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SERIES EDITOR’S FOREWORD

Properly interpreted, patristic evidence for the text of the New Testament
offers a major resource of primary importance for establishing the text of the
New Testament as well as for writing the history of its transmission. In
contrast to the earliest New Testament manuscripts, which can often be
dated only rather generally and about whose geographical provenance
frequently nothing is known, citations of the New Testament by Christian
writers of late antiquity can be located, often with some degree of precision,
with respect to both time and space. It is this feature of patristic citations that
makes them particularly important for the task of writing the history of the
transmission and development of the text of the documents that now
comprise the New Testament. The ability of patristic evidence to document
the existence of a variant reading or textual tradition at a particular time in a
specific geographic location renders this category of testimony invaluable for
the historian of early Christianity.

The Society of Biblical Literature’s monograph series The New Testa-
ment in the Greek Fathers is devoted to explorations of patristic texts and
authors that will contribute to a better understanding of the history of the
transmission of the New Testament text. Each volume investigates the text
of the New Testament (or parts thereof) as preserved in the writings of a
significant Christian author. While the series does not impose a specific
format, each volume provides an exhaustive presentation of the relevant data,
an apparatus that indicates the alignment (or lack thereof) of this data with
carefully selected representative textual witnesses, and a statistical analysis of
these data and alignments—typically both a quantitative assessment of their
affinities with leading representatives of known textual traditions and a
profile analysis that nuances the quantitative findings. Finally, since the goal
is not only to gather and assess the evidence but also to interpret its signifi-
cance, conclusions or observations are offered regarding the implications of
the findings for the history of the text and its transmission.

Dr. Carl Cosaert’s contribution to the series takes the form of a
thorough, comprehensive, and much-needed investigation of the text of the
Gospels in the writings of Clement of Alexandria (ca. A.D. 150-216).
Although uncertainty surrounds the place of Clement’s birth, Clement’s
interest in the teachings of Christianity led him eventually to settle in
Alexandria as a young man around A.D. 180, first as a student under the
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tutelage of a respected Christian teacher known as Pantaenus, and finally as
the head of his own “Christian school.” During his tenure in Alexandria,
Clement wrote extensively in defense of his understanding of the Christian
faith, filling his writings with literally thousands of biblical and classical
citations. Although an outbreak of persecution in 202 brought an end to his
stay in Alexandria, Clement had already established himself as the first in a
series of major church fathers whose names would be forever connected
with the famed intellectual heritage of that renowned and influential city.

Dr. Cosaert’s meticulous study (which renders obsolete previous work
on the subject) reveals that, while a “textual” connection does appear to exist
between Clement and later Alexandrian fathers, his text of the Gospels was
not monolithic. On the contrary, Clement’s Gospel citations document the
presence of a number of different textual streams in circulation in Alexandria
at the end of the second century. A primarily Alexandrian influence is
evident in John and Matthew, while in Luke and in his citations of Mark 10
a stronger Western influence is observable. In all, Dr. Cosaert’s volume is a
substantial contribution to the series that will be of interest to New
Testament and patristic scholars alike.

Michael W. Holmes
Editor, The New Testament in the Greek Fathers



PREFACE

While the importance of patristic citations for establishing both the text and
the transmission history of the New Testament has long been recognized, it
is only recently that major methodological advances have made access to the
patristic evidence more accessible and reliable than ever before. Since the
publication of Bart Ehrman’s study of Didymus the Blind’s text of the
Gospels in 1986, a slow but ever-steady number of published and
unpublished dissertations have continued to provide invaluable patristic
evidence about the form of the text in specific locations around the
Mediterranean. This book seeks to continue in that tradition by examining
the text of the Gospels in the writings of Clement of Alexandria.

My interest in the significance of the patristic evidence for New
Testament textual criticism originated in a graduate seminar with Larry
Richards at Andrews University. After reading and discussing an article by
Gordon Fee on the topic, I became so interested that I decided to pursue a
doctoral degree at the University of North Carolina, where I would be able
to work under the supervision of Bart Ehrman. During my doctoral studies
at Chapel Hill, I noticed that a considerable amount of attention had focused
on the possible connection between the so-called “Alexandrian” text and the
biblical citations of church fathers from Alexandria such as Didymus,
Origen, and Athanasius. While studies suggested a correspondence does exist
between the Gospel citations of several Alexandrian fathers and the
manuscripts traditionally labeled as “Alexandrian,” I realized an important
piece of the evidence was missing: the reevaluation of Clement, the earliest
of the Alexandrian fathers, on the basis of the latest methodological advances.

Without an analysis of Clement’s Gospel citations, it is impossible to
know what form of the New Testament text existed in Alexandrian at the
end of the second century. Did the “Alexandrian” text exist in Alexandria at
that time, or did it emerge at a later time? Moreover, did Clement’s textual
tradition have any influence on the textual inclinations of later Alexandrian
fathers? It was these kind of questions that ultimately led to my decision to
undertake the rigorous task of identifying, collating, and evaluating
Clement’s text of the Gospels. It is my hope that the findings in the
following chapters will help in answering some of these questions and in the
process might contribute yet another piece of evidence for better
understanding the transmission history of the New Testament text.
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The challenges and joys that I have experienced in completing this
project, both in its original form as a doctoral dissertation and in its current
thoroughly revised form, have convinced me that such a momentous task
could never have been accomplished without the guidance, encouragement,
and support of many individuals. I owe particular thanks to Bart Ehrman. In
addition to benefiting from this support and candid guidance as my
dissertation advisor, my academic experience was enriched more than I
would have ever imagined as the result of the opportunity to work as his
research and teaching assistant during the years I spent in North Carolina.
Special thanks also goes to the members of my dissertation committee,
Elizabeth Clark, Jodi Magness, Zlatko Plese, and, in particular, to my
external examiner, Michael Holmes. I am indebted to him not only for his
insightful reactions and suggestions that enabled me to see additional ways
in which to develop the significance of this work but also for his
encouragement, guidance, and editorial work that helped bring this volume
into print.

I would be negligent if I failed to extend my thanks to my colleagues in
the graduate program at Carolina for their support, good humor, and
friendship during our time together as students. I especially thank Jared
Anderson, Catherine Burris, Jason File, Rabia Gregory (now at the
University of Missouri-Columbia), Pamela Reaves, Bennie Reynolds, Jacob
Shields, and Eric Scherbenske. Thanks also goes to the members of the
Raleigh Seventh-day Adventist Church for making my family feel at home
in North Carolina.

I am also grateful for my newest set of colleagues and friends at Walla
Walla University. To them I am indebted not only for the warm collegiality
and rich intellectual life I have found here but most of all for the emotional
support they provided (and continue to provide) when my sixteen-year-old
daughter, Mindy, tragically drowned nearly a year after we arrived.

My deepest appreciation is reserved for my family: to my children,
Mindy, Marissa, Mckenzie, and Matthew for their love and patience with a
busy Dad; and, most of all, to my wife Carol for all her support and untiring
love. Last of all, however, I thank my God, who gives me hope that the pain
and suffering that so mars this life is not the end. It is because of the hope I
have in him that I dedicate this book to my darling daughter Mindy.

Carl P. Cosaert,
College Place, Washington
February 2008
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CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA: THE MOST
LEARNED OF ALL

With its rich cultural and intellectual heritage, dating back to its founder
Alexander the Great, Alexandria is a particularly tantalizing source for
understanding how Christianity took root and spread in such an influential
city of the ancient world, a city second only to Rome in size and
importance. Being a significant center of trade and commerce, as well as
home of the largest Jewish community outside of Palestine, Alexandria
would have been an ideal location for Christianity to take root at a very early
date. Unfortunately, a veil of darkness shrouds the beginning of Christianity
in Alexandria for over a century. It is only through the writings of Clement
of Alexandria in the second half of the second century that the first reliable
glimmer of light begins to shine on the Christian community there.'

' Although Eusebius mentions a couple of events in connection with the
emergence of Christianity in Alexandria, there is likely little historical value in his
legendary account. In his attempt to connect an apostolic tradition to the spread of
Christianity, Eusebius claims that Mark was the first to visit Egypt with the gospel
and that he was personally responsible for establishing churches in Alexandria (Hist.
eccl. 2.16.1). Busebius even claims that the ascetic community known from Philo’s
writings as the Therapeutae were Mark’s first Christian converts.

The combination of the absence of primary evidence for the presence of proto-
orthodox Christianity in Egypt and Alexandria until the late second century and the
presence of heterodox teachers like Basilides and Valentinus in Alexandria led Walter
Bauer to claim that the earliest type of Christianity in Egypt was “gnostic” (see his
Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity [trans. and ed. R. A. Kraft et al;
Philadelphia: Fortress 1971; repr., Mifflintown, Pa.: Sigler Press, 1996], 44-53; trans.
of Rechegliubigkeit und Ketzerei im iltesten Christentum [2nd ed.; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1964]). Though Baur’s general thesis that earliest Christianity was highly
diverse from its inception has withstood the test of time, his claim that Christianity in
Egypt was originally gnostic is an overstatement. Though there remains no extant
evidence from the first century, the discovery of early Christian manuscripts dating
back to the second century with the presence of nomina sacra has led to a growing
consensus among scholars on the strong influence of Jewish Christianity in Egypt
(Colin H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt [London:
Oxford University Press]; A. F. J. Klijn, “Jewish Christianity in Egypt,” in The Roots
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In addition to the significance of Clement’s writings for the fields of
church history and theology, his writings also offer, at least prima facie, a
treasure trove of text-critical information. Clement’s writings are packed
with literally thousands of biblical (both canonical and noncanonical) and
classical citations.” Though not always orthodox in his views—at least from
the perspective of later orthodoxy—Clement’s knowledge and love of
literature still lead many later church scholars to admire the breadth of his
erudition. Jerome, for example, no simpleton himself, refers respectfully to
Clement as “the most learned of all.” Clement’s familiarity and interaction
with such a broad spectrum of literary texts not only paints a fascinating
portrait of a man unsurpassed in erudition among early Christians but also
provides a particularly important patristic witness to the transmission of the
text of the New Testament in Alexandria at the end of the second century C.E.

of Egyptian Christianity [ed. B. A. Pearson and J. E. Goehring; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1986], 161-75; Birger A. Pearson, “Earliest Christianity in Egypt: Some
Observations,” in Pearson and Gocehring, The Roots of Egyptian Christianity, 132
56). Everett Procter also points out that the absence of distinctly gnostic features in
Christian writings associated with Alexandria (e.g., Epistle of Barnabas) may indicate
that such texts belong to the proto-orthodox communities living in the city
(Christian Controversy in Alexandria: Clement’s Polemic against the Basilideans and
Valentinians [New York: Lang, 1995], 5 n. 2). Thus in light of the limited evidence
available, it is probably best to conceive of earliest Christianity in Alexandria, at least
until the first quarter of the second century, as comprising a diverse group of
Christians of sundry theological perspectives.

* Ascertaining the exact number of Clement’s citations is difficult, since his
references include direct quotations as well as adaptations and allusions to his text. If
one includes all three categories, there are approximately 5,000 references to the New
Testament and over 3,200 to the Old Testament in Clement’s writings (Eric F.
Osborn, “Clement and the Bible,” in Origeniana sexta: Origéne et la Bible [ed. G.
Dorival and A. le Boulluec; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1995], 121). Even if
one excludes indirect citations, W. Krause clearly shows that his direct quotations
from both biblical and Greek literature far surpass their use among other early church
fathers (Die Stellung der frihchristlichen Autoren zur heidnischen Literatur [Vienna:
Herder, 1958], 26). While Krause compiled the statistics for the following chart from
indices that are outdated today, the overall sense of the usage is still valid.

O.T. N.T. Christ. Greek Roman

Irenaeus 57 865 — 16 —
Hippolytus 194 269 61 118 —
Clement 1002 1608 152 966 1
Origen 552 934 6 39 —

? Jerome, Ep. 70.4. Throughout this study I make use of existing English
translations, though 1 frequently make minor alterations in light of modern usage
without comment.
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The primary value of any patristic witness for the text of the New
Testament resides in the ability to pinpoint with relative accuracy a Father’s
use of a text to a specific place and time in history, unlike the ambiguity that
typically surrounds manuscripts, for example.* Moreover, recent patristic
studies have shown that the ability to place a Father’s text in a specific
historical context also provides the possibility of understanding how local
events may have played some role in the way a Father chose to transmit his
text.” Therefore, before surveying the previous text-critical work on
Clement, this study will commence with a brief overview of Clement’s life
and writings, as well as a consideration of his citation habits, in an attempt to
consider fully the influences that may affect Clement’s use of the New
Testament Gospels.

CLEMENT’S LIFE

There is little certainty regarding the details of Clement’s life.” His Latin

* Eldon ]. Epp demonstrates, for example, that the “dynamic interchanges of
people, letters, and books to and from Egypt” rules out the assumption that all of the
extant Egyptian papyri discovered in Egypt originated from Egypt (“The Papyrus
Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis [ed. Bart D. Ehrman and
Michael W. Holmes; SD 46; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995], 8). The most accurate
source of dating and locating manuscripts is the presence of colophons identifying a
manuscript’s scribe, location, and date. Unfortunately, such colophons are extremely
rare and always late (e.g., 623, /562). While the value of paleography should not be
overlooked, patristic witnesses continue to offer the most datable and geographically
certain evidence available. See Gordon Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in Ehrman and Holmes, 7ext of the New Testament,
191-207; Bruce Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to
Paleography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981).

> This is one of the significant advances in recent patristic textual studies. An
example can be seen in John Brogan’s brilliant analysis of Athanasius’s text of the
Gospels. Brogan demonstrates that Athanasius’s historico-polemical context not only
influenced his own use of the text but also actually influenced the transmission
history of the New Testament itself. This took place when Athanasius’s textual
corruptions “found their way into the stream of textual transmission, being placed
there by unknown scribes who belonged to interpretive communities influenced by
Athanasius and/or his teachings” (John Jay Brogan, “The Text of the Gospels in the
Writings of Athanasius” [Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 1997], 299).

¢ Eusebius is the principle biographical source for Clement’s life, though his
comments are far from extensive. Eusebius’s work should not be accepted uncritically,
however. Eusebius not only possessed little information himself about Clement, but
he also clearly wrote from an apologetic perspective. Thus in addition to drawing
inferences beyond the extent of the evidence, Eusebius sought to establish the
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name, Titus Flavius Clemens, may suggest that one of his ancestors was a
freedman attached to the house of T. Flavius Clemens, a distinguished
Roman aristocrat of the imperial Flavian family, who was put to death by the

legitimacy of Christianity in his day by establishing an unbroken succession of
orthodox bishops and teachers dating back to the apostles themselves. Commenting
on the problems associated with Eusebius’s history, Robert T. Grant notes that it
“contains a judicious mixture of authentic record with a good deal of suppression of
fact and occasional outright lies” (“Early Alexandrian Christianity,” CH 40 [1971]:
133). For a more detailed account of some of the difficulties associated with an
uncritical acceptance of Eusebius, see Manfred Hornschuh, “Das Leben des Origenes
und die Entstehung der alexandrinischen Schule,” ZKG 71 (1960): 1-25, 193-214;
and Patricia Cox, Biography in Late Antiquity: A Quest for the Holy Man (Berkeley
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1983), 69-101.

The meager biographical information among ancient sources about Clement’s
life has prohibited the publication of an extensive biographical account of his life—
the one exception being the two somewhat dated but magisterial volumes by R.
Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Liberalism (2 vols.; London:
Williams & Norgate, 1914). Biographical accounts of Clement’s life are, therefore,
limited to short survey articles or introductory chapters within a broader study of his
thought. For the most thorough and readable presentation of such accounts, see John
Ferguson, Clement of Alexandria (New York: Twayne, 1974); idem., Introduction
to Stromateis: Books One to Three (FC 85; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University
of America Press, 1991), 3-19; Hans von Campenhausen, “Clement of Alexandria,”
The Fathers of the Greek Church (trans. S. Godman; New York: Pantheon, 1959),
29-39; Simon P. Wood, introduction to Christ the Educator (FC 23; Washington,
D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1954), v—xviii.

In contrast to the meager scholarly work on Clement’s life, a much larger
amount of secondary material exists on his writings and thought. For a current
biography and description of Clement’s writing, see especially Charles
Kannengiesser, “Clement of Alexandria (CA. 150-215),” in Handbook of Patristic
Excgesis: The Bible in Ancient Christianity (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 1:507-15. A
helpful survey of the study of Clement during the twentieth century can be found in
Eric F. Osborn, “Clement of Alexandria: A Review of Research, 1958—1982, SecCenr
3 (1983): 219-44; and Walter H. Wagner, “A Father’s Fate: Attitudes and
Interpretations of Clement of Alexandria,” JRH 7 (1971): 219-31. For a
comprehensive yet readable study of Clement’s thought, see Jean Daniélou, Gospel
Message and Hellenistic Culture (vol. 2 of A History of Early Christian Doctrine
before the Council of Nicaea; trans. |. A. Baker; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973);
Henry Chadwick, “The Liberal Puritan,” in Farly Christian Thought and the
Classical Tradition: Studies in Justin, Clement, and Origen (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1966), 31-65; John Patrick, Clemenr of Alexandria (Edinburgh:
Blackwood & Sons, 1914); Claude Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie: Introduction 2
[étude de sa pensée religieuse a partir de I'écriture (Paris: Editions Montaigne, 1944);
Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria; and Eric F. Osborn, The Philosophy of Clement of
Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957; repr., Nendeln,
Liechtenstein: Kraus, 1978).
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emperor Domitian, his cousin, on the charge of “atheism.” The charge may
suggest his sympathy with Judaism or a conversion to Christianity; it is
impossible to know for sure. Whether a connection exists between the two
or not, our Clement appears to have been born around 150 C.E. and,
according to Christian tradition, in either Athens or Alexandria.” Both
traditions, however, appear to be based on assumptions drawn from
Clement’s writings rather than explicit evidence. Due to his intimate
knowledge of Greek literature, customs, mystery religions, and his
description of Athens, it is often assumed that Clement was born and raised
in a Greek pagan family in Athens and that he converted to Christianity
only later in life.* Eusebius’s claim in Demonstratio evangelica that Clement
converted to Christianity appears to be an example of such an inference
drawn from Clement’s vivid description of paganism.” Though entirely
plausible, such conclusions cannot be put forward with any degree of
certainty. By following this same line of reasoning, one could also conclude,
as some apparently have, that Clement’s knowledge of Alexandria betrays an
Alexandrian birth. Furthermore, on the basis of Clement’s equally profound
knowledge of Christian literature, one could even claim that Clement’s
familiarity with Christianity reveals a Christian upbringing at an early age."

7 Epiphanius, Pan. 32.6. Epiphanius states, “Next those who had compiled the
truth <about> them well refuted <them> in their own treatises. Clement did, whom
some call Clement of Alexandria, and others, Clement of Athens” (Epiphanius, 7he
Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis [NHMS 35; trans. F. Williams; Leiden: Brill,
1997], 196).

¥ Some see implicit evidence of Clement’s upbringing in Athens, or at least in
Greece, in Clement’s statement that his first Christian teacher lived in Greece (Strom.
1.11.2). This view assumes that Clement mentions Greece first because he grew up
there, and his subsequent mention of other teachers and cities around the
Mediterranean indicates his travels away from his homeland. Though this is possible,
it cannot be proven. Even more speculative is Tollinton’s claim that descriptions in
Clement’s writings of “the temples of the city, the roads and mountains in its
neighbourhood, [and] the attire of its magistrates” reveal such a strongly personal
acquaintance with Athens that it must surely come from an Athenian (Tollinton,
Clement, 1:3).

° Busebius, Dem. ev. 2.2.64. As further evidence of Clement’s pagan background,
John Ferguson also cites passages in Paed. 1.1.1 and 2.8.62 that make reference to
people drawn to the truth from a worldly background (Clement of Alexandria, 13).
Ferguson claims too much; Clement in no way indicates that these passages are
biographical.

1 According to Mondésert, Clement’s extensive knowledge of Christian and
non-Christian literature “raises a problem which the complete absence of
biographical information makes insoluble: was he truly raised a Greek pagan? Or
how did he become, in manhood, so profoundly Christian?” (Mondésert, Clément
d’Alexandrie, 265).



6 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Thus, in the absence of any explicit statement by Clement himself, no firm
conclusion can be put forth regarding the place of his birth or the nature of
his upbringing.

If Clement did emerge from a pagan background, he tells us little of his
conversion. He only recounts that as a young man he went on a quest for a
deeper knowledge of Christianity. His travels led him across the
Mediterranean from Greece to Southern Italy, Palestine, and eventually to
Alexandria (Szrom. 1.11.2). During his travels, Clement mentions studying
under at least six teachers. Unfortunately, he fails to mention any one of
them by name, though he does give a few clues to their identity. He
mentions, for example, that one was from Assyria; this may suggest that he
studied with Tatian, former student of Justin and author of the renowned
Diatessaron, or, perhaps, Bardesanes, the famous Edessene Christian.
Though the identity of his Assyrian teacher cannot be known for sure, there
is no question that the final teacher he found in Alexandria was Pantaenus.
While Clement only describes him here as being far greater than all his other
teachers in power—the “real Sicilian bee who drew from the flowers of the
apostolic and prophetic meadow™"'—he later refers with aftection to him as
“our Pantaenus” in his Eclogae propheticae 56.3. According to Eusebius
(Hist. eccl 5.11.2), Clement also specifically mentions Pantaenus as his
teacher in his now-lost work the Hypotyposeis. Though Eusebius also
claims that Pantaenus was a convert from Stoicism and later missionary to
India, all that can really be said for sure is that he appears to be a respected
Christian teacher in Alexandria.

Building on Eusebius, scholars generally assume that Clement’s
relationship with Pantaenus began sometime around 180 C.E. and that
during the following years Clement progressed from pupil, to assistant, and
finally, with the death of Pantaenus, the new headmaster of the Alexandrian
“school.” The precise time when Clement succeeded Pantaenus is impossible
to say, though 190 C.E. is often suggested. Whatever the case, as first pupil
and then teacher, Clement’s stay in Alexandria lasted for approximately
twenty-two years. During that time, Clement established himself as a
prolific author, producing a number of books in defense of his
understanding of the Christian faith.

Two of the more intriguing and debated questions connected to
Clement’s stay in Alexandria center around the nature of the Alexandrian

" The designation does not likely indicate that Pantaenus was from Sicily, as
some have assumed (e.g., Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 1:16). Since Sicily was
known in the ancient world for its superior honey, Clement’s comment is a clever
way of describing the brilliance of his teacher’s teaching in contrast to what he
gathered from others. For a description of the quality of Sicilian honey, see Pliny,
Nat. hist. 11.13.32.
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“school” and the related question of Clement’s connection with the proto-
orthodox church in the city. How should this “school” be conceptualized
during the time of Pantaenus and Clement? Eusebius refers to it as a
catechetical “school,” places Pantaenus as its first known head at the
beginning of the reign of Commodus (180-192), and identifies Clement as
his successor; the school, supposedly, had even more ancient roots unknown
to Eusebius. The traditional view, which largely follows Eusebius
uncritically, argues that the school was an “established” educational
institution for the preparation of catechumens for baptism, operated under
the auspices of the proto-orthodox church and led out by duly appointed
presbyters."”” This seems unlikely. Besides its uncritical use of Eusebius, the
traditional view is anachronistic: it is more reflective of a more developed
stage of the church hierarchy in the Alexandria after Clement had already
left the city. For this reason, at this early period of ecclesiological governance
in Alexandria, it is better to describe the “school” as a more informal, private
setting of independent Christian lay teachers instructing students of all
backgrounds—a situation not unlike that of Justin Martyr in Rome."

2 Though Eusebius does not specifically designate the school as “catechetical”
when he first talks of Pantacnus’s relationship to it, he clearly designates it as such in
later passages that connect Pantaenus and Clement to the school (see Hist. eccl.
5.10.1; 6.6.1; 5.11.1).

"> Annewies van den Hoek is the most recent and outspoken advocate of this
view (“The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria and Ies Philonic
Heritage,” HTR 90 [1997]: 59-87). See also W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 286-89.

'* Advocates who hold to this view in varying degree include Roelof van den
Broek, “The Christian ‘School’” of Alexandria in the Second and Third Centuries,” in
Centres of Learning (ed. ]. W. Drijvers and A. A. MacDonald; Leiden: Brill, 1995),
39-48; Clemens Scholten, “Die alexandrinische Katechetenschule,” JAC 38 (1995):
16-37; David Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient
Alexandria (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1992); M.
Hornschuh, “Das Leben des Origenes”; Pierre Valentin, “L’Ecole d’Alexandrie,” in
Clément d'Alexandrie: Eglise d'hier et d’aujourd’hui (Paris: Editions ouvriéres, 1963),
9-14; G. Bardy “Aux origines de I'école d’Alexandrie,” RSR 27 (1937): 65-90; idem,
“Pour lhistoire de Iécole d’Alexandrie,” Vivre er penser (1942): 80-109;
Campenhausen, “Clement of Alexandria,” 30; and Tollinton, Clement, 1:45-48. For
a discussion of theological education in Alexandria before Origen, see Robert M.
Grant, “Theological Education in Alexandria,” in Pearson and Goehring, 7he Roots
of Egyptian Christianity, 178-89.
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As initially pointed out by Méhat and more recently Wilken,"> much of
the difficulty in understanding the nature of the Alexandrian “school” centers
on the use of the word “catechetical” by Eusebius. Van den Hoek, for
example, argues that Clement’s use of “catechesis” points to a technical sense
of the term that refers to the necessary moral instruction for those preparing
for baptism.'” Such a precise definition of catechesis in connection to
baptism leads van den Hoek to two conclusions: (1) the catechesis in the
Alexandrian school must have entailed a fixed curriculum administered
under the auspices of the church, and (2) Clement’s role in instructing
catechumens must have included a “liturgical role” in the Christian
community as a presbyter.”” Unfortunately, there is no explicit evidence in
Clement’s writings to support either conclusion.” Rather than discounting
Clement’s terminology as merely metaphorical, Wilkin, following Méhat,
argues that catechesis needs to be defined as “instruction or teaching in
general and hence ... not inappropriately applied to the ‘private’ schools of
Pantaenus and Clement.”” A broader definition of catechesis not only
provides a far less speculative picture of Clement and the Alexandrian school,
but it also makes more sense of the little evidence available. Much like Justin
before him in Rome, Clement functioned as a lay teacher in Alexandria. His
“school” did not center on a fixed curriculum but around the personal
relationships between a teacher and his students who gathered together for
instruction and communion in a private home.

While the Alexandrian “school” during Clement’s time in Alexandria
did not likely operate under the direction and patronage of the church, one
need not assume that Clement held a hostile or even disinterested reaction to

15 A. Méhat, Erude sur les “Stromates” de Clément d’Alexandrie (PatSor 7; Paris:
Editions du Seuil, 1966), 62-70; Robert L. Wilken, “Alexandria: A School for
Training in Virtue,” in Schools of Thought in the Christian Tradition (ed. P. Henry;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 15-30.

16 Van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School,” 69.

7 1bid., 77-78, 86.

'8 Clement never refers to himself as a presbyter. He prefers to refer to himself as
a pedagogue (Paed. 3.97.2-3.98.1) and only once refers to himself as a shepherd
(Paed. 1.37.3). Clement is referred to by Alexander, a former student, as a
mpeoPutepog in a letter recounted by Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.11.6). Even if the word
is used in a technical sense of presbyter, it does not necessary indicate that Clement
was appointed to the office in Alexandria. Origen is a noteworthy example of the
latter. Origen functioned in a very similar role as Clement in Alexandria without
being appointed as a presbyter. In fact, Origen’s appointment as a presbyter only
occurred while traveling outside Egypt—much to the dismay of his Alexandrian
bishop Demetrius.

' Wilken, “Alexandria,” 17. Though it should be noted that Méhat still considers
Clement to have been a presbyter (Méhat, Erude, 54-58).
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the church as the body of Christ. On the contrary, though Clement does not
mention the church frequently, when he does he speaks positively of it as
here for the “good” (Paed. 3.98.1) and even as “our Mother” (Paed. 1.21.1).
This does not mean, of course, that Clement looked with approval on all that
was happening within the church. Nor does it mean that members of the
church did not look upon him without suspicion. Clement’s writings reveal
his concern with a tension within the church between the uneducated and
the educated. On the one hand, he refers to the multitudes within the church
as the uneducated who “are scared of Greek philosophy, as children are of
masks, fearing that it will lead them astray.™ At the same time, however,
Clement is also concerned with the intellectuals within the church who have
been influenced by gnostic ideas involving extreme predestinarian views and
a pessimistic view of the world.*’ Caught in the middle of these two groups,
Clement may have been viewed with suspicion by both.

Whatever the case, Clement’s tenure in Alexandria came to an abrupt
end with the outbreak of a persecution against the Alexandrian Christians
during the reign of the emperor Septimius Severus in 202 or 203 C.E. Fearing
for his life, Clement fled the city, apparently never to return. It was this same
persecution that took the life of Origen’s father Leonides (Hist. eccl 6.1.1).
Scholars have often wondered whether Clement’s decision to flee, rather
than face martyrdom, might explain why Clement’s name is never
mentioned in Origen’s extant writings,” a surprising fact, even if one
questions Eusebius’s claim that Origen was Clement’s student (Hist. eccl.

0 Strom. 6.80.5; see also 6.89.1. The challenge that Clement faced in trying to
counteract the mindset of a large number within the church who were opposed to
using Greek philosophy to understand and even defend Christianity can be seen in
the way early Christians were perceived by outsiders. In reference to the uneducated
mindset of Christians, Galen, the famous second-century philosopher and physician,
said, “If I had in mind people who taught their pupils in the same way as the
followers of Moses and Christ teach theirs—for they order them to accept everything
on faith—I should not have given you a definition (R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and
Christians [London: Oxford University Press, 1949], 15). Even leaders within the
church looked with dismay on philosophy. Tertullian has nothing good to say about
philosophy: “For worldly wisdom culminates in philosophy with its rash
interpretation of God's nature and purpose. It is philosophy that supplies the heresies
with their equipment” (Praescr. 7).

*! John E. L. Oulton and Henry Chadwick, Alexandrian Christianity: Selected
Translations of Clement and Origen (2 vols.; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1954), 1:21-
22, 31.

2 E.g., Edgar J. Goodspeed, A History of Farly Christian Literature (rev. and
enl. by R. M. Grant; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), 128. One would
expect, however, that Clement would have had a scriptural injunction for his action
in the words attributed to Jesus in Matt 10:23: “When they persecute you in this city,
flee to another.”
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6.6.1). On the basis of a letter written around 211 C.E. and attributed to
Alexander, then bishop of Cappadocia, later of Jerusalem, it is often
suggested that Clement found a safe haven in Cappadocia. Writing to the
church in Antioch, Alexander refers to Clement as follows:

My honored brothers, I have sent this letter to you by Clement, the blessed
presbyter [mpeofutepog], a man virtuous and approved, whom you
yourselves also know and will recognize. Being here, in the providence and
oversight of the Master, he has strengthened and built up the Church of the
Lord. (Hist. eccl. 6.11.6)

Beyond the connection of Clement to Cappadocia, the letter is
significant for two points: (1) it suggests that Clement’s stay in Cappadocia
was extensive; and (2) it is the only reference that specifically designates
Clement as a mpeoPutepog. The former is significant since it opens the
possibility that Clement may have written some of his works outside of
Alexandria. This possibility will be addressed more fully when Clement’s
works are discussed in more detail below.

It is uncertain whether the designation of Clement as mpeofutepog by
Alexander employs the technical sense of an ordained presbyter or merely as
a title of respect. The term is somewhat surprising, since Clement never uses
this word to refer to himself.* The fact that Alexander refers to Clement in a
second letter (Hist. eccl. 6.14.8-9) as “holy [iepdg] Clement” may indicate
that his former use of TpeaButepog is also only honorary. Hugo Koch finds
evidence against the strict ecclesiastical use of the term in the absence of the
name of a church that normally follows such designations and specifies the
area of one’s ministry.* If tpeofutepog does indicate Clement was ordained
as a presbyter, it is uncertain if he obtained the position during his stay in
Alexandria. While Méhat acknowledges that Clement was likely viewed
with suspicion in Alexandria for some of his teachings, he thinks it would
have been too obvious an injustice to have denied him a position among the
Alexandrian presbytery.” This objection seems unfounded; Demetrius had
no problem withholding the position from Origen, a person far more
influential and controversial than Clement. Thus Clement’s situation in and
outside of Alexandria may not have been unlike that of Origen, who was
ordained as a presbyter outside of Alexandria.

Alexander’s high regard for his former teacher may have prompted him
to appoint Clement as one of his own presbyters in Cappadocia. If this is the
case, Osborn points out that Koch’s objection no longer holds true, since “it

> See n. 18 above.

* Hugo Koch, “War Klemens von Alexandrien ein Priester?” ZNW 20 (1921):
43-48.

%5 Méhat, Erude, 56.
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would have been superfluous for a bishop to specify in a letter of
introduction the church of one of his own presbyters.”® While this is
probably correct, there is no evidence to support Osborn’s suggestion that
Clement’s ordination by Alexander may have been necessary for Clement’s
financial security, since his unexpected flight from Alexandria might have
left him destitute—isolated from whatever wealth he formerly had.

In any case, Clement does not appear to have lived much longer after his
trip to Antioch. A second letter by Alexander, this time written to Origen
around 216, indicates that Clement had died: “For we know well those
blessed fathers who have trodden the way before us, with whom we shall so
be; Pantaenus, the truly blessed man and master, and the holy Clement, my
master and benefactor” (Hist. eccl. 6.14.8-9).

CLEMENT’S WRITINGS AND MANUSCRIPT TRADITION

Clement is clearly one of the most prolific authors among the early church
fathers. His extant writings portray a gentle, well-read, and inquisitive man
whose love of learning is surpassed only by his passion to commune with
God. A quick perusal of almost any one of his extant writings reveals the
distinctive characteristics of his work: (1) an awareness of Greco-Roman
literature and philosophy combined with a desire to “draw them into fruitful
conversation™ with Christianity; and (2) a desire not only to instruct, but
also an openness to learn God-given truth even when it is found outside the
Christian Scriptures.

Clement’s writings can be divided into three categories based on their
availability: (1) his extant writings; (2) lost writings only partially extant; and
(3) works either never written or lost.

[.  Extant Writings:
A. Stromateis (or Miscellanies) in eight books™
B. Protrepticus (or Exhoreation to the Greeks)
C. Paedagogus (Christ the Educator) in three books
D. Quis dives salvetur (or Salvation of the Rich)

% Osborn, The Philosophy of Clement, 4.

7 Campenhausen, “Clement of Alexandria,” 30.

 The eighth book of the Stromateis is incomplete and followed by the Excerpea
ex Theodoto and the Eclogae propheticae. The latter two books are listed separately
in this list, since, as Casey notes, “the contents and aim of each is sufficiently different
from the others to justify separate treatment. Eclogae propheticae shows Clement as a
commentator; Excerpta exhibits him as a critic and theologian” (Robert P. Casey,
The Excerpta ex Theodoto of Clement of Alexandria [SD 1; London: Christophers,
1934], 4).
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E. Excerpta ex Theodoto (Excerpts of Theodotus)
F.  Eclogae propheticae (or Extracts from the Prophets)

II. Writings Partially Extant™

Hypotyposeis (or Outlines) selections from eight books
On the Pascha

Exhortation to Perseverance (or To the Newly Baptized)
Ecclesiastical Canon (or Against Judaizers)

On Providence

MO0 >

. Works Either Lost or Never Written™

On Marriage (Paed. 3.41.3)”!

On Continence (Paed. 2.52.2; 94.1)%

On First Principles (Serom. 3.13.1; 21.2; 5.140.2; and Quis
div. 26.8)"

On the Resurrection (Paed. 2.104.3)

On Prophecy (Strom. 4.2.2; 5.88.4)

On the Soul (Strom. 5.88.4)

On the Origin of Man (Strom. 3.95.2)

On the Devil (Strom. 4.85.3)

On Prayer (Strom. 4.171.2)

On the Origin of the Universe (Strom. 6.168.4)

ot
o
ot

—rZemmo oFp

» With the exception of On Providence, which is mentioned by Photius,
Eusebius also identifies the following works as belonging to Clement (Hisz. eccl.
6.13.103).

30 Clement refers to the following works himself.

*! It is uncertain whether Clement is referring to a separate work on marriage
that was written later and now lost or if his planned work was completed when he
wrote on marriage in Strom. 3. The answer to this question centers to some extent
on the order in which one believes Clement’s works were composed and his
reference to a completed work On Continence in Paed. 2.52.2 (see the following
note). The use of the future tense in Clement’s verb here (ev T yopikw SieErpev)
would seem to indicate the work was completed later, when Serom. 3 was written,
unless it is assumed that Strom. 2 and 3 were written before Paed. 3. For a discussion
of the different theories put forward for the order of Clement’s works, see Patrick,
Clement of Alexandria, 301-9 and the discussion that follows.

32 It is difficult to determine if Clement’s reference is to a completed work On
Continence or a reference to what he wrote in Strom. 2.23 and 3. The use of the
perfect tense (Siehnpapev Se Pabutepw Aoyw) would imply a separate, completed
work now lost, unless one assumes that Strom. 2 and 3 were written before Paed. 2.
See Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 301-9.

¥ According to Patrick, a comparison of the terminology associated with this
book and the remaining works mentioned by Clement in this section indicates this
work was completed and the others were not (ibid., 309-10).
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While there are a number of extant fragments of Clement’s writings,
only a handful of relatively late continuous text manuscripts exist today.™
The oldest surviving manuscript is the tenth century Arethas Codex located
in the Biblioth¢que Nationale at Paris (Parisinus gr. 451 = P). The manuscript
claims to be copied for the Archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia between
September 913 and August 914. The codex originally contained all of the
Protrepticus as well as the three volumes of Clement’s Paedagogus. The
codex is badly mutilated, however, and no longer preserves the first ten
chapters of Paed. 1 and the opening lines of chapter 11. In addition to its
condition, Marcovich notes that the manuscript appears to derive from an
“exemplar full of textual corruptions, lacunae, interpolations and
dislocations.™ The primary witness for the missing part of the Paedagogus
is the eleventh-century manuscript Mutinensis, gr. 126 (= M). This
manuscript contains all of the Prorepticus and Paedagogus. The nearly
identical nature of M and P has led scholars to conclude that M was copied
directly from P. A twelfth-century manuscript known as Laurentianus V 24
(= F) also appears to be related to M. This manuscript is not as significant as
M, however, since it contains a number of inferior readings that indicate it is
not a direct descendant of P. For some unexplained reason, F does not
contain the Protrepticus.

The text of the Stromarteis, Excerpta ex Theodoto, and the Eclogae
propheticae is also primarily dependent upon one late manuscript. In the case
of these writings, the manuscript is the eleventh-century Laurentianus V 3 (=
L) located in Florence. It has been thought that this manuscript might also
have belonged to Arethas, Archbishop of Caesarea.” As the case was with P,
L is full of textual corruptions: errors of names, numbers, omissions,
misplaced sentences, as well as the insertion of marginalia into the text.”” The

** Otto Stihlin’s discussion of the manuscript tradition behind Clement’s
writings is by far the most comprehensive available (Protrepticus und Paedagogus
[vol. 1 of Clemens Alexandrinus, 3rd ed.; ed. U. Treu; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1972], xvi-Ixv; idem, Stromaca Buch I-VI [vol. 2 of Clemens Alexandrinus, 4th ed.;
ed. L. Friichtel and U. Treu; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1985], vii—xi; idem, Stromata
Buch VII-VII, Excetpta ex Theodoto, Eclogae propheticae, Quis dives salvetur,
Fragmente [vol. 3 of Clemens Alexandrinus, 2nd ed.; ed. L. Friichtel and U. Treu;
Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1970], ix-xxxviii). Though over a century old, the most
extensive discussion in English is P. Mordaunt Barnard’s Clement of Alexandria: Quis
dives salvetur (TS 5.2; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1897), ix—xxx.

% Miroslav Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini Paedagogus (VCSup 61; Leiden:
Brill, 2002), ix. See also the description in idem, Clementis Alexandrini Protrepticus
(VCSup 34; Leiden: Brill, 1995), vii.

% Stahlin, Stromata Buch I-VI, vii; Ferguson, Introduction to Stromateis, 15.

%7 For a detailed list of the corruptions, see Fenton J. A. Hort and Joseph R.
Mayor, Clement of Alexandria, Miscellanies Book VII: The Greek Text with
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textual corruptions in L do not appear, however, to be due to the frailty of
the scribe who copied it. Commenting on Hort’s extensive examination of
the textual corruptions in the Stromateis, Frederic Kenyon concluded that
the extensive nature and character of the corruptions point to a damaged
ancestor—probably going all the way back to a poorly copied papyrus
archetype.” The only other manuscript for these texts is the sixteenth-
century Parisinus  Supplementum 250. Copied directly from L, this
manuscript is of no independent value.

The only other significant extant manuscript for Clement’s writings is
an eleventh- or twelfth-century manuscript that preserves all but the final
twenty lines of the Quis dives salverur. This manuscript is known as
Scorialensis W III 19 (= S) and also contains nineteen homilies on Jeremiah
by Origen. This manuscript served as the exemplar for the sixteenth-century
manuscript Vaticanus Gr. 623 (= V).

The fact that the sole authority for each of Clement’s extant writings is
ultimately dependent upon a single manuscript is far from ideal. For text-
critical purposes, one would prefer to have several independent manuscripts
for each of Clement’s writings. This would make it possible to determine if
his New Testament citations had been carefully preserved or altered through
transcription. Unfortunately, this is not possible. While the manuscript
evidence makes it impossible to rule completely out the possibility that
Clement’s citations were altered through the transmission process, the
absence of large block quotations of the Gospels and the absence of a
standardized text form suggest later scribes made no deliberate attempt to
bring his citations into conformity with any particular textual tradition.”

THE PROVENANCE OF CLEMENT’S WRITINGS

A question of utmost importance to the study of Clement’s text of the New
Testament is the provenance of his extant writings. As previously
mentioned, Clement lived for a considerable time after he fled from the
persecution in Alexandria, and scholars agree his departure appears not to
have curbed his penchant for writing.*” This opens the possibility that
Clement may have relied upon different manuscripts for his New Testament

Introduction, Translation, Notes, Dissertations, and Indices (London: Macmillan,
1902), Ixv-xci. See also I. Bywater, “Critical Notes on Clement of Alexandria,” /P 4
(1872): 203-204.

*Hort and Mayor, Clement of Alexandria, Ixxix—Ixxx.

*For a fuller discussion, see the introductory comments on Clement’s text of
Mark in chapter 4.

“Evidence that Clement continued his literary career after leaving Alexandria
has been seen in Clement’s dedication of his work Canon ecclesiasticus to Alexander.
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citations in his post-Alexandrian writings. While previous textual studies fail
to address this question, it should not be overlooked. If Clement did use
different manuscripts for his non-Alexandrian writings, it could have serious
ramifications for the analysis of his text, since during the first few centuries
the textual character of the New Testament was not always consistent in the
different urban centers of Christendom.*’ An example of how the move
from one city to another could affect the character of a Father’s citations is
illustrated in the change that took place in Origen’s text of Mark after he
moved to Caesarea—a change that appears to be due to the differences
between the manuscripts available to him in Alexandria and those in
Caesarea.”

What do we know about the provenance and dates of Clement’s
writings? Unfortunately, the lack of clear evidence makes any attempt at
establishing the provenance of Clement’s writings difficult (this may explain
why this issue is largely ignored today,” though it was a center of debate at
the turn of the twentieth century). The situation is little better when it
comes to assigning absolute dates to Clement’s writings. The only certain
date connected to Clement’s work derives from his reference to the death of
Commodus (192 C.E.) in Strom. 1.144.3-5. Allowing for some time between
the event and the completion of his writing suggests a date around 195 C.E.,
at least for Stromarteis 1.

In spite of the difficulties associated with determining the provenance
and dates of Clement’s writings, over the years scholars have suggested a
number of theories based on indications they have found in statements made
by Clement.* Until the end of the nineteenth century, the traditional view

# Bart D. Ehrman, Gordon D. Fee, and Michael W. Holmes, 7The Texr of the
Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGF 3; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1992), 15.

* Gordon D. Fee, “Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text of
Egypt,” NovT 28 (1982): 350-53. Though few would follow his argument in all its
details today, B. H. Streeter is the person most responsible for associating the
development of the various text-types with the principal sees of the ancient church.
See B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan,
1936). For an analysis of Streeter’s views in connection to the so-called Caesarean
text-type, see Roderic L. Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem
(SBLNTGEF 7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 29-52.

# For example, Annewies van den Hoek ignores this question entirely in her
study, “How Alexandrian Was Clement of Alexandria? Reflections on Clement and
His Alexandrian Background,” Hey/ 31 (1990): 179-94. She appears to work on the
principle that all of Clement’s extant writings were written in Alexandria.

* For a summary of the following theories of the provenance of Clement’s
writings, see Walter Wagner, “Another Look at the Literary Problem in Clement of
Alexandria’s Major Writings,” CH 37 (1968): 251-60; Tollinton, Clement of
Alexandria, 2:324-33; Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 301-8.
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had largely seen all of Clement’s extant writings as written in Alexandria.”
This view is primarily based on the sequence of thought believed to be
developed in the three works of his so-called trilogy: the Proerepricus,
Paedagogus, and Stromateis. Commenting on the aim of each of these
works, Arthur Patrick notes:

They may be regarded as one work in three sections, the general aim of
which was to transform the Greek pagan by stages into a Christian Gnostic,
to initiate the reader into the ethics and philosophy of the Christian faith by
setting forth different aspects of the activity of the one Logos.*

Theodor Zahn agrees but makes one modification. He argues that Clement’s
reference to his work Firse Principles in Quis div. 26.8, which had only been
contemplated while writing the Stromateis, indicates that the work was
finally completed subsequent to Clement’s departure from Alexandria. Thus
he concludes that Clement’s homily Quis dives salverur must have been
written at a later time outside of Alexandria.”’

The challenge to the traditional view began with an article by Paul
Wendland in 1898 and was later adopted with minor modification by Karl

* Exponents of the traditional view include William Wilson, 7he Writings of
Clement of Alexandria (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1901); repr. in vol. 2 of The Ante-
Nicene Fathers (ed. A. Roberts and ]. Donaldson; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001),
166-69. Arthur Patrick also belongs in this group, though he acknowledges the
difficulty in assigning a specific date to Quis dives salvetur (see Clement of
Alexandria, 21-22). Eugene de Faye also belongs with this group, but he argues that
the Stromareis is a digression and not the planned conclusion (the Didaskalos) to
Clement’s trilogy (Clément d'Alexandrie: Etude sur les rappores du Christianisme et
de la philosophie grecque au Ile siécle [2nd ed.; Paris: Leroux, 1906; repr., Frankfurt
am Main: Minerva, 1967]).

4 Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 10.

7 Theodor Zahn, Supplementum Clementinum (vol. 3 of Forschungen zur
Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur;
Erlangen: Deichert, 1884), 39, 176. See also Barnard, Clement of Alexandria, 44. In
opposition to Zahn, others argue that the reference refers only to a work that was still
being contemplated (e.g., Faye, Clément d’Alexandrie, 42; Adolf von Harnack,
Geschichte der alechristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius [2nd ed.; ed. K. Aland; Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1958], 2:19). While agreeing with Zahn, Tollinton argues that the
introduction to Szrom. 1 indicates it is likely Clement’s first “published” work. The
Protrepticus and Paedagogus, according to Tollinton, precede the Stromareis, but
they were not written originally for publication. They initially served as his own
lecture notes and were only published sometime later in Alexandria (Tollinton,
Clement of Alexandria, 2:325-27).
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Heussi and by Harnack.® According to these scholars, Strom. 1-4 was
written first with Paedagogus, and then Strom. 5-7 was written later outside
of Alexandria. The main arguments for this new perspective were twofold:
(1) the lack of references to the Proerepticus and the Pacdagogus in Strom.
1-4 indicate they were not yet written; and (2) three passages relating to
marriage in Paedagogus (2.52.2, 94.1; 3.41.3) refer to passages on marriage
already written in the second and third volumes of the Stromareis.
Traditional scholars highly contested this view, often devoting entire
appendices to the subject.”

Méhat put forth one of the more recent suggestions on the chronology
of Clement’s life and writings in his 1966 work on the Stromateis. Though
Méhat provides little evidence for his conclusions, Ferguson found his
timetable “reasonable” and adopted it in his own work on Clement.”!
Méhat’s chronology is significant in that it marks a slightly modified return
to the traditional view. He lists the possible dates of Clement’s writings as
follows: (1) Protrepticus ca. 195; Pacedagogus ca. 197; Stromateis 1 ca. 198;

* Paul Wendland, review of Eugene de Faye, Clément d’Alexandrie: Etude sur
les rapports du Christianisme et de la philosophie grecque au Ile siécle. TLZ 25
(1898): 652-58; Carl Heussi, “Die Stromareis des Clemens Alexandrinus und ihr
Verhiltnis zum Protreptikos und Pidagogos” ZWT 45 (1902): 465-512; Harnack,
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 2:1-23.

* Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:324-33; Patrick, Clement of Alexandria,
301-8. Opponents of this perspective argued that the argument from silence was
hardly conclusive when dealing with an author like Clement. Tollinton points out
that the very nature of this argument would even contradict Harnack’s own position
that the Hypotyposesis precedes the Stromateis, since no reference is made to the
Hypotyposesis in it (Clement of Alexandria, 2:328). In response to the weightier
arguments on the passages to marriage in the Paedagogus, the following points are
put forth: (1) the passage in Paed. 3.41.3 points toward the discussion of marriage in
Strom. 2-3; (2) the passage in Paed. 2.52.2 does point to a completed work, but the
subject matter indicates it relates to what is discussed in Strom. 2-3; it must,
therefore, point to a lost work; and (3) the final reference in Paed. 2.94.1 refers to a
specific work on continence and can hardly be a reference to the Stromateis. It is also
important to realize that each of these arguments largely rests on the assumption that
Clement intended to write a threefold work and that references within the
Protrepticus and the Paedagogus points to a sequential process that would have
culminated in the writing of the Stromateis as either the final volume of the trilogy
or as a preliminary work, preparing the way for it. Johannes Munck struck the most
decisive blow against the Wendland-Heussi-Harnack thesis by demonstrating that
passages in Strom. 1 and 3 are based upon the Paedagogus (Untersuchungen iiber
Klemens von Alexandria [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1933], 146ft.).

> Faye, Clémenr d’Alexandrie, 340-350; Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 301-8;
and Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:324-33.

51 Méhat, Erude, 50-54; Ferguson, Clement of Alexandria, 16-17.
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Stromateis 2-5 ca. 199-201; Stromateis 6-7 ca. 203 (after his flight from
Alexandria); Quis dives salvetur ca. 203; Eclogae propheticae ca. 204; and
Hypotyposeis ca. 204-210.7

Rather than merely assuming one of these theories as the basis for this
study, I compared each theory with the textual analysis of Clement’s text to
determine if any one theory reveals a discernable difference in Clement’s
citations that might point to a non-Alexandrian provenance of some of his
works. To do this I first determined the overall character of all of Clement’s
writings. These results are presented in chapter 4. The textual character of
his citations were then examined book by book, and also in the various
groups based on the suggested theories of the Alexandrian and non-
Alexandrian provenance of his writings. While some of Clement’s works
lack a significant number of citations for individual analysis,” the following
conclusions are drawn from his citations in the Paedagogus and the
Stromateis.

1. No dramatic change is apparent in the textual character of Strom.
1-5 and 6-7 in Matthew™ (cf. Méhat).

2. The textual character between Strom. 1-4 and 5-7 in Matthew or
John> reveals no significant difference (cf. Wendland, etc.).

3. The textual character of Clement’s citations to Matthew, Luke, and
John® in the Paedagogus is consistent with his other writings (cf.
Wendland, etc.).

4. No dramatic shift is detected in the nature of Clement’s citations of
Matthew or Luke in Quis dives salvetur as compared to his other
writings.”

52 Méhat, Erude, 54.

> E.g., there are not a sufficient number of Gospel citations to come to any
conclusion about the textual character of either Ec/ or Exc. In fact, Strom. 8 fails to
yield even one single Gospel citation. In addition, some books provide a sufficient
number of citations for one Gospel but not for another (e.g., Paed. 1 contains fifty
citations to John but only twelve in Matthew).

5 While the citations in Strom. 1-5 are consistent with the overall character of
Clement’s writings in both Luke and John, there are not a significant number of
citations to analyze the textual character of Stzrom. 6-7 in either Gospel.

% The pattern in Szrom. 1-4 in Luke was also consistent, but there were not
enough citations to analyze the textual character of Strom. 5-7 in Luke.

% It should be noted that the results for John are based solely on Paed. 1, since
there is only one citation to John in Paed. 2 and none in Paed. 3.

%7 There are not a significant enough number of citations of John in Quis dives
salvetur to draw any conclusion.
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While these results fall short of proving that Clement’s Paedagogus,
Stromarteis, or Quis dives salvetur were written in Alexandria, the overall
nature of these data reveal no reason to conclude that differences in his
citations suggest any one of his extant writings were written from different
locations. Of course, this does not rule out the possibility that Clement may
have taken manuscripts from Alexandria when he left the city and relied
upon them for some of his later writings.

Annewies van den Hoek argues for an Alexandrian provenance for
Clement’s writing by the presence of an Alexandrian influence in his
writing, namely, the “impressive repertory of material of probable Egyptian
origin Clement had at his disposal.”™ In particular, she notes Clement’s
knowledge and use of the works of Philo and early Christians writings with
probable roots in Alexandria (e.g., Barnabas), including Christians of gnostic
persuasion (e.g., Basilides and Valentinus). While this may be the case, one
could just as easily conclude that Clement’s experience in Alexandria had a
lasting eftect on his writing even after he left the city.

In any case, the text critical data suggests that, regardless of the
provenance of his writings, the overall nature of Clement’s citations does not
change from one work to another. For this reason, none of Clement’s extant
writings have been excluded from consideration. Before commencing with
the textual analysis of Clement’s writings, the following chapter will
examine Clement’s attitude and use of the New Testament writings.

5 Van den Hoek, “How Alexandrian Was Clement of Alexandria?” 187.
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CLEMENT AND THE NEW TESTAMENT

CLEMENT’S HERMENEUTICAL PERSPECTIVE

The distinguishing characteristic that sets Clement apart from other early
church fathers is his extensive knowledge and use of literature—whether
pagan, Jewish, or Christian. An accurate description of Clement’s use of the
New Testament writings cannot be separated from this wider literary
context." Whereas some Christians found little, if any, redeeming value in
pagan literature,” Clement’s concept of the divine Word or /ogos working
among all nations in preparation for the coming of Christ enables him to
discern a divine voice behind the words of any author. In his penetrating
study, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria,

! For a more detailed account of Clement’s exegetical method, its relation to
other early Christians, gnostic approaches, and pagan and Jewish antecedents, see
Dawson, Allegorical Readers; Thomas F. Torrance, “The Hermeneutics of Clement
of Alexandria,” 75 7 (1988): 61-105; repr. in Divine Meaning: Studies in Patristic
Hermeneutics (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1995), 130-78; R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory
and Event (Richmond: Knox, 1959; repr., with introduction by J. W. Trigg,
Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2002); Annewies van den Hoek, “Techniques of
Quotation in Clement of Alexandria: A View of Ancient Literary Working
Methods,” VC 50 (1996): 223-43; idem, “Divergent Gospel Traditions in Clement of
Alexandria and Other Authors of the Second Century,” Apocrypha 7 (1996): 43-62;
Osborn, “Clement and the Bible,” 121-32; Alain le Boulluec, “De l'usage de titres
‘néotestamentaries’ chez Clément d’Alexandrie,” in La Formation des canons
scripturaires (ed. M. Tardieu; Paris: Cerf, 1993), 191-202; James A. Brooks, “Clement
of Alexandria as a Witness to the Development of the New Testament Canon,” SC9
(1992): 41-55; G. Brambillasca, “Citations de I'écriture sainte et des auteurs classiques
dans le Tpotpemtikog mpog “EAMvag de Clément d’Alexandrie,” StPacr 11 (1972):
8-12; J. Ruwet, “Clément d’Alexandrie, Canon des écritures et apocryphes,” Bib 29
(1948): 77-99, 240-68, 391-408; Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:165-230;
Hermann Kutter, Clemens Alexandrinus und das Neue Testament (Giessen: Richer,
1897).

2 E.g., Cyril of Jerusalem (see Mullen, New Testament Text of Cyril, 16-17).
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David Dawson refers to this as Clement’s “hermeneutic of divine voice” and

describes it by the following analogy:

Just as a ventriloquist “throws” his or her voice, making it appear as though
any number of other objects are speaking, so Clement construes scripture
and other texts as expressions of a single divine voice, the discourse of God’s
own speech.’

Thus Clement can argue that Greek philosophy, at its best, was to the Greek
world what the Law and Prophets were to Israel: a pedagogue to lead them
to Christ.*

This does not mean, however, that Clement places pagan literature, the
Hebrew Bible, and the emerging New Testament writings on an equal level;
he does not. Instead, when considered on their own terms, these three
categories represent an ascending scale of divine expression. Thus Clement
claims that any divine truth in pagan literature was received only indirectly,
either from common reason, plagiarism from the Hebrew Bible,” or from
lower angels.” While the Hebrew Bible also offers a partial expression of the
divine Aoyog, it occupies a higher place in Clement’s hierarchy than pagan
literature. The Hebrew Bible not only offers a more direct expression of the
divine Aoyog, but Clement believes it is superior to philosophy; whereas
Gentiles had to turn first away from idolatry, those who follow the Law only
lack faith (Szrom. 6.44.4). The New Testament writings stand at the pinnacle
of Clement’s scriptural hierarchy as the fullest and most direct literary
expression of the divine Aoyog.

When speaking of Clement’s use of the New Testament writings, one
should not conclude that Clement’s Scripture comprises a fixed collection of
books identical to the twenty-seven within the modern New Testament
canon. The boundaries of the New Testament canon were not sharply
defined during the second century and often fluctuated from place to place
and person to person.” Since the content of Clement’s New Testament

* Dawson, Allegorical Readers, 184.

* Strom. 1.28.3; 37.1; 80.6; 6.41.7-42.3; 44.1; 7.10.2-11.

> Strom. 1.87.2; 150.1-4; 170.4; 2.20.1; 78.1; 6.27.5; 55.4

° Strom. 7.6.3—4; 6.157.4=5; 161.2—6. For a fuller discussion of these three
indirect sources of Greek wisdom, see Daniélou, Gospel Message and Hellenistic
Culture, 48—68.

7 An example of the difference of opinion in early Christianity over which books
should comprise the New Testament canon can be seen in the differences between
some of the earliest canonical lists still available (e.g., Muratorian Canon [175?],
Eusebius, Athanasius, and the books contained in early codices). See Bruce Metzger,
The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, and Significance
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1987); Lee McDonald, The Formation of the Christian Biblical



22 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

canon is both more ambiguous and far more expansive than our twenty-
seven books,® the term New Testament is limited in this study to only those
books that comprise our modern corpus. The only New Testament books
not clearly referred to within Clement’s writings are Philemon, James,
2 Peter, and 3 John. According to Brooks, Stihlin’s index of Clement’s
writings contains 3,279 New Testament references. The number includes
1,579 references to the Gospels, 57 to the book of Acts, 1,372 to the Pauline
Epistles (including Hebrews), 237 to the General Epistles, and 34 to
Revelation.” As the number of references indicates, Clement places a high
value on the Gospels and Paul."

Like other learned Alexandrians before and after him, Clement’s primary
method of reading is allegory."" Clement’s allegorical method of
interpretation is what allows him to extract a single “divine voice” from
behind the words of very diverse literature. While Clement’s allegorical
method clearly depends on the common literary theory of Alexandrians long
before him, there is a striking interpretative contrast between how Philo and

Canon (rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.. Hendrickson, 1995); and, more recently, Lee
McDonald and James Sanders, eds., The Canon Debate (Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 2002).

¥ While Clement appears to use the phrase 1a01kn to refer to a collection of
writings (e.g., Strom. 3.54.4; 71.3; 6.3.3), his writings are ambivalent about what the
complete list of those books might be (see Boulluec, “De l'usage de titres,” 192, 201;
Brooks, “Clement of Alexandria,” 50). Tollinton contends that §1067xn refers more
generally to a dispensation rather than to a collection of writings (Clement of
Alexandria, 2:204-5).

