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GREGORY 1175: ALEXANDRIAN OR BYZANTINE
IN THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES?

W. LARRY RICHARDS
Pacific Union College
Angwin, California 94508

1. Introduction

Gregory 1175 is an eleventh-century Greek manuscript from
Patmos containing the book of Acts, the Pauline Epistles, and the
Catholic Epistles.! According to many significant critical editions
of the Greek NT, including von Soden, Merk, Bover, and Nestle,?
MS 1175 is a witness to the Alexandrian text-type in both Acts and
the Catholic Epistles. In this article we are concerned with the
manuscript’s text-type in the Catholics only.

Results from my studies in 1974 on the Greek manuscripts of
the Johannine Epistles? showed that in 1, 2, 3 John, MS 1175 is
definitely a solid witness, not to the Alexandrian text, but rather, to
the Byzantine text. Two alternatives quite naturally arose: (1) has
MS 1175 been classified incorrectly in all of the Catholics, or, (2) is
MS 1175 Alexandrian in some of the Catholics and Byzantine in
1-3 John and possibly others? In either case, on the basis of my
work in 1-8 John, the classifications of this manuscript by von
Soden, Merk, Bover, and Nestle in their critical texts, and by

'Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments, Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1962).
Portions of 1 Thessalonians and Hebrews, as well as all of Philemon and most of
Titus, are missing.

2Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in threr dltesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt, Teil 2: Text mit Apparat (Gotuingen, 1913); Augustinus
Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, 9th ed. (Rome, 1964); Joseph M. Bover,
Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Latina, 5th ed. (Madrid, 1968); E. Nestle and
K. Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, 25th ed. (New York, 1963).

3The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts of the Catholic Epistles of the
Johannine Epistles (Missoula, Mont., 1977).
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156 W. LARRY RICHARDS

R. Schnackenburg is his commentary on 1-3 John,! are either
partially or wholly incorrect.

In the present essay I shall explore the evidence pertinent to
the alternatives mentioned above and seek to answer the questions
as to whether Gregory 1175 has a Byzantine text throughout the
seven epistles or a mixture of Byzantine and Alexandrian types.

2. Method

In order to determine the text-type of MS 1175, we examined
all of the units of variation in the Catholic Epistles where the
Textus Receptus (TR) and the key Alexandrian witnesses differed.
The MSS selected to represent the Alexandrian text are the four
major uncials which have been well established as Alexandrian
MSS: MS 01 (Sinaiticus), MS 02 (Alexandrinus), MS 03 (Vaticanus)
and, MS 04 (Ephraemi). Wherever at least two of these four MSS
agreed against the TR, the reading was considered.

MS 1175 was collated® and then compared with the four
Alexandrian MSS and with the TR. The TR was used as a
representative for the Byzantine text, and so a word of explanation
should be given. One might suggest that to use the TR as a
representative for the Byzantine text would be just as inappropriate
as using any one of the Alexandrian MSS to stand for the Alexan-
drian text. Many studies have shown, however, that the TR and
other Byzantine MSS agree more often with one another than do
the Alexandrian MSS. That is, when dealing with MSS which
agree with one another 90 percent of the time or more, as do the
Byzantine MSS, any one of them would serve fairly well as a
representative of the text; whereas an Alexandrian MS, which has
its level of agreement with other Alexandrian MSS in the 70
percent range, could not serve the text-type as well. The 70 percent
level of agreement immediately and correctly suggests a greater
divergence of “‘text’”’ readings. If we were to take any four Byzantine
MSS and note how often they would evenly divide in a given area
of text, we would find that the number of split readings would be

‘Rudolf Schnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefe, vol. 13 of Herders Theologischer
Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, eds. A. Wikenhauser and Anton Végtle, rev. 2d
ed. (Freiburg i.B., 1963).

