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THE ANALYSIS OF OPEN TRADITIONS 101

A group of manuscripts can sulfer somne contamination bu sl have
just w0 poles. I one manuscript (y in fg. 14a) adopts good readings
from a los extrastemmtic source (§2.1), then any original team (ic. a
team that would have been valid had 1o conamination occurred) not
containing that manuseript or & descendant thereof is liminated. In fig.
143, only the teams AG and AD would survive. Two lines of extrastem-
matic contamination, however, might climinate all the original tcams

Fic. b

(e if the lines led to T and ), and result in a team of three. As for
inimastemmatic contamination, if one member of an original team (or an
ancestor therco) transfers crror to the other member (or an ancestor
thereof) the team is invalidated; but as long as one team stands (AG in
Jige 14b) the tradition remains bipolar.

Consider  team of three members ABC. Each s on occasion correct
against the agreement of the other two. There are many posible pedi-
frees all ather comples, which could bring this about. In fig. 153, cach

o o

T N
//‘/<‘l‘>\% /\ ’\ /lu\’ 7

w ' // - /"i;

Fie. 15 Fie. 15 Fo1ge

pair shares a source and thence errors, but the only source common to.
all three manuscripts is the original. In fig. 15b, some of B's errors mar
BC but noc A (thanks 10 o), some of C's reach A but arose after B, some
of a'sreach AB but not G (thanks 1 8). In fig. 15¢, B consulted A in some.
passages where o was corrupt, G consulted i other such pasages, and
Ais sound where BG bear s ersars. Teams of four or more betoken

e e v —"p—————
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two manuscripts AB survive fall into five categories, as Klcinlogel re.
‘marked (§3.

() AB ageee in the comect reading s times.
(fh A corectand B e tmes ©

i) 1 i corect and A era, u tmes

() RB e togeher, v tmes

1 AB G sparately, w times

The classification holds whether the errors are detectable or ot. There
are (uv-+w) errors in A and (t4v-w) errors in B, and AB diverge
(t+u-+w) times. The identity v=4 [(u-4v--W)H{Hv+W)—(tFutw)
— ] implies that:

no. of errors common to AB = % (no. of errors in A + no. of errors.
B
— no. of divergences becween AT — o, of cases where AB err
separately)™

16 we neglect the atypical event of separate error, and express the other
items as percentages of the number of pasages where AB survive, the
general formula results:

ertor percentage of AB # % (error percentage of A + exror percent-
age of B — [percentage] distance of AB).

Strictly speaking, all three terms on the right-hand side should be calcu-
Lated over the field of all variants where AB both survive. In practice the
firscterm rests on a diffevent field (namely all determinate variants where.
A survives), as does the second; but if the determinate variants form a
vepresentaive sample (§4.9), the figures should not differ greatly.

5.4 We must now examine more rigorousy the proposition that the
agrcement of manuscripts which on the map surround a gives the best
recoverable text. 1f two manuseripts alone surround , they subtend
there an angle of 180°. I more than (o together surround a, they in-
clude at st one pair subtending an obtuse (or right) angle at o In

7. Ui cxtors n () A it peither s thel cntaborions o o, o evos i
A s of divergencs b AB' ance.

Fie. 21
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and Y% The measures of distance (not tabulated here) between the
‘manuscripts (including o) yield the map of fig. 29.

6.3 Would these results ield correct decisions in the indeterminate
passages and detect the four wrong decisions? The first pair of ival read-
ings are diram NOPQRX, duram STVYZ. While diram is attested by
NO, never caught erring togecher, the lowest error percentage among.
the pairs formed from STVYZ s §3; moreover, NOPQRX surround w
while STVYZ all stand ‘west' of it; hence diram is vightly chosen. The
truth s identified no less readily in thirteen other indeterminate pas-
sages: 10s. 7,8, 13, 18, 20, 24, 36, 28, 29,33, 44, 40 and 49.