While it is impossible to say definitely what additional books Clement would
include in his New Testament canon, frequency of citation and authoritative
references indicate it would probably include 7 Clement, Barnabas, the Shepherd of
Hermas, the Apocalypse of Peter, and the Didache (Goodspeed, 4 History of Early
Christian Literature, 133). For a numerical count of Clement’s references to New
Testament and noncanonical Christian writings, see John William Stewart,
“Doctrinal Influence upon the New Testament Text of Clement of Alexandria” (Ph.D.
diss., Duke University, 1966), 17-24.

° Brooks, “Clement of Alexandria,” 47.

10" One should not conclude that “written” texts are Clement’s sole source of
authoritative apostolic tradition. He also believes in an oral gnosis that passes directly
from Jesus to the apostles and to their successors (Strom. 1.11.3; 6.68.2; Eusebius,
Hist. eccl. 2.1.4).

" Examples of Clement’s use of allegory with the New Testament can be see in
Strom. 3.68.1; 5.55.1-3; Quis div. 29.2-5. For additional examples, see Stewart,
“Doctrinal Influence,” 43-53. In light of these examples, it is surprisingly that Grant
claims Clement “does not treat the New Testament and the story of Jesus’
allegorically” (Robert M. Grant, “Alexandrian Allegorists,” in The Letter and the
Spirit [New York: Macmillan, 1957], 89).
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Clement use allegory: whereas Philo uses the lexical details of Scripture to
control its meaning, Clement gives the meaning—what he sees as the “divine
voice” that speaks through all texts—control over the lexical details. An
example of this can be seen in Strom. 5.10.52.5-53.4, where Clement links
together three very different stories: the Song of Miriam in Exodus, Plato’s
allegory of the soul as a horse-drawn chariot, and the attack of Joseph by his
brothers. In the midst of his allegorical explanation of the passages, Clement
never once refers to the similar lexical details between the stories to justify or
buttress his interpretation. Instead, his whole focus resides in the allegorical
meaning that he sees behind general themes, concepts, and images. Dawson
describes Clement’s allegorical method as follows:

By using a divine voice rather than a specific text as the basis for revisionary
reading, Clement can include direct quotations from competing literature,
as well as titles of works and names of authors. He can do this precisely
because the textual or authorial specificity of his precursors is irrelevant to
the fact that when subjected to his revisionary reading, they express the
same underlying voice or meaning.... The difference, then, between a
revisionary reading strategy based on a text and one based on a voice helps
explain why Philo rarely quotes nonscriptural texts directly or cites them by
title and author, while Clement fills his pages with direct quotations and
explicit citations."?

Dawson’s insight into Clement’s hermeneutic is significant, but it should
not lead one to conclude that Clement has little interest in the actual text of
the New Testament. While Clement’s method of allegorical argumentation
rarely centers on textual details and terminology, his whole methodology is
found on his belief that the voice of God resides 7z the literal words of the
text (e.g., Protr. 82.1-2). In other words, the words of the text are important
in as much as they convey the Aoyog. In fact, there is a degree of
correspondence in how Clement views the literal words of the text and the
actual historical events behind them. Even though Clement often uses
allegory to strip texts of their original context, it does not mean that he
denies the validity of the literal historical narratives themselves.”” Both the

"2 Dawson, Allegorical Readers, 206. See Dawson for several detailed examples
of how Clement and Philo refer to the same text but argue in very different ways.
Where Philo emphasizes shared lexical details to make his point, Clement ignores the
textual details and argues on the basis of a common meaning.

" In comparison to other Alexandrian allegorists, Clement is more comfortable
with the literal meaning of Scripture. Commenting on this, Hanson notes, “Clement
of Alexandria does not indeed show quite the same tendency to undermine historical
narratives by allegory as Philo does, or as Origen does after him. He has, in fact, a
stronger grasp upon the doctrine of the Incarnation than Origen” (Hanson, Allegory
and Event, 120).
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words and historical events that gave birth to them are important to
Clement—but not for their own sake. For Clement, the divine Aoyog in the
New Testament is not confined to a specific historical point in time. Rather,
as the voice of God, it is a living Aoyog that spoke in the life of Jesus, but
also continues to speak to all generations. Thus the literal text is foundational
to Clement’s entire methodology, and the evidence indicates that Clement
knew his text well.

CLEMENT’S NEW TESTAMENT CITATIONS

Clement’s extensive knowledge and use of the New Testament, while
seemingly an ideal subject for text-critical analysis, is to a certain extent a
“poverty of riches.” The almost ubiquitous presence of New Testament
allusions, coupled with a large number of quotations ranging in accuracy
from very loose to very strict, makes a textual analysis of Clement’s writings
complicated at the very least. The various ways in which Clement makes use
of the New Testament writings points to four general observations about his
citation habits: (1) Clement was so immersed in the New Testament,
particularly with the words of Jesus, that the words and expressions of the
text became part and parcel of his own vocabulary; (2) Clement often cites
from memory with varying degrees of accuracy; (3) at other times, and
particularly in the Pauline Epistles, Clement’s quotations appear to come
directly from a manuscript before him; and, finally, (4) some of his quotations
indicate a dependence on a oral catechetical tradition and at other times a
deliberate altering of the text to better emphasize his own theological
understanding of the meaning of the text. The general significance of each
of these categories for the textual analysis of Clement’s use of the Gospels is
highlighted below.

Clement’s allusions to the New Testament present a particularly difficult
problem for an analysis of his text. For the sake of completeness, one would
ideally like to consider all of his references to the New Testament; such a
task, however, would prove difficult in reality. For example, if his allusions
were included in toro, they would not only render the data unmanageable,
but their large number would also obscure the results of the other data. Even
if this were not the case, Clement’s vocabulary is so saturated with New
Testament terminology, and his allusions often so remote, that it would be
impossible to tell in many cases whether an allusion is intentional or not.
Thus any sort of unqualified inclusion of Clement’s allusions would invite a
decree of speculation and uncertainty that would jeopardize the entire
textual analysis. In order to avoid these difficulties, this study includes only
those allusions whose textual source is clearly identifiable and whose
character indicates they may be somewhat significant to ascertaining the
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nature of Clements text. These allusions are divided into two basic
categories: (1) allusions that are textually significant for establishing
Clement’s text;'* and (2) allusions that provide supporting evidence for
readings already established.”

While these allusions may play only a limited role in establishing
Clement’s text of the Gospels, at least in comparison to his more direct
citations, they are also important for understanding the foundation of his
citation habits. Clement’s wide-ranging familiarity with the words of the
New Testament indicates he must have committed large portions of the
New Testament to memory. This observation is significant since it implies
that for this to have taken place Clement must have first been intimately
acquainted with a written text.'

Evidence that Clement likely committed portions of the New
Testament to memory can be seen in five different ways in which he
regularly makes use of the text. First, his citations often reveal a conflation
between the words of two or more passages. An example of this can be seen
in Protr. 82.3, where Clement states, “Unless you become as little children
again and be born again, as the Scriptures says, you will not receive the true
Father, ‘nor shall you enter the kingdom of heaven.”” As Kutter observed
long ago, it is obvious that this citation is not copied directly from a text but
is drawn from the combination of Matt 18:3 and John 3:5 in Clement’s
memory.'”” A second indication of Clement’s reliance on his memory are
those places where he mistakenly attributes a citation from one author to
another, as he does in Strom. 3.30.3, where he attributes the words of Jesus
in John 8:34 to Paul." In this case, the similarity between John 8:34 and
Rom 6:16 appears to be the source of Clement’s mistaken attribution—a
blunder that would surely not occur if he were quoting directly from a text.
The remaining indications that Clement relied on his memory when citing
Scripture include his occasional use of ambiguous citation formulae (“it says

'* E.g., there are a total of five textually significant allusions to Clement’s text of
Matthew (5:22; 10:42; 18:22; 19:13; 23:8) and another two in Luke (6:44; 14:33).

' E.g., allusions to Matt 5:28.

16 Reuben Swanson drew this conclusion from the freedom of Clement’s New
Testament quotations represented in the Stromateis, but it is implied in his numerous
allusions as well (Reuben J. Swanson, “The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria”
[Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1956], 3).

17 Kutter, Clemens Alexandrinus, 28. Other examples include the combination
of 1 Tim 2:9 and 1 Pet 3:1-4 in Paed. 3.66 and the conflated nature of Clement’s
extensive citation of Mark 10:17-31.

'8 Other examples include attributing the words of 1 Tim 2:9-10 to Peter
instead of Paul (Paed. 2.127.2) and attributing the words from Rom 8:15 to the words
Paul wrote in 2 Tim 1:7 (Strom. 4.49.5).
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somewhere in Scripture”),' his many deviations from all known manuscript
readings,” and, last of all, the loose nature of some of his citations.”

Although Clement’s memory was not as encyclopedic as we might
hope, it would be a mistake to conclude that his citations from memory are
completely inaccurate. This is clearly not the case; there are a number of
places were Clement cites the text with only minor modification.”” Even if it
is impossible to know if a completely accurate citation is drawn from
memory or copied from a manuscript, the places where Clement mistakenly
attributed a book to the wrong author demonstrate that his citations
themselves were not completely misguided.” While the idiosyncrasies of
Clement’s memory citations may limit the amount of material available for
comparison, they still contains enough verbal agreement with our extant
textual witnesses to warrant our consideration.

While Clement does frequently draw Gospel citations from his memory,
he also makes use of a number of quotation techniques that indicate that at
times his Gospel text is based on an exemplar. The evidence for this can be
seen in the introductory formulae Clement uses to introduce a quotation
from the New Testament. His most frequent introductory formulae include
evoyyeMw and ¢noiv 6 kupiog. According to the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae, the expression ebayyehim occurs eighteen times in reference to the
New Testament Gospels, while ¢noiv 6 kupiog appears almost an equal
number of times, at seventeen. An examination of each occurrence reveals
that both phrases usually introduce a quotation that has a higher degree of
verbal accuracy than passages lacking an introductory formula.”* In many of

¥ B.g., Paed. 2.4.5 of Luke 14:8,10; Proc. 84.3 of Heb 3:7-11; Strom. 5.15.3 of
1 Cor 4:15.

% E.g., Matt 10:42 (Quis div. 31.4); 11:12 (Quis div. 21.3); 25:39 (Quis div.
30.3); 25:41 (Proer. 83.2).

*' E.g., Matt 5:25 from Strom. 4.95.3. The clearest example of this is seen in
Clement’s citation of Mark 10:17-31 in Quis div. 4.4-10. Barbara Aland notes
examples of the following types of minor changes found in Clement’s citation of
Mark: (1) changes in verbs and verbal forms, (2) transpositions, (3) synonyms, (4)
omissions, (5) additions, and (6) harmonization to the Synoptic context. These types
of minor changes should not lead one to conclude that his text is in no way reliable
regarding textual data. On the whole, as Aland notes, these changes are minor and
largely concern “banalities” (see Barbara Aland, “The Significance of the Chester
Beatty Papyri in Early Church History,” in The Earliest Gospels: The Origins and
Transmission of the Farliest Christian Gospels—The Contribution of the Chester
Beatty Gospel Codex P* [ed. Charles Horton; London: T&T Clark, 2004], 119-20. I
am indebted to Michael Holmes for this reference).

2 E.g., Matt 25:34 (Paed. 3.93.4); Matt 25:36 (Quis div. 30.2).

% See n. 18 above.

*The expression gnoiv O kipiog always introduces a quotation, though it is
used once for an Old Testament passage (Strom. 2.15.66.7) and twice for a quotation
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the passages, Clement’s quotation agrees exactly with readings extant
today,” while in others the syntax of the passage appears to be slightly
modified by Clement to fit his context® Of course, the expressions
themselves do not always indicate Clement is working from a text, since
there are a few places where both expressions introduce a very loose
paraphrase.”  Surprisingly, while the introductory formula yéypamrot
consistently introduces verbally accurate citations from the Pauline Epistles,*
of the six times it is used in connection to the Gospels it never introduces an
exact quotation.” Before speculating on why the accuracy of Clement’s
citations of the Pauline Epistles and the Gospels differ whenever they are
introduced by the introductory formula yéyparray, it is important to first
consider the other introductory expressions he uses as well.

from 1 Clement (Strom. 2.91.2; Strom. 3.107.2). On the other hand, edoyyehio is
used also as a general reference to the gospel (Paed. 2.9.2; Strom. 2.59.4; 147.2;
3.70.3; 76.1; 4.130.4; 6.88.5; 7.64.7; Frag. 4; 8.3; 8.5); as part of the title of the Gospel
according to the Hebrews (Strom. 2.45.5) or the Gospel of the Egyptians (Strom.
3.63.2); and in reference to an unknown Gospel (Strom. 5.63.7).

% This use of pnoiv 6 kUpiog can be seen in Matt 10:30; Luke 12:7 (Paed. 3.19.4);
Matt 10:39; Mark 8:35; Luke 9:24 (Strom. 2.108.3); Matt 11:15; 13:9, 43, etc. (Serom.
6.115.6); Matt 11:27; Luke 10:32 (Strom. 5.84.3); John 4:32 (Paed. 1.45.4); 6:55
(Paed. 1.36.5); 7:18 (Strom. 1.100.3); While the inverted word order in Clement’s
quotation of John 6:27 (Strom. 1.7.2) and Matt 10:27 (Strom. 1.100.3) is found in no
other manuscript, the fact that the passages are quoted twice in the same form may
suggest Clement relied upon a manuscript reading for these two verses that is no
longer extant. This use of eayyehiow can be seen in Matt 13:8; Mark 4:8 (Strom.
6.114.3); 23:33 (Paed. 1.80.1); 27:46 (Ecl 57.3); Luke 13:34 (Paed. 1.79.2); 7:25 (Paed.
2.109.3);]ohn 17:24-25 (Paed. 1.71.2).

% This use of gnoiv 6 kUpiog can be seen in Matt 13:13 (Srrom. 1.2.3); 22:37
(Pacd. 3.88.1); John 8:24 (Strom. 5.85.1); 10:16 (Strom. 6.108.2). This use of
glayyeMm can be seen in Matt 1:17 (Strom. 1.147.5); 20:28; Mark 10:45 (Paed.
1.85.1); 23:37 (Paed. 1.76.1); 25:35, 40 (Serom. 2.73.1); Luke 12:19 (Paed. 2.125.2;
Strom. 3.56.3); John 6:33 (Paed. 1.38.2); 13:33 (Paed. 1.13.3).

%7 This use of noiv 6 kUpiog can be seen in Matt 5:36 (Paed. 3.16.4); 12:50 (Ecl
20.3); 23:27 (Paed. 3.47.4); Luke 6:36 (Strom. 2.100.40). This use of eboyyehico can
be seen in Matt 13:47—48 (Strom. 6.95.3); 19:29; Mark 10:29 (Strom. 4.15.4); 10:17-
31 (Quis div. 5.1); John 21:4-5 (Paed. 1.12.2).

2 Rom 10:14-15 (Strom. 2.25.2); 8:36-37 (Strom. 4.47.5); 14:21 (Serom. 3.85.2);
1 Cor 2:9-10 (Strom. 5.25.4); 1 Tim 4:12 (Strom. 4.100.6). The expression is also
used in connection to 1 Clement (Strom. 4.110.2; 5.80.2) and the Gospel according
to the Hebrews (Strom. 2.45.5).

¥ Matt 5:25 (Strom. 4.95.3); 12:36 (Paed. 2.50.2); Mark 10:17-31 (Quis div. 5.1);
Luke 3:1 (Strom. 1.145.2); 4:19 (Strom. 1.145.3). It is also used to introduce a very
loose quotation from Acts 10:10-15.
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Clement’s repertoire of introductory formulae is not limited to only a
few expressions. His penchant for quoting all types of literature required that
he have an arsenal full of sundry terms. Several of his more prominent
expressions are discussed in van den Hoek’s “Techniques of Quotation in
Clement of Alexandria.” There she notes that Clement could use any of the
following expressions or a combination of them, generally coupled with
some reference to speaking or writing, to introduce a quotation: kot AéErv
(“according to the words”), wdé mwg (“thus” or “in this way”), &vrikpug
(“straight on” or “openly”), and Siappidnv (“expressly” or “explicitly”). An
examination of these expressions reveals two important observations. First,
these introductory formulae are associated much more frequently with
quotations of Greek and Jewish literature than they are of the New
Testament.” In cases where they do refer to the New Testament, however,
they generally refer to the Pauline Epistles;”" only rarely do they refer to the
Gospels.” Second, and more significantly for this study, while the quotations
to the Pauline Epistles are always highly accurate—they almost always agree
verbatim with readings extant today—the quotations of the Gospels that
follow these introductory formulae are usually very loose. Even in those few
cases where the citations of the Gospels are more exact, they reveal a slight

% This can be seen from the following chart produced by van den Hoek,

“Techniques of Quotation,” 237. Although it is implied in the category labeled
“NT/Early Chr.,” it should be noted that no distinction is made between Pauline,
Gospel, or noncanonical Christian writings. In addition, the identification of eight of
the sixteen references of &vrikpug to the Sermon on the Mount is somewhat
misleading, since they are not always associated with a specific quotation.

Total Greek Lit. OT Jewish NT/Early Chr. Gnost.

kot MEwv 24 8§ (3Plato) 0 1 3 12
H&E e 69 (6) 37 (7 Plato) 13 0 16 3
Gvuikpug 53 (7) 23 (4 Plato) 14 0 16 (8 Sermon M) 0
Sappidnv 21 (3) 5 (2Plato) 5 0 8 0

3 ord MEw (0); &8¢ e (8): Rom 2:17-20 (Serom. 1.174.1); 1 Cor 2:6-8
(Strom. 5.25.2); 3:1-3 (Strom. 5.66.1); 14:20 (Paed. 1.33.1); 2 Cor 10:15-16 (Strom.
6.164.4); Gal 3:23-25 (Paed. 1.30.3); Eph 4:13-15 (Paed. 1.18.3); Col 1:28 (Strom.
5.61.2); &vtikpug (4): Rom 5:3-5 (Strom. 4.145.1); 10:9 (Strom. 4.99.2); 1 Cor 11:1
(Strom. 2.136.5); 1 Tim 4:1-5 (Strom. 3.85.1); Swappndnv (4): 1 Cor 11:1 (Strom.
2.136.5); Eph 5:3 (Paed. 2.98.1); Col 1:16 (Exc. 19.4); 2:2-3 (Strom. 5.61.4).

32 xata AéEwv is used once to introduced a chain of citations to Luke 12:15; Matt
16:26; Luke 12:22-23; and Matt 6:32 beginning in Strom. 4.34.3; &8¢ e (1): Mate
13:11; Mark 4:11 (Strom. 5.80.6); &vrikpug (3): Matt 5:44; Luke 6:27-28, 35 (Strom.
7.84.5); 19:9 (Strom. 2.145.3); John 14:4 (Strom. 4.83.1); S1oppinv (4): Matt 6:33;
Luke 12:31 (Paed. 2.120.2); 17:5 (Paed. 1.97.2); 19:17 (Paed. 1.72.2); and a chain of
citations to Luke 12:8; Mark 8:38; Matt 10:32; and Luke 12:11 in Strom. 4.70.1.
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degree of modification that is still greater than that associated with the other
quotations of the New Testament.”

Another important introductory formula for our study of Clement’s
citations is év ¢ eVayyeM ¢notv (“in the Gospel, he/it says”). While this
phrase often introduces citations from the Gospel of Matthew, one should
not automatically assume that Clement always has the Gospel of Matthew in
mind. It is best to take the expression as a more general reference to any one
of the canonical Gospels, since at times it introduces citations that come
from the other Gospels.™

Finally, it is important to note that some of the changes in Clement’s
New Testament citations are not always the result of carelessness or a faulty
memory. Similarities in quotations between Clement, Justin Martyr, and
other early Christian literature suggest that a few of his quotations are not
necessarily inaccurate but reflect an early catechetical tradition.” In addition,
though there are only a few significant examples of it, Clement can also
deliberately alter the form of a citation to emphasize his understanding of the
text or for dogmatic purposes.” A well-known example of the former is
Clement’s quotation of Jesus’ saying: “It is easier for a camel to go through
the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God” (Matt
19:24; Mark 10:25; Luke 18:25). Clement replaces the phrase “to enter the
kingdom of God” with “to become a philosopher” (Strom. 2.22.3). Tollinton
makes the following comment:

Christianity being in Clement’s eyes the true philosophy, the last phrase is not
an unnatural equivalent to write in the place of the words, “enter into the

3 The more exact Gospel quotations are limited to the two chains of quotations
introduced by kota MEwv (Strom. 4.34.3-6) and Srappi|Sny (Strom. 4.70.1-4).

** E.g., it can introduce passages from John (John 21:4-5 in Paed 1.12.2, John
17:24-26 in Paed 1.71.2), Luke (Luke 15:11-14 in Paed 2.9.2), as well as Matthew
(Mate 23:37 in Paed 1.76.1).

» E.g., Matt 5:16, 28; 6:33; and Luke 12:48. See Michael Mees, Die Zitate aus
dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von Alexandrien (Quaderni di “Vetera
Christianorum” 2; Rome: Istituto di Letteratura Christiana Antica, 1970), 190-205;
Arthur J. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus in the Writings of Justin Martyr (Leiden:
Brill, 1967); van den Hoek, “Divergent Gospel Traditions,” 43-62.

% For the principal studies dedicated to this type of textual alteration in Clement,
see Eric L. Titus, The Motivation of Changes Made in the New Testament Text by
Justin Mareyr and Clement of Alexandria: A Study in the Origin of New Testament
Variation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1945); and Stewart, “Doctrinal
Influence, 125-207. While it is important to note that Clement can alter his text, this
type of alteration has little affect on this study. Since changes of this nature typically
result in singular readings, they are not identified as significant variants for determining
the nature of Clement’s text.
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Kingdom of God,” which stands in the Synoptic Gospels. But it is clearly an
intentional variation, not a different reading.”’

Clement’s citations of John 1:1 provide an instance of a theologically
motivated change made to his text for christological reasons. Clement quotes
John 1:1 correctly several times: ev apyn nv o Aoyog, kai o Aoyog nv Tpog
tov Beov, kar Beog nv o Aoyog. On two occasions, however, he replaces
mpog Tov Oeov with ev T Bew (Proer. 110.2; Paed. 1 62.4). Why the change?
Stewart contends that the change is “born of controversy.™ On the one
hand, Clement is concerned to note that, although some despise the Lord for
his outward earthly appearance, he is in reality the “Divine Word.” In the
other example, Clement is refuting the Marcionite idea that “the Old
Testament God is inferior” because “he demonstrates hate instead of love.”™’
Clement clearly displays a desire to emphasize the unity of the Aoyog and
God elsewhere in his writings (e.g., Paed. 1.24.3; 2.75.2), and in the two
cases mentioned above it appears that he intentionally modifies his text to
make his point stronger.

CLEMENT AND THE GOSPELS

What conclusions can we draw from Clement’s citation habits of the New
Testament? First, it is clear from the contrasting degree of verbatim
agreement between his quotations of the Pauline Epistles and the Gospels
that Clement’s citation habits are not monolithic. On the contrary,
Clement’s citation habits generally depend on the source of his quotation or
the nature of his polemic. If he is referring to a passage from Paul, Clement
generally cites the passage with a high degree of accuracy, especially if some
form of introductory formulae precedes it. The high level of accuracy in
such cases strongly suggests that these quotations derive from a New
Testament manuscript before him. The length and consistently high level of
textual exactitude of his Pauline quotations makes any other conclusion
unlikely. The situation, however, is not so simple when it comes to
Clement’s use of the Gospels.

Clement’s Gospel citations focus almost exclusively around the words of
Jesus. His tendency for the majority of these quotations is to cite the passage
from memory. This can often result in a conflation of similar passages or
even a very loose citation. At other times, his memory is more accurate, but
even in these cases he usually modifies the text to fit his context, if ever so

37 Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:178.
3 Stewart, “Doctrinal Influence,” 143.
* Ibid., 144. See also Titus, “The Motivation of Changes,” 28.
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slightly. In a more limited number of places, Clement’s quotations are more
exact, and this appears to be a result of his dependence upon a manuscript for
the citation. This typically occurs when Clement introduces his quotation
with either the introductory formula ebayyeNio or pnoiv 6 kipiog, though
even here the text may be slightly modified to fit his context. Gospel
citations introduced by other more common introductory formulae used b
Clement are not as accurate, the only exception being those isolated places
where a chain of quotations occurs.

Why does Clement treat his citations of the Gospels and Paul’s writings
so differently? A hypothesis drawn from the evidence by Tollinton may
point to a likely explanation. Tollinton remarks:

When we come to consider the New Testament in the light of Clement’s
citations, several fresh considerations demand our notice. To begin with,
the Lord’s teaching was for Clement the most authoritative and important
element in the whole collection of the Scriptures. It is, therefore,
antecedently probable that his familiarity with the Bible will here be at its
highest, and his tendency to quote memoriter consequently more
pronounced than elsewhere. This is borne out by the fact that his
quotations from the Gospels (and these are mainly quotations of reachings.
incidents are referred to but rarely in the zpsissima verba of the text) are less
closely in accordance with the MSS. than quotations from other New
Testament books.*

While the general observation about Clement’s tendency to rely upon his
memory has already been demonstrated, what is significant is Tollinton’s
observation that the teachings of Jesus are “the most authoritative and
important element in the whole collection of the Scriptures” for Clement.
This observation throws considerable light upon the nature of Clement’s
New Testament quotations. Viewed from this perspective, Clement’s more
precise quotations of Paul are not the result of a higher value placed on Paul’s
writings but evidence of the primacy of the words of Jesus for Clement;
Clement is simply more familiar with the words of Jesus than he is with
those of Paul. This also makes particular sense in connection with Clement’s
hermeneutic of the “divine voice.” While the Noyog may be heard even
through pagan literature, its clearest expression is found in the very words of
Jesus himself. It makes sense that Clement would be, therefore, more
acquainted with these words than any other.

While his knowledge of Jesus” words obviously originates with a written
text, he has come to know them so well that he feels little need to refer to a
given text when referring to them. At first this might seem nonsensical; if
the words mattered that much to Clement, why does he show so little

4 Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:183-84.
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concern at times for citing them exactly? The answer appears to rely again
on Clement’s overall hermeneutic: it is not so much the words themselves
that matter to Clement, but the voice that speaks through the words. That
voice, for Clement, is a living voice, and it continues to speak catechetically
to all those who are willing to hear. Thus Clement feels he has the freedom
to allow that voice to address people living in his own day: at times that
means allowing the sense/meaning of that voice not to be fettered to the
actual “words” of the text, while at other times he conveys that voice
through the actual words of the text itself!

While the varying levels of textual exactitude evident from Clement’s
citation habits render his Gospel text far from ideal for a text-critical analysis,
his text, nevertheless, continues to offer a considerable amount of valuable
text-critical information that merits attention. In hope of that valuable
information, namely, a better understanding of the text and transmission of
the Gospels at the end of the second century in Alexandria, several scholars
have attempted to overcome the difficulties associated with the study of
Clement’s text. Before discussing the methodology that this study will
follow, the success and—more often than not—failures of several previous
attempts at understanding Clement’s New Testament text will be briefly
surveyed below.

PREVIOUS TEXTUAL STUDIES

It is not surprising that, as one of the earliest patristic witnesses to the text of
the New Testament, Clement’s use of the New Testament has been the
subject of several text-critical studies. The principle studies of Clement’s text
have been done by P. Mordaunt Barnard (1899), John Patrick (1914),
Reuben J. Swanson (1956), James. A. Brooks (1966), Gérassime Zaphiris
(1970), and Michael Mees (1970). While each of these studies grapples with
the intractable nature of Clements text, they each have significant
limitations that call into question their respective conclusions—conclusions
that are themselves often vastly different.

1. BARNARD AND BURKITT (1899)

P. Mordaunt Barnard undertook the first significant text-critical study of
Clement’s New Testament citations in 1899.* In the course of sixty-four

# P. Mordaunt Barnard, The Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria: In the
Four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles (TS 5.5; intro. F. C. Burkitt; Cambridge:
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pages, Barnard’s study presents the quotations and allusions to the four
Gospels and Acts from Clement’s writings. Each citation Barnard feels is
significant for identifying the form of Clement’s text is printed in Greek font
and clearly identified by New Testament book, chapter, and verse. Parallel
passages that cannot be identified to a specific Gospel, or where Barnard
thinks a New Testament allusion provides “little or no light on the text used
by Clement,” are listed only as a reference.

Barnard’s study employs a system of underlining and carets to indicate
words and phrases of textual significance. Words and phrases underlined in
bold are significant indicators of Clement’s text, while normal underlining
indicates variants of lesser interest or insignificant places where Clement’s
text differs from all others. Underlining made of consecutive dots indicates
differences in word order. To indicate an omission of significant textual
importance, Barnard inserts a bold caret; he identifies omissions of lesser
importance by a regular caret. The number of significant variants identified
totals approximately 390.* The apparatus that appears at the bottom of each
page cites the manuscript evidence for only 90 of the variants. For the
remaining evidence, Barnard presumes that the reader has “Tischendorf’s
Editio octava critica maior open before him.”* The affinity of the 90 variants
listed divide into four categories: (1) a “Western” type of text = 65; (2)
Alexandrian = 11; (3) Byzantine = 1; and (4) the remaining 13 are mixed or
cannot be classified textually.

Barnard draws no general conclusions in the apparatus; the fuller
conclusions of the textual analysis appear in the thirteen-page introduction
by F. C. Burkitt. On the basis of the number of “Western” readings in
Clement’s text, Burkitt concludes that Clement’s Gospel text belongs to the
“Western” textual tradition. Though Clement’s text in Acts is not nearly as
predominantly “Western,” Burkitt argues that “it was safer simply to suspend
judgment,™ since not enough evidence is available for the text of Acts in
early Christianity. On this basis, Burkitt draws the following overall
conclusion: “With Clement’s evidence before us we must recognize that the
earliest texts of the Gospels are fundamentally “Western’ in every country of
which we have knowledge even in Egypt.”

While Barnard’s presentation does a fine job of identifying and
presenting Clement’s text, his conclusions are questionable for a number of

Cambridge University Press, 1899; repr., Nendeln, Liechtenstein: Kraus, 1967), vii-
xix, 1-63.

2 1bid.,, 2.

* Tabulations are taken from James A. Brooks, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles
in the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria” (Th.D. diss., Princeton University, 1966), 5.

# Barnard, The Biblical Text of Clement, 2.

* Burkitt in ibid., xvii.

* 1bid., xviii.
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reasons. First, Barnard’s analysis of Clement is not based on a critical edition
of Clement’s work. Rather than using any of the editions available,” Barnard
bases his study on his own collations of Clement.* Thus the very foundation
of Barnard’s study becomes unstable.

The problem of the reliability of Barnard’s text of Clement is further
accentuated by methodological weakness. Barnard never states the
methodology behind his study. Since he states that it is presumed one will
have Tischendorf’s eighth edition of the New Testament “open before him,”
one is left to assume that Barnard makes some kind of comparative analysis
of Clement’s text with the witnesses listed in Tischendorf’s apparatus.
Though Clement’s text clearly has Western readings, there is, however, no
way to tell to what extent those readings exist without a clearly stated
methodology accompanied by a clear summary of the results of a full
quantitative analysis of Clement’s text with leading representatives of all the
established textual traditions. This simply does not exist in the study.
Moreover, since the study only lists the citations of Clement that Barnard
feels are significant, one has no way to evaluate his conclusion on the
omitted readings.

In addition to the problems associated with Barnard’s text and
methodology, a fresh evaluation of Clement’s text is needed for other
reasons. For example, Barnard’s comparison of Clement’s text with that of
other church fathers is questionable, since he takes the text of the other
church fathers from Migne’s unreliable edition of his Patrologiae cursus
completus: Series graeca.” One is left to wonder why Barnard would avoid
Migne for his own text of Clement but cite him for other church fathers. In
addition to taking advantage of the numerous advancements in text-critical
theory and methodology, a definitive analysis of Clement’s textual affinities
needs to include a comparison with the significant papyri discoveries not

7 Though this is unfortunate, it should be noted in Barnard’s behalf that his
options were limited. The most current editions of Clement’s work available were Le
Nourry’s edition in the Migne Patrologiae graecae cursus completus (1891) or
Dindorf's 1869 edition. Unfortunately, both these editions are defective in a number
of ways. (The definitive critical edition of Clement’s work by O. Stihlin would not
appear until six years later, in 1905.) Barnard’s only other option was J. Potter’s 1715
edition, but it lacked the most current manuscript evidence of Clement’s works.

* The only exception to the latter is the Fragments, where he follows the work
of Zahn and Harnack.

* In discussing the problems associated with Migne, Robert M. Grant notes the
following: “Migne should never be used. His own misprints and other errors render
his editions less satisfactory than those of the old Benedictine editors whom he
usually followed” (“The Citation of Patristic Evidence in an Apparatus Criticus,” in
New Testament Manuscript Studies [ed. Merrill Parvis and Allen Wikgren; Chicago:
University ofChicago Press, 1950], 120).
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available to Barnard in Tischendorf’s text. Finally, the results of Barnard’s
study would have been greatly enhanced, and perhaps changed, if a textual
analysis of each of the Gospels would have accompanied the overall analysis.
As it stands, it appears Burkitt assumes that the textual character of Clement’s
Gospel writings is consistent as a whole—an assumption later text critics
would disprove.

2. JOHN PATRICK (1914)

The next person to examine Clement’s text was John Patrick in 1914.
Patrick’s examination of Clement’s text of the Pauline Epistles is far from
substantial; it only covers five pages tucked in an appendix at the back of his
volume on Clement’s life.”® Patrick’s work still deserves mention, however,
because it is the only examination of Clement’s text that relies on the Textus
Receptus (TR) as the base text against which Clement’s text is compared.
Patrick concludes that Clement’s text of the Pauline Epistles is closer to the
Alexandrian text than the Western. While at the beginning of his study
Patrick mentions Barnard and Burkitt’s identification of Clement’s text of
the Gospels and Acts as “Western,” his conclusions, surprisingly, include no
reference or discussion as to why Clement’s text of the Pauline Epistles
belongs to a different text-type.

While the use of the TR as a collation basis was standard procedure
during Patrick’s era, it has since been demonstrated to be completely
inadequate.”" As is the case whenever one uses the TR to determine textual
affinity, there is little, if any, value to the conclusions rendered. In short, the
problem with this method is that it omits a large amount of the evidence. In
this case, Clement’s text is only considered when it differs with the TR.
While this clearly indicates the relationship of Clement to the TR, it says
little about his relationship to other manuscripts—the main factor in
determining textual affinity. Moreover, the results of the study are not easily
verified: the text of Clement is never actually presented; only the biblical
passages are referenced where Clement agrees or disagrees with the TR.

0 Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 311-16.

> Bart D. Ehrman’s article, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and
Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” NovT 29 (1987): 22-45,
provides the most comprehensive overview and assessment of the methods used by
text critics since John Mill in 1707 for analyzing and classifying New Testament
textual witnesses. Bruce Metzger delivered the coup de grice for the use of the TR as
a collation base in his “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” /BL 64 (1945): 457-89;
repr. in Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism (Leiden: Brill,
1963): 42-72. For a fuller discussion of methodological developments in New
Testament textual criticism, see chapter 5.
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3. REUBEN J. SWANSON (1956)

A significant methodological advancement to the study of Clement’s text
appeared in a 1956 dissertation by Reuben J. Swanson.”® Swanson’s study
directly challenges the results of Barnard’s study that the text of Clement in
the Gospels is “Western.” Though Clement’s text is mixed, Swanson argues
that it is predominantly “Egyptian” (= Alexandrian) in Matthew and John but
predominantly “Western” in Luke. Due to the limited evidence for Mark,
Swanson draws no conclusion for its textual affinity.

In addition to basing his study on Stihlin’s first critical edition of
Clement’s work, Swanson broke from the popular methodology of patristic
analysis that focused on passages where a Father’s text differs from the TR. In
contrast, Swanson subjects Clement’s text in the Gospels to a quantitative
analysis by direct comparison with other manuscripts. In the description of
his methodology, Swanson lists a number of leading representative witnesses
from each of the established textual traditions, that is, the Egyptian (=
Alexandrian), the Western, the Caesarean, and the Byzantine. To determine
the textual affinities of Clement’s text, Swanson collates the variant readings
of these primary witnesses™ against each other, then records the attestations
for and against Clement in “tables of readings” for each Gospel.* He then
places the results from the tables of readings in charts that allow one quickly
to assess Clement’s reading in comparison to the control manuscripts. In
addition to his quantitative analysis, Swanson also anticipated future
methodological advances by classifying the different variant readings into
separate family profiles.

Despite the significant methodological advances made in Swanson’s
study, his study has a number of weaknesses that render the findings
inconclusive. While Swanson’s classification of his control manuscripts into
the Egyptian, Western, Caesarean, and Byzantine textual traditions were
adequate for his time, studies since 1956 have reclassified a number of the
manuscripts. One example of this is Swanson’s identification of Codex
Siniaticus as a representative witness of the Alexandrian text throughout the
four Gospels. While Codex Siniaticus is generally a leading representative of

52 Swanson, “The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria.”

> Due to the errors and limitation of readings in the critical editions of the New
Testament, Swanson makes a distinction between what he calls primary and
secondary witnesses. The representative witnesses that make up his control group are
designated as primary witnesses, and their readings are checked against the original
manuscript. Secondary witnesses are those readings that have not been verified. They
are included in the textual apparatus in parentheses, but they are not used to
determine Clement’s textual affinities.

> Although Swanson includes Clement’s singular readings in the tables of
readings, they are not used to determine textual relationships.
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the Alexandrian text, Gordon Fee has demonstrated that in John 1:1-8:38 it
is actually representative of the Western tradition.” This one reclassification
alone calls into question Swanson’s conclusion that Clement’s text in John is
predominately Alexandrian. A second weakness involves the passages of
Clement that he identifies for analysis. While Swanson is generally correct in
his identification of Clement’s Gospel citations, there are a few passages that
he either (1) fails to include, (2) does not properly identify as a parallel
passage,” or, as in one case, (3) mistakenly attributes to Clement.” While
some of these are obviously miscues on the part of Swanson, some may be
due to a difference of opinion on the significance of a loose quotation and
others to the limited scriptural indexes that originally accompanied Stihlin’s
critical edition.

While some methodological weaknesses were outside of Swanson’s
control, two other shortcomings were not. First, while Swanson rightly
excludes itacisms and Gospel parallels from his findings, it would have also
been helpful if a distinction had been made to indicate the level of exactitude
of the citations used for the analysis. This is especially the case, since
Swanson acknowledges that at times he made use of allusions that offer some
“basis for critical analysis.™ Without distinguishing between quotations,
adaptations, and allusions, one is unable to isolate which readings are more
valuable in determining Clement’s text. More serious, however, is Swanson’s
choice to limit his study to only those Gospel references that appear in the
Stromateis. This decision seriously limits the value of the entire study. It is
also somewhat surprising, since Swanson contrasts his findings with those of
Barnard. How can such a comparison be made when Swanson’s study is not
as comprehensive? Unfortunately, he provides no reason for this delimitation

of the study.

4.]. A. BROOKS (1966)

In 1966, J. A. Brooks broadened the examination of Clement’s text by
examining the quotations from the Pauline Epistles in the Stromareis.”

% Gordon D. Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to
Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships,” N7 15 (1968-69): 23—44.

% E.g., Matt 5:19 (Strom. 2.97.2); 5:28 (Strom. 3.8.4); 10:10 (Strom. 2.94.3);
22:14 (Strom. 5.17.5); Luke 3:2, 23 (Strom. 1.145.2); 20:34 (Strom. 3.87.3).

7 E.g., Matt 5:3 (Strom. 4.26.3); 5:32 (Strom. 3.47.2); 22:30 (Strom. 4.140.1);
Mark 5:34 (Strom. 4.161.2); 10:19 (Strom. 7.60.4); 10:48 (Strom. 6.132.4); Luke 6:46
(Strom. 7.104.4).

5 Luke 6:30 (Strom. 2.100.4).

% Swanson, “The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria,” 11.

5 Brooks, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles.”
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Written under the direction of Bruce Metzger, Brooks’s dissertation has
thoroughness in scope of presentation and methodological discussion that is
far superior to any previous textual study on Clement. His study begins with
a survey of the conclusions of previous work on Clement’s text and the
weaknesses in their respective methodologies." This is followed by a full
explanation of his methodology and an explanation of his critical apparatus.”®
The apparatus itself is massive; it occupies some three hundred pages! The
final hundred-plus pages centers largely on a statistical summary of the
relationship between each of the manuscripts employed in the apparatus and
concludes with a brief summary of the findings. On the basis of Clement’s
quotations in Stihlin’s second critical edition, Brooks concludes that
Clement’s citations of the Pauline Epistles in the Stromateis belong
predominately to the Alexandrian text-type.

While Brooks follows Swanson’s lead by implementing a quantitative
form of analysis, he also goes beyond Swanson’s study in presenting the
Greek text of Clement’s quotations together with the critical apparatus.
Though minor, this change is significant in that it makes the information
much easier to access than any previous study.

In spite of the advances made in Brooks’s study, his conclusions are also,
unfortunately, limited for several reasons. First, the analysis is limited only to
Clement’s references in the Stromateis. As was the case with Swanson’s
study, this is an unfortunate limitation, since any definitive conclusion about
Clement’s text requires the examination of a// his extant writings. In
addition, the analysis considers the textual aftinity of the Pauline Epistles as a
single corpus and thus fails to account for the possibility of differing affinities
among the Pauline Epistles.

A third shortcoming in Brooks’s study relates to his methodology.
Instead of selecting a limited number of representative control witnesses
whose readings can be verified (i.c., Swanson), the critical apparatus and
quantitative analysis includes every witness (patristic and manuscript)
attested in the editions of Tischendorf, von Soden, Nestle, Souter, and Merk,
plus the papyri available to Brooks at the time—for a grand total of 340
witnesses! While a large number of witnesses are not undesirable, it poses
two problems for Brooks’s study. First, the inclusion of such a large number
of witnesses not only makes the apparatus cumbersome, but it also obscures
the evidence and increases the possibility of error within the apparatus.
Second, and more damaging, is Brooks’s decision to rely uncritically on the
witnesses cited for the variant readings listed in the editions of the Greek

1 Ibid., 4-19, 21-44. In addition to the more extensive textual work of Barnard,
Patrick, and Swanson, Brooks also surveys the more cursory views of Hermann F.
von Soden, E. A. Hutton, Heinrich Seesemann, and Giinther Zuntz.

%2 1bid., 45-59.
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New Testament mentioned above, the only exception being the papyri,
which he collates independently. In Brooks’s opinion, Swanson’s concern for
the possibility of error in these critical editions, and his decision to rely upon
the manuscripts themselves,” while admirable, is completely unnecessary.
Brooks justifies his opinion in two ways: (1) he argues that the readings
listed in the Greek editions of the New Testament must be sufficient, since
“the great majority of studies of Patristic quotations depend upon such
critical apparatuses”;** (2) moreover, a fresh collation to verify each reading
would involve far too much work, limit the number of witnesses used, and
probably produce little difference.”® Unfortunately, such reasoning not only
condemns Brooks to repeat the errors of the past, but, more seriously, it calls
into question the accuracy of his conclusions—especially in light of the well-
known problems associated with the accuracy of two of his primary sources
for textual evidence: the apparatus of von Soden and Merk.” While
providing fresh collations of the manuscripts themselves is probably asking
for too much, Brooks would have been better off to have limited his
witnesses to a number of representational witnesses whose readings could be
verified in published collations or critical editions of the texts.

Thus the value of Brooks’s study for understanding Clement’s text of the
New Testament is undermined both by questions of accuracy in his apparatus
as well as by the decision to limit his analysis to only the Seromareis.

5. GERASSIME ZAPHIRIS (1970)

In 1970, Gérassime Zaphiris published a massive volume of over eleven
hundred pages on Clement’s citations of Matthew.” After presenting every
quotation and allusion from Clement to the Gospel of Matthew based on
editions of Stihlin’s critical edition available at the time, Zaphiris provides a
comprehensive analysis of every reference from Clement against the
evidence from Greek manuscripts, versions, and the patristic tradition. In

63 Swanson, “The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria,” 17-21.

% Brooks, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles,” 34 n.1.

% 1bid., 33.

5 See the discussion in Bruce Metzger and Bart Ehrman, The Text of the New
Testament: lIts Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (4th ed.; New York:
Oxford University Press, 2005), 189-90. For a more extensive discussion of von
Soden’s work and the problems associated with his apparatus, see Frederik Wisse,
The Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript Evidence (SD 44;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 9-18. )

Gérassime Zaphiris, Le texte de I'Evangile selon saint Marthieu daprés les
citations de Clément d’Alexandrie comparées aux citations des péres et des
théologiens grecs du II° au XV© siécle (Gembloux: Duculot, 1970).
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addition to identifying which witnesses agree or disagree with Clement, he
also classifies the readings into the traditional text-types, or, as he calls them,
“the well-known order of the recensions™ the “Western” (D); the Egyptian
(B); the Caesarean, which he divides into both an earlier and later form (C,
and C); and the Koine (K).* A full detailed running analysis accompanies
the presentation of the textual evidence through Matt 11:27; from that point
on, the textual comments occur only sporadically—one can only imagine
how enormous the tome would be otherwise! The bulk of the textual
analysis is made up of Zaphiris’s presentation of the quotations from patristic
and ecclesiastical witnesses from the second to the fifteenth century.

In contrast to the conclusions of Swanson (with, surprisingly, no
reference to his work), Zaphiris concludes that his statistical analysis
demonstrates that “Clement follows as a whole the ‘“Western’ text or the
popular recension D.” When he departs from this text, “it is to witness, in
the first place, to the Caesarean text, and that in its Palestinian form (Cy)
rather than its earlier Alexandrian form (C,). It is only secondarily that he
agrees with the learned B recension.”® Zaphiris draws two general
conclusions: Clement often modifies the text of Matthew in the light of his
catechetical interests; and, his quotations of Matthew represent the
unharmonized form of the text before it was revised as part of the later
Alexandrian recension.

While Zaphiris’s work is a valuable treasure trove of ecclesiastical
evidence keyed by chapter and verse to Matthew, his conclusion is marred
by problems associated with his “statistical”’ methodology. Whereas
Swanson and Brooks make a distinction between the significance of readings
for determining textual affinity, Zaphiris makes no distinction between the
values of the readings. Because variants that have questionable significance
for determining textual affinity are not excluded, Zaphiris’s conclusions are
also rendered unreliable. For example, the omission of the particle e at the
beginning of Clement’s quotation of Jesus’ saying in Matt 6:33 in Paed.
2.120.2 is identified as evidence of Clement’s affinity with D and C,; over
against the Alexandrian text. Text-critical studies have shown today,
however, that the omission, deletion, or even the interchange of particles
like &¢, ka1, yap, and ouv at the beginning of a quotation are particularly
susceptible to modification and therefore should not be used to determine
textual affinity.”” Zaphiris’s reliance on the omission &¢ as primary evidence

8 Ibid., 7.

* 1bid., 932.

70 1bid.

7 Ibid., 6.

7 Bruce Metzger, review of Gérassime Zaphiris, Le texte de /fvangi/c‘ selon
saint Matthieu d'apres les citations de Clément d’Alexandrie comparées aux citations
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of textual consanguinity is even more surprising since &e is present in
Clement’s reference to Matt 6:33 in Strom. 4.34.6.

Another example of Zaphiris’s questionable use of evidence occurs in his
reliance on the omission of ouv at the beginning of Matt 19:6. In addition to
being questionable for the same reason as the omission of 8¢ above, the value
of 19:6 for determining textual affinity is also nullified, since it is a Gospel
parallel with Mark 10:6. Gospel parallels, as well as complex conflations or
harmonizations, should not be included in determining a text’s affinities,
unless they can be identified clearly to a particular Gospel. In the case of
Matt 19:6 and Mark 10:6, both references are identical, and there is no
indication of which passage Clement is citing.

While there is no question that Clement’s text of Matthew includes
Western readings, the evidence amassed by Zaphiris, while impressive in
sheer size, is far too inclusive in its use of variants to be of any significant
value in determining Clement’s textual affinities. Moreover, by relying on
such matters as the omission of particles, moveable-nus, and common
synonyms, Zaphiris’, study has no way of minimizing the possibility that
many of the small agreements used to support his conclusion are only the
result of scribal error or mere coincidence.

6. MICHAEL MEES (1970)

A second textual analysis of Clement’s New Testament citations was also
published during the same year as Zaphiris’s textual analysis. Originally
written as a dissertation in 1966, Michael Mees’s study was published in 1970
with the title Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von
Alexandrien.”” Whereas previous studies focus on only a portion of the New
Testament, or certain parts of Clement’s writings, Mees attempts something
no other author before him had: the collection and examination of every
New Testament citation available in Clement’s extant works. Since its
publication, Mees’s work has become the standard scholarly reference on
Clement’s text.

The examination of Clement’s use of the New Testament is divided into
two parts: commentary and text. In both sections, Mees examines Clement’s

des péres et des théologiens grecs du II° au XV© siécle, JTS 24 (1973): 227. Though
not as critical as Metzger, for other reviews of Zaphiris’s work, see Frederick W.
Danker, CBQ 35 (1973): 129-30; and M.-E. Boismard, RB 80 (1973): 612—13.

73 Abbreviated forms of Mees’s dissertation that focus exclusively on Matthew
and on Luke were published in 1968: “Das Matthius-Evangelium in den Werken des
Clemens von Alexandrien,” Div 12 (1968): 675-98; “Papyrus Bodmer XIV [P”*] und
die Lukaszitate bei Clemens von Alexandrien,” Lateranum 34 (1968): 97-119.
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use of the New Testament with the evidence available from leading
representatives of the established textual families. In his commentary on
Matthew, for example, Mees first discusses the variants in relation to the
testimony from the papyri, then in relation to the “Western” readings, then
to the Alexandrian tradition, and finally to “other groups.” In the second half
of the book, he presents Clement’s quotations and allusions (unfortunately,
without distinction). He organizes the citations by New Testament book,
chapter, and individual verse, and, in a positive advancement over previous
studies, a critical textual apparatus that lists the various manuscript evidence
for and against each reading immediately follows Clement’s text.

Like Swanson and Brooks, Mees challenges the Burkitt-Barnard thesis
that Clement’s text is “Western.” This is not to say that Mees fails to
acknowledge that Clement’s text, especially that of the Gospels, has
“Western” elements. He merely argues that Clement’s text has far too many
differences with established “Western” readings, particularly in the
grammatical details, to categorize it firmly as “Western.””* Mees also notes
that Clement’s citations lack the distinctive longer readings that characterize
the “Western” tradition.” In addition, Mees argues that many of the readings
identified as “Western” elements in Clement’s citations are not really
“Western” at all. They are merely the result of the similarity between how
Clement makes use of the Gospels for catechesis and the chief characteristic
of “Western” readings. Here Mees has in mind Westcott and Hort’s
characterization of the Western text:

The chief and most constant characteristic of the Western readings is a love
of paraphrase. Words, clauses, and even whole sentences were changed,
omitted, and inserted with astonishing freedom, wherever it seemed that
the meaning could be brought out with greater force and definiteness.”

Proof that the catechetical elements in Clement’s citations are not really
“Western” readings is found in the striking similarities some of his
quotations share with the form of the text found in other early Christian
writings. These similarities suggest a dependence on a common catechetical
tradition.”” On the basis of his understanding of Clement’s catechetical use of

™ Mees, “Das Matthius-Evangelium,” 693; idem, “Papyrus Bodmer XIV [P7]
und die Lukaszitate,” 112-13.

7> Ibid.

7 B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1882; repr., Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1988),
2:122. The footnote that follows Mees’s argument on page 66 indicates he has this
passage in mind.

77 Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament, 190-205; idem, “Das Matthius-
Evangelium,” 695-98.
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the text, Mees is able to conclude that, when these elements are removed,
Clement’s text represents an early form of the Egyptian (= Alexandrian) text.

Despite the advances of Mees’s presentation of Clement’s text, a
surprising number of critical errors indicate a carelessness to detail that
seriously negates the credibility of his entire study. For example, an
examination of the citations Mees lists for Matt 5 reveals several mistakes:
five references from the Stromateis are omitted (5.70.1; 3.33.3; 6.115.3;
6.164.2; 4.95.2-3), two references are cited incorrectly,”® and two other
citations do not even belong to Clement.”” An even more damaging blow to
Mees’s thesis is the numerous errors of manuscript attestation in the textual
apparatus. For example, of the fourteen places where Mees lists the
attestation of P* for Matthew, only two of these are valid;* the rest are
lacunae! In a critical review, Swanson notes that “for D, 20 of 43 citations in
the first 11 chapters of Matt are in error, incomplete, or wrongly presented;
18 of 73 inclusions under ‘re/” are in error; 17 additional readings in support
of Clement and 27 against could have been cited.™" Gordon Fee also notes
similar errors in attestation.” Though inexcusable, the extent and reason for
so many of the problems in Mees’s textual apparatus are understandable when
one realizes, as Swanson points out, that the editions of von Soden and Merk
are the source from which Mees prepared his apparatus!™ Finally, in addition
to making no distinction between a quotation and allusion from Clement,
Mees blurs the nature of Clement’s text by failing to exclude Gospel parallels
from the main text.

Even if the miscues in the apparatus were corrected, the reliability of
Mees’s conclusions would still be questionable, since the study lacks a clear
explanation of its methodology. On the basis of the extensive textual
commentary in the first half of the work, it is clear that Mees employs some

78 The reference at Matt 4:8—10 should be to Strom. 2.21.3, not 24.3—4. Further,
the decision to identify this citation with Matt 4:8-10 is highly questionable, since
the passage is parallel with Luke 4:5-8; the reference to Strom. 4.38.5 for Matt 5:7
should be Strom. 4.38.1.

7 The references to Matt 5:16 in Exc. 3.2 and 41.3 appear to belong to Theodotus
and not Clement. See Frangois Sagnard, Clément d’Alexandrie: Extraits de Théodote,
texte grec, introduction, traduction et notes (2nd ed.; SC 23; Paris: Cerf, 1970).

%0 The fourteen references are to Matt 25:41 (3X); 26:17, 23, 24, 26 (2X), 27, 29
(4), 32. The only references that are clearly valid are Matt 26:23 and the second
citation listed for 26:26.

81 Reuben J. Swanson, review of Michael Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen
Testament bei Clemens von Alexandrien, [BL 89 (1970): 518—19.

%2 Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Contribution to Method in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Bib 52
(1971): 357-94.

8 See n. 66 above.
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kind of comparative analysis of Clement’s text with the leading textual
witnesses of the various text-types. The problem is that the study never
explains how the readings are tabulated, nor does it present any kind of
statistical summary of the evidence. This leaves the reader with two options:
(1) merely accept Mees’s findings without question, or (2) read through the
entire commentary section in an attempt to access the rationale for Mees’s
conclusions. The latter would also require the daunting task of devising
some way of tabulating the sundry comparisons that comprise the
commentary section! In light of the work of Swanson and Brooks, and the
methodological advances made in text criticism in the twentieth century, one
can only wonder why Mees failed to see the necessity of providing some sort of
quantitative analysis that could have been more easily accessed by his readers.

While Mees’s overall approach to understanding Clement’s text is
commendable, the numerous errors in the apparatus and the problems
associated with his methodology prohibit his work from being a definitive
analysis of Clement’s New Testament text. In light of the extent of these
problems, it is surprising that no further textual analysis of Clement’s text has
been produced in the last thirty-five years.

The shortcomings associated with each of the text-critical studies
surveyed in this chapter, along with the significant advances in the tools and
methods in text criticism that have also emerged since the last two studies
were published in 1970,** demonstrate the need for a fresh evaluation of
Clement’s text of the New Testament.

% See chapter 5.



INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXT AND
CRITICAL APPARATUS

THE TEXT!

In the following chapters, I present in three separate lists the complete text of
Clement’s Gospel citations established from the critical editions of his work.”
The most important list appears with a text-critical apparatus in chapter 4.
This first list comprises all Clement’s Gospel references that can clearly be
identified with a particular chapter and verse reference in the Gospels. The
second list is in appendix 1 and contains the various references whose exact
location in the Gospels cannot be determined with absolute certainty. The
latter comprise primarily those Gospel passages that the Synoptics share in
common. These verses are, therefore, of no value for determining Clement’s
textual affinities for a particular Gospel. Greek catenae and Latin references
attributed to Clement make up the third list in appendix 2. The indirect
nature of the textual transmission of these references mitigates the value of
their usefulness for determining Clement’s textual proclivities.

Each of the Gospel references in chapter 4 are arranged in canonical
order and classified into four different categories: citation; adaptation;

' The format and content of this chapter and the text and apparatus in the
following chapter follows the procedure established first by Bart D. Ehrman,
Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (SBLNTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1986), and later refined in Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, Text of the Fourth
Gospel. The pattern established in these two studies has become the standard upon
which the majority of subsequent patristic textual studies are based.

2 The complete list of Clement’s biblical references are gathered from the
scriptural indices of the critical editions of Clement’s works as well as the published
list of Clement’s references in J. Allenbach et al., eds., Biblia patristica: Index des
citations et allusions bibliques dans la littérature patristique (Paris: Centre national de
la recherche scientifique, 1975), vol. 1. These verses were then examined individually
in context before a decision was made on their value for this study. These findings
were then crosschecked against previous studies on Clement’s text of the Gospels to
make sure that every possible reference was fully considered.
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allusion; or lemma. The term “citation” [C] designates a verbally exact
quotation of a particular Gospel passage; an “adaptation” [Ad] is a quotation
that Clement modifies either syntactically or materially to accommodate the
context of his reference; an “allusion” [All] represents a clear echo of a Gospel
passage but fails to contain a sustained verbal agreement with it;’ and a
“lemma” [L] refers to a Gospel passage that appears as the text of a running
commentary. While each of these categories are not organically associated
with Clement’s references, they are helpful for determining the relative level
of quotation accuracy and, therefore, of greater value when assessing how
Clement employs a biblical text in his writings. Citations are displayed first,
followed by adaptations, allusions, and lemmata. Within each of these
categories, references are listed in accordance to the portion of the verse they
attest.

While I include a complete list of the text-critical symbols used with
Clement’s text of the Gospels at the end of this chapter, a few of those
symbols deserve special attention. First, a portion of Clement’s text is
occasionally placed within parentheses (). These parentheses identify words
that are not verbally connected to Clement’s reference but may provide
contextually valuable information or help identify the passage’s exact point
of reference (e.g., Matt 5:3). Second, it is important to note that ellipses (...)
have several different meanings depending on their location. Ellipses are
used in Clement’s text to indicate the omission of intervening words within
Clement’s reference deemed insignificant to his textual reference (e.g., Matt
5:3). Within Clement’s reconstructed text, however, they indicate when
there is no intimation of Clement’s support (or lack of support) for the
commonly attested text not listed. Finally, the plus sign (+) is attached to the
beginning or end of a verse to indicate that it is part of a continuous
quotation, either to the verse before it or after it or, in some cases, both.

An examination of Clement’s text of the Gospels reveals that his
citations, adaptations, and allusions vary between multiple and single support
for a given verse—and his support is often only partial. Due to this situation,
I have made the following decisions to determine the precise nature of
Clement’s references. First, when Clement cites a passage only once or in the
exact same way more than once, that citation is used as the basis of collation.
In those places where Clement cites a verse more than once with only minor

3 Determining when and where to draw the line on what constitutes a textual
allusion is not an exact science. The fundamental rule I aim for in this study is to
include only those allusions that seem to be clearly connected to a specific Gospel
passage. To have included every possible allusion no matter how distant, like the
inclusion of single-word allusions in the Biblia patristica, would produce an
unmanageable amount of data with little value for determining Clement’s textual
proclivities.
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differences, Clement’s most probable text is identified by a double asterisk
[C]*™. In those places where an adaptation or allusion provides evidence of a
significant variant listed in the apparatus, a single asterisk (*) designates that
reading. At times, the discrepancy among Clement’s references is so great or
the individual references for a single verse so fragmentary that it is necessary
to reconstruct the wording of Clement’s text as far as the extant evidence
makes possible." Whenever Clement’s text is reconstructed, it occurs at the
bottom of all the references, and the heading TEXT designates it.’

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

The critical apparatus, which I separate from Clement’s Gospel references by
a solid line, comprises four different types of data. The first part of the
apparatus lists the manuscripts that are lacunose (Lac.) for the verse under
consideration. If only a portion of the verse is lacunose in a manuscript, the
witness is placed within parentheses, and the manuscript is then explicitly
listed as lacunose for every unit of variation for which it does not contain the
text.