5The 1873 Oxford edition of the TR was used as the norm.
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significantly lower than we would find among the four selected
Alexandrian witnesses.5

It is important to keep in mind that the classification of the
text of MS 1175 was not based on how often it disagreed with the
TR, but rather on how often it agreed with the TR in comparison
to how often it agreed with the Alexandrian MSS. For obvious
reasons, we have eliminated from consideration those places where
the TR, MS 1175, and three of the four Alexandrian witnesses all
agree.

MS 1175 was examined in these units to see how often it
agreed with the TR and how often it agreed with the Alexandrian
witnesses. The classification was based on the readings in which
three of the four Alexandrian MSS (or all four) differed from the
TR. The alignment of MS 1175 in such places (i.e., with either the
TR or with the Alexandrian MSS) provides us with the data
necessary for classification purposes. However, even where the four
Alexandrian MSS split evenly, it is valuable to note whether MS
1175 is in agreement with the two Alexandrian witnesses which
agree with the TR or with the two which disagree with the TR.

In the following discussion I shall provide the statistics for
each of the individual epistles. As the paragraphs below indicate,
MS 1175 in the Catholic Epistles agrees with both the Alexandrian
text and the Byzantine text. It is, in fact, fairly easy to determine the
point in the text where the shift occurs. In the first three books
(James and 1-2 Peter) MS 1175 agrees with the Alexandrian text-
type in a significant majority of places; in the remaining four
epistles (1-3 John and Jude) MS 1175 agrees with the Byzantine
text-type. It is worthy of note that when MS 1175 lines up with the
Alexandrian MSS, it does so with about the same percentages other
Alexandrian MSS agree with one another. The same holds true, but
to a lesser degree, when MS 1175 follows the Byzantine text.

Before we turn to the statistical analysis of the individual
books, a word about the tables of readings (beginning on p. 162)
should be given. The first entry is always that of the TR; it is
therefore easy for the reader to detect at a glance whether MS 1175
agrees with the TR (an “X” on the same first line), or with the

] made a random check in the Catholic Epistles in the Nestle-Aland Greek text
(25th edition) to discover how often the TR and the Byzantine text agree. The
results bear out the point I am making here.
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Alexandrian text (an “X’’ on the second line). Parentheses around
the “X” simply means that the reading in the particular MS at this
point is slightly different from the reading given in the left-side
column, but nevertheless is close enough to the reading to be listed.
The units of variation are given separately for each book, and the
numbering begins with number one for each book.

3. Analysis of the Indiwwidual Books

James

The classification of MS 1175 in James was based on 43 units
of variation (see pp. 162-163). Of the 43 units, MS 1175 agrees 67
percent of the time with the Alexandrian readings (29 of 43), and 33
percent of the time with the TR (14 of 43). The MS would therefore
be classified Alexandrian in James.

There are eleven readings in which the four Alexandrian MSS
split; i.e., two would agree with the TR and two would read
against the TR. What happened to MS 1175 in these eleven units
with divided Alexandrian support? In eight of these eleven, MS
1175 reads against the TR, leaving three places where MS 1175
agrees with the TR. These eleven readings, therefore, strengthen the
Alexandrian nature of the text of MS 1175 in James.

1 Peter

As already noted, MS 1175 is also Alexandrian in 1-2 Peter. In
1 Peter, I worked basically with 52 units of variation (see pp. 163-
165). MS 1175 agrees with the Alexandrian witnesses with the same
percentages we found in James: 67 percent agreement (35 of 52).
The MS agrees with the TR in the remaining 17 readings. In the
seven readings in which the Alexandrian MSS split, MS 1175 agrees
in only two against the TR. That is, in these seven places, MS 1175
is more Byzantine than Alexandrian. But this fact does not alter the
classification of our MS.

2 Peter

In 2 Peter (see pp. 165-166), an examination of the readings in
which there is no split among the Alexandrian MSS shows that MS
1175 once again is Alexandrian by practically the same percentages
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we noted for James and 1 Peter. MS 1175 agrees with the Alexan-
drian text 69 percent of the time (11 of 16) and with the TR 31
percent of the time (5 of 16).