In passage no. 2, N stands alone. While the lowest error percentage
for any pair among OPQRSTVXYZ js 4 (0S), the figure for N exceeds
38; the odds favour the majority reading, especially since the percentage
of 4 results from a single passige (no. 45). In confirmation, O-Z sur.

. nthe arcle cted 1 n. 54, the prscot et cxamiod th sl beoween
e mod]genciopy and o of s A, e the queaion 1 what e of

e P S i N e, ld e e gt o
it mary,‘
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between AB, but also midway between AG and midway between BC—
wehich s impossible’* We can only preserve the rank ordering, as in fig.

A
y ‘\ ©

A B c 8 c
Fic. 232 Fi6. 23b.

r=abuayy, AB=AG=

5
2gb. Here what should have been the lines AwbB, AwC and BaG are bent
away from one another, and the range of the distances has been reduced.
(from g3:67 to 37:63).% The pairs AB, AC, BC each subtend an obtuse:
angle (120%) at o, and the agreement of any pair indeed gives the best
recoverable reading. As in later examples, the numbers of errors were
chosen to produce ties, since with so few manuscripts rank ordering is
otherwise insuficient to define a unique map.

Infig. 24, the textual distances AB and AC equal % X 100 = 8o, while
Aaand all the rest equal 40. The pairs AB and AG each subtend an ob-
wse angle (150°) at w, while BC subtend only 6o°; correspondingly, the

T
A B \C S

Fie. 24

best recoverable text is given by the agreement of AB or AG but not
necessarily by that of BC.

Fig. 25 introduces conflation. Tf B reproduced all errors of A and
G, the distances B and AC would equal % x 100 = 100, and the rest
% x 100 = 50, whence fig. 25b. Alternatively, if B adopted just one crror
from each of AC, the distance Ba to0 would equal 50, whence fig. 25¢.
In either case, the only pair to subtend at o an angle in the go-180°

4e sl al four points cocid, o unles we avoke complex mumbers o thiee

(008 A = (0200), B = 22 (112), € = 22 (13
75, The ke, s imporant thas the siaps of the map, s o o cuse the tole
ot Ul ekl a0 g s
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Tange is AG (9o° or 120°), while the remaining pairs subtend only 45°
or 60°. The gencalogy confirms that AB could agree in A's errors, and
BCin C's, but that AG agree only if both reproduce .7 Note that the
distance of  conflate manuscript from o reflectsits total of ervors, while
its direction thence is a compromise becween those of its sources, Tflect-
ing their proportionate contributions.

56. The principle that paths Tadiating outwards from o indicate
descent, together with this remark on conflation, help to derive a textual
history from the map, even though a unique history cannot be recovered
(8512, 2.1). We may indecd experiment with altemative histories, posit-
ing, for example, a lost common ancestor of two manuscripis (say AB)
at he incentre of the triangle Ao Thus the map of fig. 25¢ could be
reinterpreted by supposing a lost common ancestor  for AB (aA and
‘waB becoming somewhat bent see n. 77) lines of descent) and regarding
Gas conflated from B and a lost source 8 (G's direction from o lying be-
tveen those of B and ). This pedigree (g, 26D) wholly differs frons fig.
259, but explains equally well the survival of the truth now in A alone
(untainted by Bs errors), now in G alone (thanks (o ), but never in B
alone, External clues, such as dates, may help to choose between alter-
‘native histories.

57.One limitation of the method i that it may be impossible to draw
any twodimensional map that refiects the rank ordering adequately.

7. This itefo o, the suppose ancetor,ensures that the paths wad, sl and A
I cbrace abtus gl 1 ol b expeced i ch an ancetor sctatly exincd. The

o B o cah i A a0 1 dscnd fom o bt 50
e (o ather . single 1) would el sugses. that A descended v B or
e o paths woukd b way from cah oihe (el . 1) v cah clade
Sngie Afun, 3 tex cont b made up oo A 30 B, K showid sl i
o i line Jtuing them, bt i pracic the angle Aah (o0 would be obse.
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ting up the variants according to the five acts. Walton at least shows that
(a5 might be expected) the annotation was not uniform: Q1 readings are
westored less effectively in the second and third acts. The simple ex-
pedient of plotting F's restoration of Q1 readings as they oceur against
its perpetuation of Qg error gives a more localized picture. This i shown
inTable 1.