The second and third sections of the apparatus are divided by a broken
line (---) and contain the textual variants identified during collation. The
readings listed in each section are given in the order in which they appear in
the text. Variants listed above the broken line and immediately following the
manuscripts identified as lacunose are readings that are supported by two or
more of the representative textual witnesses (see p. 52). The readings below

* 1 employed the following criteria when it was necessary to reconstruct
Clement’s text: (1) preference was given to longer citations over shorter ones (the
rationale being that a shorter citation may result from a partial quotation by Clement
and therefore may not truly represent his text); (2) citations were given more
preference than adaptations or allusions; (3) adaptations were considered of more
value than allusions; and (4) minimal value was placed upon the use of lemmata,
unless it could be demonstrated that they provided a reliable indication of Clement’s
text. The latter criterion is of concern only in Mark 10. These criteria are widely
accepted by text critics and are employed in the patristic studies published in the
Society of Biblical Literature series The New Testament in the Greek Fathers. For a
detailed explanation of these principles sce Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of Greek
Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism: The State of the Question,”
in Eldon J. Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New
Testament Textual Criticism (SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 355; repr.
from ANRW 26.1:246—65; idem, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 201-4.

* In those cases where the evidence is split between two different variant
readings, both readings are included within brackets [ ] and are counted as
representative of Clement’s text (e.g., Matt 6:24).
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the broken line are singular readings. I also include in this category those
readings whose sole support is a church father (e.g., Matt 1:17; 6:20). The
latter category is of little value to this study, since it cannot be used to
determine Clement’s textual affinities. The fourth section of the apparatus is
divided by a short line of asterisk marks (***) and contains readings supported
exclusively by one or more of the Alexandrian fathers (e.g., Matt 10:32;
15:11). While not helpful for determining Clement’s textual affinities, this
category highlights readings that may reveal a common textual tradition
among some of the Alexandrian fathers. In each of these three sections, the
reading Clement supports is listed first, appears before the left-facing bracket
(1), and is accompanied by those manuscripts that also attest the reading.
The readings that differ from Clement appear to the right of the bracket
with their supporting witnesses. When more than one reading differs from
Clement, a semicolon separates the readings.

The witnesses appear in the following order: papyri, majuscules,
minuscules, Old Latin witnesses, modern editions of the Greek text, and
other church fathers. In the few places where Clement’s testimony spans two
or more readings, his support of the other readings is indicated by the
abbreviation Clem?. This abbreviation appears before all the other witnesses.
The symbol “rell.” (religui, i.c., all the rest) designates all witnesses that are
not explicitly cited either in the different readings or those identified as
lacunose.

Finally, at times I list individual witnesses in parentheses. This signifies
manuscripts that support a slightly altered form of the reading but that,
nevertheless, clearly support the reading in question. Parentheses in the
apparatus also indicate witnesses whose support is divided between two (or
more) possible readings, but no others. This is primarily a feature with the
Old Latin manuscripts and is due to some of the differences between the
Latin and Greek languages (e.g., absence of a definite article in Latin). The
remaining abbreviations and sigla in the text and apparatus are found in the
list at the end of this chapter.

THE REPRESENTATIVE TEXTUAL WITNESSES

The textual witnesses cited in the apparatus and used in the collations are
listed on page 52 according to the textual groups to which they belong for
each Gospel.® These witnesses are selected for two reasons: (1) they comprise

® For an unheralded bibliography of articles, books, editions, and collations of
the Greek New Testament manuscripts published in the last 150 years, see J. K.
Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts (2nd ed.; SNTSMS
109; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000); and “Supplement I to J. K.
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the leading representatives accepted by most text critics for each of the major
text-types, that is, the established families of shared readings;” and (2) they
are consistently used in recent studies of patristic quotations.” Thus the
choice of these textual witnesses not only benefits this study but also provides
opportunity for further aspects of comparison among other textual studies.

In addition to each of the major textual families, the readings of four
Alexandrian fathers whose texts have been recently examined in similar
patristic studies are also included: Origen,” Athanasius," Didymus,"" and
Cyril.” Since one of the questions associated with this investigation is
whether a common form of the New Testament exists among the church
fathers in Alexandria, the comparison of the extant readings of these fathers
with Clement is significant. It should be noted, however, that though the
readings of these fathers are included in the apparatus and the initial
quantitative analysis, their testimony is not included in the quantitative

Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts” NovT 46 (2004):
376-400.

7 Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 306—13; Bruce M. Metzger,
A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; Stuttgart: United
Bible Societies, 1994), 15*~16*; Harold Greenlee, /ntroduction to Textual Criticism
of the New Testament (2nd ed.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1995), 30-38, 80-87;
Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2nd ed.; trans.
Errol F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 103-63, 186-90.

Strictly speaking, the Alands do not recognize the presence of text-types before
300 C.E. They prefer to classify manuscripts before the fourth century according to
what they believe to be the accuracy of their transmission (normal, strict, free, or
paraphrastic). They recognize only three text-types after the fourth century: the
Alexandrian, Koine (Byzantine), and the D text (Western). In spite of the differences
in terminology and classification, there is virtually complete acceptance among
textual critics of the three basic types of textual groups most commonly referred to as
Alexandrian, Western, and Byzantine. It makes little difference to this study that the
Alands reject the idea of a Caesarean text-type, since they still recognize the
importance of the manuscripts typically associated with it (f', £*%). See n. 15 in this
chapter for more on the decision to include the so-called Caesarean text.

8 E.g., Ehrman, Didymus the Blind; Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, Text of the
Fourth Gospel; Mullen, New Testament Text of Cyril; Brogan, “Text of the
Gospels.”

o Sylvie Raquel, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen”
(Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2002); Ehrman, Fee, and
Holmes, Origen.

' Brogan, “Text of the Gospels.”

" Ehrman, Didymus the Blind.

12 Arthur Cunningham, “The New Testament Text of St. Cyril of Alexandria”
(2 vols.; Ph.D. diss., University of Manchester, 1995).
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analysis and group profiles that arrange the witnesses by textual group.” It
would be presumptuous to have automatically classified these Alexandrian
fathers as leading witnesses of the so-called Alexandrian text-type."
Moreover, to include them would have negatively affected the analysis, since
some question still remains about the respective textual affinities of some of
the Alexandrian fathers."

Three other aspects in relation to the manuscript witnesses should be
mentioned. First, in contrast to some patristic studies, manuscripts
representative of “mixed” or “uncertain” text-types are not included. Since
the concern of this study is to place Clement in relation to those text-types
that are clearly defined, a mixed category provides little benefit. Second, in

13 For a fuller discussion of the reasons for this decision, see the following two
notes and n. 25 in chapter 5.

" The distinction between Alexandrian fathers and the “Alexandria” text-type
should not be overlooked. The so-called Alexandrian text-type represents a group of
readings characterized by a terseness and unrefined Greek style and grammar, as
compared to other early manuscripts whose readings are often more expansive and
paraphrastic (i.e., the so-called “Western” text). Due to these differences, text critics
traditionally conclude that the former readings represent a more carefully preserved
form of the “original” text. Since Alexandria, Egypt, has a rich history in preserving
and establishing texts that had experienced corruption, scholars came to label this
group of readings as “Alexandrian.” One should not conclude automatically,
however, that the biblical text used by a Father from Alexandria is “Alexandrian” in
text form. In this study, the Alexandrian text-type is used in this traditional sense
with no prior assumption that such readings are geographically connected to the city
of Alexandria. For a fuller description of the theories on the earliest transmission of
the New Testament and attempts at redefining the traditional categories of
manuscript readings, see Jacobus H. Petzer, “The History of the New Testament
Text: Its Reconstruction, Significance and Use in New Testament Textual
Criticism,” in New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and Farly Church
History (ed. B. Aland and J. Delobel; Kampen; Kok Pharos, 1994), 11-36. A different
classification system of the traditional text-types based on the papyri discoveries
occurs in Eldon J. Epp, “The Papyrus Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in Ehrman
and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 13-18.

"> Of the Alexandrian fathers considered in this study, only the Gospel text of
Didymus and Athanasius are firmly established as Alexandrian. While each of the
remaining studies present an Alexandrian father’s text, a further textual analysis is still
necessary before their respective texts can be firmly classified. In the case of Origen’s
text of John, Origen’s text is published, but the analysis of his text still awaits
publication. For Origen’s text of Matthew and Cyril’s text of John, the textual
analysis published at this time still needs further revision and refinement before their
results can be considered conclusive. The latter should be used with care, since it
requires numerous corrections, while the former needs to be collated against a larger
number of representative manuscripts and requires a group profile analysis in
addition to its quantitative analysis.
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addition to the widely accepted witnesses this study employs, MS 1582 is
included as a representative of the Caesarean text.'” In a recent monograph
on MS 1582, Amy Anderson demonstrates that in Matthew MS 1582 is a
leading representative of the manuscripts identified as Family 1 (f').” A
comparison in this study between MS 1582 and Family 1 reveals that
Anderson’s assessment appears to be correct not only for Matthew but also
for the rest of the Gospels as well, at least in the extant references in
Clement." For this reason, MS 1582 is included as one of the representative
manuscripts of the Caesarean text-type.

Finally, though the UBS* and TR are modern eclectic texts and not in
reality “Alexandrian” or “Byzantine” witnesses, their texts are included as
representative of these two text-types. Despite their eclectic nature, these
editions represent a very close affinity to their respective textual group.
Moreover, these two editions continue to play an important role in text-
critical studies. The text of the UBS* is identical with the NA* and is widely
regarded as the foremost critical text of the New Testament available. While
the TR is not highly valued for its manuscript base today, it has played a
significant role as a collation base of numerous manuscript studies, including

16 The existence of the so-called Caesarean text-type has become a much-
debated subject in recent scholarship. While some question its actual existence as a
text-type, others argue not only for its existence but also for the presence of two (or
even three) Caesarean subgroups: a pre-Caesarean text (P*, W in Mark, {', {), and a
Caesarean text proper (©, 565, and 700). In addition, while K. Lake and R. P. Blake
identify a distinct relationship among several manuscripts in Mark that suggest they
belong together as a textual family (®, f', f'%, 28, 565, and 700), the Caesarean text
has yet to be established in the other Gospels. In spite of the questions surrounding
the Caesarean text-type, it seemed best to include the category in this study with no
distinction between Caesarean subgroups for at least two reasons: (1) whether they
constitute a text-type or not, the manuscripts typically identified with this group
share a clear level of agreement among themselves; and (2) this category of
manuscripts has consistently been included in previous patristic studies. Thus by
including this category, this study provides a point of reference with previous and
future patristic studies and, furthermore, can determine if Clement provides any
evidence for the existence of a Caesarean text-type in general before the time of
Origen. For a history of the study of the Caesarean text, see Bruce Metzger, “The
Caesarean Text of the Gospels”; and Larry Hurtado, Texe-Critical Methodology and
the Pre-Caesarean Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981).

7 Amy Anderson, The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family One in
Matthew (Leiden: Brill, 2004).

18 MS 1582 differs from f' only once in Mark (10:27), seven times in Luke (6:38;
10:21; 12:31, 36; 14:15, 16; 17:3), and four times in John (6:33; 8:44; 17:21; 20:29).
The limited number of differences between MS 1582 and f! was seen to have no
significant affect on Clement’s textual affinities.
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THE TEXTUAL WITNESSES CITED IN THE APPARATUS

Matthew

Primary Alexandrian:

Secondary Alexandrian:

Western:
Caesarean:

Byzantine:
Church fathers:

Mark

Primary Alexandrian:

Secondary Alexandrian:

Caesarean:
Byzantine:
Western:
Church fathers:

Luke

Primary Alexandrian:

Secondary Alexandrian:

Caesarean:
Byzantine:
Western:
Church fathers:

John

Primary Alexandrian:

Secondary Alexandrian:

Caesarean:
Byzantine:
Western:
Church fathers:

X B UBS*
CL33892
Dabek

O 1 {1582
AEATIQ TR
Or, Ath, Did

B UBS*

L AW 33 579 892
f' 1 1582

E IT Q TR
abek

¢
C
S
A
D
Or Ath Did

P” X B UBS*

C L W 33 579 892
P* © f!' ¥ 1582
A EATI QTR
Dabe

Or Ath Did

P P” R (8:39-21:25) B UBS*

CL W W 33 579 892
P® © f' " 1582

A EATII QTR

R (1:1-8:38) D a b ¢
Or Ath Did Cyr
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the Synoptic Gospels under the direction of the International Greek New
Testament Project."”

ABBREVIATIONS OF CLEMENT’S WORKS

The abbreviations used for the critical editions of Clement’s works that serve
as the base from which Clement’s textual references are compiled are listed
below. While complete information on these editions can be found in the
bibliography, a few comments on the relative value of the most current
editions are necessary at the outset of this study.

Though somewhat dated, Otto Stihlin’s critical edition, as revised by
Ludwig Friichtel and Ursula Treu, continues to be the most reliable edition
of Clement’s work available. The most recent attempt to improve on
Stihlin’s work has been by Miroslav Marcovich. In spite of the corrections
and editions made to Stihlin’s work over the years, Marcovich contends that
even with the revisions not enough attention is given “to the meaning of
Clement’s text and to the textual problems involved.” In order to address
his concern, Marcovich published new editions of Clement’s Proerepticus in
1995 and of the Paedagogus in 2002. While better editions are always a
desideratum, Marcovich’s editions are unreliable for establishing Clement’s
text of the New Testament. In his attempt to improve on the “meaning” of
Clement’s text, Marcovich sacrificed textual accuracy. In places where
Clement’s references to biblical passages appear incomplete, at least in
Marcovich’s judgment, he modifies Clement’s references to bring them into
harmony with readings from the LXX, known New Testament readings, or

1 The use of the TR as a collation base of the IGNTP long stood as one of the
major divisive issues separating the text-critical work done by the British and American
Committees of the IGNTP and the work of Kurt and Barbara Aland at the Institut
fiir Neutestamentliche Textforschung in Miinster. This, however, is no longer the
case. In an attempt to benefit from the collaboration of both groups, the IGNTP is
exploring other options beyond the TR, including the use of the NA”. For a
discussion of the events that led up to this decision, see D. C. Parker, “The Principio
Project: A Reconstruction of the Johannine Tradition,” Fg/NT 13 (2000): 111-18.
For a history of the IGNTP, see Eldon J. Epp, “The International Greck New
Testament Project: Motivation and History,” Nov7'39 (1997): 1-20.

20 Miroslav Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini Paedagogus (VCSup 61; Leiden:
Brill, 2002), x. He makes virtually the same statement in the preface to his edition of
the Protrepticus; see Marcovich, Clementis Alexandrini Protrepticus (VCSup 34;
Leiden: Brill, 1995), vii.
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Clement’s use of the passage elsewhere.” While such emendations might
“improve” the form and flow of Clement’s biblical references from a literary
perspective, they are disastrous from a text-critical perspective. Such so-
called improvements actually constitute corruptions of Clement’s text that, if
accepted, would negate any attempt to examine the textual affinities of
Clement’s biblical references. For this reason, this study has found Stihlin’s
editions still to be the most reliable critical edition for establishing Clement’s
text of the Gospels. Nevertheless, Marcovich’s work has been crosschecked
against Stihlin for the sake of accuracy and thoroughness. Marcovich’s
emendations have been included in the footnotes when it seemed relevant.

Can. ec. Canon ecclesiasticus® (GCS 17 [1970])

Ecl. Eclogae propheticae (GCS 17 [1970])

Exc. Excerpta ex Theodoro (GCS 17 [1970]; SC* 23 [1970])
Frag. Fragmente varia (GCS 17 [1970])

Hyp. Hypotyposeis (GCS 17 [1970])

Paed. Paedagogus (GCS 12 [1972]; Marcovich [2002])

Pasc. De pascha (GCS 17 [1970])

Protr. Procerepricus (GCS 12 [1972]; Marcovich [1995])

Quis div. Quis dives salvetur (GCS 17)

Strom. Stromata (GCS 52 [1985; books 1-6], 17 [1970;

books 7-8]; SC 428 [1997; book 7]; 446 [1999;
book 6]; 463 [2001; book 4])

2 The majority of these types of changes occur in Marcovich’s edition of the
Paedagogus.

*? For convenience, the number following the references to Canon ecclesiasticus,
Hypotyposeis, and De pascha refers to the fragment number by which Stihlin’s
edition references each of the these works.

2 The Sources chrétiennes volumes do not constitute new critical editions of
Clement’s work. They merely reproduce the text of Seihlin’s critical editions with a
handful of minor changes that do not affect the form of Clement’s references found
in this study. These volumes are included here because they are the most widely
available form of Stihlin’s revised work currently available. I am also indebted to the
work of Francois Sagnard for the classification of citations belonging to Clement and
Theodotus found in the “Table analytique des citations,” in Extraits de Théodote (SC
23), 241-54.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND SIGLA USED IN THE TEXT AND APPARATUS

[Ad]
[Ad]*

[All]
[All]*

[C]

[C]**

[L]

Lac.

NA

rell

TEXT

vid

pt

Adaptation

Adaptation that attests a reading of one or more of the
significant variants in the apparatus

Allusion

Allusion that attests a reading of one or more of the
significant variants in the apparatus

Citation

Citation taken to be representative of Clement’s text, and
used as the basis of the collation

Superscript letter “c” indicates a correction to the MS
Lemma

lacunose: indicates where a verse or portion of a verse is
missing from a particular manuscript

Not Applicable: indicates when the testimony of the Old
Latin MSS cannot support a reading (this is primarily used
in those places where the Latin language is not able to
identify a particular feature of the Greek, such as the absence
of the definite article in Latin)

reliqui: indicates all witnesses not explicitly cited as lacunose or
as attesting another reading within the unit of variation

Indicates the reconstructed text used as the basis of collation

videtur: indicates the likely reading of a witness that is
fragmentary or lacunose

Partial: when attached to the abbreviation of a Father, indicates
his testimony is divided between two (or more) variants

Indicates the original reading of a manuscript that has
been corrected
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Indicates a continuous quotation: when found at the end of
a citation, the quotation continues without break into the
following verse; when found at the beginning of a citation,
the quotation is an uninterrupted continuation from the
previous verse

Brackets signify (a) words that Clement attests, when the form
is in question; (b) words that Clement appears to attest, when
there are residual doubts; and (c) diverging forms of the text,
both/all of which Clement appears to attest

Parentheses indicate the following: (a) in Clement’s text, to
identify words that are not verbally connected to Clement’s
reference, but provide contextual information; (b) in the list
of lacunose witnesses, to designate MSS that are partially
lacunose (these are then explicitly listed as lacunose for every
unit of variation for which they do not have text); (c) in the
apparatus, to signify MSS that attest a slightly altered form;
and (d) to indicate witnesses whose support is divided
between two (or more) possible readings, but not any others
(this is primarily related to the OL MSS, e.g., Matt 16:17)

Ellipses are used (a) in Clement’s text to indicate the omission
of intervening words within Clement’s reference deemed
insignificant to his textual reference; (b) in Clement’s
reconstructed text, to indicate when there is no intimation of
Clement’s support (or lack of support) for the commonly
attested text not listed; and (c) in the apparatus, to indicate
the inclusion of all the words in between the words listed in
Clement’s extant text

Variants listed above this broken line in the apparatus are
significant for textual analysis; the variants listed below this
line are singular readings considered insignificant for
establishing textual relationships

Variants listed below this line of asterisks in the apparatus
are readings whose sole support is one or more of the
Alexandrian fathers. These readings are insignificant for
determining Clement’s affinities with the representative
MSS, but they may reveal a common textual tradition
among the Alexandrian fathers
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THE GOSPEL TEXT IN CLEMENT: TEXT AND
APPARATUS

THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW

Matt 1:17
(ev 8¢ Tw kata MatBatov evayyeho n oo ABpaayp yeveohoyta
pexpt Mapiag Thg PnTpog TOU KUPLOU TIEPALOUTAL: YIVOVTAL YOp
pnot) amo ABpaay ewg Aafid yevear 18, kot ato Aafid ewg Tng
petoikeoiag BaBulwvog yeveat 16, kat oo g peTotkeoiog

BoBulwvog ewg Tou XpioTou opotws oMat yevear 1§ (Strom.
1.147.5) [Ad]

Lac. A D e Or Ath (Did)

ABpaopewg XBCELAOII Q' £33 8921582 TR UBS* | pev
Tou ABpaap ewg Tou Did [NA: ab]

Aofid' RBCELAOTIIQf' £33 892 1582 TR UBS'] add 1
ovit Did [NA:ab]

dekatecoapeg XBCELAOTIIQ f' £33 892 1582 a k TR UBS']
add etowv Did b

yevear®’ XBCELA®TIIQ f' 33 892 1582 TR UBS' Did] sunt
(=e1o1v) a b

opotws oM\at] sunt (=ero1v) ab; omit RKBCELAO ITQ f' £ 892
1582 k TR UBS* [Lac. Did]
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Matt 2:1-2
o1 pGYOI o1 pGYElG KA1l TOU O'COTT]pOg T[pOE|JT]VUO(1V TT]V YEVEO’lV,
QOTEPOG AUTOLG Kotenyoupsvou ELG TNV Ioudatav OPLKVOUHEVOL YNV
(Strom. 1.71.4) [All]

Lac. Ae ® Ath Did

Matee 2:11
xpuoov avtw yevvnBevit Pactieiag oupfolov TTpooekopioav ot
poyot (Paed. 2.63.5) [All]

Lac. A e © (Or) Ath Did

Matt 5:3
(610 kat Trpooebnkev 0 Matbaiog,) pokaprot ot Trwyor (Trwg;) Tw
mvevpatt (Quis div 17.5) [C]

OUTOG ECTLY O HAKAPLLOHEVOS UTTO TOU KUPLOU KOL TITWYOG T
TIVEUPOTL KAAOUHEVOG, KANPOVOHOG ETOLHOG OUpavou Baothetag

(Quis div. 16.3) [All]

YVNO10G TITWYOS ... O HEV KATA TIVeUpa TrTwyos  (Quis div 19.2) [All]

Lac. AL © ¢ Ath

1o Tvevport X BCEATT Q f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or Did]
mvevpatt D [NA:a b k]

Mate 5:4

pakaptot ot evBouvreg, ott autor TapakAnBnoovrar (Strom. 4.37.5) [C]

o KAatwv kat o evBwv Sia Sikaroouvny (Serom. 4.26.1) [All]

! Matt 5:4 and 5 are inverted in D 33 a b k.



TEXT AND APPARATUS 59
Lac. AL ® e (Or) Ath

mrevbouvtec X' BCDEATI Q f' 1582 a b k TR UBS* Or] add
vuv X33 892 Did

Matt 5:5
paxkapiol (q)r]mv) Ol TIPAELG, OTL AUTOL K)\npovopnooum ™mv ynv
(Strom. 4.36.1) [C]

Lac. AL e Ath

Matt 5:6
},laK(XplOl o1 T[ElV(DVTEg KA1l 61\P03VTE§ 'I.'T]V 61K(IIOO'UVT]V TOU eEOUl

(Quis div17.5) [Ad]

outw Se KAt TOUS TTELVWVTAG Kat Toug dtywvrag dia dikatoouvnv
pokaproug Aeyet (Strom. 4.26.2) [Ad]

poKap1ot (T OVTL KATA TV YPAPNV) OL TIELVWVIES KAl S1ywVIeg TNV
aAnBetav, ott TAnoBnooviat tpopng ardiou (Strom. 5.70.1) [Ad]

HOKQPLOL YOp O1 TEELVWVTES KOt S1ywvTeg Ty dikatoouvnv Tou Beou:
outot Yap kat eptAnBnoovton (Ecl. 14.4) [Ad]

ka1 Toug TetvavTe Sikatoouvny (Strom. 1.7.2) [All]
kav Tewvn kav duyn dia Sikatoouvny (Serom. 4.25.2) [All]
Kav TV S1KAlooUVNV QUTNV TIEV®OL, pakaptot (Serom. 4.26.3) [All]

TEXT: pakopiot ot TELVWVTES Kol SiywvTeg Ty Sikatoouvnv...

Lac. AL e Ath

Mate 5:7
(Trov no1v) pokapiot ot eEAenpoveg, ot autot ekendnooviot
(Strom. 4.38.1) [C]
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KAl Toug pev eEAenpovag pokapilet, ott autot ehenbnoovrar (Paed.
3.92.2) [Ad]

eheate (pnotv o kuptog) va ehendnte (Serom. 2.91.2) [All]

Lac. AL (a) e Or Ath
ehenbnooviar XRBCDE AGTTQ f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS*

Did] miseribitur Deus (=0eoc eAeBnoetat) a b; misericordiam
insequitur (=eAeov akolouBnoet) k

Matt 5:8
GKGPIOl o1 KGSGPOI TT] K0p610, OT1 QAUTO1 TOV eEOV Oq}OVTGl (Strom.
2.50.2) [C]

akapiot O ot kabapor 11 kapdia, ot avtot Tov Beov oyovrat
(Exc. 11.1) [C]

poxaproug (ettev) Toug kaBapoug v kapdiav, ott autot Tov Beov
oyovrar (Serom. 4.39.1) [Ad]

ot kaBapor &e ) kapdia Tov Oeov oyovrar (Strom. 5.7.7) [Ad]
otav kaBapa n kapdia yevirar (Strom. 1.94.6) [All]

kabapog Ty kapdiav yevopevog (Serom. 6.102.2) [All]

ot kaBapor T kapdiav (Serom. 6.108.1) [All]

autn TV kaBapwv T kapdia n kotodnTrikn Bewpra (Serom. 7.13.1)

[All]
&t autny 6e TV yvwoiv kabapog ) kapdia (Strom. 7.19.2) [All]

ETTELITA KGerOlg 'I.'T] KGPSKX YEVOpEVOlg KATA TO 'ITpOO'EXEg TOU KUplOU
(Strom. 7.56.5) [All]

Tov kaBapov T kapdia TPOCWTTOV TIPOG TIPOTWTIOV ETILOTNHOVIK®S
Ko KOTaANTITIKGC Tov Beov emromrtevely SiSaEaoa (Strom. 7.57.1)

[All]
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1 yvwoTikn yuyn AopPaver kaBapa teheov yevopevn (Strom. 7.68.4)
[All]

wa kabapog T kapdia yevopevog 16ng Tov Beov (Quis div. 19.3) [All]

TEXT: paxapiot ot Kaecpm i ch&cx, oTL auTot Tov Beov oyovTal

Lac.ALe

kabapor XNBCDEAOITQ ' {33 892 1582 k TR UBS* Or
Ath Did] mundo (=xaBopa) a b

Bcov RBCDEAOTIIQf' {33892 1582ab TR UBS* Or Ath
Did] Dominum (=xupiov) k

Matt 5:9
pokaptot ot etpnvototot (Serom. 1.7.2) [C]
paKaplot (totvuv) ot ELPNVOTIOL0L (Strom. 4.40.2) [C]
+ o1t autot vtot Beou kAnBnoovrar (Serom. 4.41.2) [C]?

TEXT: pakopiot ot eipnvoTrotot, ott avtot viot Oeou kAnBnoovrat

Lac. AL e (Or) Ath
autor BEAOTIQ {33892 1582k TR UBS*] omit XCD % a
b Did [Lac. Or]

Matct 5:10

pokaptot ot dedrwypevot evekev dikatoouvng (Strom. 4.25.1) [C]

w¢ ouv Toug dedrwypevoug (Strom. 4.26.2) [Ad]

2 Clement attaches this citation to the first half of Matt 5:10.
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pokaptot (¢notv) ot Sedrwypevor evekev Sikatoouvng + (Strom. 4.41.2)
[CF

Lac. AL e (Or) Did

evekev RBDEAOTII Q' {33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or Ath] add
¢ C [NA:abk]

eoriv NKBCEAOITQ ' %33 8921582 ab k TR UBS* Or Ath]
gote D
Matt 5:13
alag g yne (kahe) (Quis div. 36.1) [C]
10 Yop ahag TG yng npetg (Paed. 3.82.4) [Ad]

peLg 0Te ot akeg TG YN (Serom. 1.41.3) [Ad]

TEXT: upeig eote T0 Alag TG YTS ...

Lac. AL e (Or) Ath
ohac X' BCEAOTIIQ f' 33892 1582 TR UBS* Did] oha X'
D Or [NA:abk]
Matt 5:14
UHELG ECTE TO PWG TOU KOGHOU (Exc. 9.3) [C]

pwg Tou koopou (Quis div. 36.1) [C]

1] NHETEPQA TTIOTIC PWG OUCA TOU KOGHOU (Strom. 4.80.3) [All]

Lac. AL e (Or) Ath

3 This citation is attached to the second half of Matt 5:9.
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koopou XBCDEAOTIIQf' {33892 1582k TR UBS* Or
Did] huis mundi (=toutou xoopou) a b

upeisc RBCDEAOTIQf' {33892 1582ab k TR UBS* Or
Did] add & A

Matt 5:16
Ta ayaba vpwv epya’ Napyatw (Strom. 3.36.4) [All]

Aapyate yop oou ta epya (Strom. 4.171.2) [All]

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath

Matt 5:17
(0 8¢ kupLog) OU KATAAUELY TOV VOOV aprkverTar oAha TTAnpwoat
(Strom. 3.46.2) [Ad]

Lac. A C e Ath Did

Matt 5:18
WV 0UdE KEPALA TIAPANEUCETOL i1, 1T} OUYL ETTLTEANG YEVOHEVT
(Proer. 82.1) [Ad]

Lac. A C (33) e (Or) Ath Did

Matt 5:19
peytotog (pnot) ev T Baotheia og av ot kat Sidaokn (Strom.
2.97.2) [Ad]*

* The substitution of epya for ¢wg also appears in the writings of Justin,
Tertullian, Origen, and Eusebius (Arthur J. Bellinzoni, The Sayings of Jesus in the
Writings of Justin Martyr [Leiden: Brill, 1967], 92-94). The fact that this reading is
common among these church fathers suggests that it is not accidental but part of an
early catechetical tradition that emphasized the importance of good works.
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Lac. A C (33) e Ath

pey10Tog ... Sidaokn / og & av Toinon kat Sidaokn outog peyag
kAnOnoetot ev ) Pootdeta BELAOTTQ ' {7892 1582abk
TR UBS* Or Did] omit 7z roro D ®° [Lac. 33]

Matt 5:20
TAEOV T®V YpappatenV kKat Papioatwmv (Strom. 6.115.3) [C]

(ovTwg yap wg 0 KUpLOg £¢N) EQV pN TEEPLOTEUCT 1 SIKALOGUVI VPGV
TAEL® TWV YPOppATE®V Kot Papioatwy, ouk eroekeuoeode eig
v Baoteiav tou Beou (Serom. 3.33.3) [Ad]*

(toTe akoucovTaL TG YPOPNG:) €V pr) TTAEOVOOT) Up®V 1 Stkatoouv
g0V TV Ypappatewy kat Papioatwy (Strom. 6.164.2) [Ad]*

TEXT: ...cav pn TEPLOCEVOT) UP®V 1) SIKALOGUVI TIAEOV TGV
YPoppate®v kot Papioaiwy ... i v Pacthetav Tou Beou

Lac. A C e (33) Or Ath (Did)

upwv 1 Sikatoouvny X BEL A © IT Q £ 892 1582 UBS* Did] n
Sikatoouvn upwv Clem f' 33" a b TR; justitia (=n Sikatoouvn) k

omit 7n1 toto D

meproosuon RBEL © IT Q f' £ 892 1582 a b k TR UBS' Did]
Teplocevoat A; omit D [Lac. 33]

TActov/TAcov/TAstwv R BEA O IT Q f* {12 33 8§92 1582 TR UBS*
Did] mAnova L; omit D [NA: a b k]

Beou ] oupavaov RBELAOTTQ f' £33 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS* omit D [Lac. Did]

> Though Clement’s adaptation is quite loose here, it still indicates he was aware
of the reading og § av roinon kot S18akn, outog peyas kKAnBnoetat ev ) Pactheia.
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Matt 5:22
g1 e 0 pwpov etmwv Tov adehpov evoyog eig kpiotv (Paed. 2.50.2) [All]*

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath Did

evoyog X' B Q UBS* Or] eikn evoyog XD ELA @O IT{' " 33 892
1582abk TR

Matt 5:25
1061 euvowV Tw AVTISIKK GOV TAYU, EWG OTOV €L £V T1) 08 HET
avtou (Strom. 4.95.2) [C]

(YeypatrTatl yap) pntote Tapadw o€ T® KpLTn, 0 KPLINg O¢ Tw
uTtnpetn g apyng Tou dtafolou (Serom. 4.95.3) [Ad]*

TEXT: 1001 euvowv To aviidikw 0ou Tayu emg OTou €L eV T 00w pET
QUTOU, PNTIOTE TTAPAS® OFE... TG KPLTN,... O KPLTNG T® UTINPETN. ..

Lac. A C e Or Ath (Did)

ev TN 00w per autou E A © IT Q k TR] per autou ev 1y 0dw X B
D L' " 338921582 ab UBS* Did

mopadw ot ab] oe mapadw XBELAOIIQ f' {33 892 1582
k TR UBS'; oe mopadwoer D [Lac. Did]

kprrng X B f' £ 892 1582 k UBS'] add oe mapadw ELA O ITQ
33 ab TR; add o mapadwoer D [Lac. Did]

e NBELAOTIQf' {33892 1582 ab k TR UBS'] omit D
Matt 5:27
O HEV YOPp QNOLV: OU HOLYEVTELG + (Strom. 3.8.4) [Ad]
1KOUCGTE TOU VOpOU Trapary YEAOVTOG: ou poryeuoels + (Serom. 3.71.3) [Ad]

TEXT: nkouoaTe ... OU HOIYXEVOELG

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath Did
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Mate 5:28
1ag 0 PAemtodv yuvaika mpog o emibupnoat ndn eporyevoev autny
(Strom. 3.94.3) [C]
0 18wv Tpog emBupiav epotyevaev (Strom. 2.50.2) [Ad]
o Yap emBupnoag ndn peporyeuke (pnotv) (Strom. 2.66.1) [Ad]

+ Trag o tpooPAemtwv kat emiBupiav ndn epotyevoev (\eyer) (Strom.
3.8.4) [Ad]

eyw e Aeyw, ouk emBupnoeig (Serom. 3.9.1) [Ad]
eyw 8¢ Aeyw, pn emBupnong (Serom. 3.31.1) [Ad]
+ eyw 6e Aeyw: ouk emBupnoerg (Serom. 3.71.3) [Ad]

10 Yap ouk emBUPNOELS eV TM EUAYYEM® YEYPAHHEVOV TG VOHG
meptTiOnoty ev ) Tpog Rwpatoug emiotoln (Serom. 3.76.1) [Ad]

(EEnyoupevog Yap 10) eyw S Aeyw, o epfAeyag T yuvaikt Trpog
emBupiav ndn peporyeukev (Strom. 4.114.2) [Ad]

ouk emBupnoetg, embupia yop povn peporyeukas (Proer. 108.5) [All]

o Yap epPAeyag’, pnot, epiepyotepov ndn npaptev (Paed. 3.33.2) [All]
o epPAeyag Tpog emBupiav kprveton (Serom. 2.61.3) [All]

autika poryetav €€ evBupnoewg kpivet o kuptog (Strom. 3.46.4) [All]
eav e1g kaAhog owpatog BAeyn Tig, 0 Aoyog ¢not, kat autw n oapg

¢ While the existence of shared textual traditions in the early church is
indisputable, Bellinzoni’s suggestion that Clement’s use of the compound verb
epPAemtewy in Paed. 3.33.2 and Strom. 2.61.3 is evidence of this kind of tradition is
not convincing (Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 57-59). Though Justin, Origen, and
Cyril of Jerusalem make use of epPAemerv in reference to this text, Clement’s
agreement is likely just a coincidence. This seems to be the more probable
explanation for two reasons. First, even though Clement uses the same verb, he uses
an entirely different verbal form of it. Second, the distinction between epfAemev and
BAemewv is not significant enough to conclude that the use of one or the other is
deliberate instead of accidental. Third, when Clement uses epfAetewy, his reference is
part of a loose allusion to the text and suggests that Clement was not trying to
provide an exact quotation.
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ewvar kart emBupiav SoEn kahn, oapkikwg 1dwv Kat apapTnTik®ws Ot

ou teBaupakev kprvetar: (Serom. 4.116.1) [All]

TEXT: eyw 6¢ Aeyw ... tag o PAemwv yuvaika mpog to emibupnoat
ndn eporyeuoey autny ...

Lac. A C e Ath Did

emBupnoar X' 1 Or] addoutny BDELA® Q{33892 15822
b UBS*; autng X ' TR; causam (=autiav?) k

autiv XKBDEL®© Q' £°33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS* Or] omit ATI

mtag o Premtwov XNBDELAGTI Q' £ 338921582ab k TR
UBS* Or™] og eav epPAeyn OrP; og av epfheyn Or?

Matt 5:36
oudeig e alhog” (¢notv o kuptog) duvatar Tooat Tprya Aeuknv 1)
pehovav (Paed. 3.16.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A C e Or Ath Did

mownoat Tprya [prav’] Aevknv n pedavav (D) (k)] omnoot prav
Tprya Aevknv n pedatva f' 1582; prav tprya Aevknv moinoat n)
pedavav X B 33 892 (a) (b) UBS'; prav tprya Aeuknv 1) pehatvav
momoar E AT Q TR; prav tpiya Aeukny Troinoot pekevav L;
1V Tp1Xav AEUKNV TTOLNON 1) peAevav ©; piav Tpiyav Trotnoat
Aeuknv n pekevav £

Suvatar | Suvacat RBDELAGOTII Q' {33 892 1582ab k TR
UBS*

7 Marcovich replaces oAhog with avBpwrrog.

¥ While prov is omitted entirely from Clement’s adaptation, his reading is
included in this category, since in all other matters he clearly supports the reading in
D against the numerous conflicting readings found in the other witnesses.
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Matt 5:37
(HG)\IV AUTW TOU KUplOU pT]T(D) EOTW UPOJV TO vdl vAl KAl TO OU OV
(Strom. 5.99.1) [C]°

€0TAL UH®WV TO VAL VAL KAl TO OU OV (Strom. 7.67:5) [C] "°

Lac. A Ce Or Ath Did

eotw | add 6 o doyos RDELAOTTQ ' {33 892 1582 (a) (b)
(k) TR UBS*; eotat &¢ 0 Aoyog B

Matt 5:42
1w ottouvTt ot Sog (eTipept), kat Tov Bedovia SavetocacBat pn
amootpagng (Strom. 3.54.1) [C]

Lac. A C e Or Ath (Did)

artouvtt RBDELAGOTIIQ ' {33 892 1582 TR UBS*] omni
petenti/poscenti (=Travtw artouvtt) a b k [Lac. Did]

Soc RBD 892 UBS*] $15ou ELA® T Q ' 33 1582 TR [NA:
a b k; Lac. Did]

tov Oedovia RBELA®TI Q f' f% 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Did] 1o
Bedovrt D ab (k)

® Though the context provides no indication whether Clement is referring to
Matt 5:37 or Jas 5:12, it is more probable that Clement has Matt 5:37 in mind. This
appears to be indicated by the future middle indicative form of the verb et that
appears in the manuscript tradition of Matthew but not in James.

12 Clement’s text reveals the following two variants in Matt 5:37. Neither variant
has been included in the textual analysis, since the affinity does not appear to be
genetically significant. While Clement is clearly drawing on the words of Jesus, the
similarity between this verse and Jas 5:12 suggests that he may have mixed the two
passages together.

vpov 1o ©] upov R BDELATIQ f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS* [NA: a b k]

kawto © (a) (b) Jomit XBDE ATTQ ' £33 892 1582k TR UBS% kau L (a) (b)



TEXT AND APPARATUS 69

Saveicacbar D k] amo oou Savetoacbar RBELAGTIIQ f' {13
33 892 1582 a b TR UBS* Did

oe DELAGOII Q' {°338921582abk TR UBS*] go1 X

Matt 5:44
ayamarte Toug exBpous upwv (Aeyet), EVNOYELTE TOUS KATAPWHEVOUS
upag, kat pooeuyeabe utep Twv emnpealovimv' upty ... +
(Strom. 4.95.1) [Ad]* "2

Lac. A C e Ath Did

guloyeLTe Toug katapwpevous upas EL A © TT Q £ 33 892 TR]
omit X B f' 1582 ab k UBS* Or; evhoyette ... upiv D

ayamare XBDELAOTIIQf' {33892 1582abk TR UBS*
Or¥] ayatnoate OrP*

vpog | omit X B f' 1582 k UBS* Or; add xohwg Troterte toig
proouoty upag DEL A O ITQ £ 33 892 (a) (b); add kahowg
TroLELTE TOUg proouviog vpas (a) (b) TR

Upr]updgELA@HQf1333 892 1582 ab k TR Or; omit X B D
f' 1582 UBS*

" The following variant from Matt 5:44 is not included in the textual analysis,
since the nature of Clement’s affinities is already indicated in the previous variant.
The textual nunaces provided in this variant offer no further genetically significant
informtion for determing Clement’s text.

emnpealoviov EL A © IT Q £ 33 892 TR Or?] emnpraloviwov D
ab; omit X B f' 1582 UBS*; Siwkoviwv OrPs eis qui (=autwv or?) k

12 This reference is taken from Matt 5:44—45 rather than Luke 6:27-28 because:
(1) the verses are connected to a quotation of Matt 5:45, which is introduced by o1g
mpooTiOnoty; and (2) the context indicates that Clement is working from Matt 5,
since he immediately goes on to quote Matt 5:45.
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Matt 5:45

+ (015 TTpooTIBnov 1var) Yevnobe utot Tou TTATPOg UpWV Tou EV TOIG
oupavorg (Strom. 4.95.1) [C]
et Sikatoug kot adikoug (Strom. 4.137.2) [C]"

emer kat Tng Betag yapitog o vetog et Sikatoug kat adikoug
katameptetal (Strom. 5.18.7) [C]

o6 et TTavtag avBpwtoug avateMet Tov niov autou (Proer: 114.3) [Ad]
o Trotnp pou (¢nowv) Bpexet emt Sikatoug kar adikoug (Paed. 1.72.3) [Ad]
o Bpexwv et Sikatoug kat adikoug (Strom. 6.29.2) [Ad]

Bpexet yap et dikatoug kat adikoug kat Tov nAtov emiAapTreL
mraotv (Exc. 9.3) [Ad]

(0] T[CXTT]p |JOU, (|)T]O'1V, ST[I)\(XP'ITEl TOV T])\lOV TOV AUTOU ETTL TTAVTAC
(Paed. 1.72.2) [All]

o Te Yap Beog et Sikatoug kot adikoug Tov autou eTTAApTIEL NALOV
(Strom. 7.85.2) [All]

emt Sikatoug kar adikoug katameptetat (Serom. 7.86.5) [All]

TEXT: ... yevnoDe utol ToU TTOTPOS UP®V TOU EV TOLE OUPAVOLS, ...
Tov nAtov autou ... Bpeyet et dikatoug kat adikoug

Lac. A C e Ath (Did)

To15 oupavorg O IT " 33 OrP] oupavorg XBD ELA Q f' 892
1582 TR UBS* Or? [NA: a b k; Lac. Did]

autouRBDELAOTIIQ ' {33892 15822 b k TR UBS*] omit
Did &ikatoug ka1 adikouc "BDELAOII Q' {33892 1582 a
b TR UBS* Or Did] omit X’; superiuseos et iniustos

(=xperooovrag kot adikoug?) k

" The context indicates this is a quotation rather than an allusion.
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Matt 5:48

(totoutoig TIo1V 0 KUpLOg Aeyet) yiveoDe w¢ o TToTnp UpwV TEAELOG
(Strom. 4.137.3) [Ad]*
G O TTaTnp (q)r]mv) 0 €V TOLG OUPAVOLG (Strom. 6.104.2) [Ad]*

(OT[(L)Q EIPT]TGI Tl.'pOg TOU KUplOU) YlVEO'eE w¢ O T[CXTT]p Up(OV TS)\ElOl
(Strom. 7.88.4) [Ad]*

KAl {1 TL TOV Y VWO TIKOV TEAELOV E1VAL BOUNOHEVOS O OWTNP NHKOV 6§
Tov oupawiov Tratepa (Serom. 7.81.3) [All]

pn Tt ouv Teletor yeveoBat opethopev wg o Twatnp Pouketar (Strom.

7.88.6) [All]

TEXT: ... @G 0 TIATNP UH®V O EV TOLS OUPAVOLG TENELOG ...

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath

w¢ XBELf" {33 1582 UBS* Or Did] womep D A © T Q 892
TR [NA:abk]

0 ev o1 oupavots (A) O IT Qb k TR] o oupaviog XBEL f' ¥
33 892 1582 a UBS* Or Did; ev oupavoig D

vpwov RBDELA®IIQ f' 338921582 a b k TR UBS* Did]
Npowv Or

Mate 6:2-3
€AV TIOLNONG, PNOLY, EAENHOGUVIV pr](Sag YLVWOKET® (Strom. 4.138.2)
[All]

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath (Did)

Matt 6:6
€l YGP EV TW TG|,1181&) pUO’TlK(Dg 'ITpOO'EUXEO'e(n TW 65@ 61K010V
(Paed. 3.82.3) [All]
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€1 S ev Tw TayElw evyn, wg o kuptog edrdake (Strom. 1.34.1) [All]

EV QUT® T Tapel® TG yuxng (Serom. 7.49.7) [All]

Lac. AC (33) e Did

Matt 6:16-18
KAl EavV vOTEUONG, aetyat, wva o Beog HOVOG Y1VWOKN (Strom. 4.138.2)

[All]

Lac. A Ce Or Ath Did

Matt 6:19
pn Onoaupilete (torvuv) uptv Bnoaupoug et Thg YN, oTTOU GG Kat
Bpwoig apavilet kat KAemrton S10pucoouat Kat KAETTTOUoL
(Strom. 4.33.4) [C]

Onoaupilwv et Thg yng oTrou ong kat Ppwotg apaviler (Strom
3.56.2) [Ad]*

Aeywv elpikevatl Tov owtnpa et Yng pn Onoaupileiv omou ong kot
Bpwotis apaviler (Serom 3.86.3) [Ad]*

Lac. A C e Ath (Did)
ong kat Ppwoic RBDELAGITQ f' {33 892 1582 k TR UBS*
Or] erugo et tinea (=Ppwotig kar ong) ab [Lac. Did]

apavilet XBELA®TIQ ' {33892 1582 ab TR UBS']
agaviouotv D k; apaviouot Or [Lac. Did]

Onooupilere XNBELAOTITQ ' {33 8921582 ab k TR UBS*
Or Did] Onoaupioete D

vptv RBDEL O TTQ ' £33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS* Or Did]
€V UpLv A
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kat’ Jaddomou X BDELAOGTII Q' {338921582abk TR
UBS* Or [Lac. Did]

Matt 6:20
Bnoaupoug ev oupavw, otrou pnte ong pte Ppwotg aavilel pnte
khetrton Sropuocovot (Quis div. 13.3) [Ad]*

ev oupave Onoaupilet Ta ypnparta ... ou ong ou Anotng (Paed. 3.34.3)
[All]

Lac. A C (D) e (Or) Ath (Did)

ong pnre / oute Bpwoig XBELAOITQ ' {33892 1582k TR
UBS'] erugo neque tinea (=Bpwoig oute ong) a b'* [Lac. D Or Did]

ovpavw XBDELA®IIQ f1£1°33 892 1582 b k TR UBS* Or**
Did] oupavoig a OrP*

Matt 6:24"
11 O oudeig duvatat duot Soulevetv kupioig, Bew kar papwva
(Strom. 4.30.4) [Ad]*

oudetg yap Suvarar duot kupioig Souleuety, Bew kat papwva
(Strom. 7.71.6) [Ad]*

Lac. ACDe Or Ath

' Since the distinction in Classical Greek between the negative particles ou and
pn and their compounds is not consistent in later Hellenistic Greek, no significance is
attached to Clement’s use of pnte instead of oute in his adaptation of Matt 6:20. See
Herbert W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956),
608-9; Stanley E. Porter, /dioms of the Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 281.

'> These references are most likely taken from Matt 6:25 rather than Luke 16:13,
because, unlike the manuscript tradition of Luke, they do not include oiketng after
ouderg. While otketng is found in the text of Matt 6:25 in manuscripts L A 1071, the
late date of these manuscripts indicates a likely harmonization with Luke.
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oudetg RBEO®IT Q f' £33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS* Did] oubeig
oiketng L A

kuptotg Soudevetv XRBELAOTITQ f' {733 8921582abk TR
UBS* Did] Souleverv kuprotg Clem?*

e NBELAOIIQ 338921582 ab TR UBS* Did]
Domino (=kupiw) k

Matt 6:321°
0168V YGP (0] T[(XTT]p U|,1(DV OTL XpT]CETE TOUT®WV ATTAVTIWV: + (SZ'I‘OIH.
4.34.6) [C]

Lac. AC De Or Ath Did

vpwv X a b k] upwv o oupaviog " BEAO TT Q ' {7 33 892 1582
TR UBS* 0 oupaviog L

Yap BELA®TIQf' {33892 1582ab k TR UBS'] add 0 Beog X

Matt 6:33"
+ Cnrette Se pwtov T Paotieiav Tou oupavwv' kat Thv
dikatoouvny (tTauta yap peyoda, Ta Oe pikpa kot Tept Tov Biov)
Tavta pootednoetar upy (Strom. 4.34.6) [Ad]*

Cnrette TpWTOV TV PACIAELAV TV OUPAV®YV, KAL TOUTO TTAVIO
mpooteBnoetar uptv (Paed. 2.120.2)

' Though this reference shares some similarity with Luke 12:30, it most likely
refers to Matt 6:32. This conclusion is indicated by its continuous connection to a
larger reference that clearly has Matt 6:33 in mind.

17 Clement’s use of mpwtov in both references, and the use of dikatoouvnyv in
Paed. 2.120.1 suggests that this reference refers to Matt 6:33, not Luke 12:31.

'8 Clement’s references to Matt 6:33 suggest another common tradition in the
early church. Like Clement, Justin has the reading Baothetav Tou oupavwv (Apol
15.16), and his text is identical to Clement's reference in Paed. 2.120.2, except for the
omission of tpwtov (Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 90-91).



TEXT AND APPARATUS 75
Lac. ACDe Or Ath

v Paotketay ... Sikatoouvny RELA O TT Q f' £ 33 892 1582 (a)
(b) (k) TR UBS* Did"] Sikatoouvnv ... Baotkeiav B Did™

Tou oupavwv | omit X B Did™; tou Beou ELA @ ITQ ' £ 33 892
1582 a b k TR UBS* Did™

Matt 6:34
(Aeyer) pn' pepipvoTe TIEPL TG AUPLOV APKETOV YOP TN NHEPS 1} KAKLA
autng (Paed. 1.17.2) [Ad]*™

H1 YO HEPLUVATE (pnov) Tept g auptov (Paed. 1.98.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A C D e Or Ath (Did)

peptpvare | peptpvnonte XBELA O ITQ f' £33 892 1582 TR
UBS*Did [NA:ab k]

ek ok ok ok ok ok ke ke ke ke ek ko

mepr g Did] eigtqv X BELAGTT Q f' £33 8921582abk
TR UBS*

Matt 7:6
(pnowv) epmrpocBev Twv yorpwv Toug papyapttag Parhev, pn mote
KOATATIATNOWOL TOLG TTOOL KAl OTPAPEVIES pnEwatv upas (Serom.
1.55.3) [Ad]*

It is extremely difficult to determine the presence or absence of introductory
conjunctions and particles in a Father’s text, particularly when there is only a single
reference. While ouv is absent in two separate references, Clement’s references are
still too loose to determine his text at this point. For this reason, it has not been cited
in the apparatus as agreeing with the Old Latin MSS a b. Contrary to Ehrman’s
conclusion, it is unlikely that the absence of ouv in Didymus’s text is genetically
significant, since it only occurs in a single brief adaptation (see Ehrman, Didymus the
Blind, 50).

* Since Clement’s adaptation omits a clause from the middle of this quotation, it
is impossible to determine whether his text includes the conjunction yap after
apketov (Q).
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TV 8¢ aylwv peradidovat Toig kuotv atayopevetor (Strom. 2.7.4) [All]

Lac. AD e (Or) (Ath)

katamatnomot X EATT Q f' 892 1582 a b k TR Did”]
xaramarnoovotv B C L © £ 33 UBS* Did™ [Lac. Or Ath]

pnEwotv RBELA®TITQ f' 892 1582 a b k TR UBS']
pnEouotv 33 [Lac. Or Ath]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ke k ok

popyapirag Or Ath? Did"] add vpov XBCELAGIT Q f' ¥
33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS* Ath* Did

Matt 7:13
(aknkoaot yap dia Thg eVTOANg) OTL TTAATELD KAt EUPUYWPOG 050¢

QTTAYEL €1 TV OTTWAEIQV Kat TToANot ot dtepyopevor St autng
(Strom. 4.34.1) [Ad]*™

(tnv 8¢ evavtiav) TV 16 amwAetav (pepoucav) TTAATEIQV Kat
eupuywpov (Strom. 5.31.1) [Ad]

Tov Seutepov Se ETTL TWV T EUPUYWPW Kat TIAQTELR 00w OUK
eppevoviwv (Serom. 2.68.1) [All]

Lac. AD (33) e Or Ath

mhateia X a bk Did*] add nmulky X' BCELA O ITQ f! £ 33"
892 1582 TR UBS* Did™

oMot R Jadd eiociv R’"'BCELA®TI Q£33 8921582abk
TR UBS* Did

0doc | nodoc XBCELA®IQ ! 892 1582 TR UBS* Did
[Na: a b k; Lac. 33]
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Matt 7:14
otevn (yop T ovtt) ko TebArppev 1 odog (kuptov) (Strom. 4.5.3) [All]

(tav av duo oSoug utroTiBepevou Tou euayyeAtou. . . pev
kahouvtwv) otevy kot TeBhppevny (Szrom. 5.31.1) [All]

S1a otevng kat Tebhippevng TG kuptakng oviwg obou (Strom. 6.2.3) [All]

Lac. AD (33) ¢ Ath

Matt 7:15
Aukoug 6e aloug alAnyopet TpoPatwv kwdioig nppieTpevoug
(Proer. 4.3) [All]

)\UKOI OUTO1l GpT[CXYEg 'ITpOB(XT(DV K(oSlOlg EYKEKPUHJEVOI (S[’I’OIH.
1.40.5) [All]

Lac. A D (33) e Or Ath Did

Matt 7:21
OU YOp TTAG 0 AEYWV pOL KUPLE KUPLE ELOEAEVUOETAL €16 TNV PactAeiav
TwV oupavmv, aAl o Trowv To BeAnpa Tou Tatpog pou (Quis div.
29.6) [C]

OU TIOG OpA 0 AEYWV KUPLE KUPLE ELOEAEVOETAL €1 TNV PaCTAelav Twv
Beou, al\ o Tolwv To Belnpa tou Beou (Strom. 7.74.8) [Ad]

Lac. AD e (Or) Ath

por KRBELA®TIIQf' 733892 1582abk TR UBS* Or] pe Did

Twv oupavwv XBELAOTITQ f' {733 892 1582 (a) (b) (k) TR
UBS* Or] tewv Oeou Clem?*

10 Bednpa R*BELAOITQ f' {33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS'] 1ax
BeAnpata X [Lac. Or]
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Tou Tatpog pou XBELA® ITQ f' £33 892 1582 (a) (b) (k) TR
UBS* Or] twv Oeou Clem?® [Lac. Or]

Matt 8:12
(kaBo kakervo erpnrat ...) BAnOnooviat e1g To okoTOG TO EEWTEPOV:
eket eotat 0 kKhauBpog kat o Ppuypog Twv odoviwv (Paed. 1.91.1)

[Ad]*

Lac. AD e Or Ath (Did)

BAnBnoovtat | exPAnBnoovrar (-oeoBe Did") X' BCELA O T Q
£' £12 33 1582 892 TR UBS* eEehevoovtar R Did™ (exient) k
(ibunt) a b

Mate 9:29
(1o AeyBev) yevnBntw kata v ToTv oou (Paed. 1.29.3) [Ad]
(kot Tradtv:) kata TV TOTV oou yevnBntw oot (Strom. 2.49.1) [Ad]
(o YOUV OWTNp pnot:) YevNOnTe cou Kata TNV TLoTLY (Exc. 9.1) [Ad]

TEXT: ... kota v oty ... yevnOnto ...

