IQANNOY EIIIZTOAH AEYTEPA'

[Salutation]

1 ‘O TMpeofuTepPog, €KAEKTN KUPLK KL TOLG TEKVOLG QUTNG, OUG €YW MYXTw €V aAndeLa
—KOL OUK €Y® MOVOG OAAX KoL TOVTEG OL €YVWKOTEC TNV aAnfelav—2 SLo Ty aAndelor’ tny
LEVOuoaY €V TULY Kol [ed’ Muov eotal €1 tov alwve: 3 Eotal ued’ tpwr® yopLc, eieoc,
eLpnvn mope’ Oeov IMatpog ket mape Kuprov Inoov Xprotov® tou Yiov tov Iatpog, ev
aAnBeLo KoL oryat).

[Walk in Christ's commandments]

4 Eyopny Ao O0TL €Dpnko. €k TV TEKVOY 00U TePLTTOLVTHC €V aAnbeLe, Kafng
evtoAny eiaPouer mepo Tou Iatpoc. 5 Kol vuv epwtw o€, kupla (0UY WG €VToANY Ypadwy
oov katvny,” aAd’® fiv exoper® an’ apyne): va ayamwper aiiniovc. 6 Kot abtn eotiv 1
ayo, LV TEPLTOUTWUEY KATo TOG €VTOALG UTOU—OUTN €0TLY T evToAn,® Kabwe NKovoaTe
am apyne, o' ev autn mepLmatne. '

[Beware of deceivers]

7 ‘OtL ToAdoL mhavol eLonABor™ el Tov koopov, ol un Opoioyouvtec Incouvy
XpLOTOV €PYOUEVOV €V OoPKL—ODTOC €0TLY O TAXVOG Kal O avtLypLotog! 8 Blemete eavtoug,
e un amoreowper™ & epyaoopedn,’ arro purobov mAnpn'® amorufuwper."”

9 Tog 6 mapapatvov'® kol un pevov ev t Sudaym tou XpLotov Oeov ovk exeL: O
8" pevor ev ) dLdayn tov Xprotov,”® obtog kot tov Iatepa kot Tov Yiov exel. 10 Eu Tig
€PYETOL TPOG DUOG KoL TOLTNY TNV SLdaymy ov depeL, Un AdUPUVETE qUTOV €LG OLKLOY, KOl

' Both the text and the notes are the responsibility of Wilbur N. Pickering, ThM PhD. | venture to affirm to the reader that all
original wording of 2 & 3 John and Jude is preserved in this edition, if not in the Text, at least in the apparatus. “Diminish not a
word” Jeremiah 26:2 (see Deut. 4:2 and Luke 4:4, “every word” [as in 99.6% of the MSS]). The last note at the end of Jude
gives explanation about the apparatus.

28w v aAnBerav rell || - [10%] (homoioteleuton)

Scotol ped vuwr ¥ [48.5%] sy’,bo,vg,0C,CP(AV'sTR) || 12 nuwv XB,0232 [48%] sy™sa,RP,HF, TRNU || ~ vuLv [1.5%]
| - A[2%]sy" (I imagine that the difficulty arose from the use of the future indicative with the verb ‘to be’, when the
optative or subjunctive would be expected. We expect “may mercy . . . be with you,” not the affirmation that it will be. If “in
truth and love” is understood as modifying the pronoun, then the use of the indicative is explained. Anyone who is in truth and
love will have grace, mercy and peace. The oM person is presumably correct.)

* mopoe 1°° A,B,048,0232 [80%] RP,HF,OC,TR,NU || amo X [20%] CP

®kupLov Lnoou xpLotov f2° X (91.6%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 23 A,B,048,0232 (6.2%) NU || ~32 (1.2%) || - (0.8%) (part
of a larger omission—homoioteleuton) || one other reading (Is not the reading of the eclectic text inferior?)

