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NOTES ON THE TEXT OF THE SECOND
EPISTLE OF PETER.

i. 1. Svpewv 8 AKLP ““al. longe plu.” Ti Treg WH=
Spitta Weiss Kiithl von Soden Zahn, Swuwv B vg sah boh
WH. It is far more easy to suppose that IJiuwv was a
correction of Zvuedv than the reverse, as Jvuedv is only
used of Peter in one other passage of the New Testament,
viz., Acts xv. 14, where the MSS. all agree, but the Vulg.
and several other versions read ®iuwv. 1 cannot think the
record of B so good in this epistle as to justify us in follow-
ing it against the weight of the other MSS. as well as
against internal probability.

1. 3. Big Sofp N ACP 13 vg sah boh Syrr. Ti Treg
WH?™ v. Soden Weiss Spitta Kiuhl Keil +, éta dofns BKL 31
““al. longe plu.”” WH. The recurrence of &:a in the sentence
rdvra juv Ths Oelas duvduews adTod Ta wWpos fwiv . . .
Sedwpnuévns Sa Tis émiyvdoews Tol xaléoavtos Huds Sid
dokns kai dp_e'r_ﬁv & Gv T8 péyiora . . . émayyépara
dedwpnrar, iva SL_&—'r-oﬁ-rwv vévnole Oelas rowrwvoli ¢icews,
makes it more likely that 8:a should have been written by
mistake for (8ia than the reverse; 86fy would then be cor-
rected to 86fns. Again 8id S6fns is too vague to convey a
meaning ; while {8ws is a favourite word with 2 Peter
and 28/g 8ofp gives an excellent sense, ‘‘ He called us,
drew us by His own divine perfection,” cf. * we love Him,
because He first loved us.”

1. 4. & wv Ta Tywa xkar peyiota quiv B spec (bis) WH
Weiss, 8.’ wv Ta Tiyuia nuw kar peyora § KL+ Ti, 8 wv ta
weyota xar Tyua nuwv ACP 13. 31, 68 Syr. Bodl. + Treg
(sed A 68 Syr. Bodl. vuw pro quw). As regards the order
of the epithets, BRKL agree in placing the positive first,
thus avoiding the very unnatural anti-climax. It is true
that examples of the anti-climax may be found in other
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writers, but only when the epithets are not ¢n pari materia,
as in Xen. Cyrop. II. 4. 29 dwarewrdrev kal mpoBiuwy,
where the two characteristics do not necessarily vary
together. The position of the dative in B seems to be the
true one; that in N is explained by the desire to bring it
under the influence of 7iuta. The order in A seems to
have originated in the accidental or intentional omission of
Tiwa rai and its wrong insertion from the margin. A ap-
pears to be right in reading Juiv, as we can hardly under-
stand the following yévpofe without it. Confusion between
yuels and duels is very common, and the change here is ex-
plained by the preceding s5juds in ver. 3. Spitta, reading
Tipa Hulv, inserts vuiv after émayyérpara.

1. 12. peminow N ABCP vg Ti Treg WH, ove apernow
KL, ov peArpow tol Cass, ueanaw Field (Otium Norv. ii. p.
151). The insertion of the negative is an attempt to get
over the awkwardness of peA\jow, ‘I shall be about to.”
Field quotes Suidas penjow* omovdacw, ¢povricw. Hesy-
chius and Photius wrongly ascribe this force to pedijow,
perhaps from a recollection of the received reading of this
passage. Schleusner’s note on Photius is (Cur. Nov. p.
227) “pro weAMjow necessario reponendum est weljow.”
Other instances of the personal construction, wuélw for
wéher pot, are found in Eur. Herc. F. 772, Beol rédv adixiov
uérovau kal Téy baiwv émralew, Plut. Vit. 395.

ev 1) mapovay ainfeia. For the difficult mapovoy, read
by all the authorities, Spitta suggests wapadofeiay, as
in ii. 21 éx s wapadobelons airols dyids évrolijs, and

Jude 8 T dmaf mapadobeion miore.

i. 17. ¢wvis éveybelons alrg Totdcde Umwo Ths weyalo-
wpemods 86Ens.  So all the authorities. It is difficult, how-
ever, to see the force of Umé, * a voice brought by the
excellent glory.”” We have an example of the proper use
of ¢pépopar Uwé just below in v. 21, dmo wvedparos ayiov
Pepouevor éEndAnoav. Surely the excellent glory is the source,
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not the vehicle of the voice. I think we should read 4wé.