Lac. A (33) ¢ Or Ath Did

Matt 10:5
e1g 0dov eBvav pn ameAdnte kat eig ToMv Zopapertwv pn etloeNdnte ...
(o kuprog Aeyer) (Serom. 3.107.1) [C]

Lac. A e Ath Did

mmoMv XRBCDELA®TIIQ ! 33892 1582 k TR UBS* Or]
civitatibus (=troeotv) a b

Tapapertwv XKBCELAOIIQ f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or]
Zapaprtavewv Dabk
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Ovov 'BELAOTIQ ' 338921582 ab k TR UBS* Did]
omit X’

ameNdne RBEL O ITQ ' £33 892 1582 a b TR UBS* Did]
e1oeNOnTe A; ieritis (=eABnte) k

eloeNOne RBEL O T Q ' £33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS* Did]
ateNOnte A

Matt 10:10
Set yop kot Tov epyotny tpogng aktovaBar (Strom. 2.94.3) [Ad]*

Lac. A e Or Ath (Did)

tpopng XBCDELA® Q f' {33 1582 k TR UBS' Did] piofou
[1892ab

Mate 10:16
pslﬁag OUV T TIEPLOTEPA TOV OPLV TE)\Elwg Opa KAt EUOUVElSnng [3101
(Strom. 7.82.6) [All]

Lac. A e Or Ath

Matt 10:20
€1 &€ To TIVEUpIA TOU TIATPOG v LY papTupet (Strom. 4.73.4) [All]*

Lac. A e Ath Did

*! Clement’s allusion to Matt 10:20 reveals the following variant in 10:20. This
variant is not included in the textual analysis because the nature of Clement’s allusion
makes it impossible to know whether his affinicy with D is significant or merely
accidental.

matpog D Or] matpog upoov RBCELAOITIQ f' {233 892 1582abk
TR UBS4
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Matt 10:23
emmav & epTToAY €17T1),) OTAV OIWKWGLY UHAC EV TN TIOAEL TAUTT
p
pevyete e1¢ TNV oA (Strom. 4.76.1) [C]*

Lac. A ¢ (Ath) Did

Stwkwowvy XBCELITIQf'338921582abk TR USB* Or Ath]
Siwkouowy D A © 13

mvoMny CDELA®ITQ TR] mv etepav X B f' 33 892 1582
UBS* Or Ath; erepav f? [NA: a b k]

Mate 10:24
oudeig yap pabnrng utep tov Sidaokohov, + (Strom. 2.77.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A e Ath Did
518aokohov BCDELA®TIQ "33 8921582 ab k TR UBS*
Or] add autou X '3

Matt 10:25

+ apketov O¢ eav yevwpeba wg o Sidackahog (Strom. 2.77.4) [Ad]

al\ apketov yop T pobntn yeveoBar wg o Sidackahog, (Aeyet o
S16aokahog) (Serom. 6.114.5) [Ad]

Lac. A e (Or) Ath Did

*2 Since Clement’s quotation ends with aAAnv and is not part of a continuous
quotation, it is impossible to know whether he had the shorter or longer version of
the text. While Clement may have been unaware of the longer version, he also might
have chosen simply not to quote the rest of the passage. For this reason, the following
variant has not been included in the apparatus.

v oA / etepav X B C E A TT Q 33 892 k TR] add eav Se ev tn alhn
Srwkovoty vpag geuyete eig v oAy D a b; add kav ek tautng
ekd1Eouotv upag ... etepav L add kav ek tautng Siwokmotv upog ... etepav
©; add kav ex Towtng Srwkwory vpag... aMny ! £ 1582; add kav ek Tautng
Siwkwoty ... alny OrP; add kav ev ) etepa drokwotv ... oMy OrP*
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Matt 10:27%
O OKOUETE E1§ TO OUG (apr](nv o KUplOg) KnpUEGTE ETTL TOV 6wparwv
(Strom. 1.56.2) [Ad]*

0 O€ AKOUETE €1G TO OUG ... ETIL TWV 6mpotm)v (cpr]m) Kr]pUEot'rs (Sl'rom.
6.124.5) [Ad]*

TEXT: ... GKOUETE €1 TO 0Ug KNpuEATE T TV dwpaATWY

Lac. A e Ath Did

akovete RBCDELA®OIIQ"33892abk TR UBS* Or]
nkovoorte f' 1582

knpuEote XBCEATIQ f' 33 892 1582 a b k TR USB]
knpuooetar D © Or; knpuyBnoete L

Swpatwv XBCDELA®TITQ £33 892 ab k TR UBS' Or] add
vpov ' 1582

QKOUETE €1¢ TO oU¢ | £1¢ To ou¢ akoueTe RBCDELA® T Q f' £
33 8921582 ab k TR UBS* Or

Matt 10:32
TIAG OUV OOTIG EQV OPOAOYNOT) €V epot eptTpoabev Twv avBpwwy,
OHOAOYTNO® KAY® EV QUT® EPTTPooDev TOU TTATPOG pOU TOU €V
oupavoig (Strom. 4.70.3) [Ad]*

Lac. A a e (33) Ath (Did)

kaywevavtwo XRBCEAGTIIQf' f¥ 33v4 892 1582 k TR UBS*
Or Did] kayw autov D b; autov kayw L

> The presence of knpuEate, which is distinct to the manuscript tradition of
Matthew, suggests the following references are to Matt 10:27 rather than Luke 12:2.
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ev> RDELA®TIf' 1582 TR Or*] add toic B C Q f° 892 UBS*
Or? [NA: b k; Lac. 33 Did]

epot RBCDLAGOTIIQf' {892 1582k TR UBS*] omit E; me
(=e-pe) b [Lac. 33]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ok ke ke k ok

eav oporoynon OrP Did"] ootig oporoynoet "RBCDELA®
Q{33892 1582b (k) TR UBS* Or™

Matt 10:37
0 YOp QLAGOV TIATEPA 1) HNTEPA UTIEP EIE ... OUK EOTL pou aElog (Strom.
7.93.5) [C]*

Lac. A e (Or) Ath (Did)

motepa npnrepa XBCDELAOTITQf' £33 892 1582ab TR
UBS* Didfmatrem aut patrem (=pntepa n motepa) k [Lac. Or]

Mate 10:39
0 YO EUP®V THV YUYV AUTOU ATTOAECEL QUTNV KOL O OTIOAECTS
eupnoet autnv (Serom. 4.27.2) [Ad]*

Lac. A e Ath Did

0...kal “"'BCDELAO®I Q' {¥338921582abk TR UBS*
Or] omit X’

* It is impossible to determine whether Clement knew only of the shorter
version of Matt 10:37 as found in B and D. Clement may not have cited the longer
version because he was unaware of its existence or because his point was already
made with the portion cited. In any case, Clement’s reading is of interest since it
places some doubt on the explanation that attributes the omission in B and D as an
example of homoeoteleuton. The variant is listed below but has not been included in
the analysis of Clement’s text due to the uncertainty of his knowledge of it.

aEtog D B Did*] add kat o ¢pthwv utov n Buyotepa utep epe oux eoTiv
pou aBtog RCELAOTIIQ ' {33 892 1582a b k TRUBS* Or
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kato XNBCELAOIIQf' {33892 1582abk TR UBS*Or] o
8¢ D; omit ka1 X'

amoleoag | add v yuxnv autou evekev epou RBCDELA®TI
Q7338921582 ab k TR UBS* Or

eupov RKBCDELA®TIIQ f' {33892 1582abk TR UBS' Or]
invenit (=eupioket) a b; invenerit (=eupnong) k

Matt 10:41
o Yop av SeEntat (pnot) TTpoenTnyv €1 ovopa Tpogntou probov
TIpOPNTOU, ANpyeTat, Kat og av SeEnrar dikatov e1g ovopa
Sikatou, proBov Sikatou Mnpyeton + (Strom. 4.36.4) [Ad]

o Seyopevog S1katov 1) TPOPNTNV ELG OVOpA S1KALOU 1) TIPOPNTOU TOV
ekevov pioBov Mpyeron + (Quis div. 31.4) [All]

Lac. A e Or Ath Did

kat ... \Mpyetor RABCDELAOITQf'£7338921582abk
TR UBS] omit D®

Matt 10:42
+ kat o av SeEntat eva Twv padnTov TouTwV TWV piKpwV, Tov
pioBov ouk amoleoer (Strom. 4.36.4) [Ad]*

+ 0 &¢ pabnmv Totioag €16 ovopa pabnrou ToTNpLov Yuypou udatog
Tov proBov ouk amoleoer (Quis div. 31.4) [All]*

Lac. A (a) e (Or) Ath Did

pikpwov XBCELA O Q f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS']
ehaytotwv Dbk [Lac. a Or]

» Though Clement adapts the text from og Seyopevog to og av deEntau, it is
clear he does not follow D in omitting this reading.
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etg ovopa pabnrou RBCDLAOTITQ ' {733 8921582k TR

UBS* Or] in nomine meo (=eig ovopa pov) a b; omit E

Tov profov XBCELA®TITQ f' £33 892 1582 TR UBS] o
proBog Dabk [Lac. Or]

SeEnrtan] motion XBCDELA®TIQ f' £° 33892 1582b k TR
UBS* [Lac. a Or]

yuypou udatog] udatog yuxpou D b Or; omit udatog XBCEL A
O Q f' £ (33) 892 1582 k TR UBS*
Matt 11:12%

ot Yap apTalovres Tnv Paothetav Braotar (Serom. 5.16.7) [Ad]*

oude Twv kabeudovtwv kar PAakevoviwv eotiv i Baotieia Tou Beou
al\ o1 Braotor apralovoty avtny (Quis div. 21.3) [Ad]*

Lac. A (a) e Or Ath Did

ot D] omit Clem" XRBCELAO®IQ {' {33 892 1582 TR UBS*
[NA: a b k]

Tou Beou | Twv oupavwov XKBCDELAOTI Q' £33 892 1582
b k TR UBS* [Lac. a]

7Brootar R'BCDELAGITQ ' {7338921582abk TR
UBS*] BraCete X

% While the corrected text of Sinaiticus has the distinctively Matthacan phrase
BrooTar apmaCouotv autny added to the end of Luke 16:16, it is more probable that
Clement is referring to Matt 11:12. Since the phrase Braotar apmalouvotv autny is a
variant found only in the corrected text of Sinaiticus, it most likely represents a
conflation with Matt 11:12 and not the original text. Moreover, Clement’s use of the
article o1 with Braotou is a characteristic shared only with the text of Codex Bezae in
Matce 11:12.

7Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Matt 11:12. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, the distinction is not included in the apparatus.

Praotat BCDELA O Q f' £33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS*] Braore X°
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Matt 11:18
nABev (¢notv) Iwavvng pnre eoBiwv pnte mvov kot Aeyouot:
Sawpoviov eyet. + (Strom. 3.52.4) [Ad]

Lac. A e Or Ath (Did)

Matee 11:19
+nABev o viog Tou avBpwtou eobiwv kat Tivev, kat Aeyouotv: 1dou

avBpwTTog payog Kat oLvoTIoTNnG, PLAOE TEAWVMV KAl GHAPTWAOS
(Strom. 3.52.4) [C]™

nA\Bev yop (¢nowv) o uiog Tou avBpwTou, kot Aeyouotv: 16ou
avBpwTrog paryog kat ovotrotng, TeENwvwy pthog (Paed. 2.32.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A e Or Ath Did

¢pthog TEAwvwv X L {7 a b] tehwvwv pthog” BCD EA O IT
Q£33 892 1582 k TR UBS*

apaptlog | apoaptwiwv RBCDELA®TITQ f' £33 892 1582
abk TR UBS*

Matt 11:27%
OUDELS EYVM TOV VL0V EL PN O TIOTNP, AEY WV, OUDE TOV TTATEPQ EL i) O
utog (Paed. 1.88.2) [Ad]

 Marcovich inserts the phrase eaBiwv kat vy solely on the basis of the New
Testament passage.

* While Clement’s adapation of Matt 11:19 passage shares this reading, it is
uncertain whether it accurately represents his text. Since his reference clearly reveals he
modified this passage, it is better to identify his reading with his more exaction citation
found in Szrom. 3.52.4.

30 These references appear to be from Matt 11:27 rather than Luke 10:22 because
they contain either Tov viov or oude tov Totepa instead of the distinctly Lukan tig
E0TLV O ULOG OT TL§ ECTLY O TIATNP.



86 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

0uSELS YOp EYV® TOV ULOV €L pf) 0 TTATNp, OUSE TOV TIATEPQ EL jiT) O ULOG
kat ®*' av o vtog atrokoAuyn (Strom. 1.178.2) [Ad]*

Lac. Ae Or Did

EYVD ] yivooker C;emywvookee RBDELAO T Q f' £ 33 892
1582 TR UBS* [NA:ab k]

Sk ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ok ok ko

o viog amrokaluyn Ath] Boulntat o uiog amokaluyar X B C D
EAOITQ ' {7 8921582 ab k TR UBS; Bouketat o uiog
amokoAuyar L; BoulnBn o viog arokaduyar 33

Mate 11:28
OEUTE TIPOG PE TTAVTES O1 KOTILWVTEG KAl TIEQOPTIOHEVOL, KAY W
avamauow upag + (Proer. 120.5) (C]

(Aeyer) Seute TTPOG pe TTAVTES O1 KOTILWVIES KA TEEPOPTLOHEVOL, KAY W
QAVATIAUC® UHAG (Paed. 1.91.2) [C]

Lac. A (33) e

mepoptiopevor XBCELA O Q f' £ 33" 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Ath Did] megoptiopevor eote Dab k

mpospe XRBCDELAGTIIQ ' {338921582abk TR UBS!
Or?] omit Or™

Matt 11:29
+ apate Tov LUyoVv pou ¢ upag Kat pabete ot gpou, oTL TTpaug epit
KAl TATIELVOG TH KAPd1a, KAl EUPNOETE AVATIOUOLY TALS YUYOLS
vpwv + (Proer. 120.5) [C]

*! The following variant in Matt 11:27 is omitted since it is likely the result of
itacism. @ X BCDEATIf' 331582 TR UBS] o L ® Q 892 Ath
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apate (pnoiv) a¢ upwv Tov Bapuv Cuyov kat Aafete Tov TTpaov (1
Ypagn ¢not) (Strom. 2.22.5) [Ad]

(o xuptog) apate Tov Luyov pou (¢nowv) + (Serom. 5.30.3) [C]

Lac. A e (33) Ath

amepou X'BCDELAOTIQ f' £33 892 1582ab k TR
UBS* Or Did] omit X’

vpwov XBCDEAOTIIQf' {7892 1582ab k TR UBS'] npwv L
[Lac. 33]

Matt 11:30
+ 0 yap Luyog pou XpnoTog KAt TO POPTLOV HOU EAAPPOV ECTLV (Protr.
120.5) [C]

+ oTL Ypnotog ot kot afopng (Strom. 5.30.3) [Ad]*

OUT® TOLVUV NpAS eVAABwG TTpootevat Telpmpevoug ekdeEetat o
XpPNoTog Tou kuptou Cuyos (Strom. 2.126.3) [All]

Lac. A (33) e Or Ath

xpnotos XBCDAG® Q' £ 892 1582 ab k TR UBS* Did]
xprotog EL [Lac. 33]

o> RBCDELAOIIQ ' 8921582 ab TR UBS*] omit k
FLac. 33]

Matt 12:36
(yeypatrrat) og av Aaknon Aoyov apyov, amodwaet Aoyov Kupitw ev
npepa kproewg. + (Paed. 2.50.2) [Ad]*

Lac. A e (Or) (Ath) Did
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av AaAnon™ / eav A\alnowotv E (L) ATTQ f' £ 892 1582 TR (Or);
eav AaAnoouotv C © 33; AaAnoouoty & B (D) ab k UBS* [Lac. Ath]

amodwoovoty RBCDELA®IIQf' {33 1582 TR UBS* Ath]
Swoouot 892 [NA: a b k; Lac. Or]

Mact 12:37
+ (auBig Te) ex Tou Aoyou cou SikarwBnon (pnotv), kat ex Tou Aoyou
oou katadikacBnon (Paed. 2.50.2) [Ad]

Lac. A e Ath
kat XRBCELA®TIIQf' f®338921582bk TR UBS* OrDid] D a

katadikacOnon X BCDEA O I f' £ 892 1582 TR UBS* Or (-
Cetan Did™)] karaxpiBnon (L) Q 33 (-veron Did™) [NA:ab k]

Sikarwbnon RBCDELA®OIIQ ' £ 33892 1582a b TR UBS*
Or] &ikatouton Did; justificaveris (=5ikatwBng) k

ek Tou hoyou’/ Twv Aoywv oou RBCDELATIQ f' {7 33 892
1582 b k TR UBS* Or Did] omit a

Aoyou’ / hoywv XBCDELATIQ f' {33 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Did] add epywv ©

ocov? BCDELAO®IIQ ' £33 8921582 k TR UBS* Or Did]
omit ¥; suis (=autou) b [Lac. a]

Matt 12:50”
adehgot pou yap (¢notv o KupLog) Kat GUYKAPOVOLOL OL TIOLOUVTES
10 BeAnpa Tou ratpog pou (Ecl. 20.3) [Ad]

*> Though Clement’s use of AoAnom is singular rather than plural, his use of the
subjunctive mood indicates that his text supports this reading. Both L and Or read av
instead of eawv, but the distinction is not significant.

33 The inclusion of the distinctly Matthaean phrase Behnpa tou Tatpog indicates
that these referenes are from Matt 12:50 instead of Mark 3:35.
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oMo kat utoug kat adEAPOUS KAt GUYKANPOVOHOUS TOUS ETIITEAOUVTOG
10 Behnpa Tou ratpog (Quis div. 9.2) [All]

Lac. A (Or) Ath Did

Matt 13:13
S1a Touto (pnotv o kuptog) ev apafolaig autotg Aakw, oTL
BAetrovteg ou PAETTOUOL KAl AKOUOVTEG OUK AKOUOUTT KOL OU
ouviaot (Serom. 1.2.3) [C]

Lac. A Or Did (Ath)

avtoic Aadw X BCEATIQ 892 ¢ TR UBS*] Aahw autoic © f'
1333 1582 a b k; Aaket autorc D; Aohw L [Lac. Ath]

ot NBCELATI Q33892 TRUBS]wvaD®f' f®1582abek
[Lac. Ath]

ou BAemrouot X B CEL ATTQ 33 892 TR UBS* Ath] pn
Bremwowv DO f' ¥ 1582abek

ouk akovouot X BCELATIQ 33 892 TR UBS'] pn akovowotv
DO {%1582abek [Lac. Ath]

kat ou ouviaot | oude ouviouot X BCELATI Q 892 TR UBS*%
oube ouviwoty 33; Kat P GUVIWOLY pnTrote emotpeywoty D O f
"> 1582 a b (e); et non intellegant ne forte convertantur (=xat pn
ouviwoy Pia emoteyworv?) k [Lac. Ath]

Matt 13:25
emeoTapn Ta Lifavia Tpog Tou Twv L1ILavimV OLKEIOU YEWPYOU
(Strom. 6.67.2) [All]

Koteomsp T TTUP® TA Ciavia, TTpog Tou KUPLOU TIPOPNTIK®G ELPTTO
(Strom. 7.89.4) [All]

Lac. A (Or) Did
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Matt 13:33
(pno1) yap: opota eotiv 1) Baotheia Twv oupavmv Cupn, nv AaBovoa
YUV EVEKPUYEV E1G AAEUPOU 0ATA TPLAL, £mG OU eLupwbn olov
(Strom. 5.80.8) [C]**

Lac. A Or Ath Did

evekpuyev XBCDEAOIT Q{33892 TR UBS* ] expuyev L
11582 [NA:abek]

eic R"BDELAOTIIQ 2338921582 TR UBS*] ev C* [NA:
abek]

Mart 13:34
(Aeyouotv YOuv 01 ATTOGTONOL TIEPL TOU KUPLOU OTL) TIAVTAL EV
mapaBolaig eEhalnoev kat oudev aveu rapaBolng ehaker autorg
(Strom. 6.125.1) [Ad]**

Lac. A (Or) Ath Did

oubev N BCA®fPUBSY ouk R’'DELITQf'338921582ab
ek TR Or

edarer R'BCDELOIIQ ' 7 338921582abek TR UBS*
Or] e\anoev X A

** Clement’s text is likely from Matt 13:33 rather than Luke 13:20 because it
contains the phrase Baoileia twv oupavwv, which is replaced in Luke with
Baothewax Twv Beou.

% The reading of C here is uncertain. The independent examination of C by
Tischendorf, Tregelles, and, more recently, Swanson led each of them to cite the
reading as ev. R. W. Lyon’s examination, however, led him to conclude that C
contains no variant at this point. See R. W. Lyon, “A Re-examination of Codex
Ephraemi Rescriptus,” NTS 5 (1958-59): 260-72. Whether Lyon’s assessment is
correct, the reading is of no consequence to the examination of Clement’s text,
because no other control witness supports the reading.

% The following variant from Matt 13:34 has been omitted since it is likely an
itacism.

ghaler X°B C DI Q ! £ 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or] ehahn E ; nhaln
©; athodet L
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Matt 13:35 (cf. Ps 77:2)
(r| TLPOPNTELA TIEPL AUTOU qm(nv:) avoiket ev Trotpo([So)\mg TO OTOHA
autou kat eEepevEetan Ta O ch‘rotﬁo)\r]g KOOHOU KEKPUHHEVQ
(Strom. 5.80.7) [Ad]*

Lac. A Or Ath Did
katafoAng koopou X CDELA®OTTQ £33 892ab TR UBS']
kataPoing X°Bf'1582 ¢ k

Matt 13:38
aypos Yap o koopog (Paed. 2.104.3) [Ad]

Lac. A Or Ath (Did)

Matt 13:43
Aapyavteg wg o nhog (Ecl 56.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A Ath
Aapyouotv D f?ab ek Or] exhopyovorv RBCELAO I Qf'
33 892 1582 TR UBS* Did

Matt 13:47
(ev T® evayyehw Tapafolny Aeyouoav,) opoia eotv i Bactheta Twv
oupavav avBpwtw caynvnv eig Bakacoav PePAnkott + (Strom.
6.95.3) [Ad]

Lac. A Ath

Matt 13:48
+ kat Tou TAnBoug Twv ealwkotwv 1xBuwv v ekhoyny Twv
apevovwv Totoupeve (Serom. 6.95.3) [All]

Lac. A (Or) Ath Did
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Mact 15:11
oude 1o ero1ovTa’” KoLvoL Tov avBpwov, alka Ta eErovta (¢pnot) Tou
otopotog (Paed. 2.8.4) [Ad]

OU YOp TO ELOEPYOHEVA EIG TO OTOHA KOtvot Tov avBpwrov, ala n)
Tept TG akpaotag Staknyis kevn (Paed. 2.16.3) [Ad]*

OouU TA EIGEPXOPSVG €1 TO O'TOPG KO1vOl TOV CXVGPQ)T[OV, (X)\)\(X TA
EEEPXOPSVG 61(1 TOU ()'TOPGTOg EKELVA KO1VOl TOV GVSPONTOV
(Strom. 2.50.2) [Ad]*

TEXT: ou Ta E10EPYOJIEVA EIG TO OTOJA KOLVOL TOV owep(m-rov, aMa
Ta eEEPYOJEVA TOU GTOHATOG EKELVAL KOLVOL TOV avep(m-rov

Lac. A k (Or) (Ath) Did

ou RBCELAOIIQf'f3338921582abe TR UBS* Or Ath]
add tav D

otopa X'BCDELAGIIQf' {33892 1582abe TR UBS*
Or] add touto X' [Lac. Ath]

kowvot! RBCELAOTIIQ ' %338921582abe TR UBSY
Kotvover D

EKELVA KO1VOL TOV onvep(m'rov ] Touto xotvor Tov cxvep(m'rov XBC
ELAOTIQ{"33892b TR UBSY; coinquinat hominem (=kotvot
avepo)nov) a €; EKELVO KOLVWVEL TOV avepo)nov D; omit f! 1582
[Lac. Or Ath]

Sk ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ke ok ko

Ta eroepyopeva. OrP* Ath] 1o eioepyopevov XRCDELAOTI Q f'
1233 892 1582 ab e TR UBS* OrF; 1o epyopevov B

Ta eEepyopeva E OrP Ath] 1o ekmropeupevov RBCDLA® I Q
f' £33 8921582abe TR UBS* Or¥

%7 On the basis of the passage in the New Testament and elsewhere in Clement,
Marcovich adds eig o otopa.
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Matt 15:19
ek yap tng kapdiag eEepyovrar Staloyiopor (Strom. 2.50.2) [C]

Lac. Ab k (33) (Or) Ath (Did)

ek Yop g kapdiag eEepyoviar X' BCDELAO T Q f' {7 892
1582 a ¢ TR UBS'] eEepyovrar X'; omit 33 [Lac. Or]

Matt 16:17
kaBarep o [Metpog, ov kat epakapLOEy, OTL AUTG CapE Kat atpa ouk
amrekoAuye v oAnBetav, ol ™ o TaTnp avtou o ev Toig
oupavorg (Strom. 6.132.4) [Ad]*

Lac. A k (Or) Ath (Did)

ev Toig oupavolgc RCDELAOTIQ ' 33892 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR
UBS* Or?] oupaviog £ OrP; ev oupavorg B (a) (b) () [Lac. Did]

ek ek Fe ke ek kokok kek keok

aM nomamp OrPloM omamp RBCDELA®II Q' {33
892 1582 a b e TR UBS* Or?* Did

Matt 16:26
L yap o¢gelertar avBpwTrog, eav Tov koopov ohov kepdnom, tnv be
yuynv autou Znpiwdn; n 1t dwoer avBpwtog avralaypa g
yuyng autov; (Strom. 1V. 34.4) [C]

Lac. A k Ath Did

% Sylvie Raquel does not include the extra n in Origen’s citation of Matt 16:17
(Comm. Jo. 32.355) as a genuine variant. She concludes that it is either a “flaw of
memory or due to an oral tradition that accompanied the verse (epnrar versus
yeypartar)” (see Raquel, “Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 187). However, since
Clement also includes the extra n as part of his citation, it is listed above. Clement
and Origen’s use of the citation may point to the presence of a common textual
tradition among some of the Alexandrian fathers.
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wperertar CD EATT Q ab TR] wgehnBnostar X BL © {1 33
892 1582 e UBS* Or

odov RKBCDELATIQ ' 338921582 a TR UBS*] hunc
mundum (=Toutov koopov) b; omit © e

kepdnon XBCEATTQf' £33 892 1582 a b (¢) TR UBS'] kepdn
D; kepdnoer L; kouepdnon ©

Mate 17:2
OU Tl HEV 1HATLIA WG PG E)\Gp\pEV, TO TIPOTWTIOV &e w¢ 0 nhtog (EXC.
12.3) [Ad]

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did

o RBCDELATIQ{' {33892 1582 TR UBS* Or] omit ©
[NA:abe]

Matt 17:6
TIWG OUV TV HEV OYLV THY TIWTELVIV 100VTES OUK eEemhaynoav, Ty Se
Ppwvnv akouoavteg eecov”’ et ynv; (Exc. 5.1) [All]

Lac. Ak Or Ath Did

Matt 17:9
pndevt ermnte (Exc. 5:4) [C]

(610 ka Aeyet autoig o owtnp:) pndevt ertinte o e1dete (Exc. 5:2) [Ad]

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did

¥ While the reading emecov is found in manuscripts L A IT and f', the loose
nature of this allusion makes it unwise to attach any textual significance to it.
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Mate 17:20

((pT](IlV) eqv EXT]TE TILOTLV W¢ KOKKOV OLvVaATTEWC, pETGO’TT]O’ETE TO OpOg
(Strom. 2.49.1) [Ad]

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did

xokkov NBCELA®IIQ ! £°33 892 1582 TR UBS*] kokkog
D [NA:abe]

Mart 18:3

eav pn otpogpnte kat yevnobe wg ta mandia tavta, ou pn etoeAOnte eig
v Baotheiav Twv oupavwv (Paed. 1.12.4) [Ad]

(oud aw ertn) v pn yevnoBe wg o oudiov Tauta, ouk etoekeucece
eig TV Paoteia tou Beou (Paed. 1.16.2) [Ad]

(Touro Yap nv 10 Etpnpsvov) EQV N OTPAPEVIES stnoee ¢ TA Toudia
(Strom. 4.160.2) [Ad]

kav pn yevnoBe wg Ta awdia, Tauta ouk eroeleuoeabe (pnotv) eig v
Baotherav Twv oupavwv: (Strom. 5.13.4) [Ad]

(\eywv) wg Ta TToudia avtoug yeveoBou Sewv (Serom. 5.30.3) [Ad]
nv yap pn avbig wg ta tardia yevnoBe kar avayevvnOnte, wg pnotv 1
YPAPT), TOV OVIWG OVIA TIOTEPX OV pn) arroAafnte, oud ou pn

etoehevoeoe Trote e1g v Baothetav Twv oupavwv (Proer 82.4) [All]

OUTWG OUV ETIIOTPAPEVTAS Npag aubig w¢ Ta Tardia yeveoBat
Bouketan (Strom. 3.88.1) [All]

TEXT: ... eav pn oTpagnte kot yevinobe wg ta aidia, ou pn
etoeNOnte e1g v Pactheiav Twv oupavwv

Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did

tatmadia RKBCDELA®IIQ f' {892 1582 ab TR UBS']
infans iste (=10 Traig Toutog) e [Lac. 33]



96 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Matt 18:4
(e1TTOV:) OG EQV EAUTOV TATTELVWOT WG TO TIALS10V TOUTO, OUTOG
pellov® eottv ev ) Pactheia twv oupavwv (Paed. 1.16.1) [Ad]*

Lac. A C (33) k Ath Did

goutov XBDEO®TIIQ ' f° 892 1582 TR UBS* Or] autov L A
[NA: a b e; Lac. 33]

eoriv RBDELAOTIIQf' {33 892 1582 ¢ TR UBS* Or] erit
(=eota1) a b

Tamelvwon | Tameivwost RBCDELA®TIf' {892 1582abe
UBS* Or [Lac. 33]

Matt 18:10
ot &e S1a TTavTOg TO TPOTWTTOV Tou TraTpog PAetrouctv (Exc. 10.6) [Ad]

(OTGV OUV ELTIN O KUPlOg,) },ll’] KGTG(PPOVT]OT]TE EVOC TWV },IIKPOJV TOUTWV:
apnv )\EY&), UHLV TOUTWYV Ot GYYE)\OI TO TIPOCWTIOV TOV TIATPOC

S1a ravtog PAemrouoty (Exc. 11.1) [Ad]*

TO 1TpOO'(,O'ITOV TOU T[(XTpOg Op(OOIV (0] GYYE)\OI TOUTWV TWV |,11KP(OV
(Exc. 23.4) [Ad]

HN kaTagpovnonTe (Aeymv) EvVog TV HIKP@V TOUTMV: TOUTWY Yap ot
ayyelot Sia TravTog PAETTOUO TO TIPOCKTIOV TOU TIOTPOG HOU TOU
ev oupavorg (Quis div. 31.1) [Ad]*

* Due to Clement’s adaptation of this passage, it is likely that his agreement with
A listed below is merely accidental and not genetically significant. For this reason it is
listed below but not included in the textual analysis.
peiCov Al o peilwv RBCDELOTTQf' £33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or
[NA:abe]
! The following variants in Matt 18:4 are not listed in the apparatus, since they
are most likely the result of itacism.
gautov X BD ETTI Q f' {892 TR UBS* Ot] eavtwv ©
avtov A] autwv L
tameivwon Q TR] tameivwost RBCDELAGTIf' 2892 1582abe
UBS* Or [Lac. 33]
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TWV PIKP®V O KOTA TV YPAPNV KAl EAXXIOTMOV TOUG Ay YEAOUS TOUG
opwvtag Tov Oeov (Strom. 5.91.3) [All]*

TEXT: ... pn KOTAPPOVINONTE EVOS TWV HIKP®V TOUTMV: AEY®, UPLV ...
oL ayYeot ... dia tavtog PAETTOUCLY TO TIPOCMTIOV TOU TIOTPOG
HOU TOU €V OUpPAVOLG

Lac. A C k (Or) Ath (Did)

TV pikpwv Toutwv X BEAO TTQ ' {33 892 1582 ¢ TR UBS!
Or'] toutwv Twv HEIKPWV TV TIOTEVOVIWV €16 €je D a b;
TOUTWV T®V pikpwv L [Lac. Did]

oupavorg XBEL © ITQ f' {1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR UBS* Or Did"]
To16 oupavorg D 33 892 (a) (b) () Did™; oupavoug A

Sia ravrog PAerrovoty RBDELAG®TIQ ' £33 892 1582ab
TR UBS' Or Did] vident semper (=BAemouoty mavtog) e

Matt 18:20
T1veg Oe 01 dUo KAt TPELG UTIAPYOUCTY £V OVOHATL Xp1oTOU
CUVAYOEVOL, TIAP O1§ HECOG EOTLV O KUPLOG (Strom. 3.68.1) [Ad]

Lac. A C k (Ath) (Did)

kot ] omit X3 R"BDELAOIIQf' 33892 1582abe TR
UBS* Ath Did

TP oi¢ | map oig ouk D;omite;exet RBELAOTITQ f' {33
892 1582 a b TR UBS* Ath Did

Matt 18:22
agetg epdopnkovrakig emta (Serom. 7.85.2) [All]*

Lac. A C k Or Ath (Did)
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emta RBELAOITIQ ' £33 892 1582 TR UBS* Did] emrtakic
Da e; et septies (=kat emrrakig) b

Matt 19:3
el eEeoTiv amoAvoaL yuvaika Mwoewg emTpeEyavVTOC; (Strom. 3.47.2)

[Ad]*

Lac. A (33) k Ath Did

e€eottv X' B L] add avBpore X CDEAOITQ f' 33 892
1582 ab e TR UBS* Or

yuvaika | Tnv yuvorka RBCDELA®ITQ f' £33 892 1582
TR UBS*Or [NA:abe]

Mart 19:4
UpSlg 68 OUK GVSYVCOTE OTL TW TIPQ)TO1T>\(XO'T(1) O eEOQ ELTTEV: + (SZ'I'OIH.
3.47.2) [Ad]

Lac. A (33) k (Ath) Did

Matt 19:5
+ e0eabe o1 duo €15 capka plav; (Serom. 3.47.2) [Ad]

Lac. A k (33) Or Did

Matt 19:9 (cf. Matt 5:32)
OUK QTTOAUCELG YUVALKA TIMV €L T €L Aoy w Tropvetag (Strom.
2.145.3) [Ad]*

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did
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Aoyw/Noyou* mopvetag B D ' {233 1582 a b e Or] mopveia X C
ELAOIIQ 892 TR UBS*

Matt 19:10
€OV OUTWG 1) 1) ALTLA TG YUVALKOG, OU GUHPEPEL T avBpm T
Yapnoat, + (Strom. 3.50.1) [Ad]

Lac. A k Ath Did

Matt 19:11
+ (TOTE (0] KUPIOQ E(PT]:) OV TTAVTECQ X(DpOUOl TOV )\OYOV TOUTOV* + (SZ‘I‘OIH.
3.50.1) [C]

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did

toutov RCDELAOGTIIQ®33ab TR UBS*] omit Bf' 892
1582 ¢ Or

Matt 19:12
+ EL01 YO EUVOUYOL OLTIVES EYEVVIONTOV OUTWG, KAl ELGLV EUVOUYOL
o1T1veg euvouytoBnoav utro Twv avBpwTtwy, Kat e101v euvouyot
OLTLVEG EUVOUYLOAV EQUTOUS d1at TNV PactAelav TV oupavmv: o
Suvapevog ywpewv ywpettw (Strom. 3.50.1) [C]

To1g YwpeLv Suvapevolg (Strom. 1.13.1) [All]

kohov yop 1o TV PactAeiav Twv oupavmy EUVOUYILELY EQUTOV
moong embupiag (Strom. 3.59.4) [All]

oA\ 01 pEV EUVOUYLOQVTEG EQUTOUS aTTo TTaoT¢ dia v PactAeiav Twv
oupavwv (Strom. 3.99.4) [All]

TEXT: €101 yap euvouyot o1Tiveg eyevvnOnoav outwg, kot €101v

* Although Clement uses the dative rather than the genitive case of Moyog, his
adaptation is included here, since it still clearly indicates that his text supports this
reading.
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EUVOUYOL OLTLVEQ EUVOUX[O’GT]O’GV UTTO TWV (XVGP(D'ITO)V, KAl €101V
EUVOUYO1 OLITLVEC EUVOUX1OQAV EQAUTOUGQ 610 mv BGO’l)\ElGV TWV
oupavwv: o 6UVG|JEVO§ XWPELV Y WPELTW

Lac. A k () (Or) Ath Did

Yop X'BCDELA®IIQf' {33892 1582abe TR UBS' Or]
omit R

ottiveg ] add ek kothiag pntpogc KBCDELA® I Q f' £33
1582 a ¢ TR UBS' Or; add ex kothiag pntpog avtw b 892

euvouytoov XBCDELOTIQ f' £33 8921582 ab e TR UBS']
euvouyioBnoav A

mv RBCDELOIIQf' 338921582 TR UBS*] twv A [Lac.
Mabe]

Matt 19:13
Tpoonveykav Te autw (pnot) audia eig yetpobeoiav evhoytas,
KOAUOVI®V 8 ToVv Yvwpipwy + (Paed. 1.12.3) [All]*

Lac. A TTk (Or) Ath Did

mpoonveykav / wpoonveybnoov* X B C D L 33 892ab ¢ UBS*
Or] tpoonveybn EA© Q f' " 1582 TR

Matt 19:14
+ e1mrev 0 Inooug agete Ta Tadia kat pn kwAvete auta eABetv Tpog
pe:* Twv yap Totoutwv oty N Pacthela Twv oupavev (Paed.

* This is most likely an allusion to Matt 19:13, since it is immediately followed
by a reference to Matt 19:14.

* While Clement’s allusion contains the active rather than the passive voice of
the aorist verb, the use of the third-person plural indicates his support of his
reading.

* Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Matt 19:14. Since the distinction
between pe and epe is minor, it has not been included as part of the textual analysis.

pe BCDE® Qf' 338921582 TR UBS* Or] epe X LA [NA:abe]
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1.12.3) [C]*

Lac. A TTk (Or) Ath Did

eirev BEA® Q f'331582abe TR UBS*] add autoic X CD L
£ 892 [Lac. Or]

kwhvete RBCELA® Qf'338921582abe TR UBS* Or]
kwAvonte D

tamodia XBCDELA® Qf' 338921582 ae TR UBS* Or]
eos (=autoug) b

kat RKBCDELA® Q?338921582abe TR UBS* Or] omit f'

kat...pe XBCDELA®Qf' {33892 1582ab TR UBS* Or]
venire ad me et nolite prohibere eos (=eNBetv Tpog pe kat pn
KWAUETE QUTOUG) €

Matt 19:17
ot e1g ayabog, o matnp (Strom. 5.63.8) [Ad]*

Lac. ATk (Or) Ath Did

eic XDL O f'892abe UBS* Or] oudetic C E A Q £ 33 TR; omit
B [Lac. 1582¥]

Matt 19:19
0 YQp TOLOUTOG TEAELOG O TO XY QTINTELS TOV TIAMT1OV 0OU WG CEQUTOV
m\npwoag (Paed. 2.120.4) [Ad]**

4 The word order and the use of xat after mardia indicate that this reference is
to Matt 19:14 rather than Mark 10:14 or Luke 18:16.

¥ While Codex 1582 is extant at this point, its text is largely unreadable. Due to
this difficulty, it is excluded from the apparatus.

* Although this passage has several parallels, it is most likely from Matt 19:19
because the presence of Tehetog connects it to the saying of Jesus in Matt 19:21.
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0 Yap 'rreTr)\r]meEL TO QYQTINOELS TOV Tr)\r]mov OO0V WG OEAUTOV
(Strom. 3.55.2)* [Ad]*

Lac. ATT k Ath Did
oeoutov XBCDELAQ £33 8921582 ab e TR UBSY] eautov
® 1" Or
Matt 19:21
et Oeherg teherog yeveoOon (Quis div. 10.1) [C]

TwAnoov cou Ta uttapyovia (Aeyer kupiog) kat Trwyorg dog, kat
Seupo axolouBer pot (Paed. 2.36.2) [Ad]

et Belerg Teletog yeveoBar, TwAnoag Ta urtapyovra dog Trwyo1g
(Strom. 3.55.2) [Ad]

TIWANOOV GOV T UTIAPYOVIQ Kat Sog TTwYo1g, Kot deupo akohoubet
pot (Serom. 4.28.6) [Ad]

TwAnoov ta vttapyovia oou (Quis div. 11.1) [Ad]
TwAnoaL Tavta Ta vtapyovta (Quis div. 14.6) [Ad]

TEXT: ... €1 Beheig teerog yeveoBay, ... TwAnoov oou ta uttapyovra
Kat dog TTwYo1g, ... kat Seupo akolouber pot

Lac. A ITk (Or) Ath Did

*yeveoBar X ewvar X'BCDELA® Qf'{?33892abe TR
UBS* Or

umtapyovia XRBCDELA® Qf' {33892 1582 a TR UBS' Or]
omnia (=Travta) b e

* Since a quotation Matt 19:21 precedes this passage and refers specifically to the
young man who came to Jesus, it is most likely a reference to Matt 19:19.

% Since the following variant in Matt 19:21 is most likely the result of itacism,
the distinction is not included in the apparatus. yeveoBat ] yeveoBe X
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mrwyorg X CELA Q' £33 892 1582 TR Or] toig mrwyos B
D ® UBS* [NA:abe]

Matt 19:23
TOUG TTAOUOIOUG ... TOUg SUoKOAmG E10eNeuTOpEVOUS €16 TNV PactAeiav

(Quis div. 18.1) [Ad]*

Lac. A TTk (Or) Ath Did

T0U¢ TTAOUG10U¢ Toug Suakolwe / TAouatoug Suokolws X B C D
L © f' £33 892 1582 a b UBS* Or] Suokohwc mhouotouc EA Q e
TR®

Matt 21:16
OUOETIOTE AVEY VWTE OTL K OTOPATOS VITIL®V Kat Onhaloviwy
kampTiow awvov; (Paed. 1.13.1) [C]

Lac. A (33) (a) k (Or) Ath Did

ot BCELAOTIIQ ' 338921582 TR UBS* Or] omit XD b
e [Lac. a]

kampriow XRBCDELAOTIIQf' {7 338921582abe TR
UBS* Or] xataptetow D

Matt 21:22
Tavia ooa eav artnonobe ev ) pooevyn mioTevovTeg, Anpyeobe
(pnowv) (Paed. 3.92.4) [C]*

> Though Clement’s use of the article with both nouns is unique, the order of
both nouns is still significant for determining his textual affinities.
>2 Since the following variants in Matt 21:22 are most likely the result of itacism,
they have not been included in the apparatus.
oautnonobe] artnonoBar L
AMpyeoBe / ApecBe 8 B C E IT Q f' £ 1582 TR UBS*] AnyecBar /
AMyeoBor D L A © 33 892 [Lac. A]
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Lac. A k Ath Did

gav/ov R BCELAOIIQ f' {33 892 1582 TR USB* Or] omit
Dabe

artnonobe L] artnonre RBCDEA®TII Q' £°338921582ab
e TR USB* Or
Matt 22:14

oMot yop kAntot, ohryot 8¢ exhektor (Strom. 5.17.5) [C]

TOMOUG pEV TOUG KANTOUG, OALYOUG O€E TOUG EKAEKTOUS OLVITTOHEVOS
(Strom. 1.92.3) [All]

Lac. A k Ath Did

ekAektor XBCDEAO®TIQ £ TR UBS* Or] ot ekhektor L f!
892 1582; omit 33 [NA: a2 b e]

Omit in roto 33

kAntot | etotv kAntot RBCDEA®TTQ " (a) (b) (¢) Or TR
UBS* Or; e1otv o1 kAntor L ' 892 1582 (a) (b) (e)

Matt 22:36
pnotv ouv S18ackalog, Tig 1) HEYLOTN TV EVIOA®V NpwTnpevog: (Quis
div. 27.3) [All]

Lac. A k 1582 (Or) Ath Did
Matt 22:40
o\og o VOHOG KOl Ol TEPOPNTAL KPEHAVTAL (Paed. 3.88.1) [C]

ev TauTaig (Aeyet) TaLg evIoAaig OAOV TOV VOOV KO TOUS TEPOPNTAG
kpepacBar e kat eEnpmnobar (Serom. 2.71.1) [Ad]
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ev TauTaig (pnot) Taig duoty eviolaig OAOv TOV VOOV KOt TOUG
mpogntag kpepacBar (Serom. 5.97.1) [Ad]*

TEXT: ev tautoig Taig Suotv eVIOAALS OAOG O VOHOG KAl O TIPOPNTOL
KPEHOVTAL

Lac. A C 1582 k Or Ath Did

kat ot wpogntat kpepavrar E A TTQ ' £ TR] kpepavrat kat ot
mpogntar XBD L © 33 892ab e UBS*

odoc X'BCDELA®IQf'f®33892abe TR UBS'] omit X'

Matt 23:5
ouKoUV TIAQTUVELY Ta pUAaKTNpia (Strom. 1.49.1) [All]

Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did

Matt 23:8
eig yap o Sidaokalog (Strom. 1.12.3) [All]*

Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did
o S16aokahog X B 33 892 UBS'] o kabnynmg X DELAGTIIQ
£ 1582 TR [NA:abe]
Matt 23:8-9
(et 8e) e1g Srdaokahog ev oupavorg, (wg pnotv 1 ypagn) (Paed. 1.17.3) [All]

(¢pnoiv o Aoyog) pn ertrnte eautorg Sidaokalov et g yng (Strom.
2.14.3) [All]

(0Bev erkotwg etpnrar:) pn ermnte eautorg Sidaockalov et TG yNng
(Strom. 6.58.2) [All]

Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did
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Mate 23:9
E1G HIEV OUV O TIQTNP UH®V O EV TOLS OUPAVOLS ... PI) KOAEGT|TE OUV UHLV
€TTL TNG YNNG TTATEPA (q)r]ow) (Strom. 3.87.4) [Ad]*

{1 KAAEOTTE OUV EQUTOLS TIATEPQ ETTL TG YTG: DEGTIOTAL YOP ETIL THG
Y1, v 8¢ oupavorg o atnp (Ecl. 20.3) [Ad]*

OKOVUE TOU OWINPOC ... HUN KOAEL CEQUT® TIATEPQ ETIL YT (Quis div.
23.2) [Ad]

TEXT: ... matepa pn KOAECT|TE UPLY ETTL TNG YTS, 1§ ... O TIATNP VPGV
0 EV TOIG OUPAVIOG

Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did

vptv D©®abe] upwv XBELATTQ f' " 892 1582 TR UBS'
[Lac. 33]

omamp upov DELAOGTII Q' {7 1582 ab e TR] vpwv o matnp
X B 33892 UBS*

o ev o1 oupaviog ETT Q (a b e) TR] o ev oupavoig D A © f' 1582
(abe); 0 oupaviog & B L f" 334892 UBS*

koheonte RBDELOTIQ f' %33 892 1582 a b e TR UBSY
koheoBe A

Mate 23:25
(Trov To1€ QuTOIg q)r](nv:) OUQl ULV, OTL Koteotpﬂ;ets 10 eEW TOU

motnpiou kat tng Trapoyidog, evdobev de yepouotv akabapoiag. +
(Paed. 3.48.1) [Ad]*

Lac. Ab k Or Ath (Did)

e€w D] eEwbevRBCELAOIIQ ' £33 892 1582 TR UBS*
[NA: a e; Lac. Did]
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mapoyiboc XBCDELA® Q f' £33 8921582 TR a e UBS']
add Tou mivakoc IT [Lac. Did]

evdobev | eowbev RBCDELAG®IIQf' £33 892 1582 TR
UBS* NA: ae; Lac. Did]

yepouotv RBCDELAOITQ ' £33 892 1582 a TR UBS*
Did] pleni estis (=yepete) e

akabapoiag | akpactag KBD LA O ITf' £33 892 1582 a e TR
UBS* Did; adikiac CE Q

Matt 23:26
+ kabapioov TpwTov To EvSOV TOU TTOTNPLOV, VAl YEVITOL KAl TO
eEwBev kabapov (Paed. 3.48.1) [Ad]

Lac. Ab k Or Ath Did

motnpiou D © f' 1582 a e UBS] add kot g rapoyidog X B C E
LATI Q" 33892 TR

10 EwBev D] to ektoc X' BCEL O IT Q f' 1 33 892 1582 TR
UBS* 1o EVTOG R €KTOC A [NA: a e]

evbov | evioc RBCDEL© Q ' £° 33 892 1582 TR UBS*;
gowlev ATI [NA:ae]

kaBapov ] autou kaBapov BD E © f' f* 1582 UBS* a e; autwv
kabapov X CLATIQ 33 892 TR
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Mate 23:27
ouda1il (YGP) U},llV, YPG}J}JGTElg KAl q)CXPIO'GlOl UTTOKP[TCX[ ((PT]O'IV O
KUP1OG), OTL OHOL0L ECTE TAPOLG KEKOVIOHEVOLG: eEwBev™ o TAPOG

PALVETOL WPALOG, VOOV B¢ YEjEL OOTEWV VEKP®V KAL TTAGTS
akabapoiag (Paed. 3.47.4) [C]*

Lac. A (b) k Or Ath (Did)

opotot eote’!/ oporalete B ! 1582] mapopotalere XCDELA©
ITQ £33 892 TR UBS* Did [NA: ae; Lac. b]

kekoviapevols X D] add oirives X’ BCELAG® T Q f' £33 892
1582 a ¢ TR UBS* [Lac. b Did]

0 TAPOG POLVETAL WPALOG D] pawvovtar wpatot XBCELA®II
Q f' £ 892 1582 TR UBS*; parent hominibus speciosa (=patverat
avBpwtroig wpatog) a b e; paivese toig avBpworg Sikator 33
[Lac. Did]

veper D] yepouorv XRBCELAOTIQ ' £33 892 1582abe TR
UBS* Did

ot "BCDELAOIIQ'{?338921582ae TR UBS*| 1t Did
[Lac. b]

evdov 8¢ (a) (b) (¢)*°] ecwbev Did; eowbev & RBCDEL A ®IT
Q f' £33 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS* [Lac b]

mtaong akabopoiog XBCDELAOITQ f' £33 8921582ab
TR UBS' Did] omnies inmunditiae (=Ttravteg akaBapoiar) e

>3 Since the use of particle pev is not genetically significant, the following variant
from Matt 23:27 is not included in the textual analysis.
eEwbev D A a] eEwbev pev RBCEL © IT Q ' 33 892 1582 ¢ TR UBS%
pev eEwbev f° [Lac. b Did]
> The variant reading opotot eote is most likely a scribal error derived from
opotalete rather than an independent reading or an adaptation from Tapopotalere.
> Though the Old Latin confirms the presence of the conjunction, it makes no
distinction between evdov and ecwBev. For this reason, this variant is listed in the
apparatus, but it does not affect the analysis of Clement’s text.
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Matt 23:33

(kat T evayyehw Sia Iwavvou) ogeig (pnotv) yevvnpata exidvav
(Paed. 1.80.1) [C]

Lac. A (a) k Ath (Did)

opeic RBCDELA®TIIQ ' £33 892 1582 a e TR UBS* Did]
omit b

Matt 23:37%
ov 'I.'POT[OV Oleg O'UVCXYEI TA VOOO1A UTTO 'I.'(Xg T[TEPUYGg GUTT]g (P.QC‘C{.
1.14.4) [Ad]*

(wg kav T evayyehw Aeywv,) TToookig NBeEAnoa cuvayayety To
TEKVA GO, OV TPOTIOV OPVLS GUVAYEL TA VOTOLA QUTNG UTIO TAG
TTepUYag autng kat ouk nBeAnoote (Paed. 1.76.1) [Ad]*

TEXT: ... mooakig nfeAnoa ouvayayetv Ta TEKVA 0OV, OV TPOTIOV
0pVi§ CUVaYEL Ta vooota [autng / omit | uTro Tag TrTEpUYag auTng
kat ouk nBeAnoarte

Lac. A k Ath (Did)

opvig ouvayet / emouvoyet RBD L O f' £33 892 1582abe
UBS* Or Did] emouvayet opvic CEATIQ TR

avutne X D A 33892 UBS*] eautne XX CEL O T Q f' f* 1582 TR
Or; omit Clem® B Did [NA:abe]

mrepuyog autng Aabe] mrepuya XBCDEL O T Q f' £ 33
892 1582 TR UBS* Or Did

> While the following two verses are nearly parallel to Luke 13:34, the presence
of the verb ouvayw after opvig indicates the reference is most likely to Matt 23:37,
since the verb emouvayw after opvig is unique to the Matthaean tradition.
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Mate 24:35
Kat auTotg Aeyet: 1 YN (pnot) makaiwbnoetat kat o oupavog
TIapENEUOETOL B/Protr. 78.4) [Ad]

Lac. A C k Or Ath Did

maperevoetar X B D L 33 892 e UBS' | mapeleuoovior EA © I1
Q' 71582 ab TR; omit X’

ooupavogc XX BDELAOIIQf' {733 8921582ab e TR UBS']
omit X’

Matt 25:1-2
TOUTH TOL KA1 01 TWV ppovipmy TtapBevewv Aaptrades at vuktwp
avnppevar (Serom. 5.17.3) [All]

ag ATELKOOTEY TO EVay YENOV Taig Nytaopevals TapBevolg Taig
mpoodeyopevaig Tov kuptov (Strom. 7.72.5) [All]

Lac. A (33) (a) ¢ k (Or) Ach (Did)

Matt 25:26
movnpe douke ermtev kot okvnpe + (Strom. 1.3.2) [C]

Lac. e k Or Ath Did

movnpe Souke RBCDELA®ITQ ' £33 8921582 TR UBS']
doule rovnpe Aab

Matt 25:27
+ edet o€ Baderv To apyupia pou toig TpatreliTang, kat eNbwv eyw
ekopLoapny av To gpov (Serom. 1.3.2) [C]

Lac. e k Or Ath Did
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1o apyvptov "’'ACDELATTQf' {33892 1582ab TR] 1a
apyvpia X B © UBS'

eNbwv eyw exoproapnvav XBCDEAO T Q f' £33 1582 (a)
(b) TR UBS*] eNBwv av eyw ekopioapnv L 892 (a) (b); eyw eABwv
EKOpIoapny av A

oe]osouv RBCL®33892UBS ouvoe ADEATIQ ' ¥
1582 ab TR

Matt 25:30

ETTL TOUTOIG O aypeLog Soulog eig To eEwtepov epAndnoetar okotog
(Strom. 1.3.2) [Ad]”

Lac. (C) e k Or Ath Did

epPAnOnoeton | exParere RABCELA®IIQ f' {7 (33) 892
1582 UBS*; exPorhete TR; Boketar eEw D [NA: 2 b]

Matt 25:33
kat Ta apvia S pou (otav Aeyn) otnrw ek SeErwv (Paed. 1.14.2) [All]

0 Yap 10Tag Toug pev ek SeEtwv Toug Oe €€ evmwvupmv (Paed. 1.71.3) [All]

Lac. C e k Or Ath (Did)

Matt 25:34
SeuTe, 01 EVAOYNHEVOL TOU TIATPOS POV, KANPOVOUNOATE TNV

nrotpacpevny uptv Baothetav ato katafoAng koopou + (Quis
div, 30.25I [C]

%7 The context of this reference to Matt 25:26-27 suggests it is from Matt 25:30,
rather than the parallel passages in Matt 8:12 or 22:13.
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SeuTe (ELTTE) TIPOG HE TTAVTEG OL EUAOYNHEVOL, KAPOVOHNOATE THV
nrotpacpevny uptv Baotheiav oo katafolng koopou + (Paed.
3.93.4) [Ad]*

Lac. C e k (Or) (Ath) Did

Matt 25:35
+ ETELVAOA YOp Kot SedwKate pot payetv, eb1ynoa Kat ETTOTIONTE |IE,
Eevog nunv kat ouvnyoyete pe + (Paed. 3.93.4) [C]

(Aeywv) emetvaoa kot eSwkate pot payety ediynoa kot eSwKATe pot
mewv (Strom. 2.73.1) [C]

(0 KUPLOG PN) ETTELVAOQ KL EYOPTATOTE i€ ESLYNOA KAL ETTOTIOATE fE
Eevog npunv kat ouvnyoyete pe + (Strom. 3.54.3) [C]

+ ETELVOOA YOP KOL EDWKATE [OL PaYELY, KAt edynoa Kat edwKaTe
pot Trietv, kat Eevog npny kat ouvnyayete pe + (Quis div. 30.2) [C]

TIWG AV TIG TEELVWVIA TPEPOL KO SIYmVTA TTOTILOL KA YUHVOV
okemalot kot aoteyov ouvayor (Quis div. 13.4) [All]

TroTilewv Tov dSywvia, aprov Sidopat Tw TEtvwvTL, uTtodexeoBat Tov
aoteyov, + (Quis div. 13.6) [All]

TEXT: emeivaca yop kat eSwKaTte pot payeLv, eStynoa Kat
[emroTioaTE pe /edwkate pot Tietv kat), Eevog nunv kat
TUVIYQYETE HE

Lac. C (a) e k (Or) (Ath) Did

poyev RABDEL©TTQ f' £ 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or Ath]
add kot Ab [Lac. a]

emotioate pe XABDELAOTIIQf' £33 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Ath] e8wkate b [Lac. a]

edwkore! R ABDELAGITIQ {33892 1582 TR UBS* Or
Ath] dedistis (=eSwkag) b [Lac. a]
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ouvnyayere XABDELOITQ f' {733 892 1582 a b TR UBS']
mepiefalate A [Lac. Or Ath]

Matt 25:36
+ yupvog kat TrepieBolete pe (Serom. 3.54.3) [C]

+ yupvog kat trepiePolete pe, aoBevng ko emreokeyaoe pe, ev pulakn
npnv ko N\Bete Tpog pe (Paed. 3.93.4) [Ad]

+ Yupvog npnv kat eveduoate pe, nobevnoa kat emeokeyoobe pe, ev
pulakn nunv kat nAOete Tpog pe + (Quis div. 30.2) [Ad]

+ apgrevvuvar Tov yupvov (Quis div. 13.6) [All]

TEXT: yupvos kot TepieBoete pe, [noBevnoa / aoBevng] ko
emeokeyaoBe pe, ev pulakn nunv kar nABete™ trpog pe

Lac. C (a) e k (Or) Ath Did

nofevica RABDEL®TIIQ ' f° 33 892 1582 TR UBS?]
aoBevnc Clem? b; noBevnoon A [Lac. a Or]

pee ABDELA®IIQf' 338921582 TR UBS'] epe X [NA:ab]

> In his textual analysis of Cyril of Jerusalem, Roderic Mullen argues that the
variation between the aorist forms nABete (IT Q f' 892 TR Or) and n\Bate (X A B D
EL A © f" 33 UBSY) are genetically significant (see Mullen, Cyril of Jerusalem, 103).
Mullen bases his conclusion on the fact that all Byzantine control witnesses in his
study except A, Q, © attest to nABete, while all the Primary and Secondary
Alexandrian witnesses support nABate. While his conclusion is possible, it seems
unlikely. When A is added as one of the Byzantine witnesses, the division of the
Byzantine witnesses clearly favors nABate. The fact that Clement and Origen also
attest nA\Oete can be seen as a further indication that nABete was not merely
Byzantine. For these reasons, it seems best to leave the distinction out of the
apparatus and to consider the readings only a result of an orthographic peculiarity.
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Matt 25:37
+ TOTE (XT[OKpleI]O'OVTGl AUTW O1 61]((1101 )\EYOVTEg, KUplE TTIOTE O¢€
8160|JEV TTELVOVTA KAl EepElVGpEV, T] 611|JCOVTCX KAt EWOTlOGpEV +

(Quis div. 30.3) [C]

Lac. C (a) e k Or Ath Did

autw RABDELAOTIIQ 338921582 ab TR UBS*] omit "

otSikator RABDELOIIQ ' {°338921582ab TR UBS*]
omit A

TEWVOVIA ... eTToTioapey XABDELAOTIT Q' £ 8921582 b
TR UBS*] omit 33 [Lac. a]

Matt 25:38
+ rote O¢ e1dopev o€ Eevov kat CGUVIYQYOHEV, 1] YUHVOV Kal

meprePadopev; + (Quis div. 30.3) [C]

Lac. C (a) e k Or Ath Did

ewdopev oe D O] oe erdopev XABELATI Q f' 933 892 1582 b
TR UBS* [Lac. a]

mmore ¢ RABDEL (4) © (IT) Q ' £ 892 1582 b TR UBS*] omit
33 [Lac. a]

n RABELA®IIQ ' {33892 1582ab TR UBS'] ka1 D
Mate 25:39

+ 1) Trote o€ e1dopev aoBevouvta kat emeokeyapeba 1 ev pulakn kot
n\Bopev tpog o€ + (Quis div. 30.3) [C]

Lac. C e k Or Ath Did

nmote Dab]omitn RABELA®TIIQ f' 33892 1582 TR
UBS*
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aoBevouvta B D © UBS*] acBevy RAELATI Q f' £33 892
1582ab TR

(8¢) oe erdopev XABD ELATIQ f' £33 892 1582 a TR UBS']
e e1dopev o ©; omit b

kat emeokeyapeba] omit RABDELA®TITQ ' {733 892 1582
ab TR UBS*

Matt 25:40
¢ 000V O (PNOLV) EVL TOUTGV ETIOLNOOTE TV EAXYLOT®Y, EHOL
emoinoate (Paed. 3.30.3) [C]

(ETILpEPEL) EQ OCOV ETTOINCOTE EVL TOUTMV TWV ENAYLOTWY, EHOL
emoinoate (Strom. 3.54.3) [C]

+ amokpiBeig o PactAeug eper autog, opnv Aeyw UpLY, ¢ 00OV
ETIOLNOATE EVL TOUTWV TOV AOEAP®V HOU TV EAAYIOT®V, EHOL
emoinoate (Quis div. 30.4) [C]

€ 00OV ETTOINCATE TOLG HIKPOLG TOUTOLG, EHOL ETIOLNOATE (Paed. 3.93.5)

[Ad]

(0] de EV1 TOUTWV TWV E)\GXlOT(,OV T[ET[OIT]K(XTE, EpOl 'ITETL'OIT]KGTE
(Strom. 2.73.1) [Ad]

TEXT: ... amokpiBeig o Baotheug epet autolg, apnv Aeyw upty, €
00OV ETIOLNOOTE EVL TOUT®V TWV GOEAP®V POV TWV EAXYLOTGY,
€HOL ETTOLNOATE

Lac. C e k (Or) Ath Did

o Paotheug eper autorg RABELAGTITQ f' £33 892 1582 TR
UBS'] epet avtoig o Paoiheug D; rex dicit illis (= Paotheug Aeyer
avtoig) ab [Lac. Or]

Twv adedpwv pou RADELAOITQ ' 733 8921582ab TR
UBS*] omit B [Lac. Or]



116 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Matt 25:41
kat 1o Tup (€ TTPOTKOTIELTE) O NTOLHATEY O KUPLOg Tw Sraxfolm Kat
1016 ayYeNoig autou (Procr. 83.2) [Ad]*

TOALY €K T®V EVOVTII®V TOUG TAUTA {iT) TIAPATYOVIOS QUTOIS EIG TO TTUP
epPoret To arwviov; (Quis div. 30.5) [All]

Lac. C e k (Or) Ath (Did)

o nrotpaoev D f' 1582 a b] 1o nrotpacpevov XRABELAOTIQ
£ 33 892 TR UBS* Or Did

o xuptog | o ratnp pou D f' 1582 ab] omit RABELA®TIT Q¥
33 892 TR UBS* Or Did

Matt 26:23
og av epPaynrat pet epou (Aeywv) eig To TpuBAiov, outog pe
mapadwoet (Paed. 2.62.4) [Ad]

Lac. e k (Or) Ath Did

HET EHOU €1G D] per epouev CEAOTITQ ' {7 1582 TR Or; per
epou v Yetpaev X A B L 33 892a b UBS*

10 TpuPhiov D ab] 1w tpuPhMid RABCELA®TIIQ f' {33
892 1582 TR UBS* Or

epPoynrar | evBamtopevog D; epfayog RABCELAG®TIIQ f!
£ 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or; intingit (=epBorrer) a b

Matt 26:27

Kal EVAOYTOEV YE TOV owvov, erTtwv: Aafete, miete: + (Paed. 2.32.2)
[Ad]

Lac. e k Or Ath Did
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Matt 26:28
+ TOUTO HOU EOTLV TO QLHA ... TIEPL TIOANGWV EKYUVVOHEVOV EIG APETLY
apaptiwv (Paed. 2.32.2) [C]*

Lac. e k Or Ath Did

TOUTO ... AI{A ] touto yopeomitoaypopou XABCDELA®
ITQ ' £33 892 1582 b TR UBSY; touto €01t 10 atpa pou ' b

mept XKABCDELA®TIIQ ' £33 892 1582 TR UBS'] umep
D [NA:ab]

Matt 26:29
OU 1) TI1® €K TOU YEVIHATOS TG OHTIEAOU TAUTNG, HEXPLS AV TILW AUTO
ped upwv ev ) Pactheia Tou oTpog pou (Paed. 2.32.3) [Ad]”

Lac. e k Or Ath Did

mo' |addamoprt RABCDELAG®ITQf' {33892 1582ab
TR UBS*

ped upwv | ped upwv katvov RABDEAGTIIQ 7892 1582ab
TR UBS* kowvov peb vpwv CL{' 33

% While this verse is similar to readings in Mark 14:23, the use of iete before
this reference seems to indicate Clement has the text of Matthew in mind.

