I0YAA

Salutation

1 Tovdag, Tnood Xpiotod® 60brog, adeApog o0& TakdBov, toic &v Ocd IMatpi
Myacpévorc! kol Tnood Xpiotd© tetnpnuévolg, kAntoic: 2 "Edeoc duiv xai eipfvn xai
aydmn TAnOovvOein.

Why he is writing

3 Ayamntoi, ticay 6Tovdny ToovHEVOC YPAPELY DUTV TEpi THC Kowiic cwtnpiog,k
avayknv &oyov ypawoat VUV Topoakad®dv enaywvileohot T dna mapadobeion toig
ayioig miotet. 4 Tapeisédvooy yap tiveg AvOpmmot, ol TaAoL TPOYEYPUUUEVOL E1G
100710 TO Kpio: GoEPETC, TV 10D O0d UGBV Yapv! petotifévieg eic doéhyslay Kol
OV pdvov Agomdtny Oeov, kail Koplov udv Incodv Xpiotdv, dpvovuevor.

Examples from ancient history

5 ‘Yropvijoar 8& vpdc Boviopat, €id6tag Vpad dra& todto, 611 6 Kdproc haov ék
viic Atydmrov choagc, To Sedtepov Tov¢ un miotedoavtag dndiesey. 6 Ayyélovg te!
TOVG U1} TNPNOOVTOS THV EAVTAV APYNY, QAL ™ dmolmovTag TO 1010V 0iknTNPoV, EIiC
KpIiov HeEYAANG NUEPAG dEGLOIC Aidiolc Vo Lopov Tetnpnkey. 7 Qg Todoua Kol
['6poppa, Kai ai wepl aOTAC TOAEIGC—TOV GO0V TOVTOLG TPOTOV" EKTTOPVEVGAGAL KOl
aneABodoot Omicw GopPKOC ETEPAC—TPOKEIVTAL OETY LA, TVPOS aimViov diknv
VIEYOVCL.

Evil men are in the church

8 Opoimg pévror xai odtor évomvialdpevorl clpka LeEV pLoivovsty, Kuptdtnta 8&
aBetodotv, 80Eac o Pracenuodoy. 9 O 8¢ Myank 6 dpydyyerog, dte @ Saform
kPO HEVOC—O1eEAEYETO TTEPL TOD MMGEME COUATOG—OVK ETOAUNGEV KPIiGLY

¢moov ypiotov £2° P2RA B (65.2%) RP,HF,0C,TR,NU | ~ 21 (34.4%) CP | 2 (0.4%)

dnyacuevorg 23 (90.8%) RP,HF,0C, TR,CP | ayamnuevoic P7>XA,B (9.2%) NU [Is the Alexandrian variant
not inferior?]

¢yprotw rell | yprotov (26.8%) | --- (3%)

foompiog £3° (85.2%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | nuov 1 B?>A,B (10.6%) NU | vpov 1 (2.6%) | nuov ong (0.4%) |
vuov Long (0.4%) | nuov 1 ko fong X (0.4%) | two others (0.4%) | R has a conflation [ The addition of the
pronoun was a ‘natural’, but not necessary.]

e rell | --- CP

hyapwv £33 RC (99.2%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | yaprra PB7?A.B (0.8%) NU [Another inferior Alexandrian variant;
the proper form of the accusative is yaptv, occurring over 40 times in the NT. Xapito occurs only as an
Alexandrian variant and even so only here and in Acts 24:27 (where they just dropped the sigma).]

ideomotny Ocov kar £3° (79.4%) RP,HF, TR | 1323 (2.6%) | ~ 231 tov (4%) CP ! 23 (0.6%) | 13 (P"*)XA,B,C
(13%) OC,NU | 1 B’ (0.4%) [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

Jvpog 33 XB (81.2%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP,[N]U | --- B?A,C (17.2%) | nuog (1.6%) (N-A uses brackets, but
UBS does not [corrected in the 4™ ed.].)