i. 19. avyunpe] axunpe A 26 al. There is the same
peculiarity in the axaramaoctovs of B in ii. 14, on which
see note. Perhaps it originated in faulty pronunciation.

i. 21. dmo Beov BP + WH T, aytor feov ® KL + Treg, ayiot
Tov feov A, ayiot amo Beov al. Evidently ayior is a correc-
tion, which had the advantage of giving greater prominence
to the idea of holiness.

il. 4. owpoes 8 Ti (getpors ABC Treg), oecpars KLP vg +.
If oepais were the reading of the archetype, we can hardly
conceive its being changed to apols, since the former is the
commoner word and is also supported by deouols in Jude 6.
On the other hand, it is difficult to see why the author
should prefer to write aipois. If he wished to follow Enoch
more closely, why should he not have used a Septuagint
equivalent, dBvooos, Adkkos or Bofuvos ?

fopov BCKLPR Ti Treg WH Weiss, fodois A 8 pitta
Kabl. The latter reading may have arisen from a marginal
-ots intended to correct gewpars, but wrongly applied to
foov. Spitta would read ogois contracted from Cogéoss,
but the word itself is very rare, and there is no proof that
it was ever contracted.

TNpOVLEVOUS BCKLP + Ti Treg WH, rohafouevovs tnpewv
N A latt Spitta, who rejects the usual explanation that this
is an emendation from ver. 9 (the influence would rather
have been the other way; ver. 9 would have been altered
to agree with ver. 4, but there is no trace of this). On the
other hand, there are many examples of recurrent phrase in
2 Pet., e.g. dieyetperv éy Imouvioe in 1. 13 and iii. 1; Tod7o
Tp@TOY ywworovres in 1. 20, iii. 3 ; éfaxorovbéw in i.16, ii. 2,
15; ¢bopd, ii. 12 bis; pwobov adikias, ii. 13, 15; deledlw,
ii. 14, 18; odpavoi . . . mapehelgovTar oTovyela 8¢ kavoolueva

Avbroetas in iii. 10, and ovpavoi . . . NvfjoovTar kai aToryeta
ravoovueva Tiiketas in iii. 12. Moreover, the reading of N A
is more in harmony with the description in Enoch x. 4, 12,
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lxxxviii. 2, where final punishment is preceded by prepara-
tory punishment.

ii. 6. xaracTpody xarexpiwev N ACPKL Vg + Treg Ti
Spitta Weiss v. Soden, xarexpwey BC WH, ratearpefrer P.
It seems more likely that xatacrpods should have been
accidentally omitted than inserted. It was a natural word
for the author to use, as raraoTpépw and raracrpody are
used after destruction of Sodom in Genesis xix. 25, 29,
Deuteronomy xxix. 23, Isaiah xiii. 19, Jeremiah xxvii. 40,
Amos iv. 11. For constr. ef. Mark x. 33, raraxpwodow
avtov Oavite, Matthew xx. 18 (where B omits favdre),

Diod. xiv. 4 7ods mornpordrovs karediralov favdre, Ael. V.H.
xii. 89 xareyvidoly favdre.

acefeawv BP WH, aceBeiv 8 ACKL Vg Treg Ti. The
infinitive doeBelv is naturally suggested by pealévrwv, but
does not give 80 good a sense as the dat. aoeBéow. As a
rule, ¥médevyua takes a genitive of the thing and dat. of the
person, as in Sir. 44. 16, ’Ez}&)x vmédeiyua ueravolas Tals
yeveais; 2 Mace, vi. 81, Tois véoits vmoderypa yevvaiéTnTos
katammav; 38 Mace. ii. 5, mapdSeryna Tols émiywouévois
xatactioas. So here it makes much better sense to say
“an example (or warning) of things in store for ungodly
persons” (cf. Heb. xi. 20, wepi peAAévTwv ebhdynoev, and v.l.
on Heb. ix. 11, Tév peArovrov dyaBév), than to say ‘““an
example of persons about to do wrong,” which would be
better expressed by the simple wapdderyua doeBelas.

