Archetype in the General Epistles—f3° yes, KX no
Wilbur N. Pickering, ThM PhD

If you want to be a candidate for the best plumber in town, you need to be a plumber; the best lawyer,
you need to be a lawyer; the best oncologist, you need to be an oncologist; and so on. Similarly, if you
want to be a candidate for Autograph archetype, you need to be an archetype; a real, honest to
goodness, objectively verifiable archetype. This paper addresses the following question: are there any
objectively identifiable archetypes in the General Epistles?

| invite attention to the following evidence taken from my critical apparatus of those books. | will take
the books one at a time. The reading of 35 will always be the first one, and the complete roster
defines that family’s archetype.!

James:

1:05 ouk 35(70.3%) || UN XA,B,C (29.7%); 2[no K2
1:23 vopou f35[30%)] || Aoyou XA,B,C [69%] || AoywV [1%];

1:26 @Al £5[35%] || 0Ade XA,B,C,0173 [65%];

2:03 Aopmpav egbnro 25 [30%)] || €0OnToe TV Aapmpay XA,B,C [70%);

2:04 ov 35 RAC (26.8%) || KoL 0L (72.2%) || KoL (0.6%) || --- B (0.4%);

2:08 ceavtov 3% RA(B)C,35¢ [50%)] || €xLTOV 35,664 [50%); [no KX]
2:13 avnieog 135[20%)] || avereog RA,B,C[30%)] || aVLAews [50%]; [no KX
2:14 deyn TG 5 XB[70%)] || ~21 A,C[1%] || AeYeL TLG 664 [28%); ?[no KX
2:14 eyeL 135[46%) || €xn XA,B,C,328664 [47%] || €xeLV [4.5%] || oxM [2.5%]; [no KX]
3:02 Ouvaevog 35 X [23%] || duvatog A,B [76.5%];

3:03 L6€ 135[60%)] || €L O€ [38.5%] NU || LOOUL [0.5%];3 [no K¥]
3:04 avepwy okAnpwv 5 8B,C [44%)] || ~21 A [56%)]; ?[no K|
3:04 LBuvvovtog 25[21%)] || evBurovtoc RA,B,C [79%);

3:18 8¢ 5A,B,C[56.6%] || &€ TNC [42%] || b€ O X [0.4%] || - [1%]; [no K¥|
4:02 ouvk exete 35P10A B [64%] || koL 12 X [35%] || 12 &€ [1%]; [no K]
4:04 ovv 5 XA BI[58%] || - [42%]; [no K¥|
4:07 avtiotnTte 35[47.5%] || 1 6€ XA,B,664 [50%] || 1 0LV [2.5%]; [no K¥]
411 yop $5[26%] || - XA,B [74%];

4:12 KoL kpLTng f3° XAB[62%] || --- [38%]; [no KX]
4:114 Muwv 5[26%] || VY (P100)XA(B)664 [74%];

4:14 eatLv f35[52%)] || €otaL (A)[41%)] || €0Te B[7%] || - X; [no K¥]
4:14 emeLta 5[29.5%] || 10€ KoL [46%] || 1 0€ [15%] || 1 KoL XA,B [9.5%]; [no KX
5:07 av 35X [53%] || - A,B,048 [45.5%] || OV [1.5%]; [no K¥|
5:10 adeddol 35 (A)B [35%] || adeAdoL Lov (X)[62%] || - [3%];

5:10 ev tw 3B [40%] || Tw A[58%] || €V X [0.6%] || €L Tw [1.4%)];

5:11 eLdete 135 XB[53%)] || LOETE A [45%]; [no KX
5:11 moAuvamAwyyvog 25 XA,B [65%] || TOAVELOTALYXVOC 328,664 [35%); [no KX
5:19 adeddoL £5[72%] || adeAdoL Lov XA B,048 [28%). ?[no K¥|

The archetypical profile of 35 in James is defined by the 28 readings above. It is clear and
unambiguous, so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in James. In contrast, there are
14 + ?4 variant sets where K* is seriously divided, placing an objectively defined archetype beyond

' Setting aside singular readings, over 50% of the words in the Text will have 100% attestation; 80% of the words will have over
95% attestation; 90% of the words will have over 90% attestation; only for some 2% of the words will the attestation fall below
80%. | regard f*° as the base from which all other streams of transmission departed, to one extent or another, so in general
the Byzantine bulk will have stayed with 3. It follows that the roster only includes cases where there is a serious split in the
Byzantine bulk, or where 3% is alone (or almost so) against that bulk.