6TTEpLTTOC‘L'OUV‘L'OcQ rell || mepLmotovvTe [15%)

T ypodwv oot katvny £° B (73.8%) RP,HF,OC,CP [ypadw 23 (12.9%) TR] || ~ 312 XA,048 (8.9%) NU [~ 3 ypadw 2
(3.6%)] || four other variants (0.8%)

8ok 1°° A048 [85%] || aAlee XB [15%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP,NU

® exoper °[32%] || eLxouer (XA)B,048 [68%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU [Understood as part of a parenthetical aside, the
present makes good sense; render “(not as though writing a new commandment to you, but one that we have from the
beginning)”.

‘°eo¢?w nge)l/lo)m *° (X)048 [85%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ~231 A,B,0232[15%] NU

" kaBwg MKovowTe o apyNG Lo rell || ~ 51234 [20%] || 123451 XA,048+,0232 [2%)]

2 mepLmatnte rell || TepLmateLte [15%)]

¥ eLonABov 1 [82%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || €EniBov (XA)B,048,0232 [18%] NU || one other variant

" amodeowper *° (75.5%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP [xToAecopcy (5.2%), amoieoapel (0.4%)] || amoieonte A,B,048v,0232¢
(17.1%) NU || amorecetal (0.4%) || amoAnte (0.6%) || amoAnaBe X (alone) || three other variants (0.6%)

S eLpyaoapedo %° (B) [82%] RP,HF,0C, TRNU [1 kade [3%] CP] || eLpyooncBe XA 04840232 [15%)]

" mAnpn rell || TAnpng [10%]

7 amodaPwper 2° (76.1%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP [amodafoper (5.2%)] || amoiofnte XA,B,0232 (17.9%) NU [omodapPete
(0.6%)] || one other variant (0.2%)

® mapoBotvwr £ (99%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || mpoaywy XA,B,048,0232 (1%) NU (Is not the ‘Alexandrian’ reading inferior?)

¥8e £°[20%] || --- XA,B[80%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU (Would not John, a Jew, be more likely to write the conjunction?)

2 1oy yprotov f°(89.6%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || --- XA,B,048 (4.4%) NU || part of a larger omission—homoioteleuton (6%)
(The ‘Alexandrian’ omission agrees nicely with their notions of style.)



“XolpeLr” aute un Aeyeter 11 6 yap Aeywr' autew’ “XoLpely” KOLVOVEL TOLG €PYOLE UTOD
TOLG TOVTPOLG.
[Farewell]
12 oA exwv buLy ypadely, ovk eBovAndny’ Sia yaptou kel perovog, aAl* eAmlw
eABeLv® Tpog DUaG KL OTOWMe TPOC OTOWo AwAnoat, ive 1) xepo fHuwv® 1 TemAnpwuern.’
13 Aomoaletal o€ To Tekve TG adeAdne oov TG ekiektng. Auny.?

IQANNOY EIIIXTOAH TPITH

[Salutation]
1 ‘0O mpeaPutepog, Natw T ayamTw, OV €yw ayuTw €V aAndelw.
2 Ayamnte, TEPL TOVTWV €LXOUKL O€ €00douaBIL KoL LYLaLVELY, KaBWE €VLOSOVTEL GOV
N Yuxn. 3 Exapny yoap Ay, €pyopevor adeAdwr Kol HapTLPOLVTWY 00V TN aAndeLr, Kabwg
oL €V aAndeLa TepLToTeLC. 4 Mel{oTepar TOUTWY® OUK €Xw Xepay, LUK akOLW TO. Lo, TEKV
ev'® aAnPeLa mepLTETOLVTAL.
[Gaius is commended]
5 Aynmmte, TLOTOV TOLELG O €MV €PYOON €LG TOUG adeAdoug, Kol €LG touc'" Eevoue
6 OL €UOPTLPNOAY OOV TN KYTT) EVWTLOV €KKANOLOG—OVG KOAWSG TOLNOELG TPOTEMoG aELWE
Tov Ocov, 7 OTEp Yop Tov Ovouatog' > eEnABov, under Aapfarovtec amo twy ebvwr.' 8
‘HyeLg ouvv odelioper amolopparvely’™ tovg ToLovtoug Lve ouvepyol yvouedn'® tn aAndeta.
[Diotrephes is criticized]
9 Eypoa’® ) ekkcAnore, aAl’ 6 pLAOTPOTELWY qUTWY ALOTpednC OUK €mLdexeTol
AUoG. 10 ALo TOUTO, €0V €ABw, DTORIMOK'  OUTOU Ta €pya & TOLEL, AOYOLS TOVTPOLE GAVOPWY
Nueg. Kol un pkOUUEVOg €L TOUTOLE OUTE (UTOG €TLOEXETOL TOUG OEAPOUE, KL TOUG
BOUAOLEVOUG KWAVEL, Kol ek'® TNnG ekkAnoLag ekPoAdel.
[Demetrius is commended]
11 Ayommre, Un pLLov to kakov oAl To ayobov. ‘O ayobomolwy ek tou Beov eoTLy:

19 20
0 66" KOKOTOLWY OVY €WPOKEV TOV Bcov. 12 ANuNTpLw WERaPTUPNTOL LTO TUVTWYV—KoL UT

Yvap Aeywv £%°[93%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ~21 XA B,048'[5%] NU || 2 [2%]

Zoutw rell || - [30%]

% eBouAndny *° XA B,048 [70%] RP,HF,0C,CP,NU || nBouvindnv [30%] TR

*odd 12 [45%] || okdoe XB [45%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU || ~yap A,048 [9%] || ~O¢ [1%]

®eABeLv *° (87.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || yeveoBuL XA B,048 (12.2%) NU

®nuwv £° X [80%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU || vuwv A,B [20%)]

7n memAnpwiern °° A,048 [98.5%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ~21 B[1.5%]NU || ~1nv X

8 ouny *° (89.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || - XA,B,048 (8.8%) NU || 1 XapLC HeTe 00U (0.4%) || 1 X&PLE METK GOU 1
1.4%

grf)um)l)/ rell || Tovtng [10%)]

"Yev % %048+ [97%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || 110 AB,C' [3%] NU

"eig toug 2° (90.1%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP [2 (1.9%)] || Touto XA,B,C,048 (7.4%) NU || two other variants (0.6%) (Is the
reading of the eclectic text not inferior?)

"2 ovopatog rell || 1 cwutov [15%] (AV's TR)

B eBrwr *° (88.3%) RP,HF,TR,CP || €Bvikwy XA,B(C)048 (11.7%) OC,NU

" amodapPovery £°(91.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || uvtoAoufavelr XA B,C,048 (7.2%) NU || AapPovely (0.6%) || two other
variants (0.4%)

B yvoueda rell || yevwuebo 048 [30%] CP || yLvouedo C [3%]

"% eypaje. £*° C [88%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 1TL XA(B)[2%]NU || 1 ov 048 [10%]

7 vroprnow rell || vTouvmowy CP

ek rell || --- X048 [20%]

¥8e *° [25%] TR || --- XA,B,C,048 [75%] RP,HF,0C,CP,NU (Would not John, a Jew, be more likely to write the
conjunction?)

2 um £2° A,B,048 [99%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || vmo XC [1%] NU



aLTNG TNG aAnfetag. Kol felg 8¢ popTupouper, kot oudopel’ OTL 1) HapTupLle LWV aAnong
€OTLV.
[Farewell]
13 ToAa eLyov ypadelr,” oAl ov Bedw e pweAavog kol kKadouou ool ypojal-’
14 eAmlw Se evBewg 1LV o€,* KaL oTop TPOS OTOUN AxAncOueV.’

Eipnun oot. Aomalovtat o€ ol ¢priot. Aomalov toug dpLiovg ket ovou.’

IOYAA EIIIXTOAH

[Salutation]

1 Iouvdag, Inoov XpLorou7 dovrog, adeddoc 6e IokwpPovu, tolg ev Bew Ilatpl
fyLoopevolc® kot Inoov Xprotw® TeTnpnuerolc kKAnToLs: 2 EAcog DULY KoL €Lpnvn KoL oryet
TANOULVBELN.