There is, however, an unusual difference in the nature of the
MS support in 2 Peter which we did not have in either James or
1 Peter, and that is that in 2 Peter there is a large number of
readings in which the four Alexandrian MSS split. In fact, there are
more readings which evenly divide than there are readings which
do not. As we noted above, the classification of 2 Peter is based on
16 readings. There are 20 additional readings in 2 Peter in which
the Alexandrian MSS are divided. In a majority of these (11 of 20)
MS 1175 agrees with the TR, so that if we combine all of the
readings under consideration we may have a clue to a shift in text-
type. That is, MS 1175 agrees with the TR 44 percent of the time
(16 of 36) when we include the readings with divided support.

We must keep in mind that this shift is only evident when we
expand the number of units of variation, and that this extension of
evidence occurs because of the apparent lack of uniformity among
the Alexandrian MSS in 2 Peter. The next question to be asked is
whether any pattern emerges among these four MSS.

In the 86 units, I checked the Alexandrian MSS to determine
how they related to each other and how they related to MS 1175
and the TR. It is clear that MSS 01 and 02 are closer to one another
than in any other combination, reading together fourteen times.
This, of course, tells us that MS 03 and MS 04 are therefore closer
to one another than either would be in any other arrangement,
agreeing in the same fourteen places. MS 1175 agrees with MSS 03
and 04 eleven times in the split readings, and only three times with
MSS 01 and 02.

With these figures in mind, I next asked: What do we find
when we look at the fourteen readings vis-a-vis the TR? In these
readings MSS 03 and 04 are closer to the TR than MSS 01 and 02,
agreeing with the TR in nine of the fourteen readings. This
indicates, therefore, that MSS 03 and 04 are closer to the Byzantine
text than MSS 01 and 02. Furthermore, MS 1175 follows MSS 03
and 04 rather faithfully in these fourteen readings with divided
support (7 of 9 which agree with the TR, and 4 of the 5 which read
against the TR). What this all suggests is that there may be a slight
shift in MS 1175 away from the Alexandrian text in that it aligns
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itself with the two Alexandrian MSS (03 and 04) which also are not
as ““Alexandrian” in 2 Peter.

1 John

Although the evidence for MS 1175 for 1-8 John is available in
the study referred to in the introduction of this paper,’ it would be
helpful to provide the data here, as well as to list the readings used
for the present study. After extracting the readings in 1 John which
coincide with the process being followed in this investigation, I
was left with 42 readings (see pp. 166-167). MS 1175 agrees with the
TR 83 percent of the time in these units of variation (35 of 42), and
17 percent of the time with the Alexandrian MSS.

The Byzantine affinity is strengthened for MS 1175 when we
look at the readings where the Alexandrian witnesses evenly divide.
There are fifteen such readings, and in all but one, MS 1175 agrees
with the two Alexandrian MSS which read with the TR.

2 John

Nine readings were used as evidence in 2 John, and MS 1175
agrees with the TR against the Alexandrian text in all nine, for 100
percent agreement. There is one reading with divided support, and
MS 1175 agrees with the two Alexandrian MSS which agree with
the TR.

3 John

What we just observed about 2 John is essentially the same for
3 John. Nine readings were used, and in these units our MS agrees
with the TR 89 percent of the time (8 of 9). Again, there is one
reading with divided support, and in it MS 1175 agrees with the
TR.

Jude

As we turn to the last of our seven books, we find MS 1175
continuing to agree with the Byzantine text, but even more so than
the level of agreement that clearly emerged with 1 John. Sixteen
readings served as a basis for classification, and MS 1175 agrees
with the TR in 88 percent of these readings (14 of 16). In four other
places the Alexandrian witnesses were divided. And of these, MS

'See n. 3, above.
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.

1175 lined up with the two Alexandrian MSS agreeing with the TR
in three of the four readings.

4. Conclusion

Before making some concluding remarks, one further question
should be addressed: How is it that so many editors of Greek NT
texts could have missed this classification?