2 For the purposes of this paper | use K* to represent the Byzantine bulk.

3 Since 1 (K" is distinct from KX, its 20% must be subtracted from the 60%, leaving an even split in K*.



our present reach.# (I did not include a number of lesser splits—25%, 20%, 15%—that conceivably
could complicate any attempt to come up with an archetype for K*.) As Colwell observed for Mark’s
Gospel, there is no objectively definable ‘Alexandrian’ archetype;® the same applies to any ‘Western’
archetype, unless we follow the Alands and take a single MS as such, their “D text”.6 Let’'s go on to 1

Peter.

1 Peter:

1:03 eAeog auTOL 35 P72 [38%] || ~21 XA,B,C,664 [60%] || 1 [2%]; [no K¥|
1:07 dofov koL TNy B5P72RAB,C [35%] || ~321 [28%)] || ~32€Lg 1 [37%); [no KX]
1:16 yLwveaBe 135 [52%) || yeveaBe [36%)] || €oeaBe P2XA,B,C [12%]; [no KX
1:23 oAl 35 C[40%] || oArae P72XA,B,201 [60%];

2:02 eLc owtnpLay 35 (P2)XAB,C [65%)] || - [35%)]; [no KX
2:03 ypnotoc f3° XA,B,C [48%)] || xpLOTOC P72 [52%); [no KX]
2:06 n 5 C[35%)] || eV tn [69%)] || €V P72XA,B [6%]; ?[no K|
2:11 ameyeabol 3% RB[65%] || amexeabe P72A,C,201,204 [35%); [no KX
2:12 kotoAedovoLy 35 P72RA B,C [52%] || KATOAXAWOLY [48%]; [no KX
2:14 Wev 5 C[52%] || - P72XA,B [48%]; [no K¥|
2:17 ayoamnoate 33 [71%)] || ayamoate P2XA,B,C,664 [24%)] || --- [5%]; ?[no K|
2:20 Tw 5 A[47%] || - P7281VXB,C [53%]; [no K|
2:21 kol 35 P2[23%] || - XA,B,C [77%];

2:24 ouTOUL 35 X [71%] || - P7281VA B,C [29%]; [no K|
2:25 nuwv 35 [50%] || VLwY P72RA,B,C [50%]; [no K¥|
3:06 eyevnBnre 5 P81VRA,B,C [63%)] || eyevvnOnte P72664 [35%] || €yevvnOn [2%]; [no KX
3:07 yoapLtoc Cwng 35 P1VB,C [58%)] || 1 Cwong [35%)] || moLkiAng 12 KA [7%] || 12 atwvriov P72 [no KX
3:07 eykomteaBol 35 P81(X)A,B [70%)] || ekkomteabol P72C,201 [30%); ?[no KX
3:10 muepog LOeLY 135 C[26%)] || ~21 P7281VRA B [74%];

3:16 KoTeAeAOLOLY 35 XA C (44.4%) || KATOAXAWOLY (50%) || KAToAXAELOOE P72B (5%); [no KX
3:16 TN ayndbn ev xpLotw aveotpodn 8 [20%] || TNV ayadnr €V ypLOTw avaaTpodny