% The previous references to Matt 26:27-28 suggest this passage is mostly likely
from Matt 26:29 and not the parallel passage in Mark 14:25. The loose nature of
Clement’s adaptation makes it impossible to determine whether the following
variants are genetically significant. For this reason, they are listed here but not included
in the textual analysis.

tou A 892] Toutou R CL (a) (b); Toutou Tou ’'ABDE® I Q f' {133
1582 () (b) TR UBS*
mw? D O] mvew XABCELATITQ ' {33892 1582ab TR UBS*
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Matt 27:46
(wg ev Tw evayyehio:) nAt N\t (avtt Tou) Bee pou, Bee pou (Ecl. 57.3) [C]

Lac. C e k (Or) Ath Did

Spiindt ADEAOGTTIQ ' £ 892 1582 a b TR UBS] ehwvet eAwer
X B33;an\tan\ L [Lac. Or]

Matt 27:52
VaL PNV KAl CWHOTA PO TO EUAY YEALOV TIOAQ T®V KEKOTHMHEVGV
aveotacBar (Szrom. 6.47.1) [All]

Lac. e k Ath Did

Matt 28:19
10 TouTo Pnotv o [ETPOC ELPNKEVAL TOV KUPIOV TOLS ATTOTTONOLG: EQV
5 ¢ Merpog etp p A
pev ouv Tig BeAnomn tou Iopan) petavonoag dia Tou ovoparog pou
moTevety ettt tov Beov, apebnooviar autw at apaptiat. peta Oe
Swdeka etn eEeNBETE €16 TOV KOOOV, PN TIG ELTIN: OUY NKOUCAEV
(Strom. 6.43.3) [All]*

Lac. C Lk (Or) (Did)

THE GOSPEL OF MARK

Mark 8:38
0¢ Yop av emaioyuvln pe 1) Toug epoug AoYOoUg eV TH YEVEQ TAUTI) T
potyoAidt kat apApTWA®, KAt 0 U1og Tou avBpwiou
ematoyuvBnoetar autov, otav eABn ev ) doEn Tou TTaTpog awtou
HETa TV ayYeEA®V autou (Strom. 4.70.2) [C]

Lac. W e Ath Did

' The following variant from Matt 27:46 is likely due to itacism and is not
included in the apparatus. nAt At A TT Q £ 892 TR UBS] nhet ket D E A © f' 1582

52 While the first part of this text has some allusion to Matt 28:19, the second half
appears to refer to an agrapha of Jesus (see Busebius, Hist. eccl 5.18.14).
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Tout) RABCDELA®TIQ £ 33579 892 1582 b TR UBS']
omit ak Or

yap RABCELA®OTIQ f 33579892 1582 a b k TR UBS*
Or] 8 D

ov/eav RBCELAOTIIQ ' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
UBS* omit A [NA:abk]

ematoxuvOnpe RBCELAOITQ ' £ 33579892 1582abk
TR UBS* Or] emmatoyuvOn pev A; emmeoyuvBnoetar epe D

nlxat RABCDELA®TII Q' {33579 8921582abk TR
UBS* Or

m XABCDELATIQ f' £33 579 892 1582 () (b) (k) TR
UBS® Or] add rovnpa ko1 ©

autou! XRABCDELAO®II Q' {33579 892 1582abk TR
UBS*] omit Or

avtov’ | twv aytwv XABCDELA®ITQf' 33579 892
1582ab k TR UBS* Or

Mark 9:29
Ta Totavta evyn kotopBouvtar (Ecl 15.1) [All]

Lac. (33) e Or Ath Did

Mark 10:17
EKTTOPEVOHEVOU AUTOU €15 000V TIpooeABwV Tig eYOVUTIETEL AeY WV:
didaokake ayabe, 11 TOINOW, VA LNV ALOVIOV KANPOVOpNOW; +

(Quis div. 4.4) [L]*®

5 According to Clement, the verses identified above as Mark 10:17-31 from
Quis div. 4 are from the Gospel of Mark. He notes a similar account can be found in
the other “accepted” Gospels, albeit with minor variation: Touta pev ev T kota
Mapkov euayyeh® YEYPATITAL KOl £V TOIS AAAOLS SE TTAOLY TOLE AVWHONOYTHEVOLS
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Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

eicodov RBCDEAW Q f'579 892 1582 b TR UBS*] add 180u
11 TAovotog A © IT{"; omit a k

1c bkl]eic RBCDEAW Q £'579 892 1582 a TR UBS*; omit A
OIIt"

Aeywv D © fPab] omit RABCEATTW Qf'579 892 1582 k
TR UBS*

wa RABCDEAOTIQf' {892 1582 ab k TR UBS*] omit W 579

mpooeNBwv | mpoobpapwy XABCDEATIW Q f' £ 579 892
1582 (a) (b) TR UBS*; 8papwv ©; omit k

EYOVUTIETEL | KOL YOVUTIETNOAG auTov eTnpwta outov X A B CE
O TV Q f'579 892 1582 TR UBS*; YovUTIETNOAG QUTOV ETTNPWTX
auTov A; KAl YOVUTIETGV QUTOV NpwTa autov D; kat yovutetwv
autov emnpwta avtov % genibus prostratus rogabat eum (=ta
YOVOTAl YOVUTIETNOOS ETTNpWTa autov?) a; adgeniculans rogans
eum (=yovuTeTmV eTepwT®V autov?) b; genibus obsecrans illum
... interrogabat (=ta yovora Seopevog autov ... emnpwta?) k

momow RABCDEAGTIIQ {579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS?]
moinocog W

OALYOV HEV 1OWG EKACTOYOU TWV PHHATOV EVOANACTEL TTavTa S THv autnv Thg
yvopng ouppwviay emdeikvutar (Quis div. 5.1). Textual scholars have questioned
the use of lemmata as an accurate indication of a Father’s text (e.g. Fee, “The Use of
Greek Patristic Citations,” 355). The particular problem involves the possibility that
later scribes may have been tempted to alter a large block-quotation to conform with
the form of the text more familiar to them. While the possibility of such scribal
tampering should not be overlooked, there is no indication that it is a concern here.
If a scribe had altered Clement’s text of Mark 10, one would expect the text to bear a
close affinity to a particular text-type; this is not the case. On the contrary, Clement’s
lemmata are quite loose. The fact that his quotations at times vary between an
adaptation and allusion of the text indicates Clement was likely loosely quoting the
passage from memory. This situation is discussed more fully on p. 236 below and in
the following footnotes to the apparatus in Mark 10.
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Mark 10:18
+ 0 &¢ Inooug Aeyer: 1 pe ayaBov Aeyeig; oudeig ayabog et pn eig o
Beoc. + (Quis div. 4.5) [L]*

Lac. L 33 ¢ (Or) Ath Did

Aeyer ak] etmev outd RABCDEA®TMIW Q f' £ 579 892
1582 b TR UBS* [Lac. Or]

ayaBov Aeyeig k] Aeyeig ayabov RABCDEAOTIVW Qf' {7
579 892 1582 a b TR UBS* Or

Inoouc RABCDEOIIW Q ' {579 892 1582 b k TR UBS"]
omit A; add intuens illum (=epPAeyag autov) a [Lac. Or]

pneicoBeogc RABCEAOTIW Q f' £ 579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or] povog €1 Beog D; unus solus Deus (=gt povog Beog) a (b);
unus Dominus (=e1g kuprog) k

Mark 10:19

+ TAG EVIONO 010AG: pIT) HOLXEUONG, HT) YOVEUOTS, KN KAEWNG, p)
yeuSopapTupnong, TiHa TOV TTOTEPA GOV Kat TNV pntepa. + (Quis
div. 4.5) [L]

Lac. L (Q2) 33 ¢ Or Ath Did

0ldac RABCDEAOTIIW Q ' 579 892 1582 TR UBS"]
custodi (=tnper) b k; add ait quae (=heyet Torag) a

pn poiyevong pn poveuons A E O IT Q £ a b TR] pn povevong pn
poryevong X B C AW 579 892 UBSY; [T HIOTYEUOTNG [i1) TTOPVEUOTG
D k; pn porxevong ' 1582; pn govevong X'

yeuSopaptupnong B ATTW f' 9 579 1582] add pn amrootepnong
XACDE® Q892abk TR UBS*

% Qutside of its context here, this verse is indeterminable.
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oou RABCEAOTIIW {' {892 1582 ab k TR UBS*] omit D
579 [Lac. Q]
pntepa ABD EATTW ' £ 579 892 1582 TR UBS*] add oou & C
®abk [Lac. Q]

Mark 10:20

+ 0 &¢ arokpiBeig Aeyel autw: TTavTa Tauta pUAAEA EK VEOTNTOG pOU.

+ (Quis div. 4.6) [L]

Lac. L Q 33 ¢ (Or) Ath Did

o &e amrokpifeig A (C)DEOIT{' " 1582 (b) k TR] 0 6 X B W
579 892 UBS* qui respondens (=og omoxpt@ag) a;omit A [Lac. Or]

AeyetL autw b] epn avtw S16aokale R B C A W 579 892 UBS*
errev autw Otdaokale A D E © {1 a TR; ermrev avtw ! 1582;
dixit magister (=etmev S18aokale) k; ewmev IT [Lac. Or]

movta tavta D © b k Or] tavta mavia RABCEATI W ' {1
579 892 1582 a TR UBS*

gpulaEa A D 892 Or] epulaEopnv RBCEA O T W £ 579 TR
UBS*; emoinoa f! 1582 [NA:ab k]

pou RABCDEAW f'579 892 1582 b k TR UBS] add 1 em
votepw O ITf"7 a [Lac. Or]

Mark 10:21

+ 0 6¢ Inooug epPAeyag NyaTTNOEV QUTOV KAl ELTIEV: EV 001 UOTEPEL: €L

Beleig Tehetog ewvar, TwAnoov ooa exeig kat dradog TTwYOLG, KAt
eEerg Onoaupov ev oupavw, kat Seupo akohoubet pot. + (Quis div.
4.6) [L]”

Lac. L (Q) 33 ¢ (Or) Ath Did

% This verse has clear marks of being a conflation of Matt 19:21; Mark 10:21;

and Luke 18:22. Clement’s text also reveals the following variant in Mark 10:21.
Since the variant is most likely the result of itacism, the distinction is not included in
the apparatus. akohoubet rell] akohoubn Q
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Inoouc XBCDEA® W f'®579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS*] omit
ATI [Lac. Q Or]

euev / errev autwd XA B CDEA W f' (579) 892 1582 b k TR
UBSY; ermrev autw €1 Oeleic tehetoc ervar © IT; ait illi (=heyer
auTw) a; AeyeL autw et Belerg Teetog evar f[Lac. Q Orf

evoor ADEW '3 1582abk TR Or] evoe B C A ® I1579 892
UBS*% ettev oe X [Lac. Q]

dradog rwyoig £ (a) (k)] Sog mrwyoic ABEATIW Q 579;

Sog To1g TTwyotg & C D © f' 892 1582 TR UBS* [NA: b; Lac. Or]

kot RABCDEA®IIW Q579 892 b k TR UBS*] add apag
Tov otaupov f' 1582 a; apag Tov otavpov cou " [Lac. Or]

por "RBCDA®W f' {579 892 1582 a b k UBS*] add apag Tov
otaupov AETT Q TR [Lac. Or]

epPAeyag | add autwo XABCDEAOTIIW £ 579 892 1582 a
bk TR UBS* [Lac. Q Or]

nyomnoev autovkat RABCDEAOTITW ' £ 8921582 a k TR
UBS® Or"] osculates est eum et (=karepiAnoev autov et) b; omit
579 [Lac. Q]

€1 Beherc TeAetoc etvar J omit RABCDEA®IIW Q£ {2579
892 1582 ab k TR UBS* [Lac. Or]

TIWANCOV 00Q EXELS ] UTIAYE O0Q EXELG mTwAnoov XABCDEA
OV ' 579892 1582abk TR [Lac. Or]

Mark 10:22
+ 0 8¢ oTUyvVaoag T T Aoyw artnABe Auttoupevog: nv yap exwv
kpnpata ToMa kat aypous. + (Quis div. 4.7) [L]

amn\Be oTuyvog kot katnene (Quis div. 20.1) [Ad]

Lac. L 33 ¢ Or Ath Did
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em T Aoyw XABCEATIW Q f' 579 892 1582 TR UBS*]
et Toutwv hoyw (D) © £ a (b) (k)

kpnpata moMa RABCEAO®TIW Q ' {579 892 1582 TR
UBS'] moMa xpnpata Dabk

kat aypous bk]omit RABCDEA®TIIW Q f' {579 892
1582 a TR UBS*

otuyvacagc XABCEA®TIW Q f' 579 892 1582 TR UBS*]
eotuyvaoev D [NA:ab k]

Mark 10:23
+ eptPAeyapevog e o Inooug Aeyet Toig pabnraig avtou: Twg
SUOKOAWE O1 TA YPNHOTA EYOVTES ELl0EAEVTOVTAL E1G THY Paothetav
tou Beov. + (Quis div. 4.8) [L]

Lac. L Q 33 e Or Ath Did

Aeyer K’'ABDEOI W f' £ 579 892 1582 a b TR UBS*] eheyev
R C:eamev Ak

meptBheyapevos Se | kar mepiPeyapevosc RABCDEAG® W
f' £579 1582 a b k TR UBS*

1o RABDEAOTIIV ' {579 1582 TR UBS*] omit C [NA:abXk]
etoehevooviat ... Tou Beou® W] eic v Paocthetav Tou Beou
eioeheucovior XABCDEAOTIf! f° 579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS*

Mark 10:24%7
+ ot 8¢ paBnrar eBapPouvto et Toig Aoyoig autou. waktv S o Inooug
amokpifeig Aeyer autoig: Tekva, ¢ Suokolov €0TL TOUg
memrorBotag et ypnpootv eig v Pactieiav tou Beou eroerBerv: +

(Quis div. 4.9) [L]

% The agreement between Clement and W is not listed as a significant variant.
The loose nature of Clement’s quotations in Mark makes it highly uncertain if
readings with singular support are anything more than accidental.

% The OL MSS a b invert vv. 24 and 25.
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Lac. L (Q2) 33 e Or Ath Did

pabntar X AB C ETTW £ 579 892 TR UBS] add autou D A ©
' 1582 a b k [Lac. Q]

amokpifeig Aeyet autoig XABCDEITQ f' £ 1582ab TR
UBSY amokpibeig erev autorg A © W 892; respondens dicit
(=amokpiBeig Aeyer) k; omit 579

ekva RBCDA® Q 579 892 TR UBS*] tekvia A W ' 1582 a
b; omit EITk

Toug TemrotBotag e ypnpootv A C (D) E (©) T1 Q (t') () 579
892 1582 (b) (TR)] omit X B A W k UBS*; [qui] pecunias habent vel
confidentes in eis (=[og] xpnpora eyouotv 1 emoiBotag ev avtorg) a

mtalv 8¢ o Incouc | o 8¢ Inooug Tohiv RBCDEAG TV Q f'
£13 892 1582 a (b) (k) TR UBS* o0 & A; omit 579

etg v Pactheiav tou Beou e1oeNfetv RABCDEAOTIW Q f'
579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS"] e10eNBewv ei¢ Ty Baoiieiav tou Beou £

Mark 10:25
+ eukohwg dra g Tpupaiag g Pedovng kapnlog etoekevoetar 1)
mAouotog eig Ty Pactheiav Tou Beou. + (Quis div. 4.9) [L]*

Lac. L 33 ¢ Or Ath Did

g Tpupahiag B E Q 892 TR UBS*] tpupaliog XA CAO MW
£ 579 1582; tpnparog X' pupahibog D; tputtnpartog £ [NA:ab k]

n mhouotog D %] nmhouoctov RABCEA®TI W Q (f') 579 892
1582 b k TR UBS* [NA: a]

8 Although this reference is part of Clement’s larger lemmata of Mark 10, it
shares more of the characteristics of an allusion than the traditional lemma. If it were
not included within the larger lemmata of Mark, it would be impossible to identify
its source.
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g Perovng | Perovng £ g pagidog B E Q@ TR UBS4%
popidoc XKACDAOTIV ' 579 892 1582 [NA:ab k]

eioehevoetal | Siehevoetar D; eroeNetv RAEAO W Q 579 k
TR; 651eN0erv B C IT f' £ 892 1582 b; intravit (=eton\Bev ?) a

Bcou RABCDEAOTIIW Q' {892 1582 ab k TR UBS?]

oupavwv 579

Mark 10:26
+ o1 8¢ epLoowg eEeTAnooovTo Kat eAeyov: Tig ouv duvatar owBnvat

+ (Quis div. 4.9) [L]

Teproocws eEemAnoocovto (Quis div. 20.4) [C]

Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

kat eheyov | Aeyovteg Tpog autov kar X B C A W 892; Aeyovreg
mpog eautoug kart AD E@ T Q ' £ 579 1582 a b (k) TR UBS*

ouv]omit RABCDEA®TIW Qf' 579892 1582abk TR
UBS*

Mark 10:27%
+ 0 &¢ epPAeyag autoig ermev: o 11 Tapa’ avBpwrois aduvarov,
mopa Bew duvatov. + (Quis div. 4.9) [L]

Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

ermev R ak] heyet "ABCDEAOTIW Qf' {7579 892 1582 b
TR UBS*

% This lemma has more of the characteristics of an adaptation than a precise
quotation.
7 The following variant is not included in the apparatus, since it is not
genetically significant.
mopa' RABCDEATIW Q f' 579 892 1582 TR UBS*] add pev ©
£ [NA: ab k]
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avBpwmorg RABCEATTW Q ' 579 892 1582 (a) k TR UBS']
add touto D t"; avBpwog touto © b

aduvarov [eotiv’'] D a b k] aduvarov al\ ou rapar (tw) Bew R
(A)BCEA® (M)W Qf' {579 892 1582 (TR) UBS*

mapa [8e 1w] Bew Sduvatov D (a) (b) (k)] wavia yap Suvara
mapa (tw) Bew (X) B (C) © (892) (UBSY); ravta yap duvata
eoTwv Tapa T Bew A ETT Q £ 1582 TR; mavta yap duvata e
Bew 579; omit A W t;

066”]8 ADEOIIQ 579 892 (k) TR] omit RBC AW f'
1582 (a) UBS*; et (=xau) (b)

epPreyagc RABCDEATTW Qf' {579 8921582abk TR
UBS'] amoxpiBeig ©

oTt]omit RABCDEAOIIW Q' {35798921582abk TR
UBS*

Mark 10:28
+ npEato” o Ietpog Aeyely autw: 18e NpELS aPNKOpEY TTAVTA Kat
nxohoubnoayev oot. + (Quis div. 4.10) [L

Lac. L 33 ¢ Or Ath Did

7' While eotv is not part of Clement’s citation, it is clear that he shares the
characteristics of this reading and not the other.

72 Although part of a continuous quotation, the loose nature of Clement’s
citation makes it impossible to determine whether his text includes the introductory
conjuncton & or if it was added along with his inclusion of the definition article o.

73 As mentioned previously, it is extremely difficult to determine the presence or
absence of introductory conjunctions and particles in a Father’s text. This is even
more the case, since Clement has already been shown to inconsistent in his
transmission of them (e.g., Mark 10:23, 27). For this reason, it is unwise to attempt
to determine his textual affinity on the basis of his omission of kot in Mark 10:28.
For this reason, the following variant is not included in the textual analysis.

npEato RABCEAOW Q' 579 892 1582 UBS*] xat npEato
D ab k TR; npEoato &¢ I1
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o [etpog Aeyerv avtw A (D) ETT Q £ 579 892 (a) (b) (k) TR]
Aeyetv o IMetpog autw & B C A W UBSY autw Aeyewv o [etpog f!
1582; )\syav avtw o Ilerpog ©

nkolouBnoapev RAEAO® T W Q ' {579 892 1582 TR]
nkohoubnkapev B C D UBS'] [NA:abk]

oot ABCDE®IW Qf' 579892 1582 a k TR UBS*] add 1t
apa eotat npv X by oou A

18¢ ]18ou RABCDEAOTI VW Qf' 2579 892 1582 TR UBS*
[NA:abk]

maviakat RABCDEAOTIW Qf' {579 892 1582 k TR
UBS'] omit et (=xa) a; add nostra (=npwv) b

Mark 10:29
armokpieig Se Inooug: apnv uptv Aeyw, o av agrn Ta 1610 KAt YOVELS
Kat aSeAPOUG KAl XPHHATO EVEKEV EHOU KL EVEKEV TOU
evayyehov, + (Quis div. 22.1) [Ad]™

+ amrokpiBeig &e 0 Inooug:” apnv uptv Aeyw, og av ogn ta 1d1a kat
YOVELS Katt ABEAPOUS KAl XPIHOTA EVEKEV EHOU KA EVEKEV TOU
evayyehou, + (Quis div. 4.105l [L]

Lac. L (©) 33 e Or Ath Did

7 Though Clement’s references to Mark 10:29 are somewhat loose, it should be
pointed out that he cites the passage almost identically in two different contexts. The
first reference occurs as part of Clement’s lemmata of Mark 10 and the other as an
isolated reference latter in the work. While one of the references is categorized as a
lemma due to its location, it is by nature better classified as an adaptation. As noted
previously, the loose nature of Clement’s lemmata of Mark and the identical
appearance of some of those references elsewhere in his work suggest that Clement
quoted the passage from memory. This same phenomena also occurs in Clement’s
reference to Mark 10:30. For a discussion of how the relation of Clement’s lemmata
of Mark and the question of whether this passage can be taken as an accurate
reflection of Clement’s text of Mark, see the discussion on p. 236.

7 Stihlin inserts the emendation [Aeyet]. While this addition makes the text read
easier to read, I have chosen to omit it, since there is no such textual tradition among
New Testament manuscripts.
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amokpifeic ACDEOITQf' {7 1582ab (k)] epn B A 892
UBSY; epn avtorg W 579; epn avtw X

Inoouc X BD A 579 892 UBS*] add etmev ACE®TIT Q f' £ 1582
a k TR; add ait (=Aeyet) b; omit W

gpou kat evekev R°C EATT W £ 579 892 a b k UBS*] epou n
evekev D © f' 1582; epou kar A B TR; omit X' [Lac. Q]

uptv Aeyw | Aeyw UpLY RABCDEAOIW Q{579 892
1582 ab k TR UBS

06 ... Xpnpota | oudetg e0Tiv og apnkev otkiav 1) adehpoug N
adehpag n pnrepa n TaTepa N Tekva 1 aypous B © UBSY; oudeig
EO0TLV O¢ a@NKeV o1kiav 1 adehpoug 1 adehpag 1) TTaTepa 1) pNTEpQ
n tekva n oypous X ' 1582; oudeig 0TIV 0G APnKeV OIKIAW 1)
adeApoug 1 adehpag 1) TTOTEPA 1) HNTEPA 1) YUVALKA 1) TEKVA 1)
aypoug ETI (W) " 579 892 TR; ott oudeig €0TLV 0¢ APrKeV O1KLAV
1 adehpoug 1 adeApag 1) TTATEPA 1) PNTEPOL 1) YUVALKA 1) TEKVO 1}
aypous A; oudeig eoTiv 0g apnkev i adehpoug 1 adedpag 1
pnTEPA 1) TEKVA ) aypoug D a; oudeig e0TLv 0¢ agnkev otkiav 1
adedpoug 1 adehpag ) pnTEPA 1) TTOTEPA 1) YUVALKA 1) TEKVA 1)
aypous C; oudeig e0Tiv 0 apnkev oikiav 1) adeApoug i adehpag
1) PTEPQ 1) TTATEPA ) AYpoUS A; nemo est qui reliquerit aut fratres
aut sorores aut matrem aut filios (=oudeig eoTiv o apnkev 1
adelpoug 1 adehpag n pntepa 1 tekva) b; nemo est qui reliquerit
domum aut fratres aut sororem et matrem et filios (=oudeig eativ og

agpnkev otkiav 1 adehpoug 1 adedpny 1 pnTEpa Kat TEKVA KOl
tekva) k  [Lac. Q]

Mark 10:30
+ amolnyetat ekatoviamAaotova (Quis div. 22.1) [Ad]

+ QTTOANYETAL EKATOVIATIAGTIOVA VUV €V T KALPG TOUTM OYPOUS Kat
XPNHOTA KAl O1KLAG KAt ASENPOUG EXELY HETA DLWYHWV EIG TTOU; EV
de Tw epyopeve Cwnlv] eotv arwviog. + (Quis div. 4.10) [L]

76 Barbara Aland notes that, with the exception of this citation, “where Clement
. . ) , D . .
improves the clarity of the difficult sentence,” the remaining differences from his
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VUV 8€ EV T® KALP® TOUTM Oy POUS KOL XPHHATA KOL OLKIOG KAt
adehpoug exetv peta Stwypwv eig wou; (Quis div. 25.1) [Ad]”

peta Stwypwv (Quis div. 25.3) [C]
TEXT: ... QTIOMYETAL EKATOVIOTIAAGLOVO VUV EV T6) KALP® TOUTG

aypoug Kai XPT]}JGTG KAl O1K1a¢ KAt GSE)\(POUg EXELV HETA
LWYHWYV E1C TIOV; EV 68 TW EPYOHEVD C(DT]V ECTLV A1WV10CQ

Lac. (L) (Q2) 33 ¢ (Or) Ath Did

amohnyetat a] amohafn R f' 1582 b;Aofn ABCDEAOGTTW
£2 579 892 TR UBS* relinquet (=katohewper?) k [Lac. L Q Or]

vov RABCEAO®TIIW f' {579 892 1582 b TR UBS*] omit D a
k [Lac.L Q Or]

ev T kapw Toutw XNABCEAOTIIW ' {7579 892 1582ab TR
UBS*] omitk [Lac. L Q Or]

aypous ... exetv] oikiag kat adehpoug kat adeApag kat pnTepag
Kot Tekva kat aypous B EA W Q £ TR UBSY; orkiag kat
adedpoug kat adedpag kat pnrepa kat Tekva kat aypous A C ©;
og 8¢ agnkev otketav kar adehpag kat adehpous kat pnTepa Kat
Tekva Kat aypoug D a; otkiag kar adehpoug kar adehpag kat
TIATEPAl KO INTEPAl KOl TEKVA Kat aypoug TT ' 579 892 1582; omit
X' k; orkiag kat abehpoug kar abehpag Kat pnrepa Kot TATEPa Kot
TeKvVa Kat aypoug X qui autem reliquerit domum et parentes et
sorores et fratres (= og 8¢ agnkev otk kat yovelg kat adeApag
kat adehpoug) b [Lac. L Or]

Sloypov RABCEAOIIW Qf' {579 8921582ab TR
UBS?| Stwypou Dj add in isto saeculo (= ev TouT® atwvi) k; omit
X [Lac. L Or]

eic mou Jomit RABCDEA®IMIW Q f' {579 892 1582 TR
UBS* [Lac. L Or]

J

exemplar “have to do with banalities” (“Significance of the Chester Beatty Papyri,’
120; see also ch. 2 n. 21).
77 See n. 74 above.
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ev8e | karevTw atwvi RABCE(L)A®TTW Q f' %579 892
1582 TR UBS*; ev 1 atwvt D; saeculi autem (=onwvog &) k; in
saeculo (=ev Tw atwvi) a (b) [Lac. Or]

€0TIV Al®V10¢ | atwviav B; aiwviov RACELAGTIIW Q f' 8
579 892 1582 TR UBS*; atwviov Anpyerar D (a) (b) (k) [Lac. Or]

Mark 10:31
+ ECOVTAL Ot TIPWTOL ECYATOL KAl oL eoyatoL Tpwtot (Quis div. 4.10) [L]

Lac. 33 e Or Ath Did

o> BCEW Q {892 TR UBS*] omit NADLA®TIf' 579 1582
[NA: ab k]

egovrat | oMot e ecovior RABCDELA®TIIW Q f' £ 892
1582 a b k TR UBS’; toMot 8¢ eaBnowvtor 579

o' Jomit RABCDELA®IIW Q ' {579 892 1582 TR UBS*
[NA:abk]
THE GOSPEL OF LUKE

Luke 1:20
KAl TOUTO NV O NVIOOETO 1) ZaXOp10U C1®TIT (Proer. 10.1) [All]

Lac. P*P” (Or) Ath Did

Luke 1:67
Zoxoptog Yop o lwavvou rotnp kat Tpo Tou TTardog TpoenTEVELY eV
To16 evayyehoig eyetar (Strom. 1.136.2) [All]

Lac. P*P? Or Ath Did
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Luke 2:1
eyevvnOn 8¢ o kup1og Npwv T 0Ydow Kat ELKOCT® ETEL, OTE TLPWTOV
ekehevoa amoypagag yeveoBat et Auyouotou (Strom. 1.145.1) [All]

Lac. P*P” Or (Ath) Did

Luke 2:7
1V QUTOG ECTIAPYAVAOTEY O KUPLOG QLPATL TLHLM. O TWV AYLMV
AoyeupaTmV, ® TV aytwv omapyovev: (Paed. 1.42.2) [All]

Lac. P*P” C Or (Ath) Did

Luke 2:10
0 owTNp wPbn KaTIwV TO1g AYYENOLG, O10 KAt EUNYYEALTQVTO AUTOV
(Exc. 18.1) [All]

Lac. P*P” C (33) (Or) Ath Did

Luke 2:49
TOTE €V TOIG TOU TIATPOG YEVNOETAL (Proer. 82.25) [All]

Lac. P*P” Or Ath Did

Luke 3:1
(ev Tw evayYEM® T KaTa Aoukav YEYPATITAL OUTWG:) eTet O™
meviekadekatw emt Tifeprou Katoapog + (Strom. 1.145.2) [Ad]

Lac. P*P” (33) (Or) Ath Did

78 Due to the difficulty in determining the presence or absence of introductory
conjunctions and particles in a Father’s text, the presence of ¢ is not cited in the
apparatus as a variant reading with B and others against W .
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mreviekatdekatw RABCDEAOTIIW Q f' {1 3374 579 892 1582
TR UBS* Or] meviedekatw L [NA:abe]

Luke 3:2
+ EYEVETO PN KUpLOU em” [wavvnv Tov Zayapiou viov (Strom.
1.145.2) [Ad]*

Lac. P*P” (33) (Or) Ath Did

tov NRABCDELATIW Q 33579 892 UBS* Or] add tou © f'
1582 TR [NA:abe]

kuptou ] Beou RABCDELA®TIW Q' 2579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Or [Lac. 33]

Zoyapiouviov RABCDELAOTIW Q f' {33 579 892 1582
b e TR UBS* Or] filium Zachariae (= viov Zayaptou) a

Luke 3:13
to15 &¢ Tehwvaig pndev* mheov Tpacoely opa o SrateTay peva
(Paed. 3.91.2) [Ad]*

Lac. P¥P” Or Ath Did

7 Manuscripts A and © replace the preposition et with Tpog aganist all other
witnesses. It is not included in the apparatus since it is of no genetic significance.

% The distinction in the following variant between pndev and pnBev is minor
and does not appear to be genetically significant. For this reason it is not included in
the analysis.

pr]&zv XBCDELTIW Qf' 33579 892 1582 TR UBS* | pneev AAO®
[NA:abe]
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mAeov pacoev''/ mheov tpacoere Dabe] mheov RABCEL
AOTIVW Qf' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*

Ta Siatetaypeva | 1o Satetaypevov KABCDEAOTIV Q f'
£33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS*; d1a S1otetaypevov L

Luke 3:14
KO To1g pev oTpatevopevols dia Imavvou apayyeAet apkeioBat
povoig Toig oywviolg (Paed. 3.91.2) [All]

Lac. P¥P” Or Ath Did

Luke 3:22
(auTika youv PatrTifopeve Te KUPL® ATE OUPAVGYV ETTNYNOE PV
HOPTUG NYQTINHEVOU) ULOG HOU EL GU QY ATINTOG, EY® OTHEPOV
veyevvka oe (Paed. 1.25.2) [C]

Lac. P* (P”) C Or Ath Did

utog pou et ou [ayamnrog]® ... o D (a) (b) Or*] ou et 0 uiog pou
o ayamnrog ev oot eudoknoa® R B O IT Q ' £ 33 892 1582 (e)
UBS*] oueto UIOQJJOU o ayorntog ev oot nudoknoa AEL AW
579 (¢) TR [Lac. P”]

81 Clement’s use of mpacoev in his adaptation of Luke 3:13 indicates his
knowledge of the verb mpacoerte after mheov as attested to in Codex Bezae and the
Old Latin. Additional evidence for this conclusion is seen in Clement’s inclusion of
the dative article with teAcovar. This parallels the distinctive use of the dative form of
avtoig by D instead of autoug.

%2 Though Clement adds ayamntog his reading is still cited here as part of the
longer quotation, since he is clearly aware of this unique reading in Codex Bezae.

%5 Raquel does not indicate Origen’s attestation of this reading, but Origen’s
knowledge of it is certainly indicated by his statements in Comm. Jo. 1.29 and Ceb.
1.41. It has, therefore, been included.

% Though the difference between euSoknoa and nudoknoa only centers around
the use of the temporal augment, both forms are listed separately, since some
manuscript groupings clearly follow one more than another. The distinction,
however, has no affect on the textual analysis, since both variants disagree with
Clement. Generally speaking, the use of the temporal augment (nu) was preferred in
the Attic period, while eu was preferred later. See BDF §67.
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ayamntog ] o ayomnrogs RABCELA® MW Q f' £33 579
892 1582 TR UBS* omit D ab [NA: e; Lac. P”]

Luke 3:23
nv &e Inooug epyopievog et 1o Parrtiopa wg etwv A (Strom. 1.145.2) [Ad]

Lac. P¥*P” C Or Ath Did

nv 8¢ Inoouc D] xat autog v Incouc X B L W 33 UBSY; xau
avtog v o Incoug AED © IT Q £ 892 1582 TR; et ipse esus erat
(=xat autog (0) Incoug nv) a b e; kat autog o Inooug £'%; omit 579

w¢ D] wost RABELAO®TIW Q £33 892 1582 TR UBSY;
omit 579 [NA:ab e]

Luke 4:13
KAl oTTEoTN att autou eig katpov (Ecl. 53.2) [Ad]

Lac. P¥P” C (33) Ath (Did)

katpov/ kapou RABELAGTIW Qf' {33579 8921582 TR
UBS* Or Did] xpovou D [NA:abe]

Luke 4:19
(YEYPG‘ITT(XI OUT(Dg) EVIAUTOV SEKTOV KUplOU KT]pUEGl (XTTEOTEl)\EV pE
(Strom. 1.145.3) [Ad]

eviautog kuptou Sextog (Strom. 5.37.4) [All]

Lac. P*P” C sy® Or Ath Did
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Luke 5:21
Bew yap povw duvarov agpeotv apaptiov tapacyecBor (Quis div.
39.5) [All]

Lac. P¥P” Or Ath Did

Luke 5:31
01 UY1OLVOVTES OU XpnLouoty tatpou (Paed. 1.83.2) [Ad]*

Lac. P¥P” Or Ath Did

vytowovies RABCDELOITQ {33579 892 1582abe TR
UBS*] 1oyvovteg W £ umarvovteg A

Luke 6:22
KAl HOKOPLOL ECTE, 0TaV o1 avBpwTToL plonowoty vpag, otav
APOPLOWO1LY, OTAV EKBOAMOL TO OVOHA UP®V WG TIOVIIPOV EVEKX
Tou utou Tou avBpwttou (Strom. 4.41.3) [Ad]*

Lac. P* (P”) C Or Ath Did

gote PPRABDELATIW Q' {33579 892 1582 a TR UBS4]
goecbe Obe

pionowowy XKABELA®TIW Q f' £ 33 892 1582 TR UBS']
pronoovoty D A579 [NA:ab e; Lac. P”]

agoptowoy D P add upag RABELA® MW Q f' {33
579 892 1582 ab e TR UBS*

% The presence of the term ot vytaivovreg is distinctive to Luke and suggests
that Clement’s citation is from Luke and not the similar accounts in Matt 9:12 and
Mark 2:17.

% The following variants from Luke 6:22 are most likely the result of itacism.

gotre PPRXBDEATIW Q f' %33 579 892 TR UBS*] eotat A L
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ot avBpwot pronowotv upag | petonoouotv upag ot avBpwrot
D A 579 (a) ()] pronowotv vpag ot avBpwmor RABEL O ITW
Q £ £33 892 1582 (a) (¢) TR UBS*; vos oderint homines (=upag
petonoovoty / pronowotv ot avbpwtot) b [Lac. P7]

otav’ Jkat RABDELAGOIIW Q' 33579892 1582b e TR
UBS*; et cum (+ xat otav) a [Lac. P”]

ekPodwot ] add kat overldiowotv D a b; overdiowotv xat
ekPalwov RABELO MW Q f' £ 33579 892 1582 (e) TR
UBS*; ovetbioouoty kat ekBalwoty A (e) [Lac. P”]

eveka PPRXABELAOIIW Q' {33579 8§92 1582 TR UBS4]
evekev D [NA:abe]

Luke 6:27
n6n Se ayomav Toug exBpoug kehever + (Paed. 3.92.3) [All]

Lac. P¥* C Or Ath Did

Luke 6:28
KAl TOUG KATAPWHEVOUS Npag eVAoYeLy Tpooeuyeabat Te uttep Tov
emnpealoviwv npog + (Paed. 3.92.3) [All]

ToUg euNOYELY pepabnkotag Toug katapwpevous (Strom. 2.2.2) [All]

Lac. P* C (Or) Ath Did

Luke 6:29
T TUTTTOVTL O ELG TNV OLOYOVQ TIapeXe kat Ty alny (Prozr: 108.5) [C]

+ TW TUTTTOVTL O€ (q)r]ot) LG TNV O1AYOVA TIAPEYE KAL TNV a)\)\nv, Kai
EQV QPT OOV TIG TOV YITWVA, [N Koo)\uor]g KOl TO 1HATIOV (Paec/.
3.92.3) [Ad]*
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T TUTITOVTL TNV olayova Ttapadeivat T eTepav Tw TO POTIOV
QALPOVTL KAL TOU YITWVOG TTAPAYWPELV (Strom. 4.61.2) [Ad]

TG ALPOVTL TO LHATIOV KO TOV YLTWVA TTpoodidovat (Strom. 4.77.3) [Ad]

TEXT: 10 TUTITOVTL OF€ E1§ TNV O1AYOVA TIAPEXE KOL TNV AAANV KOt ...
TOU OLPOVTOS ... TO IHOTIOV KOL TOV XIT@VA {T) KWAUOT)S

Lac. P* (P7) C (Or) Ath Did

eic X D®892O0r]emt PPRABELATIW Q ! %33 579 1582
abe TR UBS*

v olayova RABDLAGTIIW Q' {33 8921582abe TR
UBS* Or] v 8eErav orayova X' E 579 [Lac. P”]

mapexe PPRABELATIW Q f' 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or] add
avtw D 579 ab ¢; otpeyov avtw

yitwva XBDELA® MW Q f' £33 579 892 1582 b TR UBS']
add oou A ae [Lac. P” Or]

kat! PPRABDELAOGIIWY Q1£°33892579 1582b e TR
UBS* Or] omit a

pn kwluong PPRXBDELAOTIIW Q f' {33 579892 1582ab
TR UBS'] remitte tunicam® (=ageg yitwva) e [Lac. Or]

Luke 6:30
mtavti® 1o artouvtt oe S1dou (Quis div. 31.9) [C]

Lac. P* (P”) C Or Ath Did

 The Old Latin here appears to represent a harmonization with the parallel
passage in Matt 5:40.

% The difficulty of determining the presence or absence of introductory
conjunctions and particles in a Father’s text based on a single reference makes it
impossible to know with certainty whether Clement’s text followed the Primary
Alexandrian witness X B in omitting Se.



TEXT AND APPARATUS 139

1w ADELAOGIIVW Q f' %33 1582 TR] omit P74 X B 579 892
UBS* [NA:abe]

oe PPRABDELAOGIIWV Q' {2335798921582ab TR
UBS*] omit e

5150y PPRABDELAOIIWY Q' {¥5798921582abe TR
UBS*] So¢ 33

Luke 6:31
kaBwg Belete va To1wOLY UpLY o1 avBpwTrot, Trotette avtorg® (Paed.
3.88.1) [C]*

Lac. (P*) (P”) C Or Ath Did

vptv RBDELAG®TIW Q f' £33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS']
vpog A 579 [Lac. P*P”]

avBpwmot P B 579 a b UBS*] add kat upeig RADELA®TIT
W Q' £33 (892) 1582 TR; vos illis (=upetg avtoig) e [Lac. P¥*]

moiwowv PPXBDELAGITW Q' £° 33579892 1582abe TR
UBS*] otovoiv A [Lac. P¥]

Luke 6:35
(0 autog TTakty opoloynoeL Aoyog,) 0Tt AUTOG XPNOTOS EGTLY ETIL TOUG
QAYOPLITOUG KAl TTOVIPOUG + (Paed. 1.72.2) [C]

Lac. (P*) (P”) C (33) Or Ath (Did)

% It is impossible to know for certain whether Clement follows the shorter
version of this verse found in D that ends with autoig or the longer version that adds
opotws. Due to this difficulty, this reading is not included in the apparatus.

% This citation is taken from Luke 6:31 rather than Matt 7:12 because the
presence of the conjunction ko®w¢ and the omission of the adverb outwg are
distinctive to Luke.
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ayaptlotous kat ovipous PPRABDELAOTIIW Q ¥ 33 579
892 a e TR UBS' Did] rovnpoug kat ayapiotoug ' 1582; gratos et
malos (=yapiotoug kat tovnpoug) b [Lac. P*]

Luke 6:36
+ (ko rpooett) yiveoBe oikTippoves (Aeywv) xabwg o TaTnp Upwv
okTippwv g0ty (Paed. 1.72.2) [C]”

Y1veaBe (¢noiv o kup1og) ENENHOVES KA OLKTIPHOVES, WG O TIOTHP UHMV
0 0UPAWVIOG OIKTIPH®YV 0TIV (Strom. 2.100.4) [Ad]

TEXT: yiveoBe oiktippoves kabwg o TTaTnp Upwv OKTIpH®V EOTLV

Lac. (P*) C Or Ath Did

yiveoBe P*PPRBD Lf'331582abe UBSladdouv AEA©
MY Q 3579 892 TR*

xaBwc PPRXRBL W f'579 1582] add kot ADEA®TI Q33
892 ab e TR UBS* [Lac. P¥]

U@V PPRABDELAOGIIVY Qf'338921582ab e TR UBSY]
add o oupaviog X579 [Lac. P*]

Luke 6:37
pn kpive (totvuv), wa pn kpiOng: + (Quis div. 33.4) [Ad]*”

Lac. (P*) (33) Or Ath Did

wapn ADWae]katoupn P*"“PPRBCELAGII Q' f
579 892 1582 b TR UBS* [Lac. 33]

*! The following variant from Luke 6:36 is most likely the result of itacism.
Yleliveobe P PR BD EATI W ' £ 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS'] yetveobou
AL®
%2 It seems likely that the introductory conjunction ouv is absent from Clement’s
text, since he quotes the passage twice without it. In addition, the fact that the first of
the two references is part of a longer citation makes it unlikely that Clement would
omit it for quotation purposes.
% This citation is most likely from Luke 6:37 rather than Matt 7:1, since it is part
of a larger citation that contains the distinctive elements of Luke 6:38.
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kpiOng / kpiBne PPR ABCDELAO®TIIW Q f' {33579 892
1582 a TR UBS* iudicabitur (=Kp19r|08'rou) b; iudicetur
(=xprvntau) e [Lac. P¥]

Luke 6:38
+ @ HETPW HETPELS TOUT® KAl avTipeTpnBnoetat oot petpov kahov,
TIETIIETHEVOV KAl OECANEVPEVOV, UTIEPEKYUVOpEVOY, attodoBnoetal
oot (Quis div. 33.4) [Ad]*

Lac. (P*) (P™) (33) Or Ath (Did)

o (Yap) petp X B D L' 33 892 1582 ¢ UBS' Did] 1 (yap)
autw petpw @ PPYACE (A) © TV 2 ab TR [Lac. P 579]

memieopevov kat oeoalevpevov ACEA @ TTW Q £ 33 579 892
TR] omit ko P*" PR B L (a) b UBS*; ocecaleupevov
memmieopevov D f! 1582; memaopevov kot oecaleupevov X;
oeoaleupevov e [Lac. Did]

uTtepekyuvopevov P¥ PR B L D 1582 UBS*a b e] ko
uttepekyuvopevov ACEA O TTW Q f' £ 579 892 TR [Lac. 33
Did]

avriperpnOnoetort XRACDELAOGIIW Qf' £ 8921582a TR
UBS* Did] perpnOnoeror Bbe [Lac. P* P33 579]

Luke 6:43
T0 Yap oUK €0TL SeVOPOV KANOV TTOLOUV KOPTIOV GOTIPOV 0UdE PNy
Sevbpov catrpov Totouv kapTrov kakov (Paed. 2.45.1) [Ad]

Lac. P¥ Or Ath Did

kaptrov oampov RABCELAOTIIW Q ' {33 892 1582 TR
UBS'] xaptoug oampoug D a b e; kaptov kahov 579 [Lac. P”]
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kaptrov kohov PPRABCELAOIIW Q f' {733 892 1582 TR
UBS*] kapmoug kahoug D a b e; xaptov oampov 579

pnv] omit ACDEAOTIIVY Q33aeTR; mahv PPRXBL {1 {1
579 892 1582 b UBS*

Luke 6:44
KO NHELS HEV €€ akavBwv TPUYWHEV O'rotq)u)\r]v KAl ouKa aTto E)otm)v
(Paed. 2.74.4) [All]**

Lac. P¥ Or Ath Did

Tpuywpev / Tpuywotv otapuiny AEA@ T Q f' 1582 ab (¢) TR]
otapuAny Tpuywotv PR B C D 33 579 892 UBS*; otagpulag
Tpuywotv L W {7

Batwv / Patou PPURABCDELA®M W Q f' £33 579 892
1582 ab e TR UBS'] Bhaotou X

Luke 6:45
o yap” ayabBog avBpwtog ek Tou ayabou Bnoaupou tng kapdiag
mpogepet To ayabov, Tov e TToVNpov 0 Yap KAKOg £k TOU KAKOU

Noaupou” TIPOPEPEL TO KOKOV, OTL EK TIEPLOCEUPATOC TNG
kapdiag o otopa Aaker (Quis div. 17.2) [Ad]*

* While Clement uses a different form of the verb tpuyow, his word order
indicates his textual affinity.

% As noted previously, it is difficult to determine on the basis of a single
reference whether a Father’s text includes introductory conjunctions or particles. For
this reason, Clement’s inclusion of yap is not included in the apparatus.

% Clement’s text reveals the following variant. Due to the nature of Clement’s
adaptation, one should not place much significance on his singular agreement with
the Old Latin MSS b. The variant is listed here for information purposes only.

7 This reference is to Luke 6:45 rather than Matt 12:35 because it contains
several words that are distinct to the manuscript tradition of Luke (e.g., Tpogepet T0

ayaBov instead of exPalher ayaba).
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Lac. (P*) (P”) Or Ath (Did)

kapdiag' P X B 579 UBS' Did] add autou AC (D)ELAO® T W
Qf'£2338921582abe TR [Lac. P¥]

mpogeper’ PPRABCDEAO®IIW (Q) f' {33892 1582 TR
UBS*] mwpoogeper L 579 [NA: a b e; Lac. P* Did]*

Onoaupou® b] omit PPX B D L f' 579 892 1582 a UBS*; add tng
kapdiag autou ACEAOTIW Q{33 e TR [Lac. P* Did]

mepiooevpatog PPRABD EATTW Q 33 UBSY] tou
nepiooevpotog CL © f' £ 579 892 1582 TR [NA: abe; Lac. P¥
Did]

e kapdiag? CELA O Q f' £33 579 892 1582 TR] kapbiag P™
RABDIIW UBS*Y] [NA:abe;Lac. P*Did]

10 otopa Aadet () C 579 (a) (b)] Aoket 0 oTOpa QUTOY PV P7ovid
ABELAOIIW Q' {33 1582 TR UBSY; kalet 10 oTOpa autou
D; add malum (=Trovr]pov) e; Aahet 1o oTopa 892 [Lac. Did]

ayabBou Onoavpou PPRABCELAOTIW Q ' {" 33 579 1582
892 a b e TR UBS* Did] add autou D [Lac. P¥]

W' XABCELAO®IIVY Q{17 33579 1582 892 TR UBS* Did]
omit D [NA:ab e; Lac. P¥ P

ayofov PPRABCDELAGMIW Qf'f?335798921582ab
TR UBS' Did] bona (=ayafa) e [Lac. P*]

kakog ] movpog PP R BD L W f' 579 892 1582 a b UBSY%
movnpog avBpwtog XA CEA O ITQ {33 e TR [Lac. P* Did]

* This same variant appears after the second use of Tpogepet in Luke
6:45. It is not included in the textual analysis since that nature of Clement’s
textual affinities is already indicated by the previous variant.
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kakou | movpou PPRABCDELAO TV Q f' {33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* [NA: a b e; Lac. P* Did]

kakov | movnpov PPXABCDELAGIIW Q f' " 33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* mala (=1Tovr]pcx) b [NA:ae; Lac. P* Did]

ottex ek yap PPRABCDELA® MW Q f' £ 33579 892
1582 (b) TR UBS*; ex (=¢x) a, de (=ex) e [Lac. P* Did]

Luke 6:46
TL e AEYETE, KUPIE KUPLE, (pnot) kot ou TotELTE O Aeyw (Strom. 4.43.3)

[C]

(O KUplOg )\EYEI) Tl pE )\EYETE, KUplS KUplE, KAl OU TTOLELTE A )\EY&)
(Strom. 7.110.1) [C]

T1 e AEYETE, KUPILE KUPLE, KAL OU TIOLELTE O AEY® (Quis div. 29.6) [C]

Lac. (P*) Or Ath

Aeyete D Did] kakeite PPXABCDELA® MW Q f' £33 579
892 1582 a b e TR UBS* [Lac. P¥]

a XACDELA®ONIVY Q{33579 892 1582 a b TR UBS*
Did] o P” Be [Lac. P¥]

18 pe RABCDELOMIW Q f' £ 33579 892 1582 a (b) e TR
UBS* (Did); 11 pe 8¢ A [Lac. P¥P”]”

Luke 7:25
(tw evayyehio Aeyet) 1o ot ev paTiop® evboEw kat ev Tpupn
Srayovreg ev Toig Baothetorg 1ot (Paed. 2.109.3) [C]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

* Though the conjunction e is missing from all three of Clement’s references to
Luke 6:46, it absence is minor and of no genetic significance to the textual analysis.
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ev’ ablomit PPRABDELAOGIIW Q' %33 5808921582 ¢
TR UBSY]

Stayovreg D IM] umtapyovieg PPRABELA® W Q f' £ 579 892
1582 (b) e TR UBS'; superabundant (mepiooevovteg) a [Lac. 33]

v PPRABDELAOIIW Q' 338921582 ab ¢ TR UBSY]
omit 579

Bootketoig PPRABDELAGTIIW Qf' {7579 8921582ab TR
UBS* ] regum (=Baoctheiw) e [Lac 33]

Luke 7:28
(ko Iwavvng) o peilwv ev yevvnroig Yuvatkwv Tpopntng (Paed.
1.24.4) [C]'™

Lac. P* C Or Ath (Did)

mpopntng ADEAO W Q¥ (892) TR] omit PPXBLIT{' 33
579 1582 a b e UBS* Did

O] omit PPRABDELAOGIIW Q' {33579 892 1582 TR
UBS*Did [NA:abe]

o peilwv ... yuvoikov PP(R)ABDELAOGIIW Qf' {33579
892 1582 a b TR UBS* Did] in natis mulierum maior (=ev
YEVVITOLS YUVOLK®V petlwv) e

yevntoig PPRABDELAOTIIW Q' 733579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Did] yevvnrar X'

Luke 7:37-38
016 o1t GAaBaTTPOV pUPOU TTAPA TO SELTTVOV TO AY10V KOPLOOOTO 1
Yuvn Toug TTodag nAeLpev Tou Kuptou kot noev autov (Paed.

2.61.1) [All]

19 This section of Luke 7:28 in Codex Bezae is placed at the end of verse 26.
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Lac. P* C Or Ath Did

ohaPaotpov pupou RABELAGTIW Q' {33579 8921582 a
b e TR UBS'] pupou ahafaotpov D [Lac. P”]

Luke 9:62
oudelg yap €16 Ta 00w PAeTT®V Kot eTiBaAAmv Ty YElpa auTou €T
apotpov eubetog T Baotheia Tou Beou (Strom. 7.93.6) [C]

kat pnkett PAetetv e Ta omow (Quis div. 39.6) [All]

Lac. (P*) (33) (Or) Ath (Did)

e1¢ Ta 0Tow PAeTav kar PP D a (b) e] kot PAemwv eig 1a
omow PPXABCELAOMW Qf' 334579 1582 TR UBS%;
KO OTpageLS €1¢ Ta omiow 892 Or Did

empPolov PP“PPADL ©ac]empPolwv RKBCEATIW Q f'
£ 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS* Did; Palwv Or; mittit (zemiBaler) b

xetpa autou PPRACDELAO T W Q £ 33 579 892 ¢ TR]
omit autou P” B f! 1582 a b UBS* Or Did

oudeig e1¢ Ta omiow PAeTtwv kat emiPorwy yepa auTtou T
apotpov P D a (b) e] oudeig emifalwv / emBorwv / Bahwv
v Yetpa (autou) et apotpov kat PAeTwv (or oTpageL) £ig Tat
omow PPXABCELA®IIW Qf' {33579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did

 Paotheta P? X B L f' 33 579 892 1582 a b e UBS* Or] v
Baotketav ACDEA®TIW Q f” TR [Lac. P* Did]

euBetoc ] add eoiv X' BL A f'33 892 1582 a b e UBS* Or; add
eotiveic ACDE®TIIW Q % TR; add eotiv ev P X579 [P#
Did]
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Luke 10:4

pn Paotalete yap (euwev o kuptog) Barhavtiov, pn Tnpav, pnde
uodnpa (Paed. 3.38.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* (33) (Or) Ath Did

Luke 10:19
ETTAVM OPEWV KOl TKOPTILWV TIEPLTIATELY (Strom. 4.26.5) [Ad]*

Lac. (a) Ath

OPEWV PPRABCELAOGIVY Q{33579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did] twv opecov P D [NA:abe]

okopmiwv PPPPRABCELAOIIVW Qf' " 33579 892 1582
TR UBS' Or Did] tewv oxopmiov D [NA:ab €]

Luke 10:21
vat, O TIOTNP, OTL OUTKG EUDOKIA EYEVETO epTrpoodev oou (Paed 1.32.3) [C]™

ayoAaoopevog Youv ev T Trveupartt Inooug, eEopoloyoupat oot
motep, (pnotv) o Beog Tou oUpavou KL TG TG, OTL ATIEKPUYOS

TAUTA ATTO OO(POJV KAl OUVETWV, KA1 GTTEKCX)\U\P(Xg AUTA VT]'ITlOlg
(Paed. 1.32.2) [Ad]*'*

510 TOUTO TO! KEKPUHHEVA ATIO GOP@V KAL GUVET®YV TOU VUV ALOVOG
amexohupbn Totg vniorg (Paed. 1.32.3) [All]

Lac. (P*) Or Ath Did

1" The context indicates this reference is to Luke 10:21, not the parallel passage
in Matt 11:26.

192 Although this passage is similar to Matt 11:25, the presence of the
introductory phrase ev tw mveuport Inooug indicates the reference is to Luke 10:21
rather than Matt 11:25.
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ev T Trveupart PP R D L 33 892 (a) (b) (¢) UBS'] 1w mveupart
PPABCEAO®IIVY Q{579 1582 TR

eubokia eyevero P¥M4 P B C L W f! 33 579 892 b e UBS*] eyeveto
eubokia XA D EA O TT Q {7 1582 TR; placuit (=eudoknoev) a

eEoporoyoupar PPPPRABCDELOIIW Q f' {33579 892
1582 a b e TR UBS'] eEopoloynoopar A

0 Beog | kupte PPPPRABCDELA®IIW Qf' £33 579 892
1582 ab e TR UBS*

kar g yng PPRABCDELAGIIW Qf' {7 335798921582 a
b e TR UBS*] omit P¥

tTauta PPXABCDELAOITIQ ' 33579 892 1582 ab (e)
TR UBS*] auta W [Lac. P¥]

copwv kat ouvetwv PPPPRABCELAOIIW Q' {33579
892 1582 a (b) TR UBS*] ouverwv kot copwv D sapientibus (=
oopov) e

auvta PPPPRABCELAOINIWY Qf'f®338921582abe TR
UBS*; autoig 579

Luke 10:29
11 eomtv MAnotov; (Quis div. 28.2) [Ad]

Lac. (P*) Or Ath Did

mAnotov | o mhnotov 33; pou inotov PPRABCDELA® W
Q' 19 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR UBS* [Lac. P*]

Luke 10:30
oMo avwBev kataBatvovra aro lepoucalun ayet To Aoy Tiva €1g
Iepryw kat Toutov Setkvuotv UTTO ANOT®WV GUYKEKEVINHEVOV,
eppippevov nuibvnra emt g odou, + (Quis div. 28.3) ﬁ\ll]

Lac. (P*) Or Ath Did
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Luke 10:31
+ uTro tepeas Tapodevopevov, + (Quis div. 28.3) [All]

Lac. (Or) Ath Did

Luke 10:32
+ uTto Aeuttou Tapopwpevov, + (Quis div. 28.3) [All]

Lac. (Or) Ath Did

Luke 10:33
+ UTTO 68 TOU ZGPGPSlTOU TOU EE(DVELSlO’pEVOU Kai (X(PCOP[OPSVOU
KGTE)\EOUPEVOV, OC OUY1 KOTQA TUYNV WG EKELVOL Trotpr])\esv, + (Qujs
div. 28.3) [All]

Lac. (Or) Ath Did

Luke 10:34
+ al\ NKe OUVECKEUQOHEVOG WV 0 Kivduveumv edetto, otvov, ehatov
embeopoug, ktvog, + (Quis div. 28.3) [All]

Lac. (Or) Ath Did

Luke 10:35
+ pioBov 1w Tavdoyet, Tov pev ndn Sidopevov, Tov e
TpoouTiovoupevov. + (Quis div. 28.3) [All]

Lac. Or Ath Did
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Luke 10:36
+ 115 (epn) TOUT®V YEYOVE TTANOIOV T T Serva abovty; + (Quis div.
28.4) [All]'»

Lac. Or Ath Did

Luke 10:37
TOU 8€ OTTOKPLVAHEVOU OTL O TOV EAEOV TTPOG AUTOV ETTIOELEAPEVOG: KOL
ou Towvuv Tropeubets outw Toter (Quis div. 28.4) [All]"*

Lac. Or Ath Did

Luke 10:39-40
oTrotov Tt Kat TTpog v MapBav eirev o cwtnp acyoloupevny Tept
TTOMNA KAl TEEPIEAKOPEVIV KAl TAPACTOHEVIV SLAKOVIK®WG, TNV O¢
aOENPNV ALTIWHEVNV, OTL TO UTINPETELY ATTOALTIOUTA TOL§ TIOGLV

autou rapakadntat pabnriknv ayovoa oyohnv: + (Quis div.
10.6) [All]

Lac. (33) Or Ath Did

Luke 10:41
ou Tept ToMNa Tapacon: + (Quis div. 10.6) [Ad]*

Lac. (33) Or Ath Did

1 The loose nature of this allusion makes it impossible to know for certain
whether Clement’s text follows most manuscripts with i or the reading of Tiva in
Dande.