Tane

“The numbers are TLN reference, Those to the Iet of he lne indicate Q1 agree-
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Anyone who suspects that the alternation between correction and
perpetuation of error is random should try tossing coin and plotting the
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The rank orderings of the textual and map distances are in fact unlikely
to correspond. exactly (unless the manuscripts are few), but the dis-
crepancy is sometimes so extensive that the map is inapplicable. Suppose,
for example, five independent copies of o. No possible map can provide

K g o o e
Fic. a7 Fic. a7b

that every pair of manuseripts subtend an obtuse angle at . A com-
promise like fig. 27b, where some pairs subtend an obtuse angle and.
others do not, creates illusions, ez that B s conflated from AG™ Such
eases could be detected through the measures of ‘badnes of fit output
together with the map

‘An implication of the last case is that unique errors should (rather.
than may—§y.2) be omitted here, in all but the smallest traditions. In
‘most traditions at east five manuscripts bear unique errors. A map based.
on those errors alone would be at least as cramped and misleading as
fig. 27, and even 2 map based only in part on those passages might
partally retain those defects.

The map is also limited in its capacity to convey complex relation-
ships. Consider, for example, the addition to fig. 29b of a conflate manu-
scxipt drawn 40% from A, 40% from B, 20% from C. Its bearing from
1 must lie between those of A and B, its main sources; but then it is

25 Sty Najok (s 1. ), pp. T, o fcio syl inapplcable when four
o mone mamctpts deived ndependendly frm he ovigioal
o Caled ‘o and. ‘coccntof sicoaion', e Lingos a0 Roskam

o),
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copy a Latin passage by Florus of Lyons® Let us suppose that manu-

scripts N7 alone survive, The apparatus criticus preseats 49 indepen-

dent (though nos. 36 and 38 interacy) varians, cited against the lost
inal:

Anastusa prino dica et mantem custodiar 3 vio suo? Publio? pas s, i qua

e Chi il consolatas e confortata et Dein
Apraciecol Sceraa e n qua
dishus mens Theodoteutt, quae
it martyetum pase imposita cum ducentist virs ¢ s

Fingenti feminis. ot demergerentur i marit,peiat et 3 {asula Palmarias bl

i ot o g o i+ v vy vefeionibus
s clebrarunt, Tntr oy omeE, unus crath domine Eutychianus®,
nmotentisimae mataraesh, qui bl sbi, cum dives cset, omnibus faculat:
bt i, il cogitans ihilque metunsh, st hoc, ne culfaies sc divtas
Qe denaucs et s aoocumuet o

icebaih 5 Clrstannts mihi o tollect 1 eiam i caput

S NPORSTVYZ.
Gidturna GPORYL

‘s VYZ
posed here X ot words om. N

& e NRSTVYZ, debine X beatan 70

2 Mpico X i Theodotem X, Theodotionem

8. Drawa frely from owo altcmative venions i Migne, Patrloga Latng, XCIV,
\ESet Guenin (op. et 1 . 18), p. $13-2
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The rank orderings of the textual and map distances are in fact unlikely
to correspond. exactly (unless the manuscripts are few), but the dis-
crepancy is sometimes so extensive that the map is inapplicable. Suppose,
for example, five independent copies of o. No possible map can provide
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that every pair of manuseripts subtend an obtuse angle at . A com-
promise like fig. 27b, where some pairs subtend an obtuse angle and.
others do not, creates illusions, ez that B s conflated from AG™ Such
eases could be detected through the measures of ‘badnes of fit output
together with the map

‘An implication of the last case is that unique errors should (rather.
than may—§y.2) be omitted here, in all but the smallest traditions. In
‘most traditions at east five manuscripts bear unique errors. A map based.
on those errors alone would be at least as cramped and misleading as
fig. 27, and even 2 map based only in part on those passages might
partally retain those defects.