I would like to propose a possible answer. Von Soden was the
first to erroneously classify MS 1175 in the Catholics, and I believe
editors have simply followed von Soden. This indeed seems to be
the case for Bover, who obviously leaned more heavily on von
Soden’s text than he did on the text of Westcott and Hort.® Bover
actually states in his introduction that “in our apparatus, the text
of von Soden is firmly preserved....”? This dependence on von
Soden’s text presumably carried over to von Soden’s classifications!:

This study has shown that Gregory 1175 is a witness to the
Alexandrian text in James and 1-2 Peter, and to the Byzantine text
in 1-3 John and Jude. In terms of the number of books, MS 1175 is
Byzantine in the majority of the Catholic Epistles (4 of 7), but in
terms of quantity, MS 1175 is more Alexandrian than Byzantine
(591 lines of text in James and 1-2 Peter as compared to 355 lines of
text in 1-3 John and Jude).!?

Because of these facts, we may conclude that it would not be
accurate for editors of critical texts of the Greek NT to list MS 1175
as a witness to the Alexandrian text in the Catholic Epistles. That
would be misleading. The answer, therefore, to our question about
MS 1175, “Alexandrian or Byzantine in the Catholic Epistles?,” is
really quite simple: it is both.

8Bover writes, e.g., in his Introduction: “Inde fit, ut in mulds, Westcott-
Hortianum textum deserens, cum Sodeniano consentiat: non quod Sodenianum
tamquam normam seu criterium assumat, sed quia visum est antiquioribus qui-
busdam lectionibus sua esse iura tribuenda; in quibus probandis, a Westcott-Hort
longius etiam quam Soden ipse textus noster discedit” (p. xiii).

’Ibid, p. xx.

19This information is based on the 26th edition of the Nestle-Aland Greek text.
It is interesting that in this latest edition of the Nestle-Aland text, MS 1175 is no
longer cited as a witness to the Alexandrian text, and one might assume that the
change in text-type within the Catholic Epistles for MS 1175 was detected prior to
the publication of the 26th edition.



JAMES (cont.)

JAMES
Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
1. 112 X | (x X 20. 2:18  pov (2) X X
xoul\;/)ltog X) X X X oM X X X X
2. 1:18 aviov X X X 21. 2:19 6 Beog £1g eotL X
tavrov X X X eig 6 Beog eotv X X) X
g1 eonv 8 Beog X X
3. 119 dote X
o1e X | Xy X X X 22. 2:20 vekpa X X X
apyn X X X
4. 1:19 £0TO® X X
+3¢ X X)) X X 23. 2:22 ocuvnpyEL X X X X
ouvepYEL X X
5. 1:20 ov katepyoleTor X X X
ovk epyaletar X X X 24. 2:24 TOWVLV X
OM X X X X X
6. 1:25 ohto X
OMg X X X X X 25. 3:3 npoOg X X X
€15 X X X
7. 1:26 gv v X
01\/1")"1 X X X X X 26. 3:3 autovg HULV X X X X
3 < Nuwy avtoug X X
8. 2:2 X
811{/4 X X X X 27. 3:4 OKANPQV aVEHOV X X
QVEPOV OKANpOV X X X X
9. 2:3 xar emBreynte X X X
empPreynte de X X X 28. 8:5 peyaiavyet X X X
peyada avyet X X X
10. 2:3 avte X
OM X X X X X 29. 35 oAtyov X X X
Aoy X X X
1. 2:4 xar (1) X
OM X X X (X) X 30. 3:8 duvaton avbpenev depacal X
Suvatar dopocar avlpenwov X X X
12. 2:5 TOU KOG}iOV TOLTOL X Sapacar Suvatar avBponwov X X
T KOOUQ X X X X X
31. 8:8 OKOTAGYETOV X X
13. 2:5 ETNYYELAQTO X X X X AKOTAGTOTOV X X X X
A X X
crayyehiee 32. 3.9 feov X X
14. 2:10 TNPNOEL NTALCEL X X Kvplov X X X X
nta X X X X
TMPNON TrALoN 33. 3:12 ovTwG ovdepia anyn Glvkov
15, 2:14,16 1o X X X Kat
oM X X X ovtE GAukov X (X) X X X
16. 2:17 EPYQ EYN X 34. 3:18 mg X
£YN Epya X X X X X OM | X X X X X
17. 218 e X 35. 41 X XW
XWPLG X X X X X + mofev X X (X) X X
18. 2:18 oov (2) X X X 36. 4:4 potyot xot X X
OM X X X OM X X X
19. 2:18 derym oot X X X
oot deyw X X X IEvidence from MS 04 is lacking in James from 4:2 10 the end of the book.