Kamag tovto ot 0 kuprog 2% (79.4%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | 1235 (4.8%) | ~ 21345 (5.4%) | 1234 0cog (0.6%)
| ~ mavta 3451 (3%) [NU] | ~ mavta 351 R (0.4%) | ~ mavta 34 moovg 1 (0.4%) | ~ mavta 3 moovg 1 (2%)
| ~ mavta 34 Bgog 1 (1.2%) | 1 mavta 3 moovg A,B (0.8%) | 1 mavta 34 Beog (1%) | 1 mavta 3 Beog ypiotog
B7? | five other variants (1%) [The Alexandrians really had fun with this one.]

lte rell | 8¢ A (10.2%)

oA £33 C [50%] | Ao P2RA,B [50%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP,NU

" zovtoig tpomov 3 (88.6%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | ~ 21 P"*RA,B,C (9%) NU | 1 (0.4%) | 2 (1.6%) | --- (0.4%)

°umwoeng 22 A (60%) HF,OC, TR | nwvoeng P7*XB,C (38.8%) RP,NU | nwvseog CP | ambiguous (1.2%)



gneveykelv? Bracenuiog, ALY ginev, « Emtufoo cot” Koproc.» 10 Odtor 8¢ 8oa uév
oVK oidacty fAacenuodcty, 66a 0€ PUOIKAS MG TO AAoya (da EnioTovTar—EV TOVTONG
ebsipovtor. 11 Ovai avtoig, 11 th 600® T0d Kdiv émopevdnoav, kol tf] mAavy Tod
BoAadap picbod éEgyvnoay, kai T avtiroyio tod Kope anmiovro.

12 Ovtot gictv® v taic dydmaic VUGV cmAGSES, GLVELOYOVHEVOL APOP®C,' EaTodg
TOUAIVOVTEG: VEQEAOL BVLIPOL, VTTO AVEUWOV TTapapepOUEVaL:" dEVOPA pOVOTMPIVA,
dapmo, dic dmobavovia’ (ékpilmbévra) 13 kduata dypla Boldoong, éragpilovia
10 £0VTAV aicydvac: AoTépec Thavijtat, oi¢ 0 (0gog Tod ckdToUG £ic™ aidva
TETNPNTOL.

14 TTpocpritevoey 8¢ Kkai tovTolg EBSopog dmd Addu, Evay,X Aéyov- « 1800, nAdev
Kvpiog év ayioig popiactyy avtod 15 norfjoan kpiow koo maviov koi EAEyEo” TavTog
TOVC GGEPEIC? aVTOV® TEPl ThVTOV TAOV Epymv doefeiag avTtdv OV NeéPnoay, kol Tepi
VIOV TOV GKANPOVE OV EAdAncay kot avtod—apaptmrol doefeic.» 16 Odtol
giowv yoyyvotal, pepyiporpot, katd tog Embvpiog Eavtdv? Topevdpevol: kai To oTOUN
aVTAV AaAET VTEpoyKa, Bavpaloviec TpdcmTA MPELEINC YAPLV.

Exhortation

17 Y ueic 8¢, dyamntoi, pvioOnte 1@V PUATOV TAV TPOEPNUEVOY DTO TAV

amootoéAmv Tod Kupiov nudv Incod Xpiotod- 18 §11 Edeyov duiv 611° év Eoydtm

Pemeveykew rell | vieveykew (11.4%) | eEeveykew (0.4%)

9o rell | aiha PB?A,B (1%) NU

"ooirell | og (4.4%) CP

sgiow 9 X (85.4%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | 1 ot B"*A,B (14.6%) NU [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

tapoPwg rell oy 1 C (12.2%) CP

Uapagepopevar 22 RA,C (87.6%) RP,HF,0C,CP,NU | mapagpepopcvol PB'*B (3.8%) | meprpepopevar (4.6%)
TR | pepopevor (3%) | four other variants (1%)

VamoBavovta rell | 1 ko (15.8%)

Vi £2° P?RA,B,C (65%) RP,HF,CP,NU | 1 tov (35%) OC,TR

*gvoy 33 [70%] OC,TR,CP | évay [30%] RP,HF,NU

Y ayong popracty 23 AB (90.2%) RP,HF,0C,CP,NU | ~ 21 C (5.2%) TR | 12 ayyshwv (2%) | ~ 2 ayiwv
ayyehwv X (2%) | ayiov ayyehov 2 PB’? | two other variants (0.4%)