The map is also limited in its capacity to convey complex relation-
ships. Consider, for example, the addition to fig. 29b of a conflate manu-
scxipt drawn 40% from A, 40% from B, 20% from C. Its bearing from
1 must lie between those of A and B, its main sources; but then it is

25 Sty Najok (s 1. ), pp. T, o fcio syl inapplcable when four
o mone mamctpts deived ndependendly frm he ovigioal
o Caled ‘o and. ‘coccntof sicoaion', e Lingos a0 Roskam

o),
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OPQR err inno. 21. Evea clearer, on the map, seems the choice between
NRSTVXYZ and OPQ in passage no- 39, the angles subtended at o
being 16° (“RaX) and 10° (<0Q). The error percentages, however,
do not differ overwhelmingly, being 8% versus 17, o, if no. 48 has by
now been dropped from the determinate passages, 6 (= %a X 100)
Versus 1397 (= $5 % 100). This pattern 100 s best reated as cquivocal.
Over its three occurrences, NRSTVXYZ are correct in no. 39 but erv
(through ) in nos. 25 and §5.

Altogether, nineteen of the twenty.five indeterminate passages are
now correctly decided, while six (n0s. 6, 16, 19, 39, 41, 45) Show an agree-
ment pittern favouring no ane reading. OF the four vrong determinate
seadings, one (no. 48) i discrdited, but the agreement pattern will
Seem indecisive i the other thrce (nos. o, 21, 34). Equivocal patterns are
commoner in open traditions, s new crosscarrents normally mean that
‘nexe combinations of manuscriptsshare a source and are therefore liable
o err together. Whercas an uncontaminated tradition could show at
most one indecisive two-way splt patiern, three appear here, namely
OPQ:rell,, OPQR:rell, and OPQRYZ:rell. The split OX.rell. ill also
seem ambiguous, 2 alicady stated, but in fact is no: OX deserve pri-
ority, 1 they have no common source except the original, while D is a
sousce of the remainder,

6.4. For one who knows the genealogy, itis hard to imagine how much.
the investigator might reconstruct. He would note that O lics to the
“north-cast”of o, X to the ‘south-east’ and the remainder 1 the ‘west'.
Within the ‘westerly’ group, RYZ and especially PQ share a ‘northerly”
tendency with O, and NSTV a ‘southerly’ tendency with X% Provided
that he is no longer certain that OX err together, he may draw fig. 30a.
‘While the apparatus criticus sometimes confirms the division PORYZ:
NSTV of the ‘westerly' manuscripts (n0s. 4, 10, ec), R or YZ orall three
often join some or all of NSTV in what the critic now secs s error (nos.
1,3, 15,38, e1c); hence some adjustments (fg, gob). The inferred manu-
séxipts afye prove to be the lost E, D, G and L respectively® While a

P e
AYREEE -
Fic. goa Fic. gob

S, More preciely the angles ZOSY and £VX at¢ acte.
85, 3ie s Boppeipinger ol .
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‘2 manuscript that once existed. In an open tradition, however, that com-
bination of good and bad readings which comprises the best recoverable
textmight never have stood in any manuscript; in the pedigree of ig. 143,
for cxample, ofs errors will be those of & minus those which y avoided
with X's aid. From the determinate passages we may assess e degrees of
divergence between o and each extant manuscript, and hence locate @
on the map. This step introduces the notion of priority, which is esential
for the derivation of an evaluative policy, but lacking (or at least not
systematically included) in existing maps of manuscripts.

Consider a group of manuscripts represented by points which span a
polygon that contains . Then o is a mixture of those manuscripts; that
6, could be constructed from those manuscripts alone. Wherever that
group of manuscripts agrees, so must any mixture of them. Hence their
agrecment gives the best recoverable reading, This principle evaluates
variants: in fig. 20, for example, the reading of OPQX prevails over that
of NRSTVYZ.

Q.

™

Z/H
\ +

TN

Fi. 20
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soning from constituent pairs to parent group, choases whichever pos.
sibility posits the least contamination—here, the former.