(X)A,B[50%)] || TV €V XPLOTW ayodny avaotpodny P72[24%)] || TNV €V XPLOT®W QYVUNY

aveotpodny C1%] || TNV KEANY €V XPLOTW aveoTpodny [4%] || - [1%]; [no K¥]
3:18 muog 5 A,C [64%] || upog P72B[36%] || - X; [no K¥|
4:02 tov 35 [22%] || --- P72XA,B,C,201 [78%];
4:03 vpLy 35 X (41.7%) || NLY C (47.1%) || - P72AB (11.2%); [no K]
4:03 ypovog 135 P72xA,B,C [26%] || xpovoc Tou PLou [74%);
4:03 eLdwrorotpLotg 5 RA,C [70%)] || €LOWAOAXTPELKLS B,664 [30%]; ?[no K¥
4:07 tog 3535 [70%)] || - P72XA,B,35 [30%]; ?2[no K¥|
4:08 1 5 [49%] || - P72XA,B [51%]; [no K¥|
4:08 koAvmteL 25 AB[60%)] || keAuieL P72X [40%); [no KX
4:111 w¢ £5[69%] || N P2XA,B,201[28%] || - [3%]; [no K¥|
4:11 Sofaldnral Ocog 135 [20%] || 102 P2RAB[73%] || ~0 21 [6%];
4:11 arwveg 38 P72 [27%] || alwrag TV alwvwy XA,B [73%];
4:14 ovomemoutol 25 [39%] || €EMOVOTOVETHL A [6%)] || €movameTLTL P72 [2%)] || eVOTUETOL

XB [52%] || avemepmeTol [1%]; 2[no K¥|

4 1f all the MSS are ever collated, some smaller groups (in the 5% - 10% range) with an objectively defined archetype may
emerge, but | very much doubt that there will be a majority of the MSS with a single archetype; as in the Apocalypse, where
there simply is no K*.

5 E.C. Colwell, “The Significance of Grouping of New testament Manuscripts,” New Testament studies, IV (1957-1958), 86-87.
What he actually said was: “These results show convincingly that any attempt to reconstruct an archetype of the Beta Text-
type [Alexandrian] on a quantitative basis is doomed to failure. The text thus reconstructed is not reconstructed but
constructed; it is an artificial entity that never existed.” [Amen!]

6 K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1967), pp. 55, 64. They speak of “the phantom
‘Western text™.



5:03 unde 35 P72 [49%] || und XA [50%]; [no KX
5:07 vmep 35[35%)] || TepL P72XA,B [65%];
5:08 oTL 35 P72[50%)] || --- XA,B[50%)]; [no K¥|
5:08 mepLepyetol 35 [24%)] || TepLmaTeEL P72XA,B [76%);
5:08 katamiely 35 (R)B [53%)] || kotamiel [25%] || katamin P72A,328,664 [22%); [no KX]
5:10 otnpLiaL B5[33%) || otnpLéeL P72RAB [66%] || otnpLEoL [1%];
5:10 oBevwonl 5[30%)] || 0BevwoeL XAB [66%] || aBevwaol [1%)] || - P72 [3%];
5:10 Beperrwont 35[30%] || Beperiwoel P72R [66%] || Beperiwoor [1%] || --- A,B [3%];
5:11 1 60fn KoL TO KPATOg 3 X (59.6%) || 125 (31.3%) || ~ 45312 (7%) || TO (-T0 P72) KpTOG

P72A,B (0.8%). [no K¥|

The archetypical profile of 35 in 1 Peter is defined by the 42 readings above. It is clear and
unambiguous, so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in 1 Peter. In contrast, there are
24 + 76 variant sets where K* is seriously divided, placing an objectively defined archetype beyond
our present reach. (I did not include a number of lesser splits—25%, 20%, 15%—that conceivably
could complicate any attempt to come up with an archetype for K*. Go back to James for other
comments.) Let’'s go on to 2 Peter.