&91
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JAMES (cont.)

1 PETER

Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
37. 45 KATOKNOEV X 1. 17 Ty ko Sofav X
KQTQKIGEY X X X X doav kat Tunv X X X X X
38. 4.7 aviietnte X 2. 1.8 e1doteg X X
+ 3¢ X X X X 1dovieg X X X X
39. 4:11 ko (1) X 3. 1112 &V X X X X
X X X X OM X X
40. 4:12 6 (1) X X 4. 1:16 Yeveobe X
oM X X X goeche X X X X X
41. 412 vopoBetng X 5. 1:22 S TVELHETOG X X
+Kal Kpuing X X X X OM X X X X
42. 4:12 ov Tt £1 8¢ kpwvelg tov Etepov X 6. 1:22 xaBapog X X X X
oL 3e TG €L 6 KpLveV TOV AR~ OM X X
olov X X X X
7. 1:23 onopug X X X
43. 4:13 ko (1) X X X x pBopag X X X
X
8. 1:23 E1G TOV QLOVO X X
44. 414 3¢ X OM X X X X
Xat X X X X
9. 2:2 avénbnte X
45. 5:4 ATECTEPTHUEVOS X X X + £1g 0QOTNPLAV X X X X X
QPUOTEPNHEVOG X X
10. 2:3 enep X X X
46. 5:9 Katakpifete X € X X X
xpnte X X X X
11, 25 Moy {wvieg X X (XY
47. 5:11 Omopevovtag X MBov Lovra X X X
vmopgvavtog X X X X
12, 2:5 olkodopetode X X X X
48. 5:12 €15 UTOKPLoY X X EMOIKOOOUELGBE X X
N0 KPLOLV X X X
13. 2:6 10 kat X
49. 5:16 eEopohoyeiobe X ot X X X X X
+ owv X X X X
14. 2:6 AKPOYOVIALOV EKAEKTOV X X X
50. 5:16 T MOPATTOUATO X EKAEKTOV QKPOYWVIAL®Y X X X
106 Apoptiag X X X X
15. 2:12 EMONTEVOAVTES X X
51. 5:16 gvyeobe X X X EMONTEVOVTEG X X X X
npocevyobe X X 16. 213 ow X | X
52, 5:18 VETOV £d0KE X X X OM X X X X
£30KEV DETOV X) X 17. 2:14 Hev X X X
58. 5:19  adeAgot X OM X X X
+ pou X X X X 18. 2:16 Sovhot Beov X X
54 520 voxy X X X Beov dovhot X X X X
+ outov X X 19. 2:24 QuTov X X
OM X X X X

GINILNVZAE dO NVIYANVXATV GLII A¥O9dd9D
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1 PETER (cont.)