The consequences if the assumption fails appear from fig. 18, Thirty.
two determinate passages (excluding unique readings) reveal eight com-
mon ersors in AB, ten in AC, twelve in BC and two in DE. These were
inherited from the lost manuscripts s, »and ¢ respectively, unbeknown
0 the investigator. The bipolar assumption, however, would impute

/ Za N
><B><l ST e
SN

ight common errors to ABC, and admit the genealogy of fig. 18b. Con-

ider now a splic ABC: DE, The smallest error percentage amongst ABC.
is25%, yielded by AB (100 x %s), while DE show 614% (100% x 3s).
Our investigator would find odds of 4:1 (=25:6%) in favour of DE's
reading. In fact, however, the agreements of ABC must reproduce 0,
and the split ABC:DE indicates an ervor in DE.

45 Toadjust for missing readings, the error total for any manuscript
(or pait) should.be expressed as a percentage not of the total of deter-
minate passages, but of the number of determinate passages where the

manuscript(s)is (are) available. Should this new denominator appear in-
adequate, the percentage must be treated cautiously or even discounted.
Otherwise we might come o follow the agreement of a certain pair of

s on the ground that they have never been caught in error

manusc
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A group of manuscripts can sulfer somne contamination bu sl have
just w0 poles. I one manuscript (y in fg. 14a) adopts good readings
from a los extrastemmtic source (§2.1), then any original team (ic. a
team that would have been valid had 1o conamination occurred) not
containing that manuseript or & descendant thereof is liminated. In fig.
143, only the teams AG and AD would survive. Two lines of extrastem-
matic contamination, however, might climinate all the original tcams

Fic. b

(e if the lines led to T and ), and result in a team of three. As for
inimastemmatic contamination, if one member of an original team (or an
ancestor therco) transfers crror to the other member (or an ancestor
thereof) the team is invalidated; but as long as one team stands (AG in
Jige 14b) the tradition remains bipolar.

Consider  team of three members ABC. Each s on occasion correct
against the agreement of the other two. There are many posible pedi-
frees all ather comples, which could bring this about. In fig. 153, cach

o o

T N
//‘/<‘l‘>\% /\ ’\ /lu\’ 7

w ' // - /"i;

Fie. 15 Fie. 15 Fo1ge

pair shares a source and thence errors, but the only source common to.
all three manuscripts is the original. In fig. 15b, some of B's errors mar
BC but noc A (thanks 10 o), some of C's reach A but arose after B, some
of a'sreach AB but not G (thanks 1 8). In fig. 15¢, B consulted A in some.
passages where o was corrupt, G consulted i other such pasages, and
Ais sound where BG bear s ersars. Teams of four or more betoken

e e v —"p—————

Ty e of cinidence andconjctre re it
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any triangle, an angle of go° or more must be the greatest and stand
oppasite the greatest side. Therefore the distance between two manu-
scripts (say AB) subtending an angle between go® and 180° at o exceeds
the distances Aw and Ba, on the map. The same holds of the textual dis-
tances, if the map preserves their Tank ordering. Now it was shown
above that

error percentage of AB # % (error percentage of A + error percent-
age of B — distance AB)

The distance AB s the largest term on the right hand side. The greater
the angle, the further ahead i¢ will stand in the rank ordering and the
‘more it will predominate. Hence the emor percentage of AB should be
low—but not necessarily 7ero.” This suggests 3 more general but more
tentative formulation: an angle becween go° and 180° subtended at o
by apair of manuscripts suggests that they rarely i ver agree i exror.