[Why he is writing]

3 AyommroL, Teoay oToudNY TOLOUWEVOC YPadeLY DULY TepL TNG KOLUMG 0wtneLag,
avoykny eoyov ypapol ULy TapakoAwy emayovileobul ' dmef mapadofelon ToLg dyLoLg
mLoteL. 4 [lapetoeduoar yup TLveC avbpwToL, oL TeAKL TPOYEYPUUEVOL €LC TOUTO TO KPLUK,
aoeeLg, TNV TOu O€ou TUWY YaPLY'> HETATLOEVTEG €L NOEAYELOY KoL TOV Hovor Aeomotny
Ocov kal'> Kuplov fuwy Incovy XpLotov aproupevol.

[Examples from ancient history]

5 ‘Ymopvnoal Se buec Boviopat, eldotac buag'™ damaf touto, otL 6 Kuprog,' Anov ek
YNC ALYUTTOU OWONC, TO SEUTEPOV TOUC 1) TLOTEVORVTOG UTWAEOEV. 6 AyYeAoug Te'© TOuG U
TNENOOVTAC TNV €XUTOV apyMV, 0AL™ amoALTOVTOG TO LOLOV OLKITNPLOV, €LC KPLOLY HEYOANG
Nuepag deopolg aLdlolg vmo (opov Tetnpnker. 7 Q¢ Xodopw kel [opoppe, KoL ol TEPL qUTOG

" oLdoper 1%° (23%) CP || oLdote (61.5%) RP,HF,OC,TR || oLdec XA,B,C,048 (15.1%) NU || oL (0.4%) (Soden
mentions K" once in 2 John but not at all in 3 John, when he definitely should have. In 3 John 12 TuT lists ALL 78 basic *°
MSS (+ 0 to + 3) for oLSouer, but Soden does not mention K' in support of this variant. Since he doesn’t mention K"
anywhere in 3 John, we should not trust his silence. The first person was unexpected and was changed to the expected
second person—in the context | would say that the singular is a ‘better’ correction than the plural.)

2 ypoderv £°[85%] RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || ypoupor ool XA,B,C(048") [11%] NU || 100L [4%]

S ooL ypayaL °[85%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 1 ypoadely NB,C[3%] NU || ~ypodelv 1 A048[8%] || ~21 [4%)]

*L8eLv oe £ X (95%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ~21 A,B,C,048 (4.8%) NU || 1 (0.2%)

® LoAnooper rell || AaAnowper [20%] || AaAnoal [1%] || AoAnocol ool [2%)]

® ovopa rell || 1 oauny [13%] CP

7 inoou xpLotov *° P?RAB (65.2%) RP,HF,OC,TRINU || ~21 (34.4%) CP || 2 (0.4%)

& nyLoopevolg £2° (90.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ayatmuevolg P2RA,B (9.2%) vg(syr)cop,NU [Is the Alexandrian variant not
inferior?]

9)(pLom) rell || xpLotov (26.8%) || - (3%)

Y swtnpLag £° (85.2%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || nuwv 1 P?AB (10.6%) sa,NU || upwv 1 (2.6%) vg,bo || Nuwv (wng (0.4%)
[| vpwv Cwng (0.4%) (syr) || Muwv 1 kel Cong X (0.4%) || two others (0.4%) (X has a conflation.) [The addition of the
pronoun was a ‘natural’, but not necessary.]

"' rell || - CP

ZyapLy £*° XC (99.2%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || yopLtee P7?A,B (0.8%) NU [Another inferior Alexandrian variant; the proper form
of the accusative is xopLV, occurring over 40 times in the NT. XopLta occurs only as an Alexandrian variant and even so
only here and in Acts 24:27 (where they just dropped the sigma).]

3 8eomotny Beov kaL £ (79.4%) RP,HF,TR || 1323 (2.6%) || ~231 Tov (4%) CP || 23 (0.6%) || 13 (P)XA,B,C (13%)
OC,NU || 1 p (0.4%) [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

" yuag £° XB (81.2%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP[NJU || -—- P™A,C (17.2%) || muac (1.6%) (N-A uses brackets, but UBS does not
[corrected in the 4™ ed.].)