1 PETER (cont.)

Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04'
20. 2:25 TAovVoOpEVe X | X 39. 4:1 3% X I
TAQVOPEVOL X X X X oM X X X X X
21. 3:1 ai X X X 40. 4:3 tov Bov 10 BeAnpa X
oM X X X 10 PovAnua X X X X X
22. 35 em tov Beov X X 41. 44 Bracenuovvreg X X X
€1 Beov X X X X xat Bracenuovolv X X X
23. 3.7 GUYKApOVOpOL X X X X 12. 47 10g X
+ MOWIANG X X oM X X X X
24. 87 exkomTeECHaL X X X 43. 48 3¢ X X
eykonteoOat X X X OM X X X
25. 3:8 QL oppoveg X 44. 4:8 ] X X
TANELVOQPOVEG X X X X X oM X X X
26. 3:9 £1doteg X 45. 4:8 KaAvyet X X
oM X X X X X KOAURTEL X X X
27. 3:10 oavtov (1) X X 46. 4.9 YOYYUGHOV X
oM X X X X YoyyvopoUL X X X X
28. 3:10 avtou (2) X 47. 414 Sokng X X
oM X X X X X + KoL SuVapEDS X) | X) X
29. 3:11 exkAvatw X X X 48. 4:14 Kata pev avtovg PAacenueLtat
+ B¢ . X X X kata 3¢ dpag dofaleton X
M X X X X
30. 3:12 oi X X
oM X X X X 49. 4:16 HEPEL X
ovopartt X X X X
31. 3:18 ppntot X
{niotor X X X X X 50. 4:17 % X X X
M
32. 3:15 8¢ X X X X
OM X X X X 51. 4:19 dg X X X
oM X X
33. 3:15 Bcov X
¥XproTov X X X X X 52, 5:1 npecPurepog X
+ ouwv X X X X
34, 3:17 Berer X
Behot X X X X X 53. b:1 T0ULG X X X
(o} X X
35. 3:18 enabe X X
orep fpwv anebavev X X X (X) 54. 5:2 EKOLOLOG X X
+ xata Beov X X X
36. 3:20 anaf eEedeyeto X
anetedeyeto (X) | X X X X 55. 5:5 OMOTACOOpEVOL X
oM X X X X
37. 3:20 oAryar X X X
oAryot X X X 56. 5:8 om X X
OM X X X
38. 4:1 Orep fpov X (X) X X
oM X X . . . .
'From 4:5 to the end of 1 Peter, textual evidence in MS 04 is lacking.

‘M
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1 PETER (cont.)

Ref Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
57. 5:11 4 Soka ko X | (X) X
OM X X
58. 5:12 tomkarte X
omTE X X X X
59. 5:14 apnv X X
OM X X X
2 PETER
Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
113 &g X X X X
+ 10 X X
2. 1:8 o dokng ko apeTng X X X
1B1g Sokn ko apety X X X
3. 14 MEYIOTQ . .. TIHIA X (X) (X) (X)
TIHLO . . . PEYIOTO X (X)
4. 14 Y X X
+ 10 X X X X
5. 19 GpapTiov X X X
GpapTnpatov X X X
6. 1:10 onovdacate X X X
+ {va S tov KaA®V Epyav X X (X)
7. 1113 ev (2) X X X X
+1m X X
8. 1:17 nopo X X X X
+ T0VL X X
9. 1:18 & X | x X X
€K TOL X X
10. 1:21 TMOTE TPOQPT}TELQ X X X
TPOPNTELD. TOTE X X X
1. 2:2 AMOAELQLG X
aceryELANg X X X X X
12. 2:4 TETHPTIUEVOVG X (X) Xy (X)
kolafopevoug tnpev X X
13. 2:6 KATAGTPOPT) X X X
OM X X X
14. 2:12 katagpbapnooviar X
xat @dapnoovrat X X X X X

2 PETER (cont.)

Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 03
15. 2:13 KOHLOVHEVOL X X
adixovpevor X X X
16. 2:14 mheovebLalg X
mheovebrog X X X X
17. 2:17 ve@eELOL X
xar dpiyghat X X X X
18. 2:17 EI1G aumva X X
oM X X X
19. 2:18 ovTeg X X X X
oaMyng X
20. 2:18 amoQUYOVTaG X X
ATMOPEVYOVTUG X X X
21. 2:20 xuptov X X
+ fuov X X X
22, 2:21 EMOTPEYAL EK X (X) (X) (X)
£1¢ TO OTOO OVAKOUWOL
ano X
23. 2:22 3¢ X X X
OM X X
24. 2:22 KUAOpHQ X X .
KLALGPOV X X X
25. 3:3 avtev entbopiag X X
embuptag avTOV X X X
26. 3:7 avTov X X X
+ 1O OTE X X
27. 3:9 [ X
OM X X X X
28. 3:9 ELg X X X X
&’ X
29. 3:10 1 X X X
OM X X
30. 3:10 £V VUKTL X X
oM X X X
31. 3:10 AvBnoovrat X
AvBnoetat X X X X
32. 3:10 KOTAKANOETOL X
evpednoetal X X X
apavictnooviat X
33. 3:13 10 EMAYYELHQ X X X X
10 EMAYYEAQUOTO X

dANLLNVZAE YO NVINANVXATV IGL[] AdOII™O
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2 PETER (cont.)