5.5. Some possible pedigrees for three extant manuscripts will exem-
plify the map. For simplicity, unique errors are included and all errors
are supposed to originate in different passiges. In fig. #2, A miscopied o

)/.}/ S et w

3
Fio, 120 P aab

twice, and so on, whence ten variant pasages altogether, Al the tex-
tal distances can be reproduced an a map in just one dimension (fg.
21b): d(AB), ic. the distance between A and B, is %y X 100 = 30;

aBe) o3 and o on. The numbers , , 5 are of course

arbitrary, The pairs AG and BC each surround w, and the agreement of
cither pair indeed gives w's reading. Note that a line of descent (A—>B)
‘appears on the map as a path radiating outyeards from o

In fig. 234, cach of ABC miscopied w once. The distance between o
‘and any copy is % X 100 4 gy; that between any two copics is % X 100
& 67. Were the map to reprodice those distances, o would stand midway

73, Theoreicaly the et cond b negative (und ntepreied 3 ). With e
dectminate pasage where A asc omec g athe wineucs, and one {pdecrmisate
e whete A dhagree, the formin gies 10 £0-50) Nt o thoe .
Feage diances o b 0 he s e o \arani ol ot abey (he angulr
oty (b none. ca e the sum of the odcr w0} bene the powibilcy that
A} + D) —d (AB)<o.
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even more complicated genealogies. 1€ such intricacy seems far-fetched,
one nced only recall that in the Aeschylean triad the question is whether
the team numbers eleven or twenty

Evidently not every tradition s bipolar. Moteover, even if the set of
all manuscripts collated is bipolar, not every subsgroup is necessarily s0:
for example, the group wABABC (all for a moment supposed extant) in
6ig. 15 is bipolar, but the subgroup ABC is not. Nevertheless, the as-
sumption that manuscript groups are bipolar s far less restrctive than
that of total absence of contamination.

4.2, The method here proposed begins with a lis of the determinate
twoway spits. Hence the errors in every manuscript and the errors com-
mon to every manuscript pair are counted. Multiple splits are excluded
from the s, snce manuscripts which elsewhere err together may there
err separately and cause anomalics, a in fg. 16. Suppose that 8 and D

8
I r aﬁ/ &

each erred, so that BC show one error and D another; it would be mis-
leading to ascribe one common error to BG and none o BD or CD and
thereby suggest an exclusive relationship between BC In any case
‘multiple splits e rare, if cach indcpendent point of variation, however
greator small, is separated. Thus the readings to you I tell: to you I say:
1 say to you entail two variations: word order and tell/say. Similarly
composed: composing: reposing comprises two vaviations: comp-/rep-
and -ed/-ing. The readings amorous AB: loving CD: lufand EF yield
two variations: (1) amorous/[loving] AB:CDEF, and (2) loving] lufand
CD:EF (with AB unavailable). Some multiple splits (c.g. say:tellsing)
are, however, irresoluble: The criterion of independence is usually casy
toapply; for example, see and hear: hear and sec yield not two indepen-
dent variations, but one. (Contrast Dearing, see n. 29, p. 52.)

o Wk, “Traic 1°, Buletin of the Isitte of Clesial Studies, XIV (s, B
o5 argoes o svens Da (s . ) 3 . Fage, “Noteson Manucrpts of ALyl
L Heller (e, Sri Turynana (970, p. 27-83. ogihe rcch about wenty.

. Sl Fioger (s 1. 4. R ey s b ieparate srork.such
5 would el € . D e epactcly (whece separte s i ABC, which re n0
enalgical T, In D) iy descrvs excluon.

S Thase siples come. som Greg (o 3. 5. P -39, though g’ appronch o
mone tisborate and s diflernt el
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togecher, when in fact there was litde opportunity of catching them,
cither because they hardly overlapped or because the critic lacked the
Knowledge to recognise many errors. The adequacy of any particular
denominator can only be assessed by someone expert in the tradition.
‘With this revised definition, the error percentages can be tabulated
and udilised as above to assess the credibility of the manuscript groups
attesting the rival readings. The use of these procedures i illustrated
in6.
5. A complementary approach to evaluation and history.

51, The main drawbacks of the above approach are the need (o com-
pare a large array of ervor percentages in cach variant passage and the
failure to suggest a textual history. The following complementary
‘method aims to fll these gaps.