1% While Clement’s text reveals the following variant, the loose nature of his
allusion makes it impossible to determine if the reading is of any genetic significance.
Because of this uncertainty, the variant is not included in the apparatus or textual
anaylsis.

katou ABCDELAOTIW Q' {33579 892 1582abe TR UBSY]
kat oot P R; add kar P®
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mept moMa PPPPRXABCELAO MW Q f' £ 33 579 892 1582
TRUBS omitDabe

Luke 10:42
+ Mapia'® &e v ayabnv pepida eEeleEato, kot ouk agarpebnoetat
avtne (Quis div. 10.6) [Ad]*'*

105

Lac. (P*) (33) Or Ath Did

avtne X BD L 579 (a) (b) () UBS*] ot avtng P? XA CE A ©®
MY Q' {33892 1582 TR [Lac. P¥]

v ayadnv pepida eEeheEato PPRABCDELAOGTIIW Q f' ¥
33 892 1582 (a) (b) e TR UBS*] xahnv pepida eEeleEarto P*;
eEeheEato Ty ayabnv pepida 579

eEeheEoto PP PPRABCDELA®TIIW Q ' " 33 579 892 1582
ae TR UBS*] add sibi (=eautn) b

kot | nric PPPPRABCELAO®IIW Q f' £33 579 892 1582
TR UBS% n D [NA:abe]

Luke 11:40
evavTiouvTat O¢ kat T Xpiotw Tpog Toug Papioatoug ELpNKOTL TOV
autov Beov kot Tov EKTOG NPWV Kot Tov e0w avBpwtrov
mremrounkevar (Serom. 3.34.2) [All]

Lac. Or Ath Did

1% The following variant in Luke 10:42 is of no significance to the textual analysis.
Mopia X ACDELAOII W Q " 892 TR] Mapiap P” B f! 579 1582
UBS*[NA: a b ¢; Lac. P¥ 33]

19 While the textual tradition of Luke 10:42 is divided over the inclusion of 8¢ (A
CEA®TIQ {579 1582 TR) or yap (P” X BL W f' UBS*), Clement’s adaptation
is too loose to take it as a certain indication of his text. Though his reference does
occur within a longer reference, it is not part of a continuous citation. In addition,
Clement’s addition of the conjunction ko later in the verse indicates a lack of
precision with the conjunctions within the reference.
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Luke 11:43
ovat upy, Paptoatiot, (Aeywv) oTt ayorarte v TpwTokabedpiav ev

TOLG OUVAYWYALS KA1 TOUG AOTIACHOUG €V TOLG AYOPALS (Paea’.
3.93.2) [C]

Lac. Or Ath Did

Papioatot X D] toig Papioatoig PPPPABCELAG NIV Q f
33579 892 1582 TR UBS* [NA:abe]

ouvaywyols PPPPRABCDELAOTIW Q f'33 579 892 1582
TR UBS'] add kat mnv tpwtokAnotav ev toig dermrvorg £

Luke 12:8
(0 xuptog etpnrev) Aeyw Se uptv, TTag og eav opoAoyNoT) eV EpoL
epttpoofev Twv avBpwTwy, kat o viog Tou avBpwtou

opoloynoet ev autw epTtpoadev Twv ayyehwv Tou Beou + (Strom.
4.70.1) [C] """

Lac. C Ath (Did)

5 PPRABDELAOIIVW Q' {33579 892 1582 ¢ TR UBS*
Or] omit P¥ a b [Lac. Did]

vpy PPPPABELAGIIW Q' {33579 8921582ab ¢TR
UBS*Or] add o1t X D [Lac. Did]

opohoynon PPPPRELOITW Q f' {33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or
Did] opoloynoet AB D A £ (579) [NA: a b e]

17 The following variants form Luke 12:8 are of no significance for determining
Clement’s textual affinities. The first variant concerns the inconsistent use of the
particles av and eav in Greek, while the second is simply a case of itacism.

gav ©® W 579 Did*] av PPPPXABDELATIQ f' £33 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did™ [NA:abe]

opohoynon PPPPREL O I W Q ' 33 892 1582 TR UBS* Or Did]
opoloynoet AB D A £ (579) [NA: a b €]
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evavtio PPRABDELAOGTIIV Q{'33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or] autov P* (a) (b) (e); eautov £ (a) (b) (¢) [Lac. Did]

ev gpot... oporoynoet PPPPRABDELAOTIIW Q ' {33 892
1582 a b (¢) TR UBS* Or Did] omit 579'%

opohoynoet PPPPRABDELAOGII W {' {°338921582abe
TR UBS' Or] opoloynon €; omit 579 [Lac. Did]

Twvoyyehwv PPPPRABDELAOTIIW Q f' {33 8921582 a
b e TR UBS* Or] omit X" [Lac. Did]

Luke 12:9
+ Tov 8¢ apvnoapevov pe eVTTov TV avBpwTimv omrapvioopat
autov eptrpooBev Twv ayyehwv (Strom. 4.70.1) [Ad]*

Lac. C Ath Did
omit 711 toto P¥ e

evomiov PPRBELAW Q ' £33 579 1582 TR UBS* Or]
epmpoofev A (D) © T1892  [NA: ab]

epmpoofev (D)] evoorriov PPRABELA® MW Q f' £ 33 579
892 1582 TR UBS* Or [NA: a b]

amoapvnoopat avtov | amapvnOnoetot PPXRABELAO IV Q
' £33 579 892 1582 a TR UBS* Or; amopvnoetat X'
apvnBnoetat D; negabo et ego eum (=apvnoopot kayw avtov ) b

TV oyYeAwv PPRABDELAGIIW Q' {33579 8921582 a
TR UBS' Or] patre meo qui est in caelis (=Tou TaTpog pou Tou ev
oupavotg) b

1% This omission appears to be due to a homoeoteleuton.
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Luke 12:11
oTav 8¢ PEPWOLY UPAS ELG TAG CUVAYWYAS KOL TAG OPYAS KAt TAG

eEovotag, H1 TTPOHEPLHVATE TG ot'rro)\oyner]rs N TL ELTINTE: +
(Strom. 4.70.4) [C]

Lac. (P*) C Ath Did

pepworv D (b) Or] etopepwotv P X B L {' 33 579 892 1582 (e)
UBS*; mpoogepworv AAOTTIW Q (a) TR; mpoogepovotv E
(a); e1g eropepworv P7

eic XD f'£5791582be]em PPABELAGOTIIW Q338922
TR UBS* Or [Lac. P¥]

Tpopepipvate / poopeptpvate'”’ D] pepipvate A EATI Q TR;
peptpvnonte PPXBL O W f' £ 33 579 892 1582 UBS* Or [NA: a
b e; Lac. P¥]

¢ Dabeladdnm PPRABELAOIIW Q f' 33579 892
1582 TR UBS* Or [Lac. P¥]

TOG oUVaywYos Kat tag apyas PPRABDELAGIIWY Q' {7
33579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS' Or] 1o apyag kat Tag
ouvaywyog P

eEovotac PP RXABDELAOGIIW Qf' 33579 892 1582abe
TR UBS* Or] add pn peprpvn P7

Luke 12:12
+ 10 Yop aytov Tveupa Sidatet upag ev autn T wpa Tt Set e1TreLy

(Strom. 4.70.4) [Ad]*"°

109

Trpopeptpvate is grouped with Tpoopepipvare, since both affix a similar

preposition to peptpvore and because Clement’s text agrees with D in every other
variant in the verse.

"% Since the following variant from Luke 12:12 is most likely the result of
itacism, it is not included in the apparatus.

§180Eet PPXBD EATI W Q f' £ 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS* Or] 818aEn
AL © [Lac. P¥]
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Lac. (P*) C Ath Did

10 Yap aytov mvevpa PY“PPRABDELAGNIW Q' £33
579 892 1582 a TR UBS' Or] spiritus enim sanctus (=10 yap
TIveupa 1o aytov) b e

6160581 PPRABDELAOGOIIW Q{33579 892 1582 TR
UBS*Or] docet (=618a0xet) e [Lac. P*]

Tl] aPPRABDELAOIIVY Q{33579 892 1582abe TR
UBS*Or [Lac. P¥]

Luke 12:15
(kota AeErv) puhaooeabe (totvuv) atro taong AeoveEiag, oTt ouk ev
TG TIEPLOCEVELV TLVL TA UTTAPYOVIA EOTLY T) Lwn avtou (Strom.

4.34.3) [Ad]*

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

mmaonc PPRABDLOIIW ' £ 33579 892 1582 a b e UBS*] ¢
EATR

autou PPRABLAGOIIVW {33579 892ab e TR UBS*] autw
E Q f' 1582; omit D

ouk PPRABDELAOW Q1233579892 1582abe TR
UBS*] add eotv IT

Ta uttapyovia eotwv N Lon'''] n Cwn autou eottv PPRABEA ©
W Qf' 33579 892 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR UBS*; Cwn autou eotiv L
(a) (b) (e); eotiv n Cwn D; n Lwn autou IT

" While Clement’s reading eotiv 1) Cwn has similarities with Codex Bezae, the
larger context of the entire verse clearly shows that the agreement is accidental.
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Luke 12:16-18
oaPpws O 0 KUPLOG €V Tw EVayYEAL® Tov TTAoUG1ov Tov Onoaupilovia
€16 Tag omobnkag Kat Tpog eautov Aeyovia: + (Paed. 2.125.2)

[All]

Lac. (P*) C (33) (Or) Ath (Did)

Luke 12:18
TOUTOU TNV YWPAV EVPOPTIOOL AEYEL EV T EVAYYEALM O KUPLOG, ETIELTAL
Toug kaptroug amofeaBat BouknBevta, oikodopnoopevov
amoBnkag pelovag Kata Ty TPOCWTIOTIOLAY ELTIELY TEPOG
eautov: + (Serom. 3.56.3) [All]

Lac. C (33) (Or) Ath (Did)

Luke 12:19
EXElg GYGGG TIO)\)\CX GﬂOKElpSVG E1C ETT] WO)\)\G: (PGYE, TTLE, EU(PPCXlVOU
+ (Paed. 2.125.2) [Ad]*

+ exerg ayoba moMa aTroketpeva oot €16 €11 TTOA: paye, e,
eupparvou + (Serom. 3.56.3) [Ad]*

Lac. (P%) C (33) Ach (Did)

amoketpeva'? / ketpeva PPRABELAO T W Q ' £ 33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* Or;omit Dabe [Lac. P¥ Did]

eic... me PPRABELAOTIIW Qf' {33579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did] omit Dabe [Lac. (P*)]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ke k ok

ayafa oMo Did] moMa ayofa PPXABDELAGITIW Q f'
933 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS* omit moMa Or [Lac. P*]

"2 arroketpeva is grouped with ketpeva, since Clement’s reading clearly stands
in opposition to the omission of ketpeva in the Western tradition.
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Luke 12:20
+ appova (KEK)\T]KEV) TAUTN YAP TN VUKTL TNV Yuynv cou
napa)\apBavoumv: a OUV NTOIHATAC, TIVOG YEVNTAL; (Paea’.
2.125.2) [Ad]

+ agpov (0uv epn) TAUTN Yap TH VUKTL TNV YUXNV GOU QTIALTOUCLY OTTO
OOU: A OUV NTOIHACAC, TLVL YEVITAL; (Strom. 3.56.3) [C]

agpov yap (OUTw epn) OTL TN VUKTL TAUTN OTTAITOUGT GOV THY YUYNV:
a 8¢ nrotpacag autn, Tivt yeviray; (Strom. 4.34.2) [Ad]*?

TEXT: ... agpov,''* Tautn Tn VUKTL TV YuyNV 00U ATTAITOUCTYV OTTO
oou: a [ouv / 8] nrotpaoag, Tive yevnray;

Lac. (P*) (33) C (Or) (Ath) (Did)

amoitoucty RADEAOGNIW Q ' 2892 1582 a4 b TR UBS*
Or Did"; agatpouvotv Did™ e; artovotv P B L 33 579; aipouoty
Did” [Lac. P Ath]

v yuynv cou amaitovotv PPPPRABELAGTIIW Q f' {33
892 1582 a b e TR UBS* Or Did"] amattouoty v yuynv cou D
579 Did®* [Lac. Ath]

ouv Dae] & Clem™PP?RABELAOGIIW Q' {33579 892
1582 b TR UBS* Or Ath Did [Lac. P¥]

mivoc Dabe]tivi Clem” PPPPRABELAOGIIW Q f' {579
892 1582 TR UBS* Or Ath Did [Lac. 33]

> While the first half of this verse has some affinity to the reading in Codex D,
the looseness of the adaptation, in contrast to the citation in the previous reading,
makes its impossible to use this reading as the sole basis for an accurate reconstruction
of Clement’s text.

14 Although Brogan includes the following variant from Luke 12:20 in his
apparatus, it is not included here, since it is likely the result of itacism and does not
appear to be genetically significant. In his study of Didymus, Ehrman also does not
count this spelling difference as significant.

agpov T Q f' 892 1582 Or Ath] appwv PPRABDELA® W ¥ 579ab
e TR UBS*Did [Lac. P* 33]
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tautn PPPPRABDELOINW Q' 33579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Or Ath Did] tauta A

vevntat | eotat PPPPRABDELAOII W Q ' £ 579 892 1582
abe TR UBS* Or Ath Did [Lac. 33]

Luke 12:22
pn peptpvarte (Aeywv) T yuxn UpoV TL aynTe, pnde Tw CWHATL UPmV
11 evduonoBe + (Paed. 2.102.3) [C] 1"

d1a TOUTO AeY®, piN) HEPLUVATE TN YUYT) VPOV Tt GOYNTE, PNdE Tw
owpartt Tt weptfalnte + (Serom. 4.34.5) [Ad]*"°

TEXT: 810 ToUTo AeY®, Ji1) HEPIPVALTE TN YUYT) UHMV Tt QY TTE,
pnde 1w cwpartt [upwv / omit] Tt evéuonobe

Lac. (P*) (33) C Or Ath Did

vpwv' PPEAW Q 'f' £33 892 1582 ae TR] omit PP°XABDL
© I1b UBSY; npwv 579"

vpwv? B £1 £33 1582 a] omit Clem” PPPPRADELAO TV
Q579 892 b e TR UBS*

"> Though indeterminable by itself, this citation is most surely taken from Luke
12:22 rather than Matt 6:25, since it is immediately followed by distinct references to
the text of Luke 12:23-31.

116 The immediate connection of this verse to Luke 12:23 indicates it is taken
from Luke 12:22 rather than Matt 6:25.

7 A comparison of Lake’s edition of f' with the collations by Swanson and the
IGNTP on Luke indicates Lake’s omission of upwv is inaccurate (see n. 119 below).

% Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads vpcwv instead of npwv. While von Soden
supports Schmidtke’s reading, I have chosen to follow the reading of npwv supported
by Swanson’s collation and the IGNTP volume on Luke. Swanson’s work has been
highly reliable elsewhere in this study, so I assume that Schmidtke’s text is mistaken.

9 A comparison of Lake’s edition of f' with the collations by Swanson and the
IGNTP on Luke indicates Lake’s omission of upwv is also inaccurate here (see n. 117
above).
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Aeyw ] add upy PPR B D L £ 579 892 UBS*; upiv Aeyw AEA ©
MY Qf'331582abe TR [Lac. P¥]

Luke 12:23
+1 yop yuxn TIAELOV EOTL NG TPOPNG KAL TO CWHA TOV sv6uporrog +
(Paed. 2.102.3) [C]™

+1 yop yuxn TIAELOV EOTL NG TPOPNG KAL TO CWHA TOV sv6uporrog
(Strom. 4.34.5) [C]™!

Lac. C (33) Or Ath Did

Yap PPXBDL O Qf' {33579 892 1582 b e UBS'] omit P* A
EATIWaTR"™

owpa PPPPRABDELAOIIW Q' {7579 892 1582 ¢ TR
UBS*] add plus (=mAerwv) a b [Lac. 33]

Luke 12:24
+ KATAVONOOTE TOUS KOPOKAS, OTL OU OTrElpouaty oude Bepilouoty, oig
ouK €0TL Tapelov kat amoBnkn,'” kat o Beog Tpeper autous. ovy
upetg' Sragepete Twv TINVLV; (Paed. 2.102.4) [C]

Lac. C (33) (a) Or Ath Did

120 The absence of the negative particle ouyt from Matt 6:25 and the distinct
references to the text of Luke 12:24-31 that follows this citation indicates it refers to
Luke 12:23 rather than to Matt 6:25.

21 The absence of the negative particle ouyt from Matt 6:25 indicates this
reference is most probably to Luke 12:23 rather than to Matt 6:25.

122 This yap was most likely part of Clement’s text, since he cites this verse in
exactly the same way twice.

12 The distinction between the singular and plural number of amobnkn in the
following variant is of no textual significance for determining Clement’s text.

qTroenKn PPRABDELA®I W Q{33579 892 1582ab TR
UBS*] amroBnxar P* (e)
12 Marcovich adds padhov on the basis of the New Testament.
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katavonoate PPRABELAOGIIW Qf' {33579 892 1582ab
TR UBS'] add ta metetva tou oupavou P¥ D e

toug kopakag PPRABELAOITW Qf' {33579 892 1582ab
TR UBS'] omit D e; xat Toug kopakag P*

ou PPPPABEAOTIW Q' {?331582ab TR UBS*] oute X D
L 579 892 e

oude PPPPABEAOTIW Q' 1582 TR UBS* oute XD L
579 892 [NA:ab e; Lac. 33]

avtou¢c PPRABELAOGIIW Qf'335798921582be TR
UBS*] auta P* D " [Lac. 33 a]

ouy / ouxt upeig Stagpepete D b e] moow polov uperg Srapepete
PPRABELAOIIVW Qf' {579 1582 TR UBS* mmoow porhov
Sropepete upels 892; moow porhov Sragpepete P [Lac. 33 a]

eott PPPPRABELAOIIVY Q' 33579892 1582abe TR
UBS*] add oute D

kat' J oute D (a) (b) (¢); oube PPPPRABELAGMW Q f' {33
579 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS*

korto PPPPRABDELAO®IIWVY Q133579892 1582abe TR
UBS*] 0 & "

Luke 12:27
katavonoarte (Aeywv) Ta kpLva Twg oute viBet oute upatver: Aeyw Oe
upv ott oude Toopwv Teptefaleto wg ev Toutwv (Paed. 2.102.5) [C]

Lac. C Or Ath Did

Kpva P*PPRABDELAONIW Q{33579 892 1582 TR
UBS*] add agri (=tou aypov) a b e'®

% The Old Latin appears to represent a harmonization with the parallel passage in
Matt 6:28.
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Ttwg oute vnBet oute upaiver D] Twg auEaver ou kotria oude vnBet
P*PPRABELAOIIW Q f' {33892 1582 TR UBS*; rw¢
avEavouoty ou kotriwatv oude viBouotv 579; quomodo non
texunt neque neunt (=Trwg ouy vpatvouatv oude vnBouotv) a;
quomodo crescunt non laborant neque neunt neque texunt

(=Ttw¢ auEavouoiv ou koTwatv oute vNBOUGLY OUTE UPALVOUOTTLY)
b; quomodo crescunt et florescunt neque laborant neque neunt
(=Tro¢ auEavouaotv kat avBel oute Kooty oute viBouatv) e

6 PPRABDELAGIIWVY Q{2 33579892 1582b e TR
UBS*] omit P* a

ot RADLW({'{338921582be] omit PPP"BEAOIIQ
579 a TR UBS*

mepiefaleto PPPPRABDLAOGTIIW Q' {33892 1582a¢
TR UBS'] mepieBoreto E 579 b'*

Tolopwv | add ev taon ) §0En autou PPXABDELA® W
Q ' £33 579 892 1582 2" ¢ TR UBS*; add ev 1 80En autou P*;
in omni illa gloria sua (=ev Ttaon eketvn m S0En avtou) b

Luke 12:28
et O Tov yopTOV ONpEpoOV ev aypw'?’ ovia Kot auptov eig kKAtPavov
BoAhopevov o Beog outwg apgievvuot, TToow pailov upag,
ohtyomiotot + (Paed. 2.103.1) [C]"™*

Lac. C Or Ath Did

120 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads mepiePaleto instead of mepieforhero.
Since Swanson’s collation, von Soden, and the IGNTP volume on Luke support the
reading of mepieBarhero, I assume Schmidtke’s reading is mistaken.

'¥ Marcovich transposes the phrase onpepov ev aypw to ev aypw onpepov
without textual precedence.

12 Though his reference closely resembles Matt 6:30, it is more likely a reference
to Luke 12:28, since it is immediately preceded and followed by distinct references to
Luke 12:23-31.
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TOV YOpTOV ... ovia. A © W " 33] tov YopTOV onpepov ev Tw
aypw ovta I f' 1582; Tov XOPTOV €V T® aypw onpepov ovia E A
Q TR; ev aypw TOV YOPTOV OVIQ OTHEPOV P” X B L 892 UBS* ev
aypw onpepov Tov Yoptov ovia. P*; tov yoptov Tou aypou
CTHEPOV OVTQ D;ev aYypw TOV OVTA Ohpepov 579; faenum
quomodo hodie in agro (=tov yoptov Tw¢ onpepov ev Tw aypw) b;
faenum agri quod est hodie (=tov yopTov ToU aypou o otV
O'T]pEpOV) e [Lac. a]

apgpevvuor XAEAO T W Q f' £ 33 579 1582 TR] apgieler P
P5BD L 892 UBS' [NA:ab e]

e1de PPRABDELAOTIIW Q f' 33579 892 1582 (a) TR
UBS*] e1 1 P7; aut videte (= 1 18¢) b; si enim (=et yap) e

BoMopevov PPPPRABDELATIW Q f' £ 33 579 892 1582 a
b e TR UBS*] Bohopevov ©

moow PPRABDELAOIIWY Q{33892 1582abe TR
UBS*] add ouv P*; toMw 579

VoG P*PPRABDELAOGIIW Q{33892 1582 TR UBS*]
vpets 579" [NA:abe]

Luke 12:29
+ KoL UpELg pn Cnrerte Tt gaynte n Tt minte'” (Paed. 2.103.1) [C]

N (Yop) Cnrette Tt paynte n Tt TTNTE (ELT@V ETTNYQYEV) KAt pin)
petewpilecbe (Paed. 2.103.3) [C]

(onpatvetat yop ek TNG YPOAPNS TOUTO:) {T| HEPLIVATE TIOLX GOAYNTE N
munte: (Paed. 2.103.2) [Ad]"!

12 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads vpag instead of upeig. Since both
Swanson’s collation and von Soden support the reading of upeig, I have chosen to
follow their reading and to assume that Schmidtke’s reading is mistaken again.

10 Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Luke 12:29. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, it is not included in the apparatus. Tinte rell] mere W

1 Clement appears to be reflecting on the general meaning of Luke 12:29, a
passage that he just cited.
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Lac. C Or Ath Did

n PPADEAONIW Qf' ¥ 1582ab TR] xar P*X B L 33579
892 e UBS*

pnl PPPPRABDELAOIIWV Q' {33579 892 1582 TR
UBS*] omit X' [NA:abe]

PaynTe PRABDELAOTIWV Q335798921582 abe TR
UBS*] paynobe P”; omit £

mnte PPPPRABDELAGIIW Q' 33579892 1582abe
TR UBS'] add pnde 1o cwpott &

Luke 12:30'
Tauta 8¢ TravTa Ta eBvn Tou Koopou Cntet (Paed. 2.103.4) [C]'?

016¢ (pnowv) o atnp vpwv ot xpnete™ (Paed. 2.103.4) [C]

Lac. C Or Ath Did

tou koopou PPPPRABDELAOIIQf' {33892 1582 TR
UBS*] omit W 579"%°; huius mundi (=toutou Tou xoopou) b e;
saeculi (=Tou atwvog) a

Cntet Dab]emlnrert PPAEAOTTW Q f' 892 1582 TR;
emlnrouoly PR B L ' 33 579 UBS*; faciunt (=tote1) e

016¢ (yap) o atnp vpwv D a (b) e] upwv &e o rotnp o1dev P*P7
RABELAOIIW Q{33579 892 1582 TR UBS*

12 The context indicates this passage refers to Luke 12:30 rather than Matt 6:32.

13 Marcovich replaces & with yap based solely on the New Testament.

1% Marcovich adds toutewv based solely on the New Testament.

1 A comparison of the collation of Alfred Schmidtke and Reuben Swanson
reveals a disagreement on this reading. Schmidtke’s text reads emnrouoiv, while
Swanson has emintet Tou koopou. Since von Soden and the IGNTP volume on
Luke support Schmidtke’s reading, I assume that Swanson’s reading is most likely a
mistake this time. Schmidtke’s reading is followed here and in the following variant.
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Tavta (Yop) mavia PPPPXABDELA® MW Q £ 33 579 892
a e TR UBS*] mavia yap mavra ! 1582; omit avia b

xpntete PPPPRXABDELAOIIW Qf' {7 335798921582ab
TR UBS'] necessaria sunt (=avaykaia eoTiv) e

Luke 12:31
Cnrette yap (¢not) v Baothetav Tou Beou, kat Ta Thg TpOPng
mpooteOnoetar upy (Paed. 2.103.5) [Ad]***

Lac. C Or Ath Did

Cnteite D a] mAnv Cnterte PPPPRABELAOGTIW Q f' 33 579
892 1582 b ¢ TR UBS*; v Cnrette pwtov £

touBeou PPAEAOTIIQ ' £°331582be TR] autou XBD L
W 579 892 a UBS* omit P”

Ta g Tpopng | Tavta PP PP X' B E L Q 1582 892 a e UBSY; tauta
movta RADOTI W {2 33579 b TR; auta A

Luke 12:32
pn ¢oPetoBe, To pikpov Totpviov: upty Yop eudoknoev o TToTnp
mapadouvat v Bactieiav v oupavev (Quis div. 31.2) [Ad]

Lac. C Or Ath Did

mapadouvat ] Souvar PPPPXABDELA® MW f' {33579
892 1582 TR UBS* tou Souvar Q [NA:abe]

Baoiheiav Twv oupavwv | Baotkeiav PPPPXABDELA® T W
Q£ 33579 892 1582 ab e TR UBS*

1 The context and the absence of any reference to Sikaroouvn indicate this is a
reference to Luke 12:31 rather than Matt 6:33.
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Luke 12:33
BoAhavtiov pn rodatoupevov ... Bnoaupog avekAeiTrTog v oupavam
(Strom. 4.33.7) [Ad]

ooprag &e Onoaupor avekherrror (Paed. 3.87.3) [All]

Lac. C Or (Ath) Did

Luke 12:35
E0T®WOQV Yap (Pno1v) UPwV ot 00PUES TIEPIELWTpEVAL KAl OL AUYVOL
katopevor + (Paed. 2.79.1) [C]

Lac. (P*) C Or Ath Did

upwv ot oopueg PPREL AW Q f' £ 33 579 1582 892 TR UBS']
at oo¢pues vpwv A © ITa b e; uvpwv at ooguaig B; upwv i oopug
D [Lac. P4°f

cotwoav PPYPERABELAOIIW Q' 2335798921582 ab
e TR UBSY] eotw D

Avxvor PPPPRABELAOIIW Qf' {7 33579892 1582abe
TR UBS'] Auyhot D

KO1OJEVOL P*IPERABDEAGIIW Q f' 233579 892 1582
TR UBS] o1 katopevor L [NA:ab €]

Luke 12:36
+ Kat UpELS opotot avBpmToig TTpoodeyopevols Tov KUpLOV auTwy,
mote avahuoer™’ ek Twv Yopwv, tva eEABovtog kat kpouoavrog
avoiEwoty eubewe autw. + (Paed. 2.79.1) [C]

%7 Here the manuscript tradition of Clement also reads avohuon in F.
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Lac. (P*) C Or Ath Did

autwv D Q f' {2 33 579 892 1582] eautwv PP"P>RABELA O
ITWY TR UBS* [NA:abe]

avolvoer W f' f2 579! 892 1582 TR] avaluon Clem™ P°R A B D
ELAO®IIQ33ab UBSY venit (=epyetar) e [Lac. P*]

wa PPPPRABDELAOIIVWQf 233579 892 1582 b TR
UBS*] et (=xa1) a e

yapov PPPPRABDELAG®NIW Q233579 8921582abe
TR UBS*] add avtwv !

kpouoavtog PPRBDELAOITIW Q f' {33579 892 1582abe
TR UBS*] add autou A [Lac. P¥]

avolEwaoty eubewc | eubBewe avoilEwowy PPRABELAGTIW Q
1 £13 33579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS*; eubew¢ avoiEouotv D [Lac. P¥]

Luke 12:37
+ pakoptot o1 Souvhot ekevot, oug eNBwv 0 Kuplog £y pnyopoTag eupn
(Paed. 2.79.1) [C]

Lac. (P*) C (a) Or Ath Did

eNwv o kupiog PPRABDEAOITQf' {9579 1582abe TR
UBS*] o xuptog eNBwv L W 33 892 [Lac. P*]

eupn D] eupnoet PPRABELAG® I W Q f' £ 33 579 892 1582
TR UBS* [NA:ab e; Lac. P¥]

ot PPPPRABDELOIIW Q' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*]
omit A [NA:abe]

eypnyopotag | ypnyopoutag PPXABDELA® IV Q f' {733
579 892 1582 TR UBS* [NA: a b e; Lac. P¥]
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Luke 12:48
w AoV €500, outog kat atrantnBnoetan (Strom. 2.147.4) [All]**

Lac. C a Or Ath Did

E&Oer] PPPPRABELAOGOIIWY Q{2 33579892 1582b e TR
UBS*] eSwkav D

Luke 12:49
mtup N\Bov Bokewv et v ynv (Ecl 26.5) [C]

Lac. C a (Or) Ath

em PPRABLOIIW f! £ 33579 892 1582 UBS* Or Did] ei¢
P*DEAQbeTR

Luke 12:58
peta tou avtidikou Badifwv ¢rhog autou Tetpabntt amalaynvor'™’
(pnowv) (Strom. 3.36.1) [All]

Lac. (P*) C a Or Ath Did

%% Clement’s allusion to Luke 12:48 shares strong similarities to that of Justin
reference to the same passage in Apol 17.4. As Bellinzoni notes, this might suggest
that the two were dependent on a common source, perhaps some “post-synoptic
harmony of Luke 12:48a and 12:48b” (Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 75). Even if this
were the case, it would shine no light on Clement’s textual affinities, since his
reading is not supported in the manuscript traditions of this passage.

1% Clement’s allusion reveals the following variant. Due to the loose nature of
Clement’s allusion, it is impossible to determine if his use of amaM\aynvat shares any
genetic significance with the similar reading in Codex Beza.

amodaynvar D] amnMayBar PPPPXBEL O ITW Q f' {33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* amaMayBar A A [NA: b e]
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Luke 13:32
UTIOYETE, ELTTATE T aGAWTIEKL TOWTH, 1d0v, ekParlw Satpovia kat
LACELS ATTOTEA® OTPEPOV KOL QUPLOV, KOL TT) TPLTH TEAELOUpAL
(Strom. 4.31.3) [C]

Lac. (P*) C (33) Or Ath (Did)

amotehw PR B L33 UBSY| emiteAwd AEAGTIW Q f' 13579
892 1582 TR; amotehoupon D; mrotoupat ko PP [NA: ab e; Lac. Did]

mpitn PPRADELAGIIW Q f' {579 892 1582 TR UBS’]
add npepa B b e; die tertia (=tn nuepa tpin) a [Lac. P* 33 Did]

tautn PPPPRABDELAOGINIW Q' 12579 892 1582 a ¢ TR
UBS* Did] illi (=exervn) b [Lac. 33]

ekPoMw PPRABDELATIW Q' 7579892 1582abe TR
UBS'] ekBohw © [Lac. P* 33 Did]

Satpovia PPRABDEAGTIIW Q f' {579 892 1582 TR UBS']
1a dotpovia L [NA:ab e; Lac. P* 33 Did]

tehetovpar PPRABDELAGTIIW Q' {7 8921582ab TR
UBS'] consummabor (=teheiwBnoopat) e; omit 579 [Lac. P* 33 Did]

Luke 14:8
oTav KANBNG €1 YOHOUS, i) KOTOKELOO €16 TV TipwTokMotay (Paed.
2.4.5) [Ad]*

Lac. (P*) C (33) Or Ath Did

kAnBnc D] add umro Tivog¢ PPPPRABELAO IV Q f' £ 579
892 1582 b TR UBS?; invitatus fuerit aliquis (=xAnfn 1ig) a;
invitati fueritis (=xAnBnte) ¢ [Lac. 33]

eig yopous RABELAGOTITW Qf' {579 892 1582a¢ TR
UBS*] omit P” b; e1¢ yopov D [Lac. P* 33]
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Luke 14:10
al\ otav kAnBng, €1 Tov eoyatov Totrov avamite (Paed. 2.4.5) [Ad]

Lac. (P*) (33) C Or Ath Did

KAnBng eig ... avarimre D] kAnBng mopeubeig avameoe' e Tov
eoyatovtorov PPRABELAOIIW Q f' {579 1582 a b UBSY
KAnOng Tropeubeig avarmeoov eig Tov eoyatov Tomov 892 TR;
invitatus fueris in nuptias in novissimum locum recumbe (=kAnBng
€IS YOHLOUG €IS TOV E0YATOV ToTtoV avarrrirete) e [Lac. P 33]

Luke 14:12
(tn 8¢*) otaw TrotNg aptotov 1) derrvov + (Paed. 2.4.5) [C]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

n PPRABDELAGINW Qf' {579 892 1582 b e TR UBS*] et
(=xau1) a [Lac. 33]

Luke 14:13
+ (ko ToAtv:) oA\ otav ot doxny, kaket Toug TTwyous (Paed.
2.4.5) [C]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

mowng Soxnv ADELAOITW Q f' £ 1582 TR] Soynv moing B
579 892 UBSY; Soyxnv motnong P X; facies prandium (=troinoeig
apiotov?) a; facis convivium (=troteig Soynv) b; feceris

prandium (=Troinong apiotov?) e [Lac. 33]

140 Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Luke 14:10. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, the distinction is not included in the apparatus.
avameoe PPRABELAOTIIW Q ! {579 UBS*] avateoar L A
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touc Jomit PPRABDELAG®TIIW Q f' f° 579 892 1582 TR
UBS* [NA: abe; Lac. 33]

Luke 14:15
HoKOpLog o payeTat apTov v Th Bacteia Tou Beou (Paed. 2.5.3)

[C] 141

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

pokoprogog ADEA® T W Q 892ab e TR] pakapiog ootig P”
REBLf' %579 1582 UBS* omit X' [Lac. 33]

aptov PPR*BDLA® W {579 892abe TR UBS'] apiotov A E
ITQ " 1582; omit ® [Lac. 33]

payetar PPRABDEAGTIIW Qf' {7579 8921582abe TR
UBS*] paye L; omit & [Lac. 33]

touBeou PPRABDELAOIIVY Q' {2 338921582abe TR
UBS*] twv oupavwv 579; omit X

Luke 14:16
avBpwTrog Tig eTonoey Setrvov peya kat ekakeoev oMoug (Paed.

2.4.5) [C]

TEXT: avBpwrog 116 emroinoev Setmtvov peya kat ekaheoev TToMoug

Lac. P* C (33) (Or) Ath Did

emomposv ADELAGTIW Q9579 892 1582ab e TR Or]
emoter PP R B ' UBS*  [Lac. 33]

' Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Luke 14:15. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, it is not included in the apparatus.
gpayetor PPREABEATIW Q f' % 579 892 1582 TR UBS*] payete D ©;
omit X [Lac. 33]
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peya PPRAB(D)ELAGIIW Q f' ¥ (579) 892 1582ab TR
UBS* Or ] omit e [Lac. 33]

Luke 14:20
yuvaika eynpa kat ou duvapat eNBetv (Serom. 3.90.4) [C]

Lac. (P*) C (33) (Or) Ath Did

katabe] add Siatouto PPRABELAOTIIW Q f' {33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* 810 D [Lac. P¥ Or]

eynpa PPXABELAOIIW Q f' 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR
UBS* Or] nyapnka P#" (a) (b) (e); ehaBov D [Lac. 33]

Luke 14:26
o¢ & av pn ponon (pact) TATEPA N PNTEPA 1) YUVALKA 1) TEKVQ, EHOG
ewvat padnrng ou Suvartar (Serom. 3.97.2) [Ad]*

0 OU pILOEL TIATEPQ KAl PNTEpa Kat TTodag, TPOTETL S KOl TNV EAUTOU
yuyny, epog pabnrne ervor ou Suvarar (Quis div. 22.2) [Ad]*

€OV [T HIOT|OT)TE TOV TTATEPA KA TNV PNTEPQ, TIPOS €Tt Oe kat Thv 1d1av
yuxny + (Strom. 7.79.5) [All]*

Lac. C (33) (Or) Ath (Did)

matepa 579 e Or] add eautou P BL W 892 (a) (b) TR UBS*
Did"; add autou PPRADEAOTIIQ ' f° 1582 (a) (b) Did*
[Lac. 33]

et de kot PPRADEOTIIW Q f' {579 1582 TR Did] et e kot
BLA33892UBS: etikor PPabe [Lac. Or]

gautou yuynv PPADELA® MW Q f' £33 892 1582 TR Did]
yuynv eautou P X B 579 ab e UBS' [Lac. Or]
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(pou) ervar poBntng P* P IT W £ Did™] (pou) pabning ewvan
Clem ADEA®© Qf'1582ab TR Or; ervan pou poBnng X BL
579 892 UBS' Did™; pabntng pou etvar e [Lac. 33]

pnrepa PPPPRABELAOIIW Q' 33579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Or] add avtou D Did

Luke 14:27
+ KoL gav P To onpetov Baotaonte (Strom. 7.79.5) [All]

10 onpetov &¢ Paotacar (Strom. 7.79.7) [All]

Lac. C (33) Or Ath Did

Luke 14:33
€Tt CwvTa Taotv amotaapevov (Strom. 7.79.7) [All]

10 ouv amotaacbat Taot Toig utapyouot (Quis div. 14.6) [All]*

Lac. (P*) C (33) Or Ath Did

To1g uttapyouot DI1579ab e] Toi¢ eautou vtapyovotv PP R A
BELAOW Q' {892 1582 TR UBS* [Lac. P* 33]

moot PPRABELAOIIWY Q' {3579 8921582abe TR
UBS*] omit D [Lac. P¥ 33]

Luke 15:4
0 10 amoAwAog emilntwv (Serom. 1.169.2) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did
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Luke 15:11-14
ou Xp1 ouv kaBATIEP AOWTEVOHEVOUS NHAG KATA TNV EV TK) EUAYYEAM®

Tou Thovotou Taidog eikova rapaypnobat Toig Tou TTaTpog
Swpnpaoty (Paed. 2.9.2) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

Luke 15:17
ev TN TV Suetv abehpwv Tapafoln probiot kekAnvrar (Serom. 4.30.1)

(All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath (Did)

Luke 16:9
TIOLNOOTE EQUTOLS PLAOUG EK TOU HOHMVA TG AdIKIAG, 1V OTAV EKALTIT),
SeEwvrat upag eig Tag atwvioug oknvag (Quis div. 13.3) [C]

TTOINOATE EAUTOLS PIAOUG K TOU HAPGWVA THG ASIKIAG, VA OTAV
ekt SeEwvTar upag et Tag atwvioug oknvag (Quis div. 31.5) [C]

¢pthov &e monoan (Quis div. 32.6) [Ad]

TEXT: To1noate €EQUTOIS PLAOUG €K TOU HOHMOVA TNG OOIKIAG, 1V OTAV
ekt SeEmvTal UPAS E1¢ TAG AIWVIOUG TKNVOG

Lac. P* (33) C Or Ath Did

Toinoate eautolg phouc R AD EA @ MW Q f' £ 3374 892 1582
(a) (b) (¢) TR] eautoig monoate pthoug P X' B L UBSY;
TTOLNOATE PLAOUC EQUTOLS 579

papwva g adikiog PPRABELAGTITW Q ' {579 892 1582
b e TR UBS'] adikiou papwva D (a) [Lac. 33]
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ek PP X" B D LTI W £ 1582 UBS*] ex\imnte X b TR;
exAertrn A © 579" exhemnte E A Q £ 892; defecerit vobis
(=exMumtn upy) a; defecerint vobis (=ekMimtwot upty) e [Lac. 33]

Luke 16:12
TOTOL €V Tw aAAoTpie pn yevopevor (Strom. 3.31.3) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) (Or) Ath Did

Luke 16:16
OUTOC |JEV OUV O TUTTOC VOpOU KA1l o1 T[pO(PT]T(DV (0] pSXplg I(;JGVVOU
(Strom. 5.55.1) [Ad]*

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

pexpis / pexpr PP R B L' 9579 892 1582 UBS*l ewg ADEA©
MY QTR [NA:abe; Lac. 33]

Luke 16:19
avBpwtrog youv nv 116 (0 kuptog Sinyoupevog Aeyet) TAouotog
o@odpa, o evediduokeTo TTOpPUpAV Kat PUTCOV, EUPPALVOPEVOS
kab npepav Aaptpas +  (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad]

kaBartep o ev ) TopUpa kat Pucow Tpupmv kat Tov AaCapov
uttepneavwv (Paed. 3.34.4) [All]

11 6¢ Pouletat ) Tou Aoapou Ttapafoln T Kupie TTAOUCIOU KAt
TrevnToC 1kova Setkvuouoa; (Strom. 4.30.4) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath (Did)

42 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads exAimn instead of exAetmn. Since
Swanson’s collation and the IGNTP volume on Luke both support the reading of
ekhewrn, I have chosen to follow their reading and assume that Schmidtke’s text is
once again mistaken.
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mAovotoc XABELAOTIIW Q f' {579 892 1582 a b TR UBS*
Did] mmhouatog ovopatt Neung P mhouaiov D; honestus (=?) e
[Lac. 33]

kot Puocov PPRABELAGTIW Qf' {7 33579892 1582a¢
TR UBS* (Did)] add xar D; omit b

Luke 16:20
+ ... TTwY0g O¢ Tig ovopa Aalapog efePAnTo €1g Tov TTUAGDVA TOU
mAouatou ethkwpevos, + (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad]*

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath (Did)

1ic PPRBDLW 579a¢UBS*laddnv AEA®TIIQ ' £ 892
1582 TR; erat autem quidam (=nv & Tig) b [Lac. 33 Did]

AoCapog PPRBD LW 33579 ae UBS*addog AEAGTIQ
' £ 892 1582 b TR [Lac. Did]

eig ] mpog PPRABDELAG®IIW Qf' 233579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Did

Luke 16:21
+ emBupwv yoptaobnvat ek TwV MITTOVI®VY TG TpATIELNS TOU
mAouotou'® + (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad]*

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

ek / atro Twv miToviwv PR B L (b) (¢) UBS'] amo twv yiryiov
TV mTTovtov K AD EA @ MW Q 33 (579) 892 a TR; add
yryov f'1582

' The nature of Clement’s argument suggests that he would have included this
reading if he knew of it.
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embupwv PPRABDELAOIIW Qf' {579 8921582b e TR
UBS'] cupiebat (=emeBupet) a [Lac. 33]

mhouctou PPRABDELAOGIIW Qf'5798921582abe TR
UBS*] ka1 oudeic €6160u avtw f° [Lac. 33]

Luke 16:22
+ ... aM\ 0 pev ekohaleto ev Aidou, 0 TTAOUG10G, HETEX®V TOU TTUPOG, O
e aveBalev ev kohTroig Tou Tratpog (Paed. 2.105.1) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) (Or) Ath Did

Luke 17:3-4
OTIOU YE KA N1V TIGPAKENEVETAL TN NHEPAG EKAOTIG O KUPLOG APLEVAL
To15 adehgotg petavoovorv (Quis div. 39.5) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

Luke 17:3
gav apapth (¢notv) o adehpog GO ETILTIHNCOV AUTW, KAL EQV
peTavonoT), ages autw + (Paed. 3.91.1) [C]'™

Lac. P* (P7) C (33) Or Ath Did

* It is impossible to know with certainty whether Clement’s text lacked the
conjunction ¢ or if he omitted it when he quoted this verse. For this reason, the
absence of &¢ is not included in the apparatus.

Clement’s text also reveals the following variants in Luke 17:3. Since none of
these variants are of genetic significance, they are not included in the apparatus.

apopmon I] apaptnost ©

petavonon RABDELAOIIW Q f' £ 892 1582 TR] peravonoet 579
[Lac. P 33]

eav'! NABDELAGMW Q' %579 892 1582 TR UBS* av L [NA:a

b e; Lac. P”?]

eav? RBDELATIW Q £ 579 892 TR UBS*] add pev A ©; av pn f;

add pn1582 [NA:a b e; Lac. P™ 33]
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apaptn XA BLf' 338921582 (a) (b) UBS] add eig oe E Q
579 (e) TR; apaptnon © I1 (a) (b); apaptnon eig oe D A W (e)

[Lac. P7]
Luke 17:4
+ gav'? ETTTAKIG TNG NPEPAS APAPTN ELG OE KAL TO ETITOKIG ETTLOTPEPN'*

TIPOG OE AEY WV, HETAVOW, OPES QUTW (Paed. 3.91.1) [C]'¥

Lac. P* (P7) C (33) Or Ath Did

apaptn RITQ f' 579" 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR] apaptnon ABD LA
© W 892 (a) (b) (¢) UBS*; omic Ef" [Lac. P 33]

ka1 10 D (a) (e)] omit Efxon RBLA® W Q f' 579 892 1582 (a)
(e) TR UBS*; ka1 eav A ITb; [Lac. P” 33]

emrakig® XBD L W 892 ab UBS'] add g npepag AAG® T Q f'
579 1582 ¢ TR; omit E f"* [Lac. P”> 33]

mpog oe XA BD LW 579 892 (a) (b) (¢) UBS'] emr1 oe f' 1582 (a)
(b) () TR; omit EA® ITQ f° [Lac. P 33]

ages Dabe] apnoeig PP*RABELAG®IIW Q f' {33579
892 1582 TR UBS*

eicoe NABDLAO®TIIW Q f'579 892 1582 b e TR UBS*] omit
E'" " in die (=ev T npepa) a [Lac. P 33]

% Marcovich inserts kat before eav on the basis of the New Testament

146 Marcovich emends emotpepn to emotpeyn on the basis of the New Testament.

147 Clement’s text reveals the following variant in Luke 17:4. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, the distinction is not included in the apparatus.

apapmon AB DL A W] apoptnoer ©

148 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads apoptnon instead of apaptn. Since
Swanson’s collation and the IGNTP volume on Luke both support the reading of
apoptn, I have again chosen to follow their reading and assume that Schmidtke’s text
is mistaken.

'* Since the omission in E and " appear to be due to homoeoteleuton, the
accidental agreement between the two readings is not counted as genetically
significant.
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emotpepn] emotpeyn PP"“RABDELAOTIW Q f' 7 33 892
1582 a b e TR UBS*; emiotpagn 579

petavow RABELAGOTIIW Q' £33 579892 1582 a (b) ¢ TR
UBS'] petavonow D [Lac. P

Luke 17:31

pn emiotpepecBom eig Ta omiow + (Strom. 7.93.4) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Or Ath Did

Luke 17:32

+ xaBorep N Awt yuvn (Strom. 7.93.4) [All]

Lac. P* C (33) Ath Did

Luke 18:8

(eTipept:) apa ENBwv 0 uLog Tou avBpwWTTOU EUPNTEL TNV TTILOTLY ETIL TG

NG (Strom. 3.49.5) [Ad]

Lac. P* C (33) Ath (Did)

mv PP RABELAOTIIW Q{579 892 1582 TR UBS* Or
Did] omit D [NA:ab e; Lac 33]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ke k ok

apa eAdwv o viog Tou avBpwou Did] apa o viog Tou
avBpwtou eNBwv D a b e; 0 viog Tou avBpwtou eNBwv apa P
RABELAOGOIIWY Q{7579 892 1582 TR UBS* Or?; eABwv o
U10¢ TOU owepoyrrou apa OrP* [Lac. 33]

Luke 18:22

ev oot hetrer (Quis div. 10.3) [C]

Lac. P*P” C (33) (Or) Ath Did
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Luke 19:5
Zoxyatov towvuy, ot & Matbiav paotv, apyitedwvny, aknkoota tou
Kuptou kataElwoavTog Tpoo autov yeveobo (Strom. 4.35.2) [All]

Lac. P*P” (33) C Or Ath Did

Luke 19:8
160U Ta NjioT TV UTTAPYOVIGY pou Sidwpit ehenpocuvnyv (pavat),
KUPLE, KL EL TIVOG TL ECUKOPAVINTQ, TETPATTAOUY attodidwpit
(Strom. 4.35.2) [Ad]*

Lac. P*P” C (33) Or Ath Did

npron EMTW Q f' £ 5790892 1582 TR] npiou A A; npoio X B
(L) (®) UBS% npioot D [NA:ab e; Lac. 33]

TV uttapyoviwv pou A (D) EATTW Q £ 892 (a) (b) (e) TR] pou
TV utapyoviwv X BL © f'579 1582 UBS* [Lac. 33]

kupte RABDELAGTIIW Q' {892 1582 a (b) TR UBS*] omit
579 ¢ [Lac. 33]

TerpatAouv amodidwpt (a) e] amodidwpt TeTpaAouy X A B D E
LAOTIWY Q' {579 8921582 b TR UBS* [Lac. 33]

Luke 19:9
(kaTayyeMhet:) onpepov cwTnpia Tw otke Toutw (Quis div. 13.5) [C]

Lac. P*P” C (33) Or Ath Did

cwmpia XKBELAOTIW Q f' {579 892 1582 ab e TR UBS']
addev AD [Lac. 33]

1% A comparison of the collation of Alfred Schmidtke and Reuben Swanson
reveals another disagreement here. Schmidtke’s text reads npion, while Swanson has
npiota. Since both the IGNTP critical edition of Luke and von Soden support
Schmidtke’s reading, I assume that in this case Swanson’s reading is most likely
incorrect.
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Luke 19:10
(0 ownp ermev:) o viog Tou avBpwTrou eEABwv onpepov To aTToAwAog
eupev (Strom. 4.35.2) [Ad]

Lac. P*P” C (33) (Or) Ath

10 amodwho¢c ABDELA®TIIW Q' {7579 892 1582abe TR
UBS* Or Did] amoamohwAoc X [Lac. 33]

Luke 20:34
o1 vtot Tou atwvog Toutou (Serom. 3.87.3) [C]
EV YO TW QLOVL TOUTR (pnow) YOHOUOT KOt YOpOKOVTOL . . . + (Paed] 1.10.3) [Ad]*
EV YOp T®W A1V TOUT® YOAHOUOL KOl YAPLOKOVTAL (Paed. 2.100.3) [Ad]*

TEXT: ... ot viot Tou A1WVO¢ TOUTOU YAHOUO1 Kal YCX},IIO'KOVTGI

Lac. P*P” C (33) b (Or) Ath Did

yoptokovratl X B L 33 579 892 UBS* Or] exyopiloviar A E A
O IT {; exyapiokoviar W Q TR; yopilovron f' 1582; generantur
(=yevvovrar) ae; yopouviar D

utot Tou atwvo¢ Toutou XABDELATIW Q f! £33V 579 892
1582 e TR UBS* Or] fili huius saeculi (=u1o1 Tou Toutou arwvog)
a; TOU 01OVOG TOUTOU Utot ©

Yapouot RABELA®TIIW Q f' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS']
generant (=YEVVCOO'1) € YEVVWVTAL Kai YEVVWO1V YAHOUO1 D;
YEVVWO1 Kal YEVVWOVTAL YAHOUOL OI‘; generantur (=YEVV(,OVTGI) a

Luke 20:35
+ v ekelve Oe oukeTt (Paed. 1.10.3) [All]

Lac. P*P” C (33) b Or Ath (Did)
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Luke 22:31
(oMo kat autog) o kuptog eEntnoato vpag o Xatavag (Aeyet)
owiaoat: + (Strom. 4.74.4) [Ad]*

Lac. P* C 33 Or Ath (Did)

oxupios XNADEAOTIW Q f' {579 892 1582 a b TR] omit P™
B LeUBS* [Lac. Did]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ke ke kA ko

€ENTNOATO UHAG O ZATAVOS Did"] o Zatavag eEntnoato upag
P"XABDELAOIIW Q' {7579 892 1582 ab e TR UBS* Did"

Luke 22:32
+ eyw O¢ mapntnoopny (Strom. 4.74.4) [Ad]

Lac. P* C 33 Or Ath (Did)

Luke 24:41
exete Tt Bpwotpov evBade; (etmrev o kuptog TTpog Toug pabntag peta
v avaoTtaowy) + (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]

Lac. P¥* C Or Ath Did

evhode PPABDELAOGIIW Qf' £33 579 892 1582 TR UBSY]
®Se X' [NA:abe]

Luke 24:42
+ ot 6¢ ... emedwkav autw 1xBuog otrTou pepog + (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]

Lac. P¥* C Or Ath Did

o1 PPRABELAOGTIIW Q f'f33579 892 1582 (b) TR
UBS‘] kat D e; qui (=ot1) a
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pepog P” XA B D L1579 e UBS] add kot ato pehooiou
knpiov / knprou EA® W Q f' £ 33 892 1582 (a) (b) TR

Luke 24:43
+ Kot paywv'> evwTtriov autwv + (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]

Lac. P* C Or Ath Did

avtov PPRBDELAOIIVY Q' {33579 892 1582abe TR
UBS*] mavtov A

Luke 24:44
+ e1mev'™ autoig (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]

Lac. P¥* C Or Ath Did

autoigc ADEAGTIW Q' {1582 a e TR] mpog autoug P7 X
B L 33579 892 b UBS*

'3 Tt is likely that Clement’s text did not contain this reading, since his quotation
is part of a continuous quotation that continues directly into the following verse.