1 JOHN (cont.)

Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
34. 315 avte Sobercay X 15. 2:23 5% X X
dofeloav avt X X X X X + 4 pohoymv tov viov Kat TovV
natepa £xEL X X X X
35. 3:16 Toug X X X i
oM X X X 16. 2:24  owv X | X |
OM X X X X
36. 3:16 oig X X
aig X X X X 17. 2:27 £V DMLV pEVEL X X
MEVEL EV Dpv X X X X
18. 2:27 avto X X X
1 JOHN avtou X X X
19. 2:28 Stav X X
Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 eav X X X X
1. 1:3 anayyeAiopev X ‘ 20. 2:28 EYOUEY X X X
+ Kot X l X X X TYOpEV X X X
2. 15 abm eoTty X ] X 21. 229 éu X | X X
goty abn X | X X X + KoL X X X
3. 15 emayyelhia X \ X X 22. 3:1 KAnBmuev X X X
aysAila X | X X + KoL ECHEV X X X
4. 1.7 APLOIOVL X X | X 23. 3:2 de X X
OM X X X ) OM X X X X
5 18 ouk £aTv eV v X X X X 24. 35 Nuov . X X X X
€V ULV OUK ECTLV X X OM ’ X X
6. 1:9 apoptiag (2) X X X X 25. 3.7 TEKVIL X X X X
+fuov X X nadie X X
7. 2:4 Aeyov X X X 26. 3:10 motwv X X X X
+0m X X X +nv X X
8. 2:6 ovtwg X X X X 27. 3:11 ayyeilo X X X X
oM X X EMayyEALQ J X X
9. 2.7 adergot X X 28. 3:13 un X X l X X
ayannTot X X X X Kot pun X X
10. 2:7 an’ apyng X X 29. 3:13 Hov X X
OM X X X X oM X X X X
11, 2:10 £V OWTQ OVK ECTIV X X X 30. 3:14 tov adeigov X X X
OVK ECTIV &V QUTQ X X X OM X X X
12. 2:13 Ypagw X X 31. 3:14 aderpov X X X
eypaya X X X X + 0VTOL X X X
13. 2:18 ) X X 32. 3:15 avte X
OM X X X taute X X X X X
14. 2:19 noov € Hpev X X | X X 33. 3:16 T1fevar X X
e£ juev noav | X X Bevan I X X X X
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1 JOHN (cont.)