ZeheyEan 135 P72RA,B,C (89.6%) RP,HF,0C,CP,NU | e&eheyEon (10.4%) TR

*tavtag Toug acefeig £2° A,B,C (95.8%) RP,HF,0OC,TR,CP | 13 (1.4%) | 23 (0.6%) | macav yoynv P7>RX1852
(alone) NU | part of a larger omission (1.6%) [The reading chosen by NU is bad. Certain very evil persons
have been rather graphically described in verses 4, 8 and 10-13. In verse 14 Jude introduces a prophecy
“about these men”, the same ones he has been describing, and the quotation continues to the end of verse
15. Verse 16 continues the description of their perversity, but verse 17 draws a clear distinction between
them and the believers that Jude is addressing. So, Enoch cannot be referring to “every soul”—the NU
reading is clearly wrong, introducing an aberration on the flimsiest of evidence. In fact, Nestle?® and UBS?
stayed with the Majority, reading “all the ungodly”. UBS? changes to “every soul”, without comment! Is
this not a curious proceeding? The UBS editors reverse an earlier position, following just three MSS and the
Sahidic version, and do not even mention it in their apparatus.]

® qutov 22 (80%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | --- B7XA,B,C (18.2%) NU | part of a larger omission (1.8%)

cokinpov rell | 1 hoywv XC (14%)

deavtov 5 C (49.4%) NU | ovtov RA,B (49.6%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP ! part of a larger omission 7> (1%)

¢ot £° P7?A,C (98.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,[N]U | --- XB (1.6%)



POV’ Ecovtar dumodicTar Katd ToC EanTtdV Embuuioct TopEVOUEVOL TRV AGEPELDV.

19 Ovroi giotv oi dmodiopilovrec,” yoyikol, Tvedpa um &xovreg.

20 'Y psgic 8¢, dyammroi, tfj dyrotétn Yuév mictel émotcodopodvieg £avtolg,’ dv
[Tvevpott Ayim tpocevyduevor,) 21 £avtovg év dydmn Ocod tnpnoate, TPOCIEYOUEVOL
10 &heog tod Kvupiov nudv Incod Xpiotod gig Lonv aidviov.

22 Koi obg pév dhecite k Sraxpivopevor-! 23 odg 62 &v pOPw odlete, k TLPOC
apralovtes,™ ooDVTEG Kol TOV Ao THG oOpKOS ECTIAMUEVOV YLITAVA.

Doxology

24 T 6¢ duvouéve ELAGENL oDTOVC" ATTTAIGTOVG,® KOl GTHo0L KATEVOTIOV TG
dOENC aTod Auduovg &v dyaAlidoet—25 ndéve coedP Ocd,? Totiipt HUMOV," d0&u
Kai® peyolwovvn, kKpartog kai £€ovaia,' kKoi® viv Kai €1 TavTog ToVg aidvoc. Auny."

fev eoyatm ypove £3° (80.1%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP ! 12 ypovov (0.6%) | 12 1o 3 (1.2%) | en 23 (0.4%) | en
goyazov ypovov P'?B,C (1.4%) NU | en eoyarov tov ypovov R(A) (5.2%) | en eoyatov TV ypovev (4.2%) |
eM eoYATOV TOV Ypovav (5.8%) | three other readings (1%)

geovtv embopag rell | avtwv 2 (3.4%) | ~ 21 (5.8%) CP | ~ 2 avtwv X (3.4%) | two other variants (0.6%)

" amodiopilovtec rell | 1 eantovg C (18.4%)

I ayiwtat vuev TieTel emotkodopovves avtov £2° (79.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR | 12 nuov 456 (5.6%) CP !
12456 (1.2%) | ~ 561234 RA,B (10.2%) NU | ~ 5612 nuawv 4 C (3%) | ~ 1 govtov 24 avoikodopeicOe P2

inpocevyopevor rell | 1 eavtorg P7? (10%) (basically this same group omits the immediately following
€00LTOVG)

Keleerre £2° (89.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP | eheate 8B (2%) NU | eheyyete A,C (8%) | - (P7)

