

l.vpag

2.vp0g TeLTE Kol v
19.2 Pet 1:17

1.0¢0v

2.tov Geov v
20. 2 Per 1:17

Leig ov eyw

2ev w v
21.2 Pet 1:17

1.evdoknon

2.mudoknoo. il
22,2 Pet 1:18

1.ex ovpavov

2.€k TOL OUPAVOV I
23.2 Pet 1:18 Test

Loper 0 ayLw

2.0yuw opet I
24.2 Per 1:19

1.¢wodopog

2.ewodopog iv
25. 2 Pet 1:20

Lapodnrere ypadng

2.ypadn mpodnteLnc v
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26.2 Pet 1:20
1. 1d1eg emAvoewg
2. €mMAVCEWG LELOG
27.2 Pet 1:21
1.mote mpodnreLa
2.mpodmTeLe moTE
28.2 Per 1:21
LayioL Oeov
2.amo Geov
3.ayLoL ToU Beov
29.2 Pet 2:1
1. A0
2. 0w €KELVR
30. 2 Per 2:1
l.eavtoLg
2.qvtoLg
31. 2 Pet 2:4
1.tnpoupevoug
2.koAx{OVUEVOUG TTIPELY
32.2Pet 2:5

I, Iv
Test

LILIV

v

i, iv

lkatakAvopor Koopw aoefwy

2 KQTOKAVOLOV KOOROU
Kate aoefuv
33.2Pet 2:6
1 xataotpodn
2.omit
34.2 Pet 2:6
l.aocePerv
2.aoePeot
35.2 Pet 2:8
Leykatolkwy
2.K0TOLKWY
3.evkatolkwy
36.2 Pet 2:8
l.avopolg
2.06eopoLg
37.2Pet 2:9
1.mevpaopov
2 meLpaopwy
38.2 Pet 2:10
Lembuuie
2. embBupLalg
39.2 Pet 2:11
1Lmapa Kupw
2.omit

Lo

i, IV

Li, IV

i1, IV

3.mepa Kuplov

4Q. 2 Pet 2:12
1.pvoke yeyevvmpeva
2.yeyevvnueva puoika
3.yeyevvmueve

41.2 Pet 2:12
1.katadpBapnoovtal
2 ko1 $pBepnoovTat

42.2 Pet 2:13
1.kopLovpevor
2.ad1koupevoL

43.2 Pet 2:13
l.ev (2)
2. omit

44.2 Pet 2:13
l.amotong
2.oyemong
J.eyvoratg

45.2 Pet 2:13
Lopw
2.€v vy

46. 2 Pet 2:14
l.akatamavotoug
2.0K0TATEUGTOV

47.2 Pet 2:17
lveperar
2.kaL opyAct
3.kt vederut

48. 2 Pet 2:17
l.ewc atwva
2.€1¢ awvag
3.omit

49.2 Per 2:18
l.ooedyerarg
2.a0edyerag

50. 2 Pet 2:18
l.ovtwg
2.0ALyoV
3.0ALywg
4.0vt0g

51. 2 Pet 2:18
l.amopuyovtag
2.0vTeg

L 10, iii, IV

L i

Test

Test

LO1m

LIV
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52. 2 Pet 2:19
1.umapEovteg
2.0vT€C I
53.2 Pet 2:20 Test
1.Kupiov
2. Kuptov nuwv
54.2 Pet 2:21
lLemotpedar
2.vmootpefol LI
3.e1¢ To OMOW emotpelat v
4.€10 Tot OMLOW aveKeUYoL m
55. 2 Pet 2:21
lex
2.amo
56. 2 Pet 2:22
1.70 oo efepogue
2.70 L8LoV €Eepaopo
3.tov 18Lov epetov v
57.2 Pet 2:22
L.xvAtopa
2 KvAtopov
58. 2 Pet 3:2
Lnpov/vpwv
2. omit I
59.2 Pet 3:3
l.eayatov
2.ecyatwy
60. 2 Pet 3:3
Leumatkral
2.eumoLypovn eumeikTol
3.ev eumaLypovn eumoikTal
4.euTaLYHOVNG EUTOLKTOL
61. 2 Pet 3:3
1. embBupLog avtwy
2.00TwY emBupLag v
3.embBuutag
62. 2 Pet 3:4
1.motepeg
2.Tatepeg MWy v
63.2 Pet 3:7
l.tw owtov
210 autw
64.2 Pet 3:7
1.mupe
2.ev TupL I
65. 2 Pet 3:9

LILI IV
Test

I, 1Iv

LI, v

LI, 0L, 1v

LI

LIV

1o
2.omit
66. 2 Pet 3:7
l.ewg
251
67. 2 Pet 3:10
1n
2. omit i
68. 2 Pet 3:10
lev vuktL
2.omit
69. 2 Pet 3:10
lov
2.omit
70. 2 Pet 3:10
1.AvBnoovtar
2. AvBnoetat I
71. 2 Pet 3:10
1.kotakanoetal
2.evpebnoetal
3 xatakanoovtal
72.2 Pet 3:11
l.oww
2.0uTw¢
3.5¢ ovtwg
4.omit
5.0€¢
73.2 Pet 3:12
1.8¢0v
2 Kuptou
74.2 Pet 3:12
1k oToLyele . . .TrkeTat
2.omit iv
3oL oToLyEL: . . . TOKTIGETOL it
75. 2 Pet 3:13
Lynv kawn
2 kovny ynv
76.2 Pet 3:13
1.t0 enayyeApa avtov
2.t emoyyeApate eutov m
77.2 Pet 3:13
l.kotorker
2.evoikeL
78.2 Pet 3:14
Lapwpnror
2.qpwpoL

LI, 01

Test

Lii, IV

I, 11

i, IV

i1, IV
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79. 2 Pet 3:15
1.nuwv aderdog
2.06eAdog Npwy v
3 nuwv
80. 2 Pet 3:15
l.ovtw doberoav
2.600¢L00v UTW
81. 2 Pet 3:16
1.tatg
2.omit
82. 2 Pet 3:16
l.oic
2006
83. 2 Pet 3:16
1l.eotL Suovonta
2.6vovonte €10t I
84. 2 Pet 3:16
1.otpefrovoLy
2.otpefAwaouvoiy
85.2 Pet 3:16
L (2)
2.kabo
86. 2 Pet 3:18
1.ovEavete
2.0vEaveate ii
87.2 Pet 3:18
1.5¢
2. omit v
88. 2 Pet 3:18
1.Xprotou
2.XpLotou kot B€ov TaTPOg v
89. 2 Pet 3:18
loavtw
2w v
90. 2 Pet 3:18
1.nuepav aLwvog
2. THEPOG ALWVOG iv
3.T00¢ AWVEG TWY CLWVWY

LI, O, IV
Test

i, I

L, IO, IV

LI

91. 2 Pet 3:18 Test
Lopny
2. omit L i

“Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der
Greichschen Handschrifien  des  Neuen
Testaments. I die Katholischen Briefe
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1987), 1:93-
125. Aland includes fourteen “Teststellen”
from 2 Peter in his “Die Resultate der
Kollation.” Thirteen were used in this
study and are listed here. They are
identified by the “Test” after the reference.
It is beyond the scope of the present paper
to evaluate his results in comparison with
the methods used here. Richards has
published such a study, “An Analysis of
Aland’s Teststellen in 1 John,” NTS 44
(1998): 26-44.