1 JOHN (cont.)

Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 o4 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
34. 3:18 pou X X 52. 5:13 TOLG MOTELOVOLY E1G TO OVOLQ
oM X X X X tov viov tov Beov X X
M X X
35. 3:18 unde X X X
o X X X 53. 5:15 kat eav otdupev 4Tl aKOvEL
fpov X X
36. 3:18 aAr’ X OM X X
+gv X X X X X
54. 5:15 nap’ X X X
37. 3:19 xau (1) X X X X arn’ X X
oM X X
55. 5:20 7 X | X
38. 3:19 YIVOOKOUEV X X oM X X X
Yvooopeda X X X X
56. 5:21 tavtoug X X
39. 3:19 10 xapdiag X X X X tavtg X X X
mv kapdiav X X
57. 521 apnv X X
40. 3:21 fHuev (1) X X X X oM X X X
oM X X
41. 3:22 nap’ X X
an” X X X X 2 JOHN
42. 3:23 TLOTEVCMUEV X X X
TLOTEVOUEY X X X Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
43. 4:3 APLOTOV X X X 1. 3 KvpLov X X X
oM X X X oM X X
44. 4:3 xptoTov ev capkt eAnivbota X X X X 2.5 YPUPOV GOl Kavny X X X
OM X X KoV ypoguwy oot X X
45. 4:19 autov X X X 3.6 gomwv 1 evioin X X X
OM X X 1) evtoAn gotv X X
46. 4:20 nwg X X X 4. 6 xabmg nkovoate an’ apyng iva X X X X
ov X X iva kaBog nkovoate an’ apyng X
47. 55 TG X X X 5.7 gionibov X X
+ 8¢ X X e&niBov X X X
48. 5:6 aiparog X X X 6. 8 VERBS IN FIRST PERSON X X
+KQt TMVELHATOG X X VERBS IN SECOND PERSON X X X
49. 5:6 Incoug 6 yprotog X 7.9 0L YPLOTOL X X
Inoovg yprorog X X X X oM X X X
50. 5:9 v X X 8 11 yap Aeyov X X
ot X X X Aeyov yop X X X
51. 5:10 Eate X X 9. 12 elBewv X X
avte X X X yeveoBal X X X
10, 18 opny X X
oM X X X

'MS 04 is missing from 1 John 4:19 to the end of 2 John.
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3 JOHN JUDE (cont.)
Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04 Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 02 03 04
1.5 €15 Tovg (2) X X 6. 7 TOUTOL, TPOTOV X X
ToVT0 X X X X TPOMOV TOLTOLG X X X X
2.7 £Bvov X X 7. 12 TEPLPEPOpUEVIL X
efvikav X X X X TOAPAPEPOHEVAL X X X (X) X
3.8 anorapfavely X X 8. 13 ToV X
vmolapPavev X X X X OM X X X X X
4.9 eypaya X X 9. 14 puplacty dyrag X X X
+av X X X aying puplacty X X X
o X 10, 18 on (@) X | X X X
5. 10 €K X X X X OM X X
X X
oM 11. 18 EV EGYATR YPOVY X (X)
6. 11 d¢ X ER’ £GYATOV YpOVOL? X) X X X
(OM) X X X - X X - Py
12. 20 M AYLOTATR VPOV TOTEL
7. 12 owdate X X enoikodopovvieg Eavtoug X X
otdag X X X X enotkodopouvvreg Eavtoug
) dyietaty Gpev mioTel X X X X
8 13 Ypogey X X
ypayar cot X X X X 13. 22 EAEELTE X X (X) (X)
EAEYYETE | X X
9. 13 Ypoyar X X
Ypagew X X X X 14. 22 Srakpivopevor X X |
SakpLvopevoug | X X X X
10. 14 dewv oe X X
ot 18ev X X X 15. 28 obg 8e ev poBy ocwlete ek !
OV Mwpog dpralovieg X X
(olg 3e)t swlete ex TLPH
&pnalovieg (00 8¢ eleate)’
JUDE &v pofa X X X X
16. 23 aprofove X X
Ref. Unit of Variation TR 1175 01 62 03 o4 +p<’;i)§ 8¢ sg)»san: X X X
L1 fiyiacpevolg X X 17. 24 QUTOUG X X
NYAIUEVOLG X X X bpog X (X)) X X
2. 3 xotvng X X 18. 25 CoPQ X X
+ fjpov x) x X 01\1/1P ) X X X X
3. 4 xapw X | X | X X 19. 25 Huov X | X
yepita X X + 3w Inoov Xpiotov tov
4 4 Beov X X Kvplov Hpov X X X X
oM X X X X 20. 25 eEovowa X X
5. 5 anag touto 4tL & KuLpLog X X PO mAVTOG TOU (IWVOg X S X X
navia &t (& xuprog)® anal X X X X

IMS 04 is missing for unit 1 and not legible in unit 2.
2MSS 02 and 03 read Incovg, and MS 01 omits definite article.

*MSS 01 and 02 have the definite article preceding ypovov.

“These two words are omitted in MS 0.

*These three words are omitted in MS 04.
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