Suppose a two-dimensional map of manuscripts, on which the dis-
tances between points reflect the degrees of textual divergence between
the corresponding manuscripts (cf. §3.2). To such a map we might add
hypothetical manuscripts. Imagine, for example, a manuscript which
alvays follows cither A or B. We may expect to locate it along the line
AB, in a position refleting its relative indebiedness o its two compo-
nens. Similarly, a hypothetical manuscript conflaed from ABC should
li within the triangle ABC, and a mixture of many manuseripts should.
ie within the largest polygon that can be formed from the correspond-
ing points (ck. fig. 10). These expectations are merely intuitive, and we
shall se that they need modification; but for the moment let us accept
them.

o B o
5
Fic 190 Fic. 1gb

NB. In cither figure the shaded area covers the location of all possible
‘mixtures of ABCDE. In (b), D s not a vertex of the polygon.

The best text recoverable from the extant manuscripts is 2 hypo-
thetical mixture o which slects the true reading wherever that reading
survives, but follows the manuscripts where all err together.® In an un.
contaminated tradition,  would be the archetype, which term denotes.

8, Wher il the manusrpts s disded between searate rors,the ‘bt sediog
coukd e suy of them ndifleenly.
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between AB, but also midway between AG and midway between BC—
wehich s impossible’* We can only preserve the rank ordering, as in fig.

A
y ‘\ ©

A B c 8 c
Fic. 232 Fi6. 23b.

r=abuayy, AB=AG=

5
2gb. Here what should have been the lines AwbB, AwC and BaG are bent
away from one another, and the range of the distances has been reduced.
(from g3:67 to 37:63).% The pairs AB, AC, BC each subtend an obtuse:
angle (120%) at o, and the agreement of any pair indeed gives the best
recoverable reading. As in later examples, the numbers of errors were
chosen to produce ties, since with so few manuscripts rank ordering is
otherwise insuficient to define a unique map.

Infig. 24, the textual distances AB and AC equal % X 100 = 8o, while
Aaand all the rest equal 40. The pairs AB and AG each subtend an ob-
wse angle (150°) at w, while BC subtend only 6o°; correspondingly, the

T
A B \C S

Fie. 24

best recoverable text is given by the agreement of AB or AG but not
necessarily by that of BC.

Fig. 25 introduces conflation. Tf B reproduced all errors of A and
G, the distances B and AC would equal % x 100 = 100, and the rest
% x 100 = 50, whence fig. 25b. Alternatively, if B adopted just one crror
from each of AC, the distance Ba to0 would equal 50, whence fig. 25¢.
In either case, the only pair to subtend at o an angle in the go-180°

4e sl al four points cocid, o unles we avoke complex mumbers o thiee

(008 A = (0200), B = 22 (112), € = 22 (13
75, The ke, s imporant thas the siaps of the map, s o o cuse the tole
ot Ul ekl a0 g s
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soning from constituent pairs to parent group, choases whichever pos.
sibility posits the least contamination—here, the former.

The consequences if the assumption fails appear from fig. 18, Thirty.
two determinate passages (excluding unique readings) reveal eight com-
mon ersors in AB, ten in AC, twelve in BC and two in DE. These were
inherited from the lost manuscripts s, »and ¢ respectively, unbeknown
0 the investigator. The bipolar assumption, however, would impute

/ Za N
><B><l ST e
SN

ight common errors to ABC, and admit the genealogy of fig. 18b. Con-

ider now a splic ABC: DE, The smallest error percentage amongst ABC.
is25%, yielded by AB (100 x %s), while DE show 614% (100% x 3s).
Our investigator would find odds of 4:1 (=25:6%) in favour of DE's
reading. In fact, however, the agreements of ABC must reproduce 0,
and the split ABC:DE indicates an ervor in DE.

45 Toadjust for missing readings, the error total for any manuscript
(or pait) should.be expressed as a percentage not of the total of deter-
minate passages, but of the number of determinate passages where the

manuscript(s)is (are) available. Should this new denominator appear in-
adequate, the percentage must be treated cautiously or even discounted.
Otherwise we might come o follow the agreement of a certain pair of

s on the ground that they have never been caught in error

manusc