ii. 8. o dikatos ¢ ACKLP Treg Ti, om. 6 B WH. The
latter reading gives an easier construction for the datives
BMéppaTi rai dxof, ‘ righteous in look and in hearing,”
i.e. he discouraged sin by the expression of his coun-
tenance and by refusing to listen to evil. Reading o
diratos, we should have to govern PBAéuupate by Yvyiw
dikaiav éBacdvilev, and to give an unprecedented force to
BM\éupare, “ the righteous man tortured his righteous soul
in seeing and hearing because of their lawless deeds”
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(cf. Field, Ot. Norv.p. 241). Vg (not noticed in Ti) seems
to agree with B, ‘“‘aspectu enim et auditu justus erat
habitans apud eos qui de die in diem animam justam
iniquis operibus cruciabant.”

ii. 11. ov ¢epovow ratr’ avrwv mapa rupiw Blacdnuov

xpiaw 8 BCKLP Ti, om. mapa xvpup A Vg +, mapa kvpiov
minusc. et verss. al. Spitta, [mapa xvpip] Treg WH. Here
avTdv refers to 8dfas (=74 SiaBore in ver. 10), and wapa
xupip refers to aAia elmev 'Emitipsiocar oo kipros in Jude 9.
It is implied that reverence for God was the motive which
restrained the angel from presumptuous judgment. It is
impossible to imagine such a phrase foisted in by a scribe,
and its difficulty accounts for its disappearance from A,
whereas it is quite in accordance with 2 Peter’s remote and
abstract way of alluding to what he had before him in Jude.
I see no meaning in Spitta’s wapa xkvplov. If it is ¢ from
the Liord,” how can it be a BAdadnuos xpiois ?

il. 12. év 7 dbopa adrwv kal $pfaprioovras ¢ ABCP, for kas
¢bap. KL read xaradbapnoovrar. If adrdv is taken to refer
to the dhoya {@a, as is generally done, I should be inclined
to prefer xaradpbapricovras in spite of the authority for the
other reading, as I see no satisfactory explanation of xaf;
but if it is referred to the xar’ adrdv of ». 11 and the
8okas of v. 10, as I think it should be, xai will then mean
that the libertines will share the fate of the evil angels.

ii. 18. adixovpevor ¥ BP Syr. Arm. + WH, rcoutovuevor N°
ACKL Vg+Tr Treg. The future xoutoduevor is out of
place here and can only be regarded as an emendation of
the misunderstood adixoduevo:, which may be translated
““defranded of the hire of fraud,” like Balaam, to whom
Balak addressed the words, “ God hath kept thee from
honour ” (Num. xxiv. 11), and who was eventually killed
in his attempt to seduce Israel. So here the false teachers
will be destroyed before they obtain the honour and popu-
larity which they seek.
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ev tais amatais avrov R AICKLP +, for amarai A2BC?
Vg have ayamrais. The gen. adraov proves that ardracs is
the right reading. It is in consequence of their wiles
that they are admitted to your love feasts. The reading of
B is an evident correction from Jude 12. It is one of the
curious instances of a change of meaning with very slight
variation of sound in passing from Jude to 2 Peter. 8o
amiroe and omirddes in the same verse.

ii. 14. acararaverovs NCKLP 13, 31 Ti Treg, axara-
magrovs AB WH. The latter form is unknown in Greek.
It is supposed to be derived from a Liaconian form wdfw,
see under aumdfovrar in Herwerden, Lez. Gr. Suppletorium,
where, after quoting from Hesych. awm. =avamradovras, he
continues : ‘‘fuit ergo verbum ILiaconicum wdfey=mradew.”
It seems very unlikely that such a form should have found
its way into the archetype of 2 Peter. As suggested above
(i. 19) on the form dyunpe, it may have originated in a
faulty pronunciation on the part of the reader, or the v may
have been accidentally omitted at the end of the line, as in
B, where one line ends with ma- and the next line begins
with -grous. 8o in ». 21 below, B has lost the last syllable
of éoyara at the end of a line. Blass, Gr. T. Gr., p. 44,
gives examples of forms in which the v has been lost,
such as émdnv, Herm. Vis, i. 33, émavamratjoerar Liuke x. 6,
and écdnv from raiw. Cf. New Sayings of Jesus, 1, Bacined-
gas avamafoeras. Schaefer in the Index to Bast’s Com-
ment. Palacogr. (s. av et a confusa) refers to the reading
wigackov for wigavokov in Hom. Od. 12. 165 with Porson’s
note, and Dr. F. G. Kenyon writes to me that éarod and
Taré are not unfrequently found in papyri and inscrip-
tions for éavrod and Tadrs. He also mentions that
"Ayovoros often stands for Adyovoros in papyri, that two
examples of 7dw for madw occur in the C.I.G., viz., 5984
A3 avamraduevos and 6595, 4 dvamrderas, and refers to a
paragraph on the subject in Cronert’s Memoria Herculan-
ensts, p. 126.