2 Peter:
1:02 Lnoov TOL KLPLOL MuwV 35 (P72)B,C [68%)] [234 1.4%] || LNOOL XPLOTOL TOU KUPLOU
NUwY XA [15%)] || XPLOTOU LNOOL TOL KULPLOL MUWV [8%] || OWTNPOC LNOOL YPLOTOL TOL
KUPLOL MUV [1.2%] || TOL KUPLOU MWV LNOOL XPLOTOL [6%]; [no KX
1:05 8¢ TouTo 135 X [66%)] || ~21 P72B,C[32%] || 1 A[1%] || 2 [0.8%]; [no K¥|
2:02 oc 35[20%) || ovc P72XA,B,C [80%)];
2:09 meLpaopwy 35 X [33%)] || TeLpaouov (P72)A,B,C [67%);
2:12 yeyevnueve duolko 35 R [26%)] || ~21 [564%)] || Yeyevvnueva duotko A,B,C [3%] ||

buoLka yeyevunuevo [12%] || yeyevnueve [4.2%) || duoLke P72 [0.4%]; ?[no K¥]
2:17 ewc arwvog 35 (25.1%) || €1¢ atwva A,C (70.3%) || €L¢ Tov atwve (2.4%) || --- P2XB (2.2%);
2:18 agedyeLag 5 [40%)] || woedyelolc P72RA,B,C [60%)];
3:02 upwv 35 P72XA,B,C [70%] || NUwV [28.8%] || - [1.2%]; 2[no K¥|
3:05 ovveotwrta 35 X [23%)] || ouveoTwon P72A,C(048) [76%];
3:10 1 35 X,048 [67%] || 1| OL P72A,B,C [33%]; [no K¥|
3:15 autw 600eLoor 35 [60%] || ~21 P72(X)A,B,C,048 [40%]; [no K¥|

3:16 €eLoLy 35 A[33%] || eoTLV P72XB,C [67%];
3:18 avEuvnte 35[27%)] || wvEovete XA,B[60%)] || cvEoveabe P72C [5%) || ov€ovnoBe [3%] ||
VEQVOLTE [5%)].

The archetypical profile of 35 in 2 Peter is defined by the 13 readings above. It is clear and
unambiguous, so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in 2 Peter. K* is in unusually
good shape here, so the diagnostic readings are comparatively fewer. The 4 + ?2 variant sets where
K* is seriously divided are sufficiently few in number that it might be possible to posit an archetype. (I
did not include a number of lesser splits—25%, 20%, 15%—that conceivably could complicate any
such attempt. Go back to James for other comments.) Let’s go on to 1 John.

1 John:

1:04 Muwv 135 XB[59%] || UV A,C,664 [41%]; [no KX
1:06 TepLToTOUUEY 133 [29%)] || TepLTaTwiey 3514 XA B,C,201,328(664) [71%;

2:16 aioCoveln 35 C[72%)] || cdkalovie. XA,B,664 [28%]; ?[no K¥]
2:24 TOTPL KoL €V Tw ULw 35 X [35%)] || ~52341 A(B)C [65%)];

2:27 dLo0okm 3% RA,B[71%)] || OLO0iOKEL C,664 [28%); ?[no K¥|

2:29 eLdnte 35 XB,C [37%] || LONTE A [59%] || oLO0TE [4%];
2:29 vyeyevvntal 3% XA,B,C,328¢ [70%)] || yeyevnToL 328 [30%]; [no KX]



3:01 muoac 5 AB[36%] || vuag XC [63.5%)] || --- [0.5%];

3:06 koL 3535 [20%] || --- XA,B,C,35[80%)];

3:15 eovtw 35 XA,C[70%)] || avTw B,18 [30%); [no K¥]

3:17 Bewpn 5 XA,B,C [47%] || BewpeL 328664 [53%]; ?[no K¥]

3:18 ev 35 XAB,C [65%)] || - [35%]; [no K¥|

3:19 meLowpey 135 [43%)] || meLoopey XA,B,C [56%];