S amaf Touto otL 0 kupLog £ (79.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 1235 (4.8%) || ~21345 (5.4%) || 1234 0¢c0¢ (0.6%) || ~
Toavtoe 3451 (3%) [NU] || ~ movte 351 X (0.4%) || ~ mevte 34 tnoovg 1 (0.4%) || ~ movte 3 tnoovg 1 (2%) || ~
movte 34 6eoc 1 (1.2%) || 1 mevte 3 tnooug A,B (0.8%) || 1 movte 34 Beog (1%) || 1 mavtae 3 Beog xpLOTOC p I
five other variants (1%) [The Alexandrians really had fun with this one.]

®1e rell || 6e A (10.2%)

7 add £°C[50%)] || oo P2RAB [50%] RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU



TOAELC, TOV OUOLOV TOUTOLC TPOTOV' €KTOPYEVsHTtL Kol aTEABOUCHL OTLOW COPKOG ETEPOC,
TPOKELVTOL SELYUN, TUPOG KLWVLOU SLKMV UTEXOUOUL.
[Evil men are in the church]

8 ‘OpoLwe HeVToL Kol 0UTOL €VULTIVLCOMEVOL OOPKO [EV LLELVOUOLY, KUPLOTTTO O€
abetovoLy, dofuc de BAaodpmuovoLy. 9 ‘0 6 Miyoand 0 apyeyyerog, 0Te Tw SLafoiw
SLAKPLVOEVOC—BLEAEYETO TepL TOU MWOEWS” OWHNUTOC—OUK €TOAUNTEY KPLOLY €TeVeYKeLY®
PraodnuLag, aAl* evmer, “Emitipnoat ool® Kuprog!” 10 ObToL 8¢ 600 [ev ouk OLSooLY
BAxodmuovoLy, 00w 6€ GLOLKWS WG To KAOYX (WK ETLOTAVTL—EY TOLTOLE POELPOVTHL.

11 Oval autolg, OtL tn 06w Tov KoLy emopevdnoov ket tn TAavn tov Baiwoy piobov
eCexvbnoav kol Tn avtidoyLe tou Kope amwAovto.

12 OUtoL €Low’ ev ToLg ayomale DUV oTLAades, ouvevwyovperol adopwe,’” ExvToug
TOLHOLVOVTEG Vepeal avudpol LMo avepwy Topadepopevel® devdpe dOLVOTWPLYA, ouopTa,
d1¢ amobavorte’ (ekpllwOevta) 13 KupaTa aypLe BeAooong emoadpLl{ovTe Tae €nvTwY
QLOYLVEG COTEPEG TAXVMTEL 0L O (OhOC TOU OKOTOUG €LG LWV TETNPNTUL.

14 TIpoednrevoer de kol tovtols epdopog amo Adap Evwy' Aeywv: “ISou, nAbev
Kuplog ev dyLalg puptaoty’® qutov 15 ToLnoal KPLOLY Kato TavTwl kot edeyéol’® mavtag
toug ooefelc’ avtwr'® TepL MATWY TV €pywV aofelac auTwY GV NoePnoay, Kol TepL
TtV Tov okinpwr'® dv eloaAnoay ket auToL—alapTmAOL aoeBelc!” 16 ObToL eLoLy
YOYYUOTOL, HELPLLOLPOL, KTe TOC €MLAUMLOG €UTWY' TOPEUOUEVOL, KOL TO OTOME QUTGV
Aader UTepoyke, BavpalovTec TPOoWTE WPEAELNG XUPLV.