VOL. X. ' 19
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ii. 15. karanimrovres B]3CKLP + Treg WH™, caraieimov-
Tes N AB Ti WH. The aor. seems to be needed here,
as the reference is to a fact anterior to the action of the
verb émiaviifnoav. For the confusion between e and .
gsee my note on i8¢ James iii. 3 and Hort’'s Introduction,
p. 306: “B shows a remarkable inclination to change ¢
into e,” of which we have the following instances in this
epistle, i. 1 cooTerpov, 17 Tespgv, 20 and iil. 3 yewworovres,
21 qewetau, iii. 1 eshikpewn, 8 yea bis.

Boogop 8° ACKLIP Ti Treg, Bewp B WH Weiss, Bewop-
ocop N (arising from a confusion between Booop and the
marginal correction ewp). Grove in Smith’s D. of B. (s.v.
Bosor) says: ‘“ this is the Aramaic mode of pronouncing
the name Beor in accordance with a common Chaldaic
substitution ”’ (see Zahn’s Einl. in d. N.T. ii. p. 110).
The support of the ordinary name by B against the other
MSS. may be compared with its support of 3/uwv against
Svpedv in i. 1. It seems to me more probable that an
original Booop should have been changed to Bewp than the
reverse.

os uiobov adikias nyamrnoev ACKLP N° WH Ti Treg,
utaboy adixias nyamrnoav B Arm. Treg™ WH™. The objec-
tion to the latter reading is that in the next clause
(ExeyEw E&ayev) we have to revert to the subject Balaam.
Possibly an accidental omission of s may account for B’s
reading.

ii. 18, oyws ABy* Vg Treg Ti WH, ovrws 8 CKLP,
o\vyov minuse. al. The reading évrws (translated ‘ who
were clean escaped” in A.V.) seems to involve a self-
contradiction after deredovow. In the MSS. it is hardly
distinguishable from the rare adverb o\iyws, which should
probably be translated ¢ all but ”’ = dAiyov Setv. Like dvres
the reading oAiyov, ‘“for a short time,” would seem to
require the aor. dwoduvyovras read by KLP.

iil. 6. 8 wv o ToTe xoomos vdari kataxivoleis amwhero,
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Commentators explain 8/ &v as referring to the é£ vdatos
xal & Udatos of the preceding verse, ‘‘that there were
heavens from of old, and an earth compacted out of water
and through water by the word of God.” It is very harsh
to make two different waters out of two different uses or
actions of water, and it is still harsher to repeat #8ar: in
the same clause, *‘ through which (waters) the then world
was destroyed by water.” Remembering that one of the
commonest sources of MS. corruption is the confusion be-
tween long and short vowels, I think we should read &' dv
with minuse. 31, which would refer to the immediately
preceding ¢ Tod Oeod Noye, and give a much clearer ex-
pression to the argument. The world was first created out
of water by the Word of God : owing to that same Word it
was destroyed by water, and will one day be destroyed by
fire.

iii. 7. 1o avrp ABP Vg+ WH Ti, ¢ avrou R CKL Treg
Weiss. The former is the far more effective reading,
emphasizing the identity of the creative and the destructive
Word. If a genitive were wanted, it would have been
more natural to repeat @eod.

iii. 9. ess vpas BCP Treg WH Weiss, 8¢ vuas N A Ti
Treg™, eis nuas KL. I do not think 8 wvuas can be right,
as though the delay were for the sake of a single church.
Even eis vuds seems to me to have been rightly corrected
to els Huds by KL. So in v. 11 below I am inclined to think
that 7uds (read by x) must have been what the author
wrote and not the vuds of ACKL omitted by B.

iii. 10. nuepa xvprov BC Treg Ti WH, 7 nuepa K. 8
AKLP Weiss. The phrase juépa xvplov is found without
the articlein 1 Thess. v. 2. Where % fuépa occurs, as in 2
Th. ii. 2, kvplov also generally takes the article; cf. below
v. 12.

iii. 10. o1 ovpavor ABC Treg WH Weiss, ovpavor 4 KL
Ti, add. pev 8 13. The anarthrous erovyela and i which
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follow are in favour of the omission of the article. Inw. 7
the article is required by the following viv.