3:21 kotorylwwokn 3% XB,C [71%)] || KATOYLVWOKEL A,664 [29%); ?[no KX

3:23 TLoTevowey 35 B35 (66.9%) || TLOTELWUEY RA,C,35664 (26.5%) || TLOTELOUEY (5.4%) ||
TLOTEVOOUEY (1.2%); [no KX

3:24 ev 135 R [30%)] || koL €v A,B,CY [70%)];

4:02 ywoketal 35 [67%] || yLvwokete A,B,C [25%] || YLVwOKOULeY X [8%); [no K¥]

4:03 opoioyeL 35 X (73.5%) || OLOAOYEL TOV A,B (24.2%); ?[no K¥]

4:03 ek 35 XA,B[70%)] || - [30%]; [no K¥|

4:16 avtw 35 A[37%] || aUTw [eveEL XB [63%];

5:04 nuwv 3% X,AB (56.4%) || VLWV (43.2%) || --- (0.4%); [no KX

5:06 koL 35 X [70%)] || koL €V (A)B [30%); [no K¥]

5:10 eavtw 35 X [48%)] || avtw A,B[52%]; ?[no KX

5:11 0 Beog MuLY 35 B [24%)] || ~312 KA [76%);

5:20 YLVWOKWULEY 35 [66%)] || YLVWOKOUEY XA B [34%]; [no K¥]

5:20 1 Cwn n £5[60%] || 2 XAB[26%] || 12 [6%] || 23 [4%] || - [4%]. [no K¥|

The archetypical profile of 35 in 1 John is defined by the 26 readings above. It is clear and
unambiguous, so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in 1 John. In contrast, there are
11 + ?6 variant sets where K* is seriously divided, placing an objectively defined archetype beyond
our present reach. (I did not include a number of lesser splits—25%, 20%, 15%—that conceivably
could complicate any attempt to come up with an archetype for K*. Go back to James for other
comments.) Let’'s go on to 2 & 3 John.

2 John:

02 eotal ped vpwr 135 [58%] || eotal ped muwv XB,0232,201 [40%] || --- A [2%]; [no KX]
05 oA 35 A [35%] || aAro XB,201 [65%];

05 eyopev 135[30%)] || eLyopey XAB [70%)];

09 &€ f35[20%] || — XA,B [80%];

12 add 5 [30%] || adde XA,B [70%].

3 John:
11 &€ 5 [25%)] || - XA,B,C[75%];
12 oidaper 135 (23%) || odate (61.5%) || oLdag XA,B,C,048 (15.1%) || oLdo (0.4%).

The archetypical profile of 35 in 2 & 3 John is defined by the 7 readings above. It is clear and
unambiguous, so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in these books. K* is in unusually
good shape here, so the diagnostic readings are comparatively fewer. With only one variant set where
K* is seriously divided it may be possible to posit an archetype. Let’'s go on to Jude.

Jude:

06 aAL 35 C[30%] || aAroe P72XA,B [70%];

16 exvtwy 135 C [35%)] || cuTwWV XA,B,328 [65%];

24 ovtoug 5 (68.8%) || UMeG XB,C (29.2%) || NG A (1%). ?[no K|

The archetypical profile of 3 in Jude is defined by the 3 readings above. It is clear and unambiguous,
so we have at least one objectively defined archetype in this book. K* is in unusually good shape here,



so the diagnostic readings are comparatively fewer. With only one variant set where K* is seriously
divided it may be possible to posit an archetype.

Conclusion: Taking the seven epistles as a block or group, the evidence presented furnishes an
answer to the opening question: there is only one objectively identifiable archetype in the General
Epistles—precisely 3. Its distinctive profile is defined by the 119 readings listed above. In contrast,
there are 54 + 718 variant sets where Kx is seriously divided, making it highly doubtful that a single K*
archetype exists for these books. (I did not include a number of lesser splits—28 around 25%, 53
around 20%, 57 around 15%—that conceivably could complicate any attempt to establish an
archetype for K*.)  am not aware of any other possible contenders. Granting the present state of our

ignorance, in the General Epistles there is only one qualified candidate for Autograph archetype: f35,