132 Although Clement’s use of paywv also occurs in © and b, the agreement is
likely accidental. A comparison of the variants in Luke 24:43 and 44 demonstrates
that Clement is not drawing on the same textual tradition as © and b. This makes it
unlikely that his reading is of any genetic significance. For this reason, the variant is
listed here but not included in the apparatus or in the textual analysis.

paywv O b] Aafwv PPRXABDELATIW Q f' {33579 892 1582 a (e)
TR UBS*

13> Although this quotation is part of a continuous quotation, it is not certain
whether Clement’s text omits the introductory conjunction kai or &, since his
quotation is so short and his quotation of the previous verse appears to be
abbreviated. For these reasons, the introductory conjunctions are not included in the
apparatus.
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THE GOSPEL OF JOHN
John 1:1
v apyn Nv o Aoyog, kat 0 Aoyog nv Tpog Tov Beov, kat Beog nv o
Noyog (Protr. 6.3) [C]
(o11) 0 Aoyog nv Tpog tov Oeov (Prozr. 7.3) [C]
€V apyn v o Aoyog, kot 0 Aoyog v Trpog Tov Beov (Exc. 19.2) [C]
ev apyn o hoyog nv (Proer. 6.4) [Ad]
o Aoyog nv ev T Beww (Proer. 110.2) [Ad]
(erTrev) ev apyn o hoyog nv ev T Bew, kot Beog nv 0 hoyog (Paed. 1.62.4) [Ad]
Aoyog Beog o ev T Tatpt (Paed. 1.4.1) [All]

alMa kat ev apyn o ev TautotnTt Aoyog (Exc. 19.1) [All]

TEXT: ev apyn nv o Aoyog, kat o Aoyog nv mpog tov Beov, kat Beog nv
o Noyog

Lac. PPCWQ

kat? PPPRABDEA®IIW ! 333579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Ath Did Cyr]addo L [NA:abe]

John 1:3
TTAVTA Y(Xp 61 AUTOU EYEVETO, KAl X(Oplg QUTOV EYEVETO OUSE EV (Paea/.
1.97.3) [C]

TTAVTA 61 AQUTOU EYEVETO, Kai melg AUTOV EYEVETO OUSE EV (5[‘1‘0171.
6.95.1) [C]

TTAVTA 61 AQUTOU EYEVETO, Kai melg AUTOV EYEVETO OUSE EV (5[‘1‘0171.
6.125.2) [C]

TTavIa St QUTOU EYEVETO (Exc. 8.2) [C]
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ou auTou eyeveto oude ev (Paed. 1.60.2) [C]

gyeveTo aveu autou oude ev (Paed. 3.33.3) [Ad]

Kat oudev YWPIg AUTOU EYEVETO (cpr]m) (Strom. 1.45.5) [Ad]

TIAVIQ EYEVETO, KAL YWPIG QUTOU eyeveTo oude ev (Strom. 6.58.1) [Ad]

61 OU TA TTAVTA EYEVETO, KAl X(Dplg AUTOU SYEVETO OUSE EV (SZ'I‘OIH.
6.141.7) [Ad]

61 OU TA TTAVTA EYEVETO, KAl X(Dplg AUTOU SYEVETO OUSE EV (SZ'I‘OIH.
6.153.4) [Ad]

81 ou Ta TTAVTA EYEVETO, KOL YWPIG OU yeyovev oudev'™ (Strom. 7.17.2)

[Ad]
8t ou TTavTa eyeveto kata Poulnoty Tou Tatpog (Strom. 5.103.1) [All]
1 KoL Ywpig eyeveto oude ev (Strom. 6.145.5) [All]

TEXT: tavta 1 autou EYEVETO, KAl YWPIG AUTOU EYEVETO oude ev

Lac. P* (C) W Q

oubeev PPX°ABC™ELA®TIW 33579 892 TR UBS* Or
Ath Cyr"] oudev PR D f' 1582 Did [NA:abe]

John 1:3—-4

0 YOp YEYOVEV eV auTw Lo eomv (Paed. 1.27.1) [C]
0 YOp YeEYOVEV ev auTw Con nv (Paed. 2.79.3) [C]
(o11) Coon v 10 g (Strom. 4.42.3) [C]

10 ¢ TV avBpemey (Exc 13.1) [C]

0 YeYOVev ev autw Con eov (Exc. 19.2) [C]

13 Clement’s predominant inclusion of ev indicates that its omission here is likely

the result of his adaptation and not a genuine attestation (contra Mees).
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TEXT: o yeyovev. ev autw Cwn [eotv / nv], ... Twn nv 1o ¢wg Tov
avBpwwv

Lac. P¥ W Q Ath (Did)

eotiv XD abe] nv Clem™ PP ABCELAOIIW f' {33579
892 1582 TR UBS" Or Cyr [Lac. Did]

ev PPRABCDELAGOMW {33579 892 1582ab e TR
UBS® Or Cyr] omit P* [Lac. Did]

Twv avlpomwv PP PPRACDELAO I W ' £33 579 892
1582 a b e TR UBS* Or Did Cyr] omit B
John 1:5
Kat n okotia autov ou katehafev (Exc. 8.4) [C]
Kat 1o okoTog auTov ou katahapBaver (Paed. 1.28.3) [Ad]
Kat 1 okoTia autov ou katohapPaver (Paed. 2.79.3) [Ad]

kat n okotia (¢notv) auto ou katahapBaver (Paed. 2.99.6) [Ad]

TEXT: kat ) okotia [autov / auto] ou katehafev

Lac. P W Q Ath

autov a¢] auto Clem* P°PP?RABCDELAOII W {' {33
579 892 1582 b TR UBS* Or Did Cyr
John 1:9
nv Yap 10 ¢wg 1o alnbvov (Serom. 2.21.1) [C]

pwgs 6e 0 hoyog avBpwTois (Proer. 84.6) [All]

Lac. PP W Q
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nv PPPPXABCDELA®IIV ' 233579892 1582ab TR
UBS® Or Ath Did Cyr] est (=eotiv) e

John 1:11

et 1a 1610 (pno1v) NABev o viog Tou Beou kat ot 16101 autov ouk
eSeCavto (Strom. 7.83.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* W Q Ath Did

John 1:12
eEovotav tekva Beou yeveoBar (Serom. 4.26.5) [C]

Lac. P* W (Q) Did

John 1:13

TOV OUK €€ atpatwv oude ek BeAnparog oapkog ev Twveupartt
QAVAYEVVWHEVOV (Strom. 2.58.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* W (Or) Did

oapkog Bl add oude PYPPXACDLAOMW Qf' £33 579
892 1582 ab ¢ TR UBS* Ath Cyr; omit E (Or)"

John 1:14
kat o hoyog oapE eyeveto (Exc. 19.1) [C]
&t nv o Aoyog yeyovev oopE (Paed. 2.20.1) [Ad]

otav 0 Noyog oapE yevnto (Strom. 5.16.5) [Ad]

1% The agreement between Clement and B and Origen with E are not listed as
significant variants. In both cases, it appears that the affinity is due only to the
looseness of each adaptation. For Origen’s relationship with E’, see Ehrman, Fee, and
Holmes, Text of the Fourth Gospel, 53 n. 5
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KAl yap 0 Aoyog auTog evapyws oapE yevopevog (Paed. 1.9.4) [All]

EV TOUT® KA1 O )\oyog r]veqosv TE KOl EKAPTIOPOPNTEV OGPE YEVOHEVOC
(Strom. 5.72.3) [All]

TEXT: ka1 o Aoyog ocopE eyevero

Lac. P¥ W

John 1:16
Tavteg (¢pnotv) ek Tou TANpwpatog autou ehaPopev (Strom. 1.87.5) [Ad]

Lac. P* (D) W (Ath) (Did) (Cyr)

John 1:17
(610 kat gnotv 1 ypagn) o vopog Sra Mwoewg €500 ... n e ardrog
xapis kat 1 aAnBeia Sra Inoou Xprotou eyevero (Paed. 1.60.1) [C]
(61 ov) o vopog €d0Bn (Strom. 1.169.4) [C]

0 vopog 61 Mwoewg £dobn, n yapig kat n aknbeia dia Inoou
Xprotou (Quis div. 8.1) [C

BeoBev S1a Mwuoews dedooBat tov vopov  (Strom. 1.70.2) [All]
0Bev o vopiog eikotwg etprTan St Mwoewg Sedocbar (Strom. 1.167.1) [All]

TEXT: ... o vopog dia Mwoewg £dobn, 1) yapig kot ) ohnbeia
d1a Inoou Xpiotou eyevero

Lac. P* D W (Ath) (Did)

xapic PPRABCELAOIIW Q' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Ath Cyr] yapig & P* ab e; xopis yap Did

Xpiotou PPPPRABCELAOIIW Q' 733579 892 1582 a
b e TR UBS* Or Ath Did Cyr] omit X’
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_]ohn 1:18

Beov oudeig ewpakev TTwToTE: 0 povoyevng Beog 0 wv €16 Tov KOATTOV
TOU TIATPOG EKELVOG EENYNOATO (Strom. 5.81.3) [C]

€1 TOV KoATTOV Tou Tratpog (Exc. 8.1) [C]

0 TOV KOATIOV TOU TIATPOG Einyoupsvog UL0G HOVOYEVNG (Strom.
1.169.4) [Ad]

OUTOG TOV KOATTOV Tou Ttatpog eEnynoato (Exc. 8.2) [Ad]

TOV KOATTOV TOU TIATPOG OV O HOVOYEVNG esog povog Einynoaro (Quis
div. 37.1) [Ad]

8t ov 0 povoyevng ek KoATTwV Ttatpog katateptetat (Paed. 1.8.2) [All]

TEXT: Beov 0udeig EwpOKeV TTWTIOTE: O HOVOYEVNG [Beoc / vioc] 0 wv
€15 TOV KOATIOV TOU TIQTPOG EKELVOG EENyNoaTo

Lac. P* D W (Ath)

momote PPPPRABCELA®IIW Qf' {33579 8§92 1582 TR
UBS® Or Did Cyr] add nisi (=e1 pn) abe [Lac. Ath]

o povoyevng Beog P” X¢ 33 Or Cyr] povoyevng Beog P X' B C L
UBS* Did; o povoyevng viog Clem™ AEAG® T W Q f' {2579 892
1582 abe TR Ath

owv PPPRABCELAGIIW Qf'f®335798921582b e
TR UBS® Or Did Ath Cyr] omit X’ (a)

ewpokev Twtote PPPP*RABCELAOIIW Q f' 733579
892 1582 ab e TR UBS® Or Did Cyr] mrwmote ewpaxev P™ [Lac. Ath]

(Beog) vioc P“PPXABCELA® W Q f £33 579 892 1582 b
e TR UBS® Or Ath Did Cyr] filius suus (=uiog autou) a

ELC PYPPRABCELAOIIWY Q' {°335798921582b e TR
UBS* Or Ath Did Cyr] omit a

eketvo¢c PPPPRABCELAOGIIW Qf' 133579 8921582ab
e TR UBS* Or Ath] omit Did
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John 1:20-23
HMag pev ouk epet Xprotog Oe ervat apvnoetat gwvn Se opoloynoet
ev epnpw Powoa (Procr. 9.1) [All]

Lac. P D W Ath Did (Cyr)

John 1:27
ouk et (pnotv) akLog Tov pavIa Tou UTTSNpATOg Auoat Kuptou
(Strom. 5.55.1) [Ad]*

ouk aE10¢ ELVaL OPOAOY WV TOV IHOAVIA TV UTTOSNPOTMV AUELY TOU
kuptou (Paed. 2.117.4) [All]

Lac. P* D W Ath Did (Cyr)

ouk et P P X C L 33 a] ouk erpi eyw P B W £ 579 UBS?
Or;eyw ouk eyt AEA®TTQ £ 892 1582b e TR™ [Lac. Cyr]

ofioc XABCELA®TIW Q f £33 579 892 1582 TR UBS
Or] ikavog P* P” Cyr [NA:ab €]

TOV 1HOVTA TOU UTTOONHOTOG | UTOU TOV LHAVTa TOU UTTOSHATOg
PPXABCELAOTIIV Q f'f"” 338921582 TR UBS* Or Cyr;
TOV 1pavIa Tou uttodnpatos autou PP a b (e); autou tov pavia 579

John 1:47
ot Tw ovtt Iopanhitat ... ev oig Sohog oudeig (Strom. 6.108.1) [Ad]

Lac. P* C D W (33) Or Ath (Did) (Cyr)

John 2:1-11
€L Yap Kot To udwp otvov ev Toig Yapolg Tetotnkev (Paed. 2.29.1) [All]

Lac. P* C D W (Or) (Ath) Did

1% The reading of f" is taken from MSS 13, 69, 453, and 788.
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John 2:16
eEeABete ex Tou o1KOU TOU TIaTPOC pou (totg kKAntotg Aeyer) (Exc. 9.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* C D W Ath Did (Cyr)

John 3:5
auTika Ot USATOG KAl TIVEVPATOG 1) avayevvnotg kabarep kat i maoa
veveoig (Ecl 7.1) [All]

Lac. P CD W Or Ath Did

John 3:6
TO YEYEVVWIEVOV €K TG OOPKOG TAPE ETTLV OUTM TO EK TIVEUHOTOS
Tveupa (Strom. 3.84.3) [Ad]

Lac. P C D W (33) (Or) Ath Did

eorivPPPPRXABELAO®TIW Q f' £33 579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Cyr] add quia de carne natum est (=ott ek TG Capkog To
veyevvnpevov) ab e [Lac. Or]

outw | omit P PPRABELAOGTIIW Q' {° 33579 892 1582 a
b e TR UBS*Cyr [Lac. Or]

T0 €K ] Kot To yeyevvnpevov ek Tou PP PPRABELAG NIV Q f
£ 33579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS* Cyr [Lac. Or]

John 3:18
o "’ motevwv ndn kekprrar (Serom. 2.69.1) [C]

0 amotnoag (kata TV owtnplov gwvny) ndn kekpitot (Strom.
4.169.4) [Ad]

Lac. P* C D W (Or) Ath (Did)

137 This quotation is too brief to determine with certainty whether Clement’s text
includes the conjunction &€ or not.
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John 3:19

oT1 10 p¢ eAnAuBev €1¢ Tov KoopOV Kat nyarnoav ot avbpwrot
paAAov T0 OKOTOG 1) TO PO (Proer. 101.2) [C]

Lac. P* C D W Or Ath (Did)

nyatmnoayv ... 1o okotogc PPABELAGTIIW Q733579892 a
b TR UBS* Did Cyr] nyamnoav pohov ot avBpwrot To oxoTog
P £' 1582 (e); o1 avBpwtor nyamnoav 1o okotog podhov X

o' PPXABELAOIW Q f' 33579 892 1582 TR UBS* Cyr]
omit P® [NA:ab e; Lac. Did]

ELG PPRXABELAOINW Qf' 233579 892 1582 ¢ TR UBS*
Cyr] add hoc (=touto) a b [Lac. Did]

koopov PPRABELAOIIVW Q' {33579 892 1582ab TR
UBS® Cyr] saeculum (=aiwva) k [Lac. Did]

John 3:30
kape Set eharrouoBar auetv Se povov ndn Aottrov Tov kuptakov
Noyov (Strom. 6.94.6) [Ad]

Lac. P® C W Ath Did

John 3:36

0 TOTEU®V EL§ TOV Utov exeL Lonv orwviov (Paed. 1.29.1) [C]

Lac. P* W Or Ath Did

EYEL PCPPRABCELAOIIW Q' f¥335798921582abe
TR UBS* Cyr] eyn D"

18 It is unlikely that this variant is due to itacism. The use of the subjunctive
mood appears to function as part of a purpose clause introduced in Codex Bezae by
the addition of the conjunction 1va at the beginning of the verse.
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Conv PPPRABCDELAG®IIW Q ' 33579 1582 TR UBS*
Cyr] v Conv 892 [NA:abe]

John 4:7
KAl TT]V ZGPGPITIV T]TEI TTLELV OKEVEL KSPGPS(D TOU (PpE(XTOg 0V1p(DOGV
(Paed. 2.38.2) [All]

Lac. P* W (Or) Ath Did

John 4:14
Kat ot SLYwVTES TG TINYNG TNG LWTIKNG O NG 01 HETOAXBOVTES OUKETL
Swynoovotv (Paed. 1.83.3) [All]

TouteoTt TNV S18aokaliav Tou CWTNPOG NTIS E0TL PpwpA NHKV
TIVEUPATIKOV KOL TOHO S1Yaty OUK ETTIOTAEVOV (Strom. 7.104.4) [All]

Lac. P¥ W (33) Ath (Did)

John 4:32
EY® ((pr](nv (¢} Kuplog) Bpmow EXW PAYELV NV UHELS OUK o1darte (Paea’.
1.45.4) [C]

Lac. P¥ W Ach (Did)

John 4:34
gpov Ppwpa eoTLv va oo w To BeAnpa Tou Tepyavtog pe (Paed.
1.45.4) [C]

Lac. P¥ W Ach (Did)

moow P*P?BCDLOIM WY f' 33579 1582 UBS* Or Cyr]
ot XNAEAQ{®892TR [NA:ab e; Lac. Did]
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John 5:17

ETL T€ KAL 0 OWTNp CWLEL OLel Kat atet epyoletar (Serom. 1.12.3) [All]

Lac. P* C (Or) (Ath) Did

John 5:19
w¢ PAemet Tov atepa (Serom. 1.12.3) [All]™

w¢ PAetret Tou TraTpog v ayaBotnta o viog evepyet (Serom. 5.38.7) [All]

Lac. P* C (Or) (Ath) (Did)

ToU TraTpog / Tov TTaTEpA (motouvta) P*PPRABELWA®TI
W Q' 1133579 892 1582 ab e TR UBS* Or Ath Cyr] mwotouvia
Tov Tarepa D' [Lac. Did]

John 5:24
apNY apnv AeY® UpLy (¢noiv) o Tov AoYoV HoU 0KOUGV KOt TILOTEU®V
TG TIEPYOVTL HE EXEL LNV OLMOVIOV KAL EIG KPLOLY OUK EPYETAL
aMa petaBePnkev ex Tou Bavatou eig v Conv (Paed. 1 27.1) [C]

Lac. P¥ C a Or Ath Did

epyetar PYPPRABDELWAOIIW Qf' {33579 892 1582
TR UBS* Cyr] veniet (=eAevoetan) b e

€16 kptov ouk epyetar PPPPRABDELAOIIW Qf' {7 33
579 892 1582 (bf)ée) TR UBS* Cyr] ouk epyetat €16 kprowv W

1 Since the following variant from John 5:19 is most likely the result of itacism,
the distinction is not included in the apparatus.
BXET[El E Q 579 892] B)\E'rm PYPPRABDLQOQAOGI V{33 1582
TR UBS* Or Cyr [Lac. Ath Did]
1 Though Clement’s allusion to John 5:19 is brief, his word order still indicates
that his exemplar did not include the variant reading found here in Codex Bezae.
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mv PPPRABELWAOIVW Q{33579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Cyr] omit D [NA: b €]

John 6:27
epyaleabe (pnotv o kuptog) pn v arroMupevnv Bpwotv oAa TV
HEVouoQv €1 LNV dlmVIoV (Strom. 1.7.2) [C]

(610 pnowv) epyaleade pn v amoMupevny Ppwoty ada v
HEVouoQav €1 LNV dlmViov (Strom. 3.87.1) [C]

epyaleaBat yap v Bpwotv Ty e1g atwva TTapapevousav (0 kuptog
evetethato (Strom. 6.1.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* P* (P™) C (Or) Ath (Did)

aMa R E] add v Bpworv PPABDLWAGMIW Q' {33
579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS* Or Did Cyr

pn v omoMwpevnv Bpwotv | Bpwotv pn thy amroMupeviny X b;
pn v Bpwotv v amoMupeviv PPABDELWAOITW Q f
£%33 579 892 1582 a ¢ TR UBS* Or Cyr [Lac. Did]

John 6:32
ou Yap Mwong (pnotv) edwkev upty Tov apTov ek Tou oupavou al\ o

TaTnp pou S16wo1V UPLV TOV apTOV €K TOU 0Upavou Tov oAndivov
+ (Paed. 1.46.2) [C]

o Cwv aptog o utro Tou Tratpog dobeg (Exc. 13.3) [All]

Lac. P* P C (Or) Ath Did

eSwkev BD L W] 8ebwkev PPRAEAOTIIW Q f' £°33 579 892
1582 TR UBS* Or Cyr [NA:ab €]

oAnBivov PPXABDELWAOTIIW Q' {33579 892 1582 ¢
TR UBS* Or Cyr] add panem (=aptov) ab
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vpv! PPRABDELWAOIIW Qf' {33892 1582abe TR
UBS® Or Cyr] omit 579

"o\ ... oupavou PPRABDELWA®IIW Qf'33579 892
1582 ab e TR UBS* Or Cyr] omit "

pou PPRABDELWAOTIIW Q f'33579892 1582ab TR
UBS® Or Cyr] omit e [Lac. "]

(Ip'ITOV2 RABDELWAOIIW Q {'33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Cyr] add tov P [NA: a b ¢; Lac. ]

John 6:33
+ 0 yap aptog Tou Beou 0TLv 0 €k TOU OUpavou kataBalvev kat Lwnv
S150ug Tw koopw (Paed. 1.46.2) [C]

Lac. P* P* (P™) C Ath Did

aptoc PPABEL W AW Q f' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS* Or
Cyrladdo XD © [NA:ab €]

Oeou PPRABDELWAOGIIW Qf' {7338921582ab TR
UBS® Or Cyr] oupavou 579 (e)

€K TOU OUPAVOU Karcxf)mvwv e] Konrcx[%ouvwv €K TOU OUPAVOU p”
RABDELWAOIMW Qf' 335798921582 ab TR UBS* Or
Cyr

Conv &idbouc PPRBDELWAOW Q178921582abe TR
UBS® Or Cyr] 8180ug Cwnv A I1 33 579; &150ug !

Twkoopw PPRABDELWAOITIW Q' {33579 892 1582
TR UBS* Or Cyr] huic mundo (=toutw T0 k0op® ) a b ; saeculo
(=arwvi) e

1" The reading of f" is taken from MSS 13, 69, 346, and 547. The omission
appears to be due to homoeoteleuton.
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John 6:40

Touto Yap'” 0Tt To BeAnpa Tou TraTpog pou va Tag o Bewpwv Tov
U0V KAl TILOTEU®V €TT auTov £XN)'” Cwnv aimviov Kat avaoTnom
autov ev T eoxotn npepa (Paed. 1.28.5) [C]'**

Lac. P* Or Did

Tou TraTpog pou PYPPXRBCD (L) W © f' 33579 1582abe
UBS* Ath Cyr] Tou mepyavtog pe A E IT Q TR; Tou TepiyavTog e
matpog A W 1 892

kat avaotnow avtov PP AD L {' 1582 b] add eyw P?XB CE
WAOIIQ 33579 892 a ¢ TR UBS* Cyr; KL QVOOTNO® £Y®
avtov W; add kat eyw avaotnow avtov Ath

ev PPRADLITW £ 33abUBS* Athjomit P°BCEW A O Q
f1579 892 1582¢ TR Cyr

Touto (yap / &¢) eoti 10 Behnpa P P?RXABCDEL W AOTII
W Q f1 33579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS* Ach Cyr] omit P

em e PPPPRABCDELWAOIW Qf' 33579 892
1582abe TR UBS* Ath Cyr
John 6:44

TOUTO YOp €0TL TO eEAkuanvat utto Tou Ttatpoc (Serom. 4.138.4) [All]
Yop n pog

ELT OUV O TIATNP QUTOS EAKEL TIPOG autov TravTa (Strom. 5.83.1) [All]

Lac. P* (33) (Or) (Ath) Did

192 On the basis of this single quotation, it is impossible to know with certainty

whether Clement’s text includes the introductory conjunction yap or not. For this
reason, the conjunction yop is not included in the apparatus as a significant variant.
1 The textual transmission of Clement’s writings also attests the reading of exet
in MSS M and F.
1% The following variant from John 6:40 is likely the result of itacism, since it is
not strongly attested by any one textual group. For this reason, the variant is omitted.
EXN PYPPRABCDLWAOIIW f!33 892 1582 TR UBS* Ath Cyr]
exet ClemP P*“E Q f®579abe
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John 6:47

0 TOoTEVWV XEL Lwny awviov (Strom. 5.85.1) [C]'®

Lac. P* (P7) (C) (33) Or Ath (Did)
motevwv PPRBL W © 892 UBS'] add eigepe AD EATTW
Qf'f%335791582abe TR Did Cyr [Lac. P” C]

John 6:51
KAt 0 OpTOG OV EY® SO 1) TAPE HOU ECTLV UTIEP TNG TOU KOOHOU
Cong (Paed. 1.46.2) [C]
(erTrev) kat o aptog ov eyw Swow 1 oapE pou eotiv (Paed. 1.47.1) [C]
0 8e aptog ov eyw Swow (pnot) n oapt pou eotv (Exc. 13.4) [C]
0 CwV apTos . . . 0 utog 0Tt Toig eabietv foulopevorg (Exc. 13.3) [All]

TEXT: ... ko1 0 apTOg OV £Y® SWOW 1) CAPE POV EGTLV UTIEP TG TOU
koopou Lwng'®

Lac. P* (P”) A (33) Ach Did

kat PP R*BCDELWAOIIW Q ' {° 33579 892 1582
TR UBS* Or Cyr] omit X'abe

1% Fee points out that both Mees and Barnard incorrectly identify the source of
this reference (“Text of John in Origen,” 307 n. 16). Mees lists it under John 3:15, as
if it were a loose adaptation, though none of the readings in the manuscript tradition
of the verse is identical to Clement’s citation (Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament,
95). Barnard, on the other hand, identifies it as a loose adaptation of John 3:36
(Biblical Text of Clement, 55). Swanson also identifies it as a reference to John 3:36
in both his dissertation (“The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria,” 145) and his
more recent volume on the Greek manuscripts of John (Reuben ]. Swanson, New
Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines
against Codex Vaticanus: John [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995], 36). I
concur with Fee that it is better identified as an exact quotation of the Alexandrian
text of John 6:47.

19 It is likely that Clement’s text includes the introductory xat, since it is appears
in two separate quotations from different works.
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aptog XD Wab]addbe P*BCELAOTIW Q f' {33579 892
1582 ¢ TR UBS" Or Cyr [Lac. P”]

gotiv PP (X)BC DLW W33579abe UBS* Or? Cyr] add nv
eyw dwow EAOTITQf' {7 892 1582 TR Or?*

Swow P*PPRXBCDELWAOIMVYQf'f2¥331582abe TR
UBS* Or Cyr] add vpv 579; add avtw 892

noapf PPPPRXBCDELWAOIIWQf' 338921582 (b)
(e) TR UBS* Or Cyr] oapE 579 (b) (e); 10 owpa a

oapk ... Cong ] uTtep NG TOU koopou Cwng n oap pou eotiv K
John 6:53
(o0 xuptog ev Tw kata lwavvny evayyeho...) poyeoBe pou tag

oapkag (etwv) kot Tece pou 1o oupar (Paed. 1.38.2) [Ad]

payeoBe pou (pnot) v capka ko Tecbe pou o onpiar (Paed. 1.42.3) [Ad]

Lac. P* (P”) A (Or) Ath Did

v oapka PPPPRBCDELWAGIIW Qf' {33579 892
1582 b e TR UBS® Or Cyr] corpus (=10 cwpa) a

John 6:55
T0 aupa pou Yap (¢notv o kuptog) aknBng eotiv Tootg (Paed. 1.36.5) [C]

Lac. P* (X) A (D) 33 Ath Did

ahndrc P P X< B C L W ITW f! £ 579 892 1582 UBS* Or Cyr]
oAnfws P R"'DEA® QTR [NA:abe]

pou PPPPRBCDELWOITW Q{7579 8921582abe TR
UBS* Or Cyr] omit A
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yap Jomit PPPBCELWAG MW Q' f* 5798921582 abe
TR UBS* Or Cyr [NA: X' D]

70 apa (pou yap aAndng) eotiv mooig PP R BCELW A ©
MW Qf £7579892 1582 ab e TR UBS* Or Cyr] omit (X) D'’

mooic PPPPRBCELWAOTIIW Qf' 579892 1582abe
TR UBS* Or Cyr] motov X [Lac. D]

John 7:16
1 &18aryn 1 epn ouk ot epn (0 kuptog Aeyet) al\a Tou TrepyavTog pe
matpog (Strom. 1.87.6) [Ad]*

Lac. P¥* A C Or Ath Did

matpog 33] omit PPPPXBDELWA®IIW Qf' {579 892
1582 abe TR UBS* Cyr

John 7:18
o &e ag eautou (pnot) A\akwv v SoEav v 1drav Tnter (Strom. 1.87.6)
C

0 pev a¢p eautou Aahwv Ty SoEav T 1diav Tntet (pnotv o kuptog): o
S Tnrwv v SoEav Tou Trepyavtog autov outog aAndng eott kat
adikia ouk 0TIV eV autw (Serom. 1.100.3) [C]™

Lac. P¥* A C Or Ath Did

05 P*P"BDELWAOIIW Q{33579 892 1582 TR
UBS® Cyr] qui (=og) ab e; kot o X

OUK €0TLV eV autw L 892] ev autw ouk eotiv PP PP RBD EW A
ONMWYQf {2331582abe TR UBS* Cyr; ev eEQUT® OUK 0TIV 579

17 Since the omission in Codex Bezae and Vaticanus appear to be due to
homoeoteleuton, the accidental agreement between the two readings is not counted
as genetically significant.
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SoEavtny PPRBDELWAOGIIW Q{33579 8921582ab
e TR UBS* Cyr] "*omit P”

autov P**PPRXBDELWAOIIWY Q' {33579 892 1582ab
e TR UBS* Cyr] pe P*

John 8:12
WS OUV 0 KUPLOG Kat Yvwotig ) aindng (Serom. 6.2.4) [All]

Lac. P* (P”) A C b (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 8:24
Qv yop pin TLoTEUONTE (PNotv o kuptog) amoBaveroBe ev Taig
apoptialg vpwv (Strom. 5.85.1) [Ad]*

Lac. P* A C (33) Ath Did Cyr

moteu[olnte P°PPBELWATTW Q{579 892 1582ab TR
UBS* Or] add pot XD © f” e [Lac. 33]

motevonte PR BDELWAOGIIW Q f' £ 579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or™] moteunte P Or®; [NA: ab e; Lac. 33]

toug opaptiorg PYPPRBDELWAOTIIW Q f' {579 892
1582 a ¢ TR UBS* Or] 1 apapTia b [Lac. 33]

John 8:32
kat n anBeta ehevbepwoet vpag (Strom. 2.22.6) [C]

Lac. P* A C (33) Ath Did Cyr

' This omission appears to be due to homoeoteleuton.
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John 8:34

TIAG HEV OUV O TIOLWV TNV QHAPTIAV Soulog eomiv + (Strom. 2.22.5) [C]

Tag yap (pnov) o apapravev Soulog eotiv (o amooTtohog Aeyet'”)

(Strom. 3.30.3) [Ad]

Lac. P* A (C) (Or) Ath (Did) Cyr
eottv D b] add tng apaptiog P°PPXBCELWAGII W Q f'
£33 579 892 1582 a ¢ TR UBS* Or Did""

John 8:35

+ 0 & Soulog ou pevet ev T orkia €16 Tov atwva + (Strom. 2.22.5) [C]

Lac. P* A Or Did Cyr

atwva X W 33] add o viog pever PPBCELAOTIW Q f' £ 892
1582 ¢ TR UBSY add o 6¢ uiog P* D a (b) Ath; Inooug pevn
579171

evinowkia PPPP"XBCELWA®IIW Qf' {33579 892 1582
b e TR UBS* Ath] ei¢ v owxiav Dj; add Domini (=tou kuptou) a

John 8:36
+ eav 8e 0 utog upag eheubepwon'”* ekeubepor eceaBe (Strom. 2.22.6) [C]

19 Jesus is clearly speaking here, but Clement confuses this verse with Rom 6:16.

170 Since this citation is part of a longer continuous citation, it is likely that the
omission of Tng apoptiag represents Clement’s actual text.

7! The fact that the omission of o [8¢] uiog pevet is also attested to by & Q 33
makes it likely that the phrase may have also been absent from Clement’s text. On the
possibility of it being a deliberate omission, see n. 173 below.

172 Since the following variant in John 8:36 is not strongly attested by any one
textual group, it is most likely the result of itacism.

eheuBepwon PYPP R BCEL QI W f' 33 892 1582 TR UBS*
Ath] ehevBepwoer D A © Q £ 579; eheubepwbn X' [NA:ab e]
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Lac. P* A Or Did Cyr

738 Jouv PPRBCDELWAOIIWQ {33579 892 1582 b
TR UBS* Ath; omit P fae

ovioc PPPPRXBCELAOIIWQf' 3335798921582abe
TR UBS* Ath] omit W

vpag PPPPRBCELWAOTIWQf' f°338921582abe TR
UBS® Ath] npag 579"

e\eubepor | oviwg eheuBeport PPPRBCDELWAO NIV Q f
£33 579 892 1582 a b ¢ TR UBS* Ath

PegegBe PPRBCDELWAOIIW Q11733579 892 1582 a
b e TR Ath UBS*] eote P*

John 8:44
UHELG €K TOU TTATPOS UV Tou Stafolou eote kat Tag emiBupiag Tou
Tatpog vpwv Belete!” Toterv. ekevog avBpwoktovog nv at
apyng kot ev ) aAnBeia ouy eoTnKev, 0Tt ouk eoTiv aAndeia ev
auT®. otav Aahn 1o Yeudog, ek Twv 181wV Aalet, OTL YeuoTng eoTt
kat o Trotnp avtov. (Strom. 1.85.2) [C]

17 This ¢ appears to have been part of Clement’s text, since it occurs in the
midst of a longer continuous quotation. It is possible, however, that it might indicate
that Clement omitted the final clause of verse 35 and inserted the conjunction &¢ as
he continued quoting verse 36. In any case, it seemed best to include it in the
apparatus, since it is part ofa longer quotation.

174 A comparison of the collations of 579 by Alfred Schmidtke and Reuben
Swanson reveals a disagreement on this reading. Schmidtke’s text reads upag, while
Swanson has npag. While npag was not listed in any of the critical texts consulted, it
is included in the apparatus, since Swanson’s work has been found to be highly
reliable in its presentation of other variants. In any case, it has no effect on the
analysis of Clement’s text, since the reading has no other support.

17> Clement’s text reveals the following variant in John 8:36. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, eceoBau is listed in the apparatus under eoeoBe.

goecfe BCEATIW Q f' £33 579 892 TR UBS* Ath] eoecBar X
DLQOQO®
Since the following variant from John 8:44 is most likely the result of itacism,
the distinction is not included in the apparatus.  Belete rell] Oeheton P

176
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Lac. P* A (Ath) (Did) Cyr
tou' PPPPRBCDELWAGIIWQ f' {33579 1582 UBS*
Or Did Ath] omit 892 TR [NA:ab e; Lac. IT]

ouy PPCEQ 1582 TR Or]Jouk P*XBDLWAGIIW 't {"
33 892 UBS* Did [NA:ab e; Lac. 579 Ath]

ouk eottv oAnfBerta PPRBCELWAOTIIW Q f' £33 892 1582
a e TR UBS* Or] aAnbeia ouk eotiv P D (b) [Lac. 579 Ath Did]

eotrt PPPPXBCDELWA®IIQ ! £33579 892 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did] add kaBw¢ Wab e [Lac. Ath]

vpov' Jomic P*PPRBCDELWAOTIW Q f' £33 579 892
1582 a b ¢eTR UBS* Or Did [Lac. IT Ath]

tov> PPPPRBCDELWAOIIW Q' {33579 1582 TR
UBS* Or Did Ath] omit 892 [NA:ab e]

ot PPPPRXBCDEWAOIIWQf 2335798921582 abe
TR UBS* Or] €€ L [Lac. Ath Did]

ouy / ouk eotnkev ... oAnfeia (P*) PPXBC(D)ELWAOITWY
Q1338921582 abe TR UBS* Or Did] omit 579 [Lac. Ath]

otav PYPPRBCDELWAOGIIWY Q3357989 1582ab
TR UBS® Or Did] qui (=o¢) e [Lac. Ath]

ek TV 1010v Aaket PPPPRBCDELWAOTIIW Q ' {33
8921582 a b e TR UBS* Or Did] omit 579 [Lac. Ath]

177 A comparison here of Lake’s edition of f' with the collation by Swanson and
the critical editions by Tischendorf, Tregelles, and von Soden indicates Lake’s
reading of ovy is most likely inaccurate. For this reason, I have chosen not to follow
Lake’s reading.
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John 8:56
nyoAaoaro (yap ¢notv) wa 1n

178

TNV NHEPAV TNV EUNV (Exc. 18.1) [C]

Lac. P® Ath Cyr

John 10:1
OpNV opnV AeY® Upty, o pn etoepyopevog dia tng Bupag e1g v avknv
Twv poParwy ala avaBaivav alayoBev eketvog kAetrTng eott
ka1 Anotng: + (Strom. 5.86.4) [C]

Lac. P* C Or Ath Did Cyr

Aeyw uptv PPPPRADELWAOGIIW Qf' {33579 892 1582
abe TRUBSY] upiv Aeyw B

avaPaivev alayobev PPPPRABELWAGIIW Q' {733
579 8921582 a b e TR UBS'] aMoyoBev avaBatvwv D

John 10:2
+ 0 &¢ etoepyopevog dia Tng Bupag Trotpny eoTt TV TTpoPatwy +
(Strom. 5.86.4) [C]

Lac. P* C Or Ath Did Cyr

mowpnv eott PYPPRABELAGIIW Q' {33579 8921582 a
(e) TR UBS*] autog €otiv 0 motpnv D (b); exewvog eotiv o oty W

etoepyopevog PR ABDELWAOTIIW Q f' {33579 892
1582 a b e TR UBS"] epyopevog P™

178 Clement’s text reveals the following variant in John 8:56. Since the variant is
most likely the result of itacism, the distinction is not included in the apparatus.
16n PSPPCDELAOGONIV Q f' £1%33 579 892 1582 TR UBS* Did] e1dn
XABQ;nén ©[NA:abe]
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John 10:3
+ Toutw 0 Bupwpog avoryer (Serom. 5.86.4) [C]

Lac. P* C (Or) Ath Did Cyr

John 10:7
o kup1og Aeyel) eyw eipt 1) Bupa Tv tpofatwy (Serom. 5.86.4) [C]
p Y& &Y H P P

Lac. (P*) C 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

r]eupa PSRABDELWAOGIWY Q' 3335791582 abeTR
UBS'] o roipnv P [Lac. P¥]

John 10:8
(var gaot yeypogpBat) TTavTeg o1 Tpo TG TAPOUGLAG TOU KUPLOU
KAemrtau €101 kot Anotan (Serom. 1.81.1) [Ad]*

Tavteg (ouv) ot TTpo kuptou KAeTrTon Ko Anotar (Strom. 1.84.7) [Ad]*

al\ ot pev KAeTrTOL TTAVTES Kot AnoTat (wg gnotv n ypaen) (Strom.
1.135.2) [Ad]*

Toxa & av etev kAetrtan kot Anotat ot tap EAAnot pthocogot kat ot
TIPO TG TOU KUPLOU TTapouctag Trapa Twv Efpatkwv mpopnrev
pepn g aAnBetag ou kat emryvewoty Aofovres (Serom. 1.87.2) [All]

OUTOG KAETTTNG UTTO TG Ypagng etpntat (Serom. 1.100.4) [All]'”

emter kAetrrag g PapPapou prhocogiag ENAnvag ewvar pooettey 1)
Ypagn (Serom. 2.1.1) [All]"™

17 Although as a rule one-word references are excluded from this study, this
reference is cited since its context clearly indicates it is from John 10:8, and Clement
uses it as a reference to Scripture.

1% See the preceding note.
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oTwg kAetrTag eipnobot pog Tou kuptou Toug ENnvag eEakouoteov
(Strom. 5.140.1) [All]'S!

TEXT: TTQVTES ... TIPO ... KAETITOL €101 KAt ANOTOL

Lac. (P*) C 892 Ath Did Cyr

maviec PPPYPPRABELWAOIIW Qf' 2335791582 ae
TR UBS* Or] omit D b

mpo PPRXABDLW @I W f' f*33579 1582 TR UBS'] omit
PPUPER EAQabe

John 10:11
0 Yap otycxeog TIOLUNV TNV YUYV EQUTOU 'ner](nv UTIEP TWV npo[?)ourcov
(Paed. 1.97.3) [Ad]

0 Yap otycxeog TIOLUNV TNV Yuxnv 'ner]mv UTIEP TV Trpo[?)otm)v
(Strom. 1.169.1) [Ad]

0 YOuv TrotpnV Kat Twv kab exaoTov kndetat poPatwv (Strom.
6.158.1) [All]

TEXT: ... o ayaBog morpnv v yuynv ... 11bnotv utep twv
mpofatwv

Lac. C 892 Or Ath

0o PPPPRABELWAONW Q' 17335791582 ae
TR UBS* Did Cyr] 618wotv P“ X' D b

mpoPatwv PP PEPRABDELWAGIW Q' 33579
1582 a TR UBS’ Did Cyr] ovibus suis (=rtpoPatwv autou) b e

o ayabog Totpnv | o kahog morpny P Did; o morpnv o kahog
PYPPX ABDELWAOIIW Q f' {33579 1582 TR UBS*
Cyr; pastor enim (b) / autem (a) bonus (= o &¢ kahog Trorpunv) ab

181 See n. 179 above.
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]ohn 10:16

KOl YEVNOOVTal (npr](nv) Ol TIOVTEG H1A TTOLH VT KA1 ELG TIOLHNV (Paec/.
1.53.3) [Ad]*

eottv 8e kat oMa'® (¢notv o kuptog) TpoPaTa a oUK ECTLV EK THG

avhng Tavtng (Strom. 6.108.2) [Ad]

TEXT: kat ala TpoPata o 0UK EOTLV €K TG AUANG TAUTNS ... KAL
YEVNOOVTQL jiLat TIOLPVT) KOL ELG TEOLHNV

Lac. (P™) C (33) 892 (Or) Ath

Kot yevnooviar PP R BD L W © W f' 33 1582 UBS* Or Cyr?]
Kat yevnoetor P R'AEATIQf®579abe TR; va YevovTat
Did [Lac. P”]

kat e1g worpnv Aabe] eig moypnv PP PCPPRABDEL W O I1
W Q f' £33 579 1582 TR UBS' Cyr; kat oty eig Did [Lac. Or]

mpoPata | ad eywd PPPUPPRABDELWAOIIW Qf' {33
579 1582 abe TR UBS* Did Cyr [Lac. Or]

a PPPPRABDELWAOGIIW Q' f?335791582abe TR
UBS® Did Cyr] amep P* [Lac. Or]

eoTv PPPYPPRABDELWAOGIIW Q' 1233579 1582ab
e TR UBS* Cyr] etowv Did [Lac. Or]

ek PPPPRABDELAOIW Q' f?335791582abe TR
UBS* Did Cyr] omit W [Lac. P” Or]

John 10:27
Ta e epa Twpofarta TG epng akovel pwvng (Serom. 6.108.3) [Ad]

Lac. P* C 892 (Or) Ath (Did) Cyr

182 The loose nature of Clement’s citation makes it impossible to know with
certainty whether it includes the conjunction &¢ or not.
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akouet PPADEATIW Q f' 1582 TR] akovovotv PR B L W
©® 33 ab e UBS* Or Did; akovocwoiv 579

ek ok ok ok ko ok ke ke ke ok ko

epa wpoPota Or] wpofata taepa PPPPRXABDELWAOTI
W Q£ 335791582 ab e TR UBS* Did

epng pwvng OrP Did] pwvng pou P*PPRABDEL W A O I1
W Q f'£33579 1582 ab e TR UBS* OrF*

John 11:43
Kat T 1ebvewTt Aalope, ermev, eEilt: + (Paced. 1.6.3) [All]

Lac. (P*) (P7) 892 Ath (Did) (Cyr)

John 11:44
+ 0 &e eEN\Bev g YNg, 0 vekpog (Paed. 1.6.3) [All]

Lac. (P*) (P”) 892 Ath Did Cyr

John 13:5

Kl TOUg TT0dAS EVITITEV QUTOV TaBavm TEPILwTApEVOS (Paed. 2.38.1)

[All]

KOl QUTOG O CWTNP ATTOVITITWV TOUG Todag Twv pot@r]'roav (Paed. 2.63.2)

[All]

Lac. P* P” C (33) Ath Did Cyr

John 13:33
(autOg E0TLV O ELTTWV) Tekvia, Tt pikpov peb upwv et (Strom. 6.104.3)

[C]
(pnot yap) Troudia Tt pikpov ped vpwv epr (Paed. 1.13.3) [Ad]*

Tekvia (pnotv) ohiyov et ped vpwv et (Strom. 3.99.2) [Ad]

Lac. P* P Ath Did Cyr
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pikpov PPABCDEW AT Qf'33579 1582ab e TR UBS* Or]
add ypovov XL © W " 892

tekvia PPXRABCDELWAOIIW Q'£2338921582abe
TR UBS* Or] add pou 579

John 14:2

€101 Yo Trapa: kupte kat proBot kat povou etoveg (Strom. 4.36.3) [All]

TNV povnv eketvny T opethopevny (Strom. 7.88.3) [All]

Lac. P* P” Or Ath Did
John 14:6
(o0 xuptog autog erTrev) eyw et ) aknBera (Serom. 1.32.4) [Ad]
eyw (pnowv) etpr n oknbera (Serom. 5.16.1) [Ad]
ouv et 0 kuptog oAnBeta (Strom. 2.52.7) [All]

TEXT: eyw etpt ... 1 aknBeiax

Lac. P* P” (Or) (Ath) (Did) Cyr

John 14:8-9
eyw oot SeiEw Beou Tatpog ayabou wpoowtov (Quis div. 23.2) [All]

Lac. P* (P7) C (33) (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 14:15
ayara de Xpiotov Inoouv o 1o Bednpa autou Totwv kat puAaTowY
autou Tag eviohag (Quis div. 29.5) [All]

Lac. P* (P”) C (33) Or Ath Did
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]ohn 15:1

EYW ELHL N otpne)\og n a)\newn, KOl O TTATNp POV O YEWPYOS EOTLV +
(Paed. 1.66.4) [C]

aptrehog Se o kuptog aMnyopettar (Serom. 1.43.2) [All]

Lac. P* P P> C W 892 (Ath) Did Cyr

o RABELOIVW Qf' {33579 1582 TR UBS* Or Ath] omit
DA [NA:abe]

John 15:2
+ (erTat e yoyev TTAALY) TTAV KANHQL EV EHOL P} PEPOV KOPTIOV OLPEL
QuTo, Kat Trav To kaptopopouv kabaipet,'* tva kapTrov TAEIw
pepn (Paed. 1.66.4) [P

Lac. P* P% P C W 892 Or Ath (Did) Cyr

kaBatpet a] add auto ) ABDELAOTIIW Q f' £33 579 1582
(b) (¢) TR UBS* Did

KapTrov TAetw / hetova & B L W 33579 a b e UBS] mhetova
kapmov ADEAOTIIQf' {1582 TR Did

outo RABDELA®TIW Q33 a¢ TR UBS*| autoc 579;
omit f' 1582; add pater (=mtatnp) [Lac. Did]

kapTopopouv | kaptopopov D a; kaptov gepov X (A) BEL A
OMW Q' (33)579 1582 (b) e TR UBS* [NA: Lac. Did]

John 15:5-6
OUK E0TL KA TNG OEL LWOTG UTIEPOUPAVIAG OHTIENOU, EKKOTITETAL TO
mtup aBpouv avapever (Quis div. 37.6) [All

Lac. P* (P*) P> C W (33) 892 (Or) (Ath) (Did) Cyr

183 Marcovich adds auto on the basis of the New Testament.
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John 15:11

TauTa AeAaAnKa ULy, tva 1) Xopa 1 epn TANpwOn + (Serom. 2.71.2)
[Ad]184

Lac. P* (P*) P> C W 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

epn ] add ev uptv 1 ko n yapa vpov ABD O TTW579abe
UBSY add ev upv petvn xon n xapa upwv X EL A Q £ TR; add i
EV UPLV KAL 1] XOpA VPV 33; €V MLV 1] KAl 1) YAPA VLWV t' 1582

[Lac. P%]
John 15:12
+ avutn &e' eotv i eviohn n epn, wva ayarare aAknloug kaBawg

NYQTNOQ UHOG (Strom. 2.71.2) [C]

Lac. P* (P*) P> C W (33) 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

kabwc RABDELAOTIIW Q ' £33 579 1582 TR UBS?] c¢
P% [NA:abe]

John 15:13
e1 Se Tag yuyag opethopev Totg adehpots (Quis div. 37.5) [All]

Lac. P* P> C W (33) 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

'8 The abbreviated form of this verse makes it impossible to know whether
Clement’s text omits or includes the introductory conjunction kat.

% Though Clement’s quotation of John 15:12 is part of a continuous quotation,
his adaptive use of the previous verse makes it impossible to determine whether his
text included the conjunction &, as it does in £
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John 15:15
oukeTt upag douloug, aMa grhoug Aeyw (Strom. 7.79.1) [Ad]™

Lac. P* P> C W (33) 892 (Or) Ath (Did)

John 16:27
QUTOG YOp O TIATNP PLAEL VPO, OTL UHIELS EPE TIEPIATKOTE (Paed. 1.8.2) [C]

Lac. P* (P*) P™ 892 Or Ath Did

egie BCDEWAOIIW Qf' 33579 1582 TR UBS* Cyr] pe X
AL [NA:abe;Lac. P%]

John 17:1-4, 8, 20
1) KO O KUPLOG TUXETO, EVXOAPLOTWY HEV EP OLG ETENELWOEV TV
d1aKoviav, EUYOHEVOS O WG TTAELOTOUG 0OOUS EV ETILY VWOEL

eveoBat, v ev To1g cwlopevolg H1a TG CWTNPLAG KOT ETILY VWOLV
o Beoc SoEalnTan (Strom. 7.41.7) [All]

Lac. P* P* P (33) 892 (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 17:2
Kat Hovov Tmhg alwviou TopLAY, Ny 0 utog S1dwatv Nty Top ekelvou

NaPwv (Quis div. 6.4) [All]

Lac. P* (P*) P (33) 892 Or Ath Did

1% Clement’s adaptation of John 15:15 is, unfortunately, too ambiguous to
determine his attestation of the variant readings associated with this portion of the
manuscript tradition. The following variants are listed below for information
purposes only.

oukett upag Aeyw D EA @ IT Q f' £ 1582 TR Or] oukett Aeyw upag P*°
XA BLW33579abe TR UBS* Cyr [Lac. Did]

Aeyw P Or] etpnkaRABDELAG MW Q' {33579 1582abe TR
UBS*Cyr [Lac. Did]
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]ohn 17:3

10 B¢ QY VOELV TOV TIOTEPO eavcrrog ECTLV, WG TO YVOVAL M a1mviog
(Strom. 5.63.8) [All]

Lac. P* (P*) P (33) 892 (Or) (Ath)

John 17:19
utog Beou utrep npwv aytalopevog (Strom. 5.66.5) [All]

Lac. P* (P*) P™ 892 Or Did

John 17:21
(Aoywv TNV evayYEMOV TOU KUPLOU ... AEYEL) VA TIAVIES £V WO,
kaBwg ov, ToTep', ev gpot Kayw eV 001, VA KAl QUTOL EV NPV OV,

wa ko™ o koopog TTioTeUN OTL OV e atreoTelhag + (Paed. 1.71.1) [C]

EV QUT® Yap O ULOG KOL €V T® Uiw o Trotnp (Paed. 1.53.1) [All]

Lac. P* (P*) P 892 (Ath) (Did)

evwowy RAELAGTIIW Q1133579 1582 TR Or Ath Did
Cyr] wowv P*BCD W ab e UBS*

moteun PY R B C W UBSY] motevon XKXADELAGTIW Q f'
£33 579 1582 TR Or Cyr [NA a b e; Lac. Ath Did]

'8 Clement’s text in John 17:21 reveals the following variant concerning the

spelling of matep:
marep RACELAOII W Q f' £ 33579 1582 TR UBS* Cyr]
mamp BD Q [NA:ab e; Lac. P Or]

'8 It is doubtful that Clement’s use of ko is genetically significant. While f* also
attests the same reading, it is unlikely that Clement was relying on a common
tradition, since he does not support any of the other distinctive features of f'. For this
reason, it is not included in the statistical analysis.
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ev'! NABDELWAONWY Q' 333579 1582ab e TR UBS*
Cyr] omit C [Lac. P* Or]

ek ok ok ok ko ke ke ke ke ok ko

kaBwc ...evoot KABCDELWA (@) ITW Q' {33579
1582 ab e TR UBS* Cyr] VOl WOTIEP EY® KAL OV EV ECHEV Ath
Did [Lac. P Or]

wakatoutor PPRABCDELWAOIIW Qf' {33579 1582
a (b) () TR UBS* Or Cyr] tva kot outor Did; kaketvor Ath

John 17:22
+kayw v SoEav nv edwkag pot dedwka autoig, tva wotv ev kabwg
npeig ev: + (Paed. 1.71.1) [C]

Lac. P¥* P Q 892 Or Did

kayw PP*RXBCDLW W f' 331582 (a) (b) (¢) UBS* Ath Cyr] kau
eyo AEAOTI{” TR (a) (b) (¢); eyw 579

edwkac AD © TTW 579] 8ebwkac P XBCEL W A f' f° 33
1582 TR UBS* Ath Cyr [NA:abe]

Sedwka P*BCDELW AW f' 33579 1582 TR UBS* Ath Cyr]
Swka XAOTI P [NA:abe]

kabwc PPRXABCDELWA®TIIW f' {33579 1582 TR UBS*
Ath Cyr] add et (=kat) abe

ev? P°BCDL W f'33 1582 ¢ UBS* Cyr] add eopev X AEA ©
MW f?ab TR Ath; omit X 579

SoEav PPRABCDELAOMNW ' {33579 1582abe TR
UBS® Ath Cyr] add pou W

wowv PPRABCELWAOIIW ' {33579 1582 TR UBS* Ath
Cyr]add 10 D [NA:abe]
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]ohn 17:23

+ EY(;) €V QUTOLC KA1l OV ev EpOl, wva o1l TETS)\EKDPEVOI E1C EV (Paea’.
1.71.1) [C]

KOl NYATNoag AuToug xabac, EHE NYQTTNOAS (Paed. 1.8.2) [C]

TEXT: ey® €V QUTOLS KOL OV €V EHOL, VO 01 TETENELWHEVOL EIG EV ...
Kat nyamnoag avtous kabwg epe nyatnoag

Lac. P* P” (Q) 892 Or Ath Did (Cyr)

eyw P°RABCELWA®IWf'{*331582be TR UBS* Cyr]
kayw D579a [Lac. Q]

nyamnoag' PRABCELWAOIIW Qf' {33579 1582 ¢
TR UBS* Cyr] nyammnoa Dab

kaBwc PPRABCDELWAGIIW Q{33579 1582 ¢ TR
UBS® Cyr] add et (=xau) a b; xope W

ene P°RXABCELA®IIW Qf' £ 33579 1582 ¢ TR UBS* Cyr]
ovu pe D a; kape W;tu (=0U) b

eYw ...epot PPRABCELWAOTIIVW (') 233579 1582ab
(e) TR UBS* Cyr] OV EV EJI01 KAY® eV auTolg D [Lac. Q]

eic P°RABELWAOIIW ' 33579 1582 (a) (b) (¢) TR
UBS® Cyr] add eig C;add 1o D (a) (b) (¢) [Lac. Q]

nyamnoag® PR ABCDELWAOIIW Q' {¥331582abe
TR UBS* Cyr] nyamnoav 579'%

1% While the variant nyamnoav is only found in Swanson’s collation, it is
included in the apparatus since Swanson’s work has been found to be highly reliable
in its presentation of other variants. In any case, the reading has no other support
and, therefore, has no affect on the analysis of Clement’s text.
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]ohn 17:24

(kuprog evayyeho Aeywv) Tratep,'”” oug edwrag'” pot, Bedw va oou
ELIL EY® KOKELVOL WO PET epov, va Bewpwot thv SoEav v epnv,

nv edwkag pot 0Tt Nyamnoag pe Tpo katafolng koopou + (Paed.
1.71.2) [C]

Lac. P* (P*) P 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

ouc ACELATIW Qf'f®331582abe TR] o X BD W 579
UBS* ou O [Lac. P¥]

kaketvor RBCDELAOW Q f' £33 579 1582 TR UBS*] kot
eketvor A W IT[NA: a b e; Lac. P

edwkac’ BE O IT TR] 8edowokac RACDLWAW Q £ {°33
579 1582 UBS* [NA: a b e; Lac. P*]

etpteywo XABCDELWAOIIW Qf' {33579 1582ab TR
UBS'] omit eyw P*; ego fuero (=eyw eoopar) e

mvepnv PP""XABCELWAOMIW Q' 733579 1582abe
TR UBS*] omit D

John 17:25
+ mrotep'” Sikate, KAl 0 KOOHOG T€ OUK EYV®, EYw OE O€ EY VWY,
KAKELVOL EYVWOAV OTL OU JIE OTIECTEINOG: + (Paed. 1.71.2) [C]

1% Clement’s text in John 17:24 and 25 reveals the following variant concerning
the spelling of marep. It is of no significant textual value, so it is not included in the
apparatus.

moarep RCDELQAOGTIIVY Q ' £33 579 1582 TR UBS?]
motnp A B [NA:ab e; Lac. P Cyr]

1 1t is unlikely that Clement’s attestation of ebwkag' is genetically significant.
While the reading does also appear in MSS A, it has been excluded from the textual
analysis since Clement does not attest any of the other distinctive features of that
manuscript. Thus the agreement between the two appears to be only accidental.

192 See n. 190 above.



TEXT AND APPARATUS 217
Lac. P® P* P” 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

oeeyvov RBCELAG®TIW Q f' £33 1582 (a) (b) () TR UBS*]
eyvwv oe W 579; oe eyvwka D (a) (b) (e); eyvov A

kato koopog RABCELWAOIIW Qf' 733579 1582 ¢ TR
UBS*] o Koopog Toutog Dj et hic mundus (=xat outog Koopog) a;
mundus (=koopog) b

kakewol | karoutor RABCDELQA®IIW Qf' {33579
1582 abe TR UBS*

John 17:26

+ KAl €YVWPI0A AUTOLG TO OVOPA GOV KAl YVWPLOW (Paed. 1.71.2) [C]

Lac. P® P* P” 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

eyvopioa X ABCDELWATITW Qf'{”335791582abe TR
UBS?| eyvopioav ©

John 19:17
ePaotace ta Eula tng tepoupytag o loaok, wg o kuptog To Eulov
(Paed. 1.23.1) [All]

Lac. P* (P*) P> C D A 892 (Or) Ath Did Cyr

John 20:29

pokaptot (totvuv) ot pn 1dovreg kot TioTevoavtes (Strom. 2.9.6) [C]

Lac. P* (P*) P (33) 579 892 (Or) Ath Did

18oviec ’ABCDEL(W)A®IMIW Qf'33abe TR UBS* Or
Cyr] add pe X " 1582 [Lac. 1*]



218 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

18oviec RABCDELAOTIIW Q f' £33 1582 TR UBS® Or
Cyr] etdoteg W [NA: a b e; Lac. P*]

kat moTtevocaviec PPXBCDELWAOII W Q' £33 1582 a
b e TR UBS* Or Cyr] TIETTIIOTEVOQVTEG A

John 21:4-5
otabeg, (pnotv), o kupLog eTTL Tw ory1oA® TEpog Toug pabntag
(ohtevovTeg b eTuyov) evepwvnoey Te, TTatdia, pn Tt OYov EXETE;
(Paed. 1.12.2) [Ad]*

Lac. P* (P*) P 579 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

emt RADLO W33 (a) (b) ()] eic BCEATIQ ' 1582 (a) (b)
(e) TR UBS*; omit W [Lac. P*]

pnt ABCDELA®IIW Qf'f?331582be TRUBS] pn &
W; aliquid (=t1) a  [Lac. P*]

oo RABCDELWAOIIW Q' {233 1582b e TR UBS?]
omit A a [Lac. P%]



QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

While the presentation and collation of Clement’s text of the Gospels in the
previous chapter provides convenient access to specific readings attested by
Clement, it does not provide a clear indication of the overall affinities of his
Gospel text. Conclusions about Clement’s overall textual affinities require a
method of data analysis that examines the whole of Clement’s text in each
particular Gospel.

Until the middle of the twentieth century, collating a manuscript or a
Father against the TR and noting “significant” deviations was the primary
method used to determine textual affinity.! Studies since then have
demonstrated the inadequacy of this approach.2 In addition to the problems
of using an artificial standard like the TR as the base text, a method of data
analysis was needed that considered all genetically significant® textual
variants—not just differences with the TR. Such a method was devised by
Ernest C. Colwell in 1959 and refined with the assistance of Ernest Tune in

1 Bart D. Ehrman’s article, “Methodological Developments” provides the most
comprehensive overview and assessment of the methods used by text critics since
John Mill in 1707 for analyzing and classifying New Testament textual witnesses.

2 Bruce Metzger delivered the coup de grice for this method in his 1945 article,
“The Caesarean Text of the Gospels.”

3 Genetically significant textual variants refer only to those readings that indicate
a “genealogical” textual relationship among manuscripts. For this reason readings that
are attested by only a single witness are excluded from the analysis. In addition,
readings that are the result of scribal errors (non-sense readings) or scribal stylistic
preferences (e.g., nu-movable, itacism, minor spelling differences, and olitw/oltwg)
are also excluded. Larry Richards demonstrates the insignificance of this latter type of
variants for establishing genetic textual relationships in his textual study of the
Johannine Epistles (see W. Larry Richards, The Classification of the Greek Manuscripts
of the Johannine Epistles [SBLDS 35; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1977], 33-41).
Genetically significant variants are indicated in the previous chapter by their presence
above the dashed line in the textual apparatus.
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19634 Colwell and Tune’s method has become the standard method of
quantitative analysis for determining the affinities of a Father’s text and is
applied to Clement’s text in this chapter.> This method enables a clear

4 See Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript
within the Manuscript Tradition of the Greek New Testament,” in Studia
Evangelica: Papers Presented to the International Congress on “The Four Gospels in
19577 Held ar Christ Church, Oxtford, 1957 (ed. Kurt Aland et al.; TU 73; Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1959): 757-77; repr. in idem, Studies in Methodology in Textual
Criticism of the New Testament, 26—44; Ernest C. Colwell, with Ernest W. Tune,
“The Quantitative Relationships Between MS Text-Types,” in Biblical and Patristic
Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (ed. ]. Neville Birdsall and Robert W.
Thomson; Freiburg: Herder, 1963): 25-32; repr. in Colwell, Studies in Methodology
in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 56—62. The superiority of this method
has been demonstrated in numerous subsequent studies: Gordon D. Fee, “Codex
Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John”; idem, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of
Alexandria® idem, “P”, P%, and Origen: The Myth of Textual Recension in
Alexandria,” in New Dimensions in New Testament Study (ed. Richard N.
Longenecker and Merrill C. Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974), 19-45; repr.
in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Eldon J.
Epp and Gordon D. Fee; SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 247-73; idem,
“The Text of John and Mark in the Writings of Chrysostom,” NTS 26 (1979-80):
525-47; idem, “Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt, N7528
(1982): 348-64; Larry Hurtado, Texe-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean
Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981); and Carroll D. Osburn, “The Text of the
Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus of Rome,” SecCent 2 (1982): 97-124.

5 The pattern of analysis in this chapter follows that originally developed by
Ehrman in his work on Didymus. While building on Colwell and Tune’s work,
Ehrman essentially follows the application of the method as presented in the
subsequent work of Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus,” and Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology.
The superiority and acceptance of the pattern employed by Ehrman as the
methodological standard for patristic analysis is demonstrated in its use in the
following studies: James Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of Nyssa
(SBLNTGEF 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991); Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, 7Text of the
Fourth Gospel (Holmes has applied this method to Origen’s text of John, but the
resules still await publication); Arthur Cunningham, “Cyril of Alexandria”; Darrell D.
Hannah, The Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGEFE 4;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997); Mullen, Cyril of Jerusalem; Brogan, “Text of the
Gospels”; James Cate, “The Text of the Catholic Epistles and the Revelation in the
Writings of Origen” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1997);
Raquel, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels”; Jean-Frangois Racine, “The Text of
Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea” (Ph.D. diss., Toronto School of
Theology, 2000); and Carroll D. Osburn, The Text of the Apostolos in Epiphanius of
Salamis (SBLNTGEF 6; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2004). Though Racine’s
dissertation has since been published, references to his work are taken from his
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comparison of Clement’s entire text with the representative textual witnesses
listed in the apparatus.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The quantitative method devised by Colwell and Tune compares the
percentage of agreement between textual witnesses in variation units
determined to be genetically significant.6 In practice, this method begins
with the collation of a text whose textual affinities are unknown with a
number of other witnesses whose textual affinities belong to one of the four
major groups of readings, or as they are more commonly called, text-types:
Alexandrian, Byzantine, Caesarean, and Western.” The agreement and
disagreement between the established witnesses and the unknown text in the
genetically significant readings are then tabulated and converted into levels
of proportional agreement. Next, the proportional level of agreement
between the representative manuscripts and the manuscript under
investigation are compared to determine if a relationship with one of the
established groups can be identified.

An examination of the leading representatives of the different textual
groups led Colwell and Tune to conclude that manuscripts could be
identified as a distinct textual group if their individual members agreed in
approximately 70% of all genetically significant variants and differed with
nongroup members by a 10% gap.® From this they reasoned that a
manuscript’s textual affinity could be classified as belonging to one of the
established textual families if it shared in that same 70/10 distinction.

While subsequent studies confirm the basic principle of Colwell and
Tune’s 70/10 rule of thumb, they also show that such a precise distinction is
too arbitrary. For example, Larry Richards’s quantitative analysis of the
Johannine Epistles demonstrates that, instead of imposing an arbitrary rate of
agreement, members of each group should determine their own rate of
agreement.? Ehrman’s study of Didymus led to a similar conclusion. Due to

unpublished dissertation, since his published volume was not available at the time this
study was conducted (Jean-Francois Racine, The Text of Matthew in the Writings of
Basil of Caesarea [SBLNTGEF 5; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2004]).

6 See n. 3 above.

7 While text critics occasionally differ on the labels they give to each of these
major groups of readings, the manuscripts that represent them are commonly
accepted. See chapter 3 n. 7.