evpefnoerar N BKP, ovy evpeOnoeras, Sah. Syr. Bdl. (“non
invenientur ”’), xataxafoerar ALi Ti, xavfnoerar vel xata-
xavbnoovrar al., apavicbnoovrar C, om. kar yn—evpeOnoeras
Vg, om. evpebinoetar spec. Weiss reads evpefnoerar with a
question, ex puvnoeras corr. putat H (S.B. p. 103). The
phrase ovy elpiokerar is used to denote disappearance in
Ps. xxxvil. 36, ovy edpéfy 6 Tdmos adrob Job xx. 8, domep
évimyiov éxmeraclév ob py edpedf Dan. ii. 19, meoeirar xai
ovy ebpebroetar Apoc. xviii. 21. I do not think we can give
this force to the simple question, as Weiss. It is plain that
the reading of C is merely a conjectural emendation of the
hopeless evpefrjoeras. So probably xarararjoerar and the
other readings. rarapvijoeras would give the required
sense, but not, I think, the simple pvijoerar. Buttman’s
suggestion, & év avtfj épya evpebroerar, does not seem to me
very felicitous. Dr. Chase thinks that diapwvijoeras receives
some support from Enoch i. 6, and also that it is nearer to
evpebrigerar than katapviocerar. He suggests, however, that
possibly lafngeras or éEiaboerar may be the true reading,
in accordance with the words addressed to Gabriel in
Enoch x. 7, lacov i yijy fy fddvicay of éyprfyopos, and in
anticipation of xawny yfiv in ver. 13 below (the three
clauses in vw. 12b, 13, answering to the three clauses in
v. 10); but he allows that ““ ver. 11 seems to require some
verb implying destruction at the end of ver. 10.” Could
this be dpbrioeras? _

iii. 11. Tovrwy ovv 8 AKL Ti Treg, Tovtowr ovtos B WH
Weiss, Tovtwv 8¢ ovtws CP.  There seems no special reason
for ofTrws. It is the general fact, not the particular manner
of destruction, which has to be insisted on. The reading
of C is merely an emendation. Dr. F. G. Kenyon writes
that the abbreviations of ofTws and odv are scarcely dis-
tinguishable, the former appearing as & injthe Liondon
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medical papyrus, as 0 in the Berlin Didymus papyrus, while
ofv=¢ in the Aristotle papyrus, and in the Berlin Didymus.

iii. 16. wacass Tass ¥ KLP Ti, om. tars ABC Treg WH
Weiss. *In all letters” seems to me too indefinite; Tals
would be easily lost after wdoacs.

Readings of B which are unsupported by other uncial
MSS.!:

B i 13wwv. ai. 4 Tyua kal peyiora quv.  ? 1. 17 o
VL0§ [0V 0 ayaTnTOS MoV 0uTOS €oTv. a 1i. 8 axop Sikatos.
B ii. 15 Bewp nyamnoav. [ ii. 16 avbpomors. B ii. 18
patatotns B, paraotyrys B, Bii. 20 eoya. B iii. 5 ovve-
oreons. B iii. 11 Tovtev ovtws, om. vuas. Possibly the
pronoun was omitted in the archetype and differently sup-
plied by N and the other MSS.

Readings of B supported by one other uncial MS. :

? 1. 18 7 ayup opet BC. ai. 21 amoe feov BP. B ii. 6 om.
katactpopy BC. B ii. 13 ayarars BA% B ii. 14 axata-
mactovs BA. Bii. 15 0m. os B Sin. ?ii. 19 Toute R B
(omitting xad). ? ii. 20 xvpov (omitting nuewv) BK. ? ii.
22 kvhopor BC.  aiii. 10 guepa (omitting ) BC.

Readings of B supported by two other uncial MSS. :

B i. 8 8ta dofns rar aperns BKL. ? ii. 4, cetpors BAC.
a ii. 12 adiwovuevor BPR. ? ii. 15, kartalesmovres BAR.
a ii. 21 vrootpeyar BCP. a ii. 22 ocupBeBnrer (omitting
8¢) BA N. aiil TT1p avre BAP. Biii. 9, es vuas BCP
B iii. 10 ot ovpavor BAC. ? evpéfnoerar BKP. B iii. 16
macass (omisting Tats) BAC.

1 T have put a before the readings which seemed to me right, g before
those which seemed wrong, ? where I was doubtful,

J. B. MaYoR.