[Exhortation]

17 “Yperg b€, ayammtoL, Hrnodnte Twy PNUaTtwy TOV TPOELPTUEVWOY LTO TwV

amootoAwy Tov Kuplov fuwy Inoouv Xpiotou: 18 6TL edeyor Duiy 0tL'® ev eoxatw xpovw'

' toutoLg tpomov f*° (88.6%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || ~21 P™?XAB,C (9%) NU || 1 (0.4%) || 2 (1.6%) || - (0.4%)
2 uwoewg 1*° A (60%) HF,OC,TR || pwuoewg P?XB,C (38.8%) RP,NU || pwudeog CP || ambiguous (1.2%)
SETTEVEYKGLV rell || vmeveykely (11.4%) || eEeveykely (0.4%)

oAl rell || oo P2AB (1%) NU

5

ool rell || oe (4.4%) CP

®cLowy 1 X (85.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 1oL P"?AB (14.6%) NU [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

7 aoPwe rell || vpLy 1 C (12.2%) cop,CP

& mapadepopevar 1*° RA,C (87.6%) RP,HF,0C,CP,NU || mapadepoperol P?B (3.8%) || mepLdepopeval (4.6%) TR ||
bepopeval (3%) || four other variants (1%)

® amoBavovto rell || 1 ko (15.8%)

Yeic ¥ PXA,B,C (65%) RP,HF,CP,NU || 1 tov (35%) OC,TR

"evwy *°[70%] OC,TR,CP || évwy [30%] RP,HF,NU

2oyl pupLaoly £2° AB (90.2%) RP,HF,0C,CP.NU || ~21 C (5.2%) TR || 12ayyeAwv (2%) || ~ 2 oyLwV ayYeAwy X
(2%) || ayLwv ayyedwv 2 P || two other variants (0.4%)

B edeyior %° P?RAB,C (89.6%) RP,HF,OC,CP,NU || efeAeyEalL (10.4%) TR

" mavtoeg toug aoePelg *° A,B,C (95.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 13 (1.4%) || 23 (0.6%) || mooow Yuymy P’?x1852 (alone)
sa,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.]

¥ oqutwr £*° (80%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || --- P"?XA,B,C (18.2%) NU || part of a larger omission (1.8%)

% gkAnpwy rell || 1 Aoywy XC (14%)

7 eoqvtwr 2° C (49.4%) NU || avtwr XA,B (49.6%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || part of a larger omission P’ (1%)

®otL % P®A,C (98.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP[NJU || -- XB (1.6%)

Yev eoyatw ypovw f*°(80.1%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || 12 xpovwv (0.6%) || 12 tw 3 (1.2%) || €T 23 (0.4%) || €T

€0 0TOV Y POVOL P’?B,C (1.4%) NU || €m eoyotov TOouL Yporov X(A) (5.2%) || €T €0Y0TOL TWV YPOVWVY (4.2%) || €T

€OXUTWY TWV Ypovwy (5.8%) || three other readings (1%)



€00VTOL EUMOLKTOL KOTO TOG €UTWY €MLOULAG' TOPEVOeVoL Twv aoePelwr. 19 ObTOL €LoLy
ol amodLopLlovtec,” YLYLKOL, TVEVMN |UT) EXOVTEG.

20 “Yuelg €, oyamroL, TN GyLWTHTT DUWY TLOTEL €TOLKOSOROUVTEC €XVTOUC, €V
Hvevpatt ‘AyLw TpooevyopevoL,” 21 €xuToug v oyamm Oeov TNENONTE, TPOTSEYOUEVOL TO
edeog Tov Kuprov nuwr Incouv Xprotov €ug (wny alwriov.

22 Ko obg pev ehreerte,” Sraxplvopevol-® 23 odg 6e ev GpoPw 0weTe, €k TUPOG
dpma{ovTec, LLOOUVTEC KOL TOV OO TNG OKPKOG ECTLAWLEVOV (LTWUL.

[Doxology]

24 Tw 6e dvvopevw duiokot avtouc® amtatotoue,’ Kt 0TNOKL KXTEVWTLOY TG 00ENG
AUTOV OUWUOUE €V 0yAALOTEL, 25 povw 0odw ' Bew' Jwtnpt Huwy,” dofa ko'
Leyadwouvn, kpatog kot efovota,' kot'® vuv kol el mavtag Toug otwveg! Auny.'