8 Colwell and Tune, “Quantitative Relationships,” 29.

9 Richards, Classification of the Greek Manuscripts, 43—68. For example,
Richards found that there is a 90% agreement between most members of the
Byzantine subgroups of the Johannine Epistles, while Alexandrian manuscripts
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the fragmentary and random nature of patristic analysis, Ehrman suggests
that, when applied to patristic quotations, Colwell and Tune’s 70/10
distinction be lowered to a +65% agreement among group members, with a
margin of only 6-8% with other groups.10

While subsequent patristic studies demonstrate the validity of Ehrman’s
modification of Colwell and Tune’s 70/10 rule, Jean-Frangois Racine’s more
recent examination of Basil of Caesarea’s text of Matthew illustrates the need
for further refinement when the quantitative method is applied to texts that
are lacunose. Racine notes that the comparison of textual relationships
expressed as specific percentages provides a false sense of confidence in the
accuracy of the results, since there is no consideration of the margin of error
due to the size of the sample. The complete accuracy of the results of the
quantitative method requires a comparison of the entire text of a manuscript
or Father with the entire text of other established manuscripts. This, of
course, is impossible, due to the highly lacunose nature of a large number of
manuscripts and patristic citations. The evaluation of such texts requires,
therefore, the use of samples. The use of samples, however, introduces the
possibility of error, since the sample may not be representative of the whole.
Statistical analysis acknowledges this possibility by qualifying the accuracy of
results in terms of error correction. Generally speaking, the larger the sample
size, the smaller the margin of error due to sample size.

Racine’s study is the first patristic textual analysis to include the possible
range of error correction with the use of quantitative analysis. One should
not conclude, however, that the failure to consider the possible margin of
error in patristic studies previous to Racine renders those results invalid. One
merely needs to recognize that such specific results are not necessarily as
clear-cut as the statistics might indicate—especially when the size of the
sample is particularly small. The inclusion of error correction along with the
proportional results helps to counter any sense of false accuracy that the
results might imply. Fortunately, the majority of recent patristic studies do
not base their conclusions solely on the proportional levels of agreement
identified through quantitative analysis.! Racine made use of the basic

tended to agree in 70% of all variation. It should be noted, however, that the latter
did confirm Colwell and Tune’s basic distinction.

10 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 202, 222.

11 This is not the case with two recent studies on Origen completed at the New
Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary: James Cate’s “The Text of the Catholic
Epistles and the Revelation in the Writings of Origen,” and Sylvie Raquel’s “The
Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen.” More about this will be
said in the following chapter’s discussion of the comprehensive profile method.
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formula for determining standard deviation.’2 This same method is applied
in this chapter to the quantitative analysis of Clement’s text of the Gospels.

The formula for calculating the possible margin of error due to the use
of samples is as follows:13

In the formula above s, represents the standard deviation of the
percentage distribution, p is the percentage of agreement reached by
quantitative analysis, n is the size of the sample, and t represents the standard
normal value at a 95% confidence interval.

There are four principle steps involved in calculating the standard
deviation. For the sake of example, these steps are illustrated by a comparison
of Clement’s text of Matthew and UBS*. First, one determines the size of the
sample (n), which, in this case, is the total number of shared readings
between the UBS* and Clement: 118. Second, the number of agreements
between the representative witnesses and Clement are tabulated and
converted into a percentage (p). In this case, Clement and the UBS* agree in
74 of the 118 units of variation for a total rate of agreement of 62.7%. The
size of the sample (n) and the overall agreement (p) are then applied to the
first part of the formula, which is listed below.

62.7 (100 — 62.7) 62.7 (37.3)
$,=\ |[—————— =\ |[————— — = 19.98897 = 4.47

Now that the standard deviation (s,) has been calculated, the margin of
error needs to be determined by multiplying the standard deviation times the
second part of the formula (t (s, ,). The “¢” stands for the “T-score” and
refers to the standardized scores found in a distribution of t chart. These
scores are used to calculate the amount of standard deviation from the sample

12 The standard deviation formula can be found in most statistical handbooks:
e.g., Chester H. McCall Jr., Sampling and Statistics Handbook for Research (Ames:
Iowa State University Press, 1982), 43-49, 118-30.

13 The second part of this formula is modified slightly from its form in Racine’s
study. The changes were made to better express the values under consideration and
due to the fluctuating small sample size of Clement’s text. These differences are
explained in the discussion of the second half of the formula.
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mean. The T-score is found by first choosing a confidence interval for the
results. While any confidence level can be chosen, this study uses the 95%
level, since it is one of the confidence levels most commonly used. If a
smaller confidence level was chosen, the margin of error would decrease, but
the possibility of inaccuracy would increase. In this case, the 95% confidence
level means that there is a 95% certainty that if both manuscripts were
compared in full (not just sample passages), the actual level of agreement
between them would fall within the margin of error limits. The 0.05
following the letter t in the formula represents this degree of confidence.

The subscript n in the final part of the formula deserves consideration at
this point. The n refers to the size of the sample. In his discussion of the error
calculation formula, Racine makes a distinction between two different charts
used to determine the margin of error, the Z-table and the distribution of T-
table.* According to Racine, the Z-table should be the standard chart
consulted for the second half of the margin of error formula, unless the size
of the sample is inferior to thirty. In the latter case, he notes the T-table is
more accurate. Racine’s distinction between the two charts is not really
necessary. In reality, there is so little difference between the two tables when
the sample size is greater than thirty that it makes little sense to switch back
and forth between the two.1> This, of course, was not a problem for Racine,
since the majority of the readings he compares with Basil are well over
500.16 Due to the fluctuating number of readings preserved by church
fathers, a formula that is consistent, regardless of the sample size, is needed
for use in future patristic studies. For this reason, it makes more sense to use
the T-table in the formula, since it has been shown to provide a more
accurate assessment of smaller sample sizes and has virtually no difference
with the Z-table when the sample size is greater than thirty.”

14 Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 259.

15 John Bell, “Statistics for Practical People,” online: http://proaxis.com/
~johnbell/sfpp/stpp6.hem. For a discussion on the effect of an increased sample size
and the corresponding decrease in variation, see David S. Moore and George P.
McCabe, Introduction to the Practice of Statistics (4th ed.; New York: Freeman,
2003), 264.

16 Of the twenty-three witnesses Racine examines, only four share fewer than
500 readings with Basil: the Old Latin MSS e (174) and k (284), the corrections made
to X (77), and the 54 readings shared with Gregory of Nyssa. In any case, even these
readings do not drop below thirty.

17 It is also well documented that the Z-score is often more difficult to work
with, since half of its scores will be negative and half will be positive. The T-score
eliminates this disadvantage by modifying the Z-score so it never has a negative
number (see, e.g., McCall, Sampling and Statistics, 54-56). The distribution of t table
can be found in most statistical handbooks, although sometimes a chart that lists the
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When the second half of the formula is applied to the example, the
following results: The number from the T-table for a 95% confidence level
with a sample size of 118 is 1.960.18 The possible margin of error is then
determined by multiplying the standard deviation of 4.47 (s,) by 1.96 (t). The
result of 8.8 indicates there is a 95% certainty that a 62.7% rate of agreement
exists between Clement and UBS* with a margin of error of +8.8%.

CLEMENT’S TEXTUAL AFFINITIES IN MATTHEW

An examination of the critical apparatus in the previous chapter reveals that
Clement, like many early Christians, appears to have a preference for the
Gospel of Matthew more than any other canonical Gospel. The aggregate
number of his quotations, adaptations, and allusions to Matthew equals more
than 270—nearly double the number of times he refers to either Luke or
John. When these references are collated against the representative witnesses
in Matthew, 118 genetically significant variants are identified. Table 1
reveals the results of the quantitative analysis where each of the individual
witnesses is ranked according to its proportional rate of agreement with
Clement in these units of variation.

One of the most immediate observations from the results in table 1 is the
high level of error correction attached to each of the witnesses. The highest
margin of error is 30.9% (Athanasius); the lowest is 8.8%. While the
majority of the witnesses have a margin of error around 8-9%, these levels
are still nearly triple those found in Racine’s study of Basil.l® As noted
previously, the high margin of error levels is a result of the relatively small
number of passages available for analysis. Though these correction levels are
higher than ideal, they should not obviate analysis. On the contrary, they
should remind us that the sporadic and fragmentary nature of patristic
citations generally results in a relatively small number of passages for
analysis. In fact, of the recent patristic studies, only Origen, Basil, and Cyril

various scores for all sample sizes below thirty is more difficult to find. The chart
accessed for this study is from Ronald A. Fisher, Statistical Tables (6th ed.; New
York: Hafner, 1963), 46.

18 While the T-score by which the error correction is determined will vary when
the sample size is thirty or less, it seems best to use the standard T-score of 1.960 (as
Racine appears to do, regardless of the sample size) when the number is larger. This
seems best for two reasons: (1) the difference between the T-scores when the sample
size is larger than thirty is so minute that no more specific calculation is necessary;
and (2) most T-tables provide very few specific T-scores when the sample size is
greater than thirty.

19 Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 262.
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THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT
TABLE 1

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with

Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in Matthew
(118 Units of Variation)

MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
Ath 7 9 77.8% 30.9%
Or 43 65 66.2% 11.6%
X 73 116 62.9% 8.8%
UBS* 74 118 62.7% 8.8%
IT 68 109 62.4% 9.1%
TR 73 118 61.9% 8.8%
Q 72 118 61.0% 8.8%
B 71 117 60.7% 8.9%
C 46 76 60.5% 11.1%
E 70 117 59.8% 8.9%
k 31 52 59.6% 13.5%
A 67 114 58.8% 9.1%
D 61 105 58.1% 9.5%
Did 22 38 57.9% 15.9%
892 67 118 56.8% 9.0%
33 63 111 56.8% 9.3%
C) 65 116 56.0% 9.1%
£ 65 116 56.0% 9.1%
X° 66 118 55.9% 9.0%
f! 66 118 55.9% 9.0%

1582 64 116 55.2% 9.1%
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Table 1 (cont.)
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Rank  MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
19. L 56 105 53.3% 9.6%
20. a 47 96 49.0% 10.1%
21. e 20 42 47.6% 15.3%
22. b 47 100 47.0% 9.8%
23. A 7 15 46.7% 27.6%

produce a large enough number of citations that allow for smaller error
correction levels.20 So, while a larger sample of Clement’s text would be a
desideratum, the evidence that is available can still provide valuable insight
into the relationship of Clement’s text with the leading representatives of the
major textual groups.?!

The limited number of citations in Clement does, however, render of
little use the presentation of a table containing the full quantitative analysis
of all the witnesses to one another in the units of variation identified. As
Ehrman concludes in his study on Didymus, the limited and sporadic nature
of patristic citations does not provide enough data to assess the overall
relationship between the individual witnesses themselves.2 The latter can
only be done successfully when comparing substantial portions of the
continuous text of one manuscript with the continuous text of another
manuscript. While members of the textual families, like the Alexandrian
witnesses, would still share some level of agreement, the arbitrary nature of
the passages would lead to inconsistent results. An example of this is seen in
Brogan’s study of Athanasius, where in 76 units of variation in Matthew the
UBS* agrees more with the Byzantine witness A (91.7%) than any other

20 Raquel’s study of Origen’s text of Matthew reveals 758 genetically significant
variants; Ehrman, Holmes, and Fee’s analysis of Origen in John 815; and
Cunningham 848 in John.

21 While Clement has a smaller number of variants than Origen, Basil, and Cyril,
the number is comparable to the variants in Didymus and Athanasius (Matthew:
Clement 118; Didymus 163; Athanasius 76; Mark: Clement 47; Didymus 10;
Athanasius 1; Luke: Clement 143; Didymus 125; Athanasius 30; John: Clement 72;
Didymus 128; Athanasius 131).

22 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 201-202.
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witness.3 Since such a presentation would add little to this study, a full
quantitative analysis of all the witnesses to one another in the identified units
of variation is not included for any of the four Gospels.

When the proportional relationships of the witnesses in table 1 are
analyzed, the first thing that stands out is the close relationship Clement
shares with two of the leading Alexandrian fathers. The top two witnesses in
closest agreement with Clement are Athanasius (77.8%6) and Origen (66.2%).
While the third Alexandrian father, Didymus, follows at a further distance
(57.9%), his relationship with Clement is still closer than that of over half of
the other manuscripts. This suggested relationship with Clement is of special
consideration, since scholars have wondered whether the church fathers in
Alexandria shared a common textual tradition.

While this high level of agreement with Clement in Matthew may
suggest a close textual relationship exists between these Alexandrian fathers,
the relatively small number of shared readings with Athanasius (9) and
Didymus (38), plus their consequently high margin of error levels, preclude
any kind of categorical conclusion based on this evidence alone. But even
with this caveat in mind, it is still interesting to note that Clement's
relationship with Origen is based on a much larger number of passages.
Furthermore, the gap between witnesses increases to much more significant
levels when any of the other witnesses are compared. After Origen,
Clement’s next closest relationship is with the Primary Alexandrian witness
X, which is separated by a gap of 3.3%. The largest gap increases to 19.2%
with the Western witness b.24

Outside of his agreement with Athanasius and Origen, the manuscripts
in table 1 fall into four basic groups. A handful of Primary Alexandrian and
Byzantine witnesses dominate the top of the list and are followed by a
mixture of Byzantine and Western witnesses, then more uniform groups of
Secondary Alexandrian, Caesarean, and finally Western readings at the
bottom.

Clement’s closest agreement is with a cluster of manuscripts ranked third
to ninth. As just noted, these seven witnesses are divided between Alexandrian
(X, UBSY, B, C) and Byzantine (I1, TR, Q) witnesses. Of this mixed group,
Clement’s closest level of agreement is with two of the leading Primary
Alexandrian witnesses, X (62.9%) and UBS* (62.7%). Even though his first

2 While Brogan provides a chart of the complete quantitative analysis of all the
witnesses with one another for each of the four Gospels, the chart serves no real
purpose to his study. In each case, the chart is merely identified with no further
discussion or reference to its findings. See Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 187-88,
199-201, 208-9.

24 As is noted later, MS A is not included in this calculation due to the unreliable
nature of its testimony.
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group of witnesses is made up of mostly Alexandrian witnesses, it does not
necessarily mean that Clement has another “Alexandrian” connection.> The
entire group of Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses is separated at most by
a mere 2.4% (from X at 62.9% to C at 60.5%), and, with the exception of MS
C, they all also share virtually the same margin of error level, about +8.8%.
Thus it can only be said that Clement’s closest agreement is with a mixture
of Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses.

The cluster of witnesses ranked 10® to 13" reveals a mixed group of
Byzantine (E, A), and Western witnesses (k, D). At most, these witnesses are
separated by 1.7% (from E at 59.8% to D at 58.1%). With the exception of
the Old Latin MS k, these witnesses share virtually the same margin of error,
about +9.0%. The highest margin of error level belongs to MS k at 13.5%.
While MS k only preserves 44% of the total number of readings under
consideration, its level of agreement (59.6%) is separated by only 1.5% from
Codex Bezae. Since Codex Bezae preserves a far greater number of readings
(105 vs. 52), it is unlikely the percentage of agreement represented by MS k
is inaccurate.

In contrast to the similarity of agreement between Codex Bezae and k,
the remaining so-called Western witnesses e, a, and b form a clear block
together at the bottom of the list, with a much lower rater of agreement
(49.0%, 47.6%, and 47.0%). While this split among the Western witnesses
might lead to the conclusion that the margins of error levels reflect an actual

25 While previous patristic studies demonstrate the relationship between
Athanasius and Didymus to the Alexandrian text-type, these Fathers are not included
as representational witnesses of the Alexandrian text in this study. It seemed best to
exclude them due to the small number of their shared readings with Clement, the
possibility of the existence of unique readings shared in common among the
Alexandrian fathers in opposition to all text-types, and the circular logic involved in
using Alexandrian fathers to determine the nature of those manuscripts identified as
the Alexandrian text-type. While Sylvie Raquel’s reconstruction of Origen’s text of
the Synoptic Gospels is relied on in this study, her conclusions regarding his textual
affinities are not. Raquel’s conclusion that Origen’s strongest textual affinity in
Matthew is with the witness f' is highly questionable for two reasons: (1) her
quantitative analysis relies on an inadequate number of representational witnesses
(e.g., the Western text is represented only by D, and C and L are the only witnesses
for Secondary Alexandrian readings); and, more seriously, (2) her conclusions depend
solely on quantitative analysis. The latter is particularly surprising, since it is well-
documented that due to the possibility of accidental agreement among manuscripts a
document cannot be reliably classified unless one also considers its attestation of
characteristic group readings. See Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” 40-41.
The importance of supplementing the results of quantitative analysis with group
profiles is discussed more fully in the following chapter.
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closer level of agreement among them, this is probably not the case. The
large variation between the proportional levels of agreement among the
Western witnesses is more likely due to the uncontrolled nature of the so-
called Western text in early Christianity. Such variation among Western
witnesses is a consistent feature of patristic citations.26 This characteristic of
the Western witnesses does little to explain the combination of these
witnesses, however, since the Western witnesses, in spite of the variation
among themselves, are often still grouped together, separate from the other
witnesses.?”

The next group of witnesses ranked fifteenth to nineteenth is made up
of four Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (892, 33, X¢, and L), and four
Caesarean (O, £, f', and 1582). While the witnesses in this group are
separated at most by a break of 4.8% from the previous group (892 at 1.3%
to L at 4.8%), a gap easily overcome within the limits of the margin of error,
the common textual affinity between the Secondary Alexandrian and
Caesarean text-types, combined with the position they share toward the end
of the list, indicates that these witnesses exert a smaller influence on
Clement’s text than that of the previous group.

As mentioned previously, the next three witnesses, ranked twentieth to
twenty-second are the Western witnesses e, a, and b. Although these Western
witnesses appear as a block at the bottom of the list, the presence of the other
Western witnesses in the upper portion of the list still testifies to the puzzling
combination of these witnesses.

The final witness at the bottom of the list is the Byzantine manuscript A.
Due to the small and fragmentary nature of its testimony, Ehrman and
Brogan exclude the testimony of this manuscript from their respective
studies of Didymus? and Athanasius.2 This study also reaches the same
conclusion about the reliability of manuscript A. The manuscript is of little
use for determining Clement’s textual affinities in Matthew, since it
preserves less than 13% of the variants. The problems associated with such a

26 Ehrman notes this phenomenon among the Western witnesses in his study of
Didymus (see Didymus the Blind, 192), and similar results can be found in more
recent patristic studies (e.g., Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 190, 202, 210-11; Racine,
“Text of Matthew,” 262). For a discussion of the problem associated with the nature
of Western readings, and the problems they pose for labeling the so-called Western
witnesses as a text-type, see Ehrman, “The Text of the Gospels at the End of the
Second Century,” in Codex Bezae: Studies from the Lunel Colloquium, June 1994
(ed. D. C. Parker and C.-B. Amphoux; NTTS 22; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 101-2.

27 See, for example, Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 192.

28 [bid., 190-91.

29 Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 189.
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small sample are collaborated by its correspondingly high margin of error
level of +27.6%. In addition, manuscript A is not even remotely close to
agreeing with the percentage of agreement shared by the remaining
Byzantine witnesses (E, I, TR, A, Q). The smallest break between MS A
and its nearest Byzantine witness is 12.1% (A at 58.8% and A at 46.7%). In
spite of the shared conclusion with Ehrman and Brogan on the reliability of
A, there is one interesting difference with this study. Whereas A ranks as the
highest percentage of agreement in Ehrman’s and Brogan’s respective lists, it
falls to the bottom of Clement’s list.

The mixed combination of witnesses with no significant gap between
most of them in table 1 obscures a clear assessment of Clement’s textual
affinities. This problem is somewhat ameliorated when the witnesses are
arranged according to their textual groups. Table 2 provides the combined
percentages of agreement of each individual witness with the other witnesses
from their respective textual groups.3

While the combined levels of proportional agreement among textual
groups in table 2 helps to identify Clement’s textual affinities more clearly,
they also continue to reveal the puzzling nature of his text. Surprisingly,
Clement has no clear-cut agreement with one particular textual group.
Instead, his highest level of agreement is almost split between the Primary
Alexandrian group (62.1%) and the Byzantine group (60.8%)—a margin of
only 1.3%. Clement’s agreement with an early strand of the Byzantine
tradition is not really that surprising, however, since some Byzantine
readings are present among the early papyri.3!

30 Due to the problems associated with its reliable testimony, MS A is excluded
from this chart. While the UBS* and the TR are not ancient witnesses themselves, it
seemed best to include them throughout this study since their eclectic texts clearly
represent the Alexandrian and Byzantine text-types, respectively. Furthermore, on the
basis of the assessment of Brogan’s study of Athanasius, X has also been included as a
Secondary Alexandrian witness. In all three of these cases, calculations are provided
both with and without these witnesses.

31 In his study of P*, Zuntz found a number of readings in agreement with later
Byzantine readings. While some of these readings were discarded as late, when they
recur in Western witnesses he argues they reproduce an ancient reading from before
“the emergence of separate Eastern and Western traditions” (Gunther Zuntz, The
Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum [London: British
Academy, 1953], 55-57, 150-51). This is a significant point, since Westcott and Hort
discard Byzantine readings en bloc as late and secondary. It should be pointed out,
however, that the presence of some Byzantine readings in early papyri does not point
to the existence of an early Byzantine text-type, as Harry Sturz mistakenly concludes
(The Byzantine Text-Type and New Testament Textual Criticism [Nashville:
Nelson, 1984]). The Byzantine text-type only appears several hundred years later,
around the time of Chrysostom, when Byzantine readings are no longer occasional
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TABLE 2

Proportional Agreement with Clement Arranged
by Textual Group in Matthew

ALEXANDRIAN Agreements Variants % Agree Mg. Err.

Primary Alexandrian

UBS* 74 44 62.7% 8.8%
N 73 43 62.9% 8.8%
B 71 46 60.7% 8.9%
Totals 218 133 62.1% 5.1%
Totals (w/o UBSY) 144 89 61.8% 6.3%

Secondary Alexandrian

C 46 30 60.5% 11.1%
L 56 49 53.3% 9.6%
33 63 48 56.8% 9.3%
8§92 67 51 56.8% 9.0%
Totals (w/o X°) 232 178 56.6% 4.8%
he 66 52 55.9% 9.0%
Totals (w/ X°) 298 230 56.4% 4.2%
Average Alexandrian 516 363 58.7% 3.3%
(w/ UBS* and X°)
CAESAREAN

(S 65 51 56.0% 9.1%
t! 66 52 55.9% 9.0%
£ 65 51 56.0% 9.1%
1582 64 52 55.2% 9.1%
Totals 260 206 55.8% 4.5%

but begin to appear as the dominant readings in manuscripts. Zuntz’s conclusion is
far more likely: some Byzantine readings must be ancient, and the later Byzantine
text originated not as a creation but as a process of choosing between early readings.
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Table 2 (cont.)

BYZANTINE Agreements Variants % Agree Mg, Err.
TR 73 45 61.9% 8.8%
E 70 47 59.8% 8.9%
A 67 47 58.8% 9.1%
IT 68 41 62.4% 9.1%
Q 72 46 61.0% 8.8%
Totals 350 226 60.8% 4.0%
Totals (w/o TR) 277 181 60.5% 4.5%
WESTERN
61 44 58.1% 9.5%
a 47 49 49.0% 10.1%
b 47 53 47.0% 9.8%
e 20 22 47.6% 15.3%
k 31 21 59.6% 13.5%
Totals 206 189 52.2% 4.9%

The next closest level of agreement also reveals no statistical difterence
between Clement’s agreement with the Caesarean group (55.8%) and the
Secondary Alexandrian group (56.4%). Since scholarship clearly connected
the Caesarean tradition only to the Gospel of Mark, little should be made of
this lack of distinction. Clement shows the least agreement with the Western
witnesses (52.2%).

Before drawing any conclusions on Clement’s textual affinities in
Matthew, the results from table 2 call attention to an important question that
needs to be considered. Does the low level of Clement’s proportional
agreements necessitate a further revision of Colwell and Tune’s group
classification level, even beyond Ehrman’s suggested adjustment to 65%? In
the case of Clement’s citations, at least in Matthew, the answer appears to be
a cautious yes. Even though Clement’s level of agreement falls slightly short
of 65%, the difference easily falls into the level allowed by error correction.
In addition, outside of the close level of agreement between the Primary
Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses, the remaining textual groups almost
completely fall within the suggested 6—-8% margin of difference. The largest
margin is with the Western witnesses at 9.6%, followed by the Caesarean at
6%. The only group that does not reach the 6-8% level is the Secondary
Alexandrian witnesses, and in their case, they are only off by less than one
half of a percent (5.7%)—hardly significant.
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While the quantitative analysis indicates that Clement’s text is clearly
not Western, Caesarean, or even Secondary Alexandrian, it is not able to
determine conclusively if it is predominantly Primary Alexandrian or
Byzantine. Why is this the case? There are several possibilities: (1) there is
simply not enough available evidence to clearly classify Clement’s text of
Matthew; (2) Clement’s textual affinities are obscured by block mixture; or
(3) Clement’s extant text of Matthew represents a stage in the earliest history
of the transmission of the text when a number of early Byzantine readings
were present within some streams of the Alexandrian text. If the latter is true,
it could be significant for our understanding of the history of the
transmission of the New Testament text.

Since a comparable amount of evidence proved to be sufficient for
clearly establishing the textual affinities of Didymus and Athanasius, the
likelihood of the first possible conclusion is questionable. The possibility of
block mixture can also be eliminated, since an examination of Clement’s
textual references throughout all four Gospels fails to identify a clear
grouping of references. By default, the only option that seems plausible is
that Clement’s text reflects a stream within the Alexandrian tradition in
which a number of early Byzantine readings were still present. The validity
of these conclusions will be reevaluated after group readings are assessed in
the next chapter.

CLEMENT’S TEXTUAL AFFINITIES IN MARK

Determining patristic relationships with the Gospel of Mark is particularly
difficult. Since Matthew and Luke share most of the material in Mark, there
is little distinctly Markan material available for textual analysis. Thus, unless a
church father specifically refers to a passage as originating from Mark,
Markan references cannot usually be identified with certainty. Ehrman’s
study, for example, identifies only ten references to Mark in Didymus,3? and
Brogan’s only one in the writings of Athanasius!® The case would be similar
with Clement, if not for his block reference to Mark 10:17-31 in his
exposition of the rich man who came to Jesus.34 Yet even when passages are
identified with Mark, the number of genetically significant variants is usually
so small that the results cannot be relied upon with complete confidence
without further evidence. In the case of Clement, however, the reliability of

32 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 88-90.

33 Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 116.

3 Qutside of Mark 10:17-31, there are only two places where Clement clearly
refers to the text of Mark: one is a quotation from 8:38; the other is a distant allusion
to 9:29.
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the results may be improved if they reflect the proportional agreements
identified with his usage elsewhere.

While Clement’s reference to Mark 10:17-31 provides a substantially
large portion of text for analysis, it also raises questions about its reliability.
Such a large block reference from the New Testament, not intermingled
within Clement’s exposition, opens the possibility of textual corruption
during the process of transmission. It is a well-known fact that at times
scribes in the Middle Ages altered the text they were copying to bring it into
conformity to the text they were more acquainted with. The fact that a
quotation of this size could have been modified does not mean it was altered.
M. Jack Suggs has pointed out that, while some scribes did not copy their
texts with the greatest degree of accuracy, others were more accurate.36 Thus
the question of the reliability of this passage can be answered only by an
examination of the internal evidence within the passage itself.

An examination of the passage from Mark 10 indicates that it is unlikely
that it was subject to major alternation by scribes during transmission. This
is apparent for several reasons. First, if later scribes had altered the passage,
one would expect the text to bear a very strong resemblance to the
predominant text of the later church, the Byzantine text. This is not the case.
On the contrary, the passage contains a number of different types of
readings similar to what was seen in Clement’s text of Matthew. As the
quantitative analysis will demonstrate, although the passage does have a
stronger proclivity to the Western witnesses than to the other witnesses, it
still falls short of the 65% level of agreement typically used in classifying a
textual group. Second, while the passage functions as a quotation from Mark,
some of the verses are more like an allusion, or an adaptation, than a precise
quotation (e.g., 10:25, 27). If the passage had been altered, these verses would
have been the ones most likely subject to scribal emendation. Instead, the
loose nature of these quotations most likely indicates Clement loosely quoted
the passage from memory.?” In addition, verses 29 and 30 are quoted in
exactly the same form in latter sections of Clement’s exposition (Quis div.
22.1 and 25.1). While in theory a scribe could have changed these references
as well, it seems unlikely since these passages also do not bear a resemblance
to a particular text-type. In light of these textual characteristics, the passage
appears to be a reliable indication of what Clement actually wrote.

35 Fee, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations,” 355.

3 M. Jack Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for a Primitive
New Testament Text,” NTS 4 (1957-58): 139-47.

37 On the loose nature of this citation, see Aland, “Significance of the Chester
Beatty Papyri,” 119-20; see also chapter 2 n. 21 and chapter 4 n. 63.
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Table 3 reveals the results of the quantitative analysis of Clement’s text
of Mark. As was the case with Matthew, each of the individual witnesses is
ranked according to its percentage of agreement with Clement. The
quotation from Mark 8:38 and the verses from Mark 10 reveal a total of 47
genetically significant units of variation. While the number of variants is
considerably larger than those found in the studies of Mark in Didymus or
Athanasius, it is still far below the ideal size—although the number is even
larger than the size used by Brogan for his analysis of Athanasius’s text of
Luke.38 Due to the smaller number of references identified in Mark, the
margin of error levels are nearly double those found in the analysis of
Matthew.

The chart reveals several interesting observations. First of all, though the
Alexandrian father Origen is not the highest level of agreement, he still ranks
fourth in the list at 60%. Unfortunately, there is no evidence available for
assessing Clement’s relationship with Didymus or Athanasius in Mark. As
indicated by a margin of error of +59.9%, the small size of shared readings
between Clement and Origen (3/5) renders the certainty of the results
highly suspect.

Unlike the clusters of textual traditions in Matthew, no consistent
pattern of agreement exists between the witnesses. The witnesses ranked first
to eighth present a mixture of Caesarean (f), Western (b, D, k), Byzantine
(TR, E, Q), and Secondary Alexandrian (892) witnesses. These witnesses are
separated at most by a margin of 6.1%. As was the case in Matthew, none of
the witnesses reach the 65% level of agreement suggested for group
classification.

The next group of witnesses ranked ninth to twelfth also reveals another
mixture of textual witnesses—one Byzantine (A), two Primary Alexandrian
(X, UBSY), one Western (a), two Secondary Alexandrian (579, C), and two
Caesarean (f', 1582) witnesses. A gap of 2.1% separates these witnesses (A at
53.2% and 1582 at 51.1%).

The final group of witnesses ranked thirteenth to eighteenth includes
one Byzantine witness (1), five Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (33, L, X,
W, A), one Primary Alexandrian witness (X), and one Caesarean witness (©).
In spite of the lower level of agreement found in this group, the high margin
of error attached to each witness should again point to the fluid nature of the
rankings. In addition, the enormous margin of error levels of 80.1% and
215.2% for the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses 33 and L suggest that they
be excluded from the analysis, since they share less than one-thirteenth of the
total number of readings under consideration.

38 Brogan’s study identifies only 30 units of genetic significance in Luke (“Text of the
Gospels,” 202).
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TABLE 3
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with

Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in Mark
(47 Units of Variation)

Rank  MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
1. £ 28 44 63.6% 14.4%
2. b 26 41 63.4% 14.9%
3. TR 29 47 61.7% 14.0%

E 29 47 61.7% 14.0%
4. Or 3 5 60.0% 59.9%
5. 892 28 47 59.6% 14.2%
6. Q 19 32 59.4% 17.3%
7. D 27 46 58.7% 14.4%
8 k 23 40 57.5% 15.5%
9. A 25 47 53.2% 14.6%

B 25 47 53.2% 14.4%

UBS* 25 47 53.2% 14.4%
10. a 20 38 52.6% 16.1%
11. 579 24 46 52.2% 14.6%
12. C 24 47 51.1% 14.4%

t! 24 47 51.1% 14.4%

1582 24 47 51.1% 14.4%
13. IT 23 46 50.0% 14.6%

33 2 4 50.0% 80.1%
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Table 3 (cont.)

Rank  MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
L 1 2 50.0% 215.2%
X 21 42 50.0% 15.3%
14. R¢ 22 45 48.9% 14.8%
v 22 45 48.9% 14.8%
15. A 21 45 46.7% 14.7%
16. () 20 46 43.5% 14.5%
17. e 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Ath 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Did 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

Clement’s textual relationships in Mark become more clear when the
witnesses are arranged by textual group in table 4. Clement is most closely
aligned to the Western group (58.2%), although his level of agreement falls
about 7 percent below the ideal level of agreement for group classification.
The Byzantine witnesses are only 1.2% behind, at 57.1%. The next closest
group is, statistically speaking, equally split between both the Primary
(52.2%) and Caesarean (52.2%). The Secondary Alexandrian group is right
behind at 51.3%.

While Clement’s highest level of agreement is with the Western
witnesses, the 1.1% differential between his agreements with the Western
witnesses and the Byzantine text does not come even close to the 6-8% level
of disparity between groups suggested by Ehrman. In fact, the margin of
error associated with each group should caution any hard and fast conclusion
from being based on this evidence alone. The 6-8% break between groups is
reached, however, with the Primary Alexandrian and the Caesarean
witnesses (6.0%) and the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (6.9%).

As was the case with Clement’s text of Matthew, no single textual group
emerges as the sole textual influence behind Clement’s text of Mark. On the
basis of the evidence available, the most that can be said is that in Mark
Clement exhibits a slightly greater proclivity toward Western witnesses than
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TABLE 4
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Agreements Variants % Agree Mg. Err.

25
21
25
71
46

24
21
22
24
28
119
22
141

212

20
24
28
24
96

29
25
29
23
19
125
96

22
21
22
65
43

23
24
23
22
19
111
23
134

199

26
23
16
23
88

18
22
18
23
13
94
76

53.2%
50.0%
53.2%
52.2%
51.7%

51.1%
46.7%
48.9%
52.2%
59.6%
51.7%
48.9%
51.3%

51.6%

43.5%
51.1%
63.6%
51.1%
52.2%

61.7%
53.2%
61.7%
50.0%
59.4%
57.1%
55.8%

14.4%
15.3%
14.4%

8.5%
10.4%

14.4%
14.7%
14.8%
14.6%
14.2%

6.5%
14.8%

5.9%

4.8%

14.5%
14.4%
14.4%
14.4%

7.2%

14.0%
14.4%
14.0%
14.6%
17.3%

6.6%

7.4%
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Table 4 (cont.)

WESTERN Agreements Variants % Agree Mg, Err.
D 27 19 58.7% 14.4%
a 20 18 52.6% 16.1%
b 26 15 63.4% 14.9%
k 23 17 57.5% 15.5%
Totals 96 69 58.2% 7.5%

Byzantine, and a more distant relationship to the other textual groups.
Nothing more can be concluded until these findings are supplemented by a
group profile analysis in the next chapter.

CLEMENT’S TEXTUAL AFFINITIES IN LUKE

While Clement’s references to Luke are slightly more than half the number
of his references to Matthew, the references to Luke yield a higher number
of genetically significant units of variation. In Matthew, 118 significant
variants were identified from a total of 274 references, whereas 143
references to Luke produce 143 genetically significant variants. The results
of the quantitative analysis appear in table 5, where the witnesses are ranked
according to the level of their proportional agreement with Clement in the
143 units of variation.

A quick examination of table 5 reveals three significant results. First of
all, two of the top four witnesses are again Alexandrian fathers. Origen ranks
the highest at 71.4%, and Didymus follows at 58.6%. Athanasius, however, is
much more removed at 50.0%, but since he shares only 4 readings with
Clement, it is difficult to draw any conclusion about his lower level of
agreement. While the number of shared readings between Clement and
Didymus is greater than those of Athanasius, they are still far too small to
draw any quick conclusions from them. At the same time, however, the
collective proportionally high agreement between Clement and Didymus in
Matthew and with Origen in Mark makes their level of agreement worthy
of observation. Second, outside of Origen, no witness ranks over 70%,
though Codex Bezae (D) is not too far away, at 66.4%. The high ranking of
D stands in contrast to the anti-Western proclivity found in Clement’s
textual affinities in Matthew and is closer to his relationship with Western
readings in Mark. While the overall rankings reveal a largely mixed
combination of witnesses, it does reveal a slight shift in the placement of the
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TABLE 5
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with

Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in Luke
(143 Units of Variation)

Rank  MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
1. Or 25 35 71.4% 15.2%
2. D 89 134 66.4% 8.0%
3. 33 65 107 60.7% 9.3%
4. Did 17 29 58.6% 18.2%
5. N 81 141 57.4% 8.2%
6. f! 81 142 57.0% 8.2%
7. a 67 118 56.8% 9.1%
8. v 81 143 56.6% 8.2%
9. 1582 80 143 55.9% 8.2%
10. e 79 143 55.2% 8.2%
11. L 78 143 54.5% 8.2%
12. b 66 122 54.1% 8.9%
13. 892 76 141 53.9% 8.3%
14. UBS* 77 143 53.8% 8.2%

Q 77 143 53.8% 8.2%
15. pP” 62 116 53.4% 9.1%
16. IT 74 140 52.9% 8.3%
17. e 63 120 52.5% 9.0%
18. £ 73 141 51.8% 8.3%
19. TR 74 143 51.7% 8.2%

A 74 143 51.7% 8.2%

20. e 73 143 51.0% 8.2%
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Table 5 (cont.)

Rank  MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
21. B 71 142 50.0% 8.3%

Ath 2 4 50.0% 74.2%
22. E 71 143 49.7% 8.2%
23. A 70 142 49.3% 8.3%
24. 579 65 134 48.5% 8.5%
25. p* 27 56 48.2% 13.2%
26. C 14 32 43.8% 17.5%

Byzantine readings. Where in Matthew and Mark the Byzantine readings
tended to be concentrated to the upper half of the list, here they are grouped
toward the bottom.

A closer examination of the results, outside of the Alexandrian fathers
and Codex Bezae, reveals the largely mixed nature of the rankings. Of the
witnesses ranked third to tenth, four are Alexandrian (33, W, X, X°), two are
Caesarean (f', 1582), and one Western (a). These witnesses are separated by a
gap of 5.5%. While the majority of these witnesses are Alexandrian, there is
no clear grouping pattern between Primary or Secondary Alexandrian
witnesses.

The next sixteen witnesses, ranked eleventh to twenty-fourth, are
separated by a range of only 6% (L at 54.5% to 579 at 48.5%)—a gap easily
offset by the average margin of error of these witnesses. The first twelve
witnesses in this group are divided between four Alexandrian witnesses (L,
892, UBS*, P”), two Western witnesses (b, ¢), four Byzantine witnesses (€,
1, TR, A), and two Caesarean witnesses (f"°, ©). The lower half of this
group contains the Byzantine witnesses E and A, as well as the Alexandrian
witnesses B and 579. Outside the general grouping of the Byzantine
witnesses toward the lower half of the list, the other witnesses tend to be
spread randomly across the list. The disparity between the Western witnesses
can again be seen in their scattered rankings. For example, Codex Bezae is
ranked second, the Old Latin witness a is ranked seventh and is separated
from Bezae by 9.6%, while the other Old Latin witness e is separated from
Codex Bezae by 13.9%.

The final witness at the bottom of the list is the Secondary Alexandrian
witness C. The smaller number of shared readings and the correspondingly
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TABLE 6

Proportional Agreement with Clement Arranged
by Textual Group in Luke

ALEXANDRIAN Agreements Variants % Agree Mg. Err.

Primary Alexandrian

UBS* 77 66 53.8% 8.2%
p7 62 54 53.4% 9.1%
N 81 60 57.4% 8.2%
B 71 71 50.0% 8.3%
Totals 291 251 53.7% 4.2%
Totals (w/o UBSY) 214 185 53.6% 4.9%

Secondary Alexandrian

C 14 18 43.8% 17.5%
L 78 65 54.5% 8.2%
v 81 62 56.6% 8.2%
33 65 42 60.7% 9.3%
579 65 69 48.5% 8.5%
8§92 76 65 53.9% 8.3%
Totals (w/o X°) 379 321 54.1% 3.7%
he 79 64 55.2% 8.2%
Totals (w/ X°) 458 385 54.3% 3.4%
Average Alexandrian 749 636 54.1% 2.6%
(w/ UBS* and X°)
CAESAREAN

p* 27 29 48.2% 13.2%
(S 73 70 51.0% 8.2%
t! 81 61 57.0% 8.2%
£ 73 68 51.8% 8.3%
1582 80 63 55.9% 8.2%

Totals 334 291 53.4% 3.9%



244 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT
Table 6 (cont.)

BYZANTINE Agreements Variants % Agree Mg, Err.
TR 74 69 51.7% 8.2%
A 74 69 51.7% 8.2%
E 71 72 49.7% 8.2%
A 70 72 49.3% 8.3%
IT 75 68 52.4% 8.2%
Q 77 66 53.8% 8.2%
Totals 441 416 51.5% 3.3%
Totals (w/o TR) 367 347 51.4% 3.7%

WESTERN
D 89 45 66.4% 8.0%
a 67 51 56.8% 9.0%
b 66 56 54.1% 8.9%
e 63 57 52.5% 9.0%
Totals 285 209 57.7% 4.4%

higher margin of error level (17.5%) makes the testimony of this witness,
like the Caesarean witness P* before it, more limited.

Table 6 reveals the picture that emerges when manuscript support of
Clement is divided into textual groups. As was the case in Mark, Clement
agrees most closely with the Western witnesses (57.7%), though his level of
agreement with the Alexandrian witnesses (54.1%) is not too far behind. The
fact that Clement’s relationship between these two groups is only separated
by 3.6%, and their rate of agreement falls considerably lower than the 65%
level for group classification, warns against any classification of Clement’s
text in Luke based on quantitative analysis alone. The next closest group is
the Caesarean witnesses, at 53.4%. The close proximity in agreement
between the Caesarean and Alexandrian witnesses is not that surprising, since
the classification of the Caesarean witnesses as a text-type is only clearly
identified in Mark. Clement’s lowest rate of agreement here is with the
Byzantine group (51.4%).

Once again the results of the quantitative analysis do not allow any hard
and fast classification of Clement’s text in Luke. The most conclusive point
that can be drawn from these results is that in Luke Clement shows a marked
shift in his level of agreement between the Alexandrian and the Western
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text-types. In Matthew, Clement’s references reveal a strong proclivity to the
Alexandrian and Byzantine text and very little connection to the Western
text. The situation, however, is nearly opposite in the other two Synoptic
Gospels. In Mark and Luke, Clement aligns most closely with the Western
text and, at least in the case of Mark, is least connected to the Alexandrian
text. One should not forget, however, that in each of these Gospels
Clement’s highest levels of group agreement fail to reach the 65% threshold
of agreement for group classification.

CLEMENT’S TEXTUAL AFFINITIES IN JOHN

While the results from the quantitative analysis of Clement’s references in
the Synoptic Gospels where somewhat less than ideal, the evidence is much
clearer when it comes to Clement’s references to the Gospel of John. The
collation of Clement’s text of the Gospel of John reveals 72 genetically
significant variation units. Table 7 reveals the results of the quantitative
analysis when the witnesses are ranked according their proportional
agreement with Clement in these 72 units of variation.

Unlike the previous tables of ranked witnesses for Mark and Luke, table
7 reveals clear blocks of manuscript attestation in close agreement.
Alexandrian witnesses dominate the upper half of the list. Seven of the first
ten witnesses are Alexandrian (L, 33, C, B, P, UBS*, W), while the other
three witnesses are the Alexandrian fathers Origen, Cyril, and Athanasius.
What is even more striking is that all ten of these witnesses (including the
Alexandrian fathers) exceed the 65% criterion for group classification. Of the
witnesses ranked eleventh to sixteenth, four of the witnesses are Alexandrian
(W, P%, X, 579), two are Caesarean (f', 1582), and one is Byzantine (A).
While the small size of shared readings results in a high margin of error level
for all 31 witnesses in the list, the clear grouping of these witnesses indicates
that these results are not merely accidental. The only witnesses whose margin
of error is significantly high enough to cast some suspicion on their accuracy
are P* (54.7%), Athanasius (25.1%), and Didymus (23.1%).

Caesarean and Secondary Alexandrian witnesses make up the majority
of the next six witnesses. These witnesses are ranked eleventh to sixteenth
and agree with Clement from 65.3% to 61.9%. While their high level of
agreement indicates a relationship with the previous group, their secondary
influence can be seen by the increasing gap with the previous group. The
narrowest margin is with 1582 at 2.3% and the largest being with 579 at
5.7%. The group also includes one Primary Alexandrian witness (P*).
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TABLE 7
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with

Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in John
(72 Units of Variation)

MSS Total Ag.  Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error
L 54 72 75.0% 10.1%
33 52 70 74.3% 10.3%
Or 29 40 72.5% 14.0%
C 33 46 71.7% 13.2%
B 51 72 70.8% 10.6%
Cyr 35 50 70.0% 12.8%
P” 32 46 69.6% 13.4%
UBS* 50 72 69.4% 10.7%
Ath 11 16 68.8% 25.1%
v 48 71 67.6% 11.0%
1582 47 72 65.3% 11.1%
f! 46 71 64.8% 11.2%
w 34 53 64.2% 13.0%
e 44 70 62.9% 11.4%
poe 33 53 62.3% 13.2%
579 39 63 61.9% 12.1%
A 35 57 61.4% 12.8%
S 43 71 60.6% 11.4%
I1 42 71 60.6% 11.4%
Q 36 60 60.0% 12.5%
E 43 72 59.7% 11.4%
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TABLE 7 (cont.)

Rank  MSS Total Ag.  Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error

TR 43 72 59.7% 11.4%
21. A 41 72 56.9% 11.5%
22. D 35 64 54.7% 12.3%
23. 892 24 44 54.5% 14.9%
24. N 38 70 54.3% 11.8%
25. 3 39 72 54.2% 11.6%
26. p* 3 6 50.0% 54.7%
27. Did 9 19 47.4% 23.1%
28. e 26 59 44.1% 12.8%
29. a 25 58 43.1% 12.9%
30. b 23 59 39.0% 12.6%

The final cluster of witnesses is dominated by the remaining Byzantine
(A, T, Q, E, TR, A) and Western (D, e, a, b) witnesses. It also includes the
three Caesarean witnesses (©, £, P*), one Secondary Alexandrian witness
(892), and one Primary Alexandrian witness (X). The presence of the
Primary Alexandrian witness X so close to the bottom of the list is not
surprising, since it has been shown that its text is Western in John 1:1—
8:38.39 The bottom of the list belongs to the three Western witnesses (a, ¢, b)
and the Alexandrian father Didymus. A significant range of at least 20.2%
separates these witnesses from the top seven Alexandrian witnesses (W at
67.6% to Did at 47.4%). Though Didymus’s margin of error level of +23.1%
is higher than the average witness in the list, his separation from the other
Alexandrian witnesses should not be attributed to the smaller number of
readings shared with Clement in John. Ehrman demonstrates that at John
6:47 Didymus’s textual alignment shifts from Alexandrian to “a highly
eclectic text in which variants from each of the several traditions ... are
represented in random fashion.® Since 11 of the 19 readings shared with
Clement are from after John 6:46, Didymus’s isolation from the other

3 Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John,” 23-44.
40 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 215-16.
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TABLE 8

Proportional Agreement with Clement Arranged
by Textual Group in John

ALEXANDRIAN Agreements Variants % Agree Mg. Err.

Primary Alexandrian

UBS* 50 72 69.4% 10.7%
po 33 53 62.3% 13.2%
p7 32 46 69.6% 13.4%
X' (8:39-21:25) 19 35 54.3% 16.7%
B 51 72 70.8% 10.6%
Totals 185 278 66.5% 5.6%
Totals (w/o UBSY) 135 206 65.5% 6.5%

Secondary Alexandrian

C 33 46 71.7% 13.2%
L 54 72 75.0% 10.1%
w 34 53 64.2% 13.0%
v 48 71 67.6% 11.0%
33 52 70 74.3% 10.3%
579 39 63 61.9% 12.1%
8§92 24 44 54.5% 14.9%
Totals (w/o X°) 284 419 67.8% 4.5%
he 44 70 62.9% 11.4%
Totals (w/ X°) 328 489 67.1% 4.2%
Average Alexandrian 513 767 66.9% 3.3%
(w/ UBS* and X°)
CAESAREAN

(S 43 71 60.6% 11.4%
t! 46 71 64.8% 11.2%
- 39 72 54.2% 11.6%
1582 47 72 65.3% 11.1%

Totals 175 286 61.2% 5.7%
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Table 8 (cont.)

BYZANTINE Agreements Variants % Agree Mg, Err.
TR 43 72 59.7% 11.4%
A 35 57 61.4% 12.8%
E 43 72 59.7% 11.4%
A 41 72 56.9% 11.5%
I 43 71 60.6% 11.4%
Q 36 60 60.0% 12.5%
Totals 241 404 59.7% 4.8%
Totals (w/o TR) 198 332 59.6% 5.3%

WESTERN
X (1:1-8:38) 19 35 54.3% 16.7%
D 35 64 54.7% 12.3%
a 25 58 43.1% 12.9%
b 23 59 39.0% 12.6%
e 26 59 44.1% 12.8%
Totals 128 275 46.5% 5.9%

Alexandrian witnesses is what one would expect. In any case, the dramatic
shift in agreement with the Western witnesses at the bottom of this list
reveals a strongly anti-Western proclivity in Clement’s text of the Fourth
Gospel.

When the witnesses are arranged by textual group in table 8, Clement’s
basic alignment with the representative witnesses hinted at in table 7
becomes even more apparent.

In John, Clement’s text is most closely aligned with the Alexandrian
witnesses, at 66.9%. There is no significant distinction when the Alexandrian
witnesses are divided between Primary (66.5%) and Secondary Alexandrian
(67.1%). The next closest level of agreement is with the Caesarean witnesses
(61.2%), which are separated from the Alexandrian readings by a break of
5.7%. A narrow margin of 1.6% separates Clement’s level of agreement
between the Caesarean and Byzantine witnesses. The most significant level
of difference, though, is with the Western witnesses. Clement’s level of
agreement with the Western witnesses drops to 46.5%, resulting in a 20.4%
break between his level of agreement with the Alexandrian witnesses and the
Western witnesses.
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Clement’s strong levels of agreement with the Alexandrian tradition
clearly identify his text as Alexandrian. The results of quantitative analysis
are, however, insufficient to distinguish a clear proclivity toward either a
Primary or Secondary Alexandrian distinction. The results also reveal that
the Western text has little influence on Clement in John.

CONCLUSION

The quantitative analysis of Clement’s text of the Gospels allows some
preliminary conclusions to be made about the nature of his text. Whereas
other patristic studies have considered the relationship of a Father’s entire
Gospel text by adding up the total proportional agreement within each of
the Gospels with the textual families, the highly varied nature of Clement’s
text precludes such a simple tabulation. Clement’s text as a whole shares no
overall agreement with one specific text-type. Instead, his affinities appear to
shift between a primarily Alexandrian or Western influence. In Matthew and
John, Clement shares a closer relationship with Alexandrian readings, while
in Mark and Luke his affinity is more in line with the Western text-type.
The fact that Clement’s highest levels of agreement in the Synoptic Gospels
fall below 65% may suggest that during his day the transmission of
Matthew, Mark, and Luke in Alexandria was more fluid or transitional in
nature—that is, instead of there being one dominant and established text of
each of the Synoptics, there was still a competing number of diverse readings
in circulation. Clement’s text of John is different, however. His text of John
is clearly Alexandrian and shows little influence from any other textual
family.

While the quantitative analysis in his chapter has allowed some
preliminary conclusions to be drawn about the nature of Clement’s text of
the Gospels, it needs to be examined more closely in relationship to
Clement’s attestation of group readings. Without a group profile analysis,
there is no way to know, for example, if some of the conclusions drawn
about the nature of Clement’s textual relationships are merely the result of
accidental agreement between some of the manuscripts. This further analysis
will take place in the following chapter.
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GROUP PROFILE ANALYSIS

THE PROFILE METHOD

The previous chapter sought to determine the textual affinities of Clement’s
text of the Gospels by a comparison of the proportional levels of agreement
with the individual witnesses of the four major text-types. While this
method reveals some insight into Clement’s textual proclivities, it is
insufficient in two areas: (1) it fails to identify a definitive picture of
Clement’s textual affinities in the Synoptic Gospels; and (2) although
Clement’s text shows a strong proclivity toward the Alexandrian text-type in
John, it is unable to determine whether a distinction exists between Primary
or Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. The ambiguity of these results may be
due to the limits of quantitative analysis, since agreement among individual
witnesses may be the result of accidental agreements in error, or to the fact
that individual witnesses of different text-types often share readings.' Since
the quantitative analysis method cannot detect the presence of such
phenomena, the results from the last chapter require further analysis.

Since the limitations of quantitative analysis arise from a fixation on
individual readings, text critics have sought to supplement it with an
examination of group readings that distinguish the four different text-types,
a method known as group profile analysis. The underlining assumption of
this method is that, to classify a manuscript or, in this case, a church father,
with a specific textual family, it/he must also exhibit readings that
characterize that particular text-type. While a variety of group profile
methodologies emerged over the course of the last century,” Bart Ehrman’s

! Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New
Testament Documentary Evidence,” J/BL 106 (1987): 466; idem, “Methodological
Developments,” 40—41; Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John,” 23-44; idem,
“The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria.”

> With the exception of Ehrman’s method, four principal methods that focus on
group readings arose during the last century. (1) Edward Ardron Hutton suggested a
method in 1911 that sought to classify a manuscript on the basis of its level of
agreement with 312 New Testament passages identified as “triple readings” (i.e.,
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readings where the Alexandrian, Western, and Byzantine text-types contained
distinctive readings). See his Atfas of Textual Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1911). (2) While Hutton’s method found little widespread support,
Colwell adapted the method as the first of three steps to determine a manuscript’s
basic affinity. Rather than limit the base readings to readings represented by the three
main text-types, Colwell felt it should be expanded to include the sub-text-types as
well: thus the change in terminology from “triple” to “multiple readings.” A multiple
reading is defined as “one in which the minimum support for each of at least three
variant forms of the text is either one of the major strands of the tradition, or the
support of a previously established group..., or the support of some one of the
ancient versions..., or the support of some single manuscript of an admittedly
distinctive character (such as D)” (Colwell, “Locating a Manuscript,” 27-28). (3) Kurt
and Barbara Aland developed a method that uses select readings (Zesstellen) to
distinguish between Byzantine manuscripts and those that belong to other textual
traditions. In contrast to Hutton, however, the Tesescellen identified by the Alands is
limited to one thousand passages where the Byzantine tradition preserves distinct
readings (Kurt Aland, ed., Text und Textwerr der griechischen Handschriften des
Neuen Testaments [ANTF; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987-]; Aland and Aland, The Text
of the New Testament, 106-7, 128, 317-37). (4) The most popular method has been
the Claremont Profile Method, which Paul McReynolds and Frederik Wisse devised
in 1982 to quickly classify a large number of manuscripts. In short, this method
contends that manuscripts can be classified around common patterns of attestation
(group readings that make up larger group profiles) identified from isolated test
passages in a given text. Once the group profiles are established, a new manuscript
need only be classified on the basis of its agreement in these isolated passages, rather
than by a full collation. While originally designed to classify Byzantine manuscripts
into subgroups, it has been used more generally (see Paul McReynolds, “The
Claremont Profile Method and the Grouping of Byzantine New Testament
Manuscripts” [Ph.D. diss., Claremont Graduate School, 1968]; and Frederik Wisse,
“The Claremont Profile Method for Classification of the Byzantine New Testament
Manuscripts: A Study in Method” [Ph.D. diss., Claremont Graduate School, 1968]).
Wisse later revised and published his dissertation in 7he Profile Method for
Classitying and Evaluating Manuscripe Evidence.

Another more recent method of classifying manuscripts is Gerd Mink’s “local
genealogical method.” Mink’s method was developed specifically for constructing the
primary text of the Editio Critica Maior of the New Testament. It attempts to
overcome the well-known flaw of Westcott and Hort’s use of the genealogical
method: the highy contamined nature of readings in any given manuscript (see
Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and Its Limitations,” /BL
66 [1947]: 109-33; repr. in idem, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the
New Testament, 63—83). Due to the highly contaminated textual tradition of the
New Testment, Mink’s method accounts for manuscript contamination by the
creation of a local stemma that “reflects all the genealogical data.” Once individual
stemma have been constructed for all the variants in a book, the results can then be
used to construct a global stemma (or stemmata) of manuscripts based on their texts.
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Comprehensive Profile Method has proven to be the most successful in
patristic textual studies.” The benefit of Ehrman’s method is a threefold
group profile analysis that examines the strength and extent of a reading’s
support in relation to each text-type (the inter-group profile), the strength of
a reading’s attestation within a given text-type, regardless of its support in
other textual groups (the intra-group profile), and a combined profile that
incorporates the strengths of each of the first two profiles. The thoroughness
of Ehrman’s method enables it either to clarify the ambiguity of the results of
quantitative analysis, to provide a stronger confirmation of those results, or
to provide a more precise assessment of the congruence of a Father’s text
with the known text-types.* This chapter will apply Ehrman’s group profile
method to Clement’s text of the Gospels to determine if it can provide a
more precise assessment of Clement’s textual affinities. Each Gospel will be
analyzed individually, since the results of the quantitative analysis indicate
Clement’s overall text of the Gospels is not uniform.

While this method has promise, it currently has been applied only to the Catholic
Epistles. See Gerd Mink, “Eine umfassende Genealogie der neutestamentlichen
Uber]ieferung,” NTS 39 (1993): 481-99; idem, “Editing and Genealogical Studies:
The New Testament,” Literary and Linguistic Computing 15 (2000): 51-56; idem,
“Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition: The New Testament,” in Studies in
Stemmarology Il (ed. P. van Reenen, A. den Hollander, and Margot van Mulken;
Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2004), 13-85.

* For a summary and evaluation of the various group profile methods, sce
Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” 31-45; idem, “Use of Group Profiles,”
467-71; Thomas C. Geer Jr., “Analyzing and Categorizing New Testament Greek
Manuscripts: Colwell Revisited,” in Ehrman and Holmes, 7he Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research, 253—67; W. Larry Richards, “Test Passages or
Profiles: A Comparison of Two Text-Critical Methods,” JBL 115 (1996): 251-69;
David C. Parker, “A Comparison between the Text und Textwercand the Claremont
Profile Method Analyses of Manuscripts in the Gospel of Luke,” NTS 49 (2003):
108-38.

* E.g., the results of Ehrman’s initial quantitative analysis indicate that Didymus’s
Gospel text is primarily Alexandrian but with a slightly greater affinity (1.3%) toward
the “Early” rather than “Later” Alexandrian witnesses. A group profile analysis,
however, reveals that Didymus is actually a leading witness of the “Late” Alexandrian
text. See Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 220-22, 249-53; idem, “Use of Group Profiles,”
473-485; With the exception that Athanasius’s Gospel text shows little Western
influence (44.9%), quantitative analysis fails to produce a statistically significant
difference between Athanasius’s support of the Secondary Alexandrian text (67.7%)
and his support of the other textual groups (Primary Alexandrian 66.8%, Caesarean
65.4%, and Byzantine 64.8%). Group profile analysis, however, removes the
ambiguity and enables Athanasius to be clearly classified as a Secondary Alexandrian
witness. See Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 220-24, 249-58.
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Before applying Ehrman’s profile method to Clement’s text of each
Gospel, it will be helpful to provide first a more precise explanation and
definition of the terms and categories upon which the method operates and
how they are modified in relation to Clement.’

INTER-GROUP RELATIONSHIPS

Inter-group relationships between the five text-types being examined are
divided into three different types of readings.

Distinctive Readings. Distinctive readings refer to readings that are
“distinct” to a particular textual group, that is, readings that are supported by
most group members (more than one-half) and that are not present in the
witnesses from other textual groups. In Clement’s case, distinctive readings
are defined as follows:

Distinctively Primary Alexandrian:

Readings found in more than half of the Primary Alexandrian
witnesses and no others.

Distinctively Secondary Alexandrian:

Readings found in more than half of the Secondary Alexandrian
witnesses and no others.

Distinctively Byzantine:

Readings supported by all but one of the Byzantine witnesses
and no others.

Distinctively Caesarean:’

Readings found in all the Caesarean witnesses and no others.”

Distinctively Western:

Readings found in at least one Greek Western witness, two Old
Latin manuscripts, and no others. When the Old Latin witnesses
are not extant, readings found in two Greek witnesses.

Exclusive Readings. The second type of readings considered in the
inter-group profile is exclusive readings. Exclusive readings are those that are

> The following explanation and definitions, with minor modification, are from
Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 226-27; idem, “Use of Group Profiles,” 478-86;
Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 228-31; and Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 270-72.

¢ For a discussion on the rationale of including the Caesarean text-type, see
chapter 3 nn. 7 and 16.

7 With the exception of Luke, where the limited number of extant readings in
P* requires that a distinctive reading be defined as one found in more than one-half
of all Caesarean witnesses and no others.
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shared by at least two group members with no support from nongroup
witnesses. Readings already determined to be distinctive are excluded.
Primary Readings. Primary readings are the final type of reading
examined in the inter-group profile