Soxpvopevor £2° (89.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | Swaxpvopevoug (PB*)XA,B,C (10.2%) NU [If the accusative
were original, who would change it to nominative? Why? The Alexandrians either didn’t understand, or
didn’t like, the original nominative and changed it to suit.]

mev poPw cwlete ek (+tov 10.4% OC,TR,CP) mupog apralovteg £2° (81%) RP,HF(OC,TR,CP) | ~ 345612 C
(2%) 13456 (1.4%) | ~ 3456 ovug d¢ eheate (eleette 1.6%; eheyyete 3.6%) 12 RA,B (10.4%) NU | a variety
of conflations (4.4%) | four other variants P> (1%) (OC is in small print.) [Is the Alexandrian variant not
inferior?]

" qutovg 2° (67.6%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | vpag XB(C) (29.8%) (the AV’s TR)NU | nuag A (1%) | --- (1.4%) |
--- P’ is wild (Virtually all versions in English read ‘you’, but in the context ‘them’ makes good sense.
Jude is assuring his readers that it is worth the effort to snatch people from the very jaws of hell (v. 23),
because God is able to secure them (one’s natural tendency would be to doubt that). In commenting the
parable of the lost sheep, the Lord Jesus affirmed that “there will be more joy in heaven over one sinner
who repents than over ninety-nine just persons who need no repentance.” It seems that God gets special
pleasure out of cheating the Lake. If vuag were original, who would change it to avtovc?)

° anronotovng rell | 1 xar acmihovg C (11.4%) | --- P72 is wild

P sopm 5 (92%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | --- B"*RA,B,C (8%) NU [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

10ew rell | --- (5.6%) CP

"Muev * (78.4%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | 1 1o incov ypiotov tov kuptov 1 (PH)RAY,B,C (21.6%) NU

Skt £2° P72 (88%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | --- RA,B,C (12%) NU

teEovota 29 (78.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP | 1 mpo mavtog tov cimvog XA,B,C (13%) NU | 1 npo movtog aimvog
(8%) | --- P’* [Is not the Alexandrian gloss obviously infelicitous?]

Yo rell | --- (12.1%)

v The citation of f*° for 2 & 3 John and Jude is based on forty-seven MSS—18, 35, 141, 149, 201, 204, 328,
386, 394, 432, 444, 604, 664, 757, 824, 928, 986, 1072, 1075, 1100, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1503, 1548, 1628,
1637, 1725, 1732, 1754, 1761, 1768, 1855, 1858, 1864, 1865, 1876, 1892, 1897, 2221, 2352, 2431, 2466,
2554, 2587, 2626 and 2723—all of which I collated myself. 141, 204, 386, 824, 928, 1072, 1075, 1100,
1637, 1855, 1864, 2221, 2554 and 2723 are very pure representatives of £33 in these three books, with not a
single variant, and so for the exemplars of fourteen others. For all those MSS to have no variants after all
the centuries of transmission is surely an eloquent demonstration of the faithfulness and accuracy of that
transmission. Since these MSS come from all over the Mediterranean world (Sinai, Jerusalem, Patmos,



Constantinople, Bucharest, Aegean, Trikala, Athens, Meteora, Sparta, Ochrida, Mt. Athos [nine different
monasteries], Grottaferrata, Vatican, etc.) they are certainly representative of the family, giving us the
precise family profile—it is reflected in the Text without exception.

For Jude I used Tommy Wasserman’s complete collation of over 500 MSS (The Epistle of Jude: Its Text
and Transmission, Almqvist & Wiksell International, 2006), so I imagine the percentages given are very
close to the true picture. For 2&3 John I used ECM, extrapolating from a comparison with 7uT, which
presumably allows a reasonably close approximation. So I venture to predict, if complete collations ever
become available, that for any non-Byzantine variants listed with 5 to 1% support (in my apparatus) the
margin of error should not exceed +1%; for non-Byzantine variants listed with 10 to 6% support the margin
of error should hardly exceed £3%; where there is some division among the Byzantine witnesses the margin
of error should rarely exceed £10%. However, I guarantee the witness of £3°, that represents around 17% of
the total of extant MSS for these books. Please see the last footnote for Matthew for further information.