Teavtv embuplag rell || autwy 2 (3.4%) || ~21 (5.8%) CP || ~20uTtwl X (3.4%) || two other variants (0.6%)

2 amodLoptlovteg rell || 1 exvtovg C (18.4%)

Sm YLWOTHTN VLWV TLOTEL €MOLKOOOLOUVTEC EXUTOU £ (79.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR || 12 nuwv 456 (5.6%) CP || 12456
(1.2%) || ~561234 RA,B (10.2%) NU || ~5612nuwV 4 C (3%) || ~ 1 €autwv 24 avoikodouelobe P’

* mpooevyouevol rell || 1 exvtolg P (10%) (basically this same group omits the immediately following eoutoug)

% edeeLte £*° (89.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || eAcate RB (2%) NU || eAeyyete AC (8%) || — (P™)

® SLakpLvopevol £ (89.8%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || SiokpLvoperoug (P?)RA,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.]

Tev dpoPw owlete €k (+Tov 10.4% OC,TR,CP) mupog apmalovteg £° (81%) RP,HF(OC,TR,CP) || ~ 345612 C (2%) ||
3456 (1.4%) || ~ 3456 0u¢ O elente (AeeLTe 1.6%;€Aeyyete 3.6%) 12 XAB (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?]

& qutoug °° (67.6%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || uuac XB(C) (29.8%) (the AV's TRINU || nuog 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 vuog were original, who would change it to cutoug?)

® amtatotoug rell || 1 kel aomidoug C (11.4%) || P™ is wild

Y godw *° (92%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || --- P™>XA,B,C (8%) NU [Is the Alexandrian variant not inferior?]

"Bew rell || - (5.6%) CP

2 nuwv 2° (78.4%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || 18L0 Lnoou ypLotov Tou kuplov 1 (P™?)XAY,B,C (21.6%) NU (Homoioteleuton
or a pious gloss?)

ko 1*° P (88%) RP,HF,OC,TR,CP || - XA,B,C (12%) NU

" eEovoLa *° (78.8%) RP,HF,0C,TR,CP || 1 Tpo TowTog Tou oilwro¢ XA,B,C (13%) NU || 1 Tpo Towtog olwvog (8%)
|| --- P [Is not the Alexandrian gloss obviously infelicitous?]

Yo rell || - (12.1%)

'® The citation of f*° is based on twenty-five MSS—18, 35, 141, 149, 201, 204, 328, 386, 432, 444, 604, 664, 928, 1248, 1249,
1503, 1548, 1637, 1855, 1876, 1892, 1897, 2466, 2587 and 2723—all of which | collated myself. 141, 204, 386, 928, 1637,
1855 and 2723 are very pure representatives of ° in these three books, with not a single variant, and so for the exemplars of
eight 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, Trikala, Mt. Athos [four different monasteries], Rome, etc.) they are certainly
representative of the family, giving us the precise family profile—it is reflected in the Text without exception.

I have included six published editions in the apparatus—RP,HF,OC,TR,CP,NU. RP = Robinson-Pierpont (2005), HF =
Hodges-Farstad, OC = the Greek Text of the Greek Orthodox Church (also used by other Orthodox Churches; | have not
collated OC, so it may have some private readings not noted in the apparatus), TR = Textus Receptus, CP = Complutensian
Polyglot, NU = N-A%/UBS® (N-AZ7/UBS* offer changes in the critical apparatus, not in the text; the text is still that of
N-A”®/UBS®). Where all six printed editions are in agreement, | arbitrarily limit inclusion in the apparatus to variants with at
least [10%] attestation.

For Jude | used Tommy Wasserman’s complete collation of over 500 MSS (The Epistle of Jude: Its Text and
Transmission, Almqgvist & Wiksell International, 2006), so | imagine the percentages given are very close to the true picture.
For 2&3 John | used ECM, extrapolating from a comparison with TuT, which presumably allows a reasonably close
approximation. So | 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, | guarantee the witness of f*°, that represents around 17% of the
total of extant MSS for these books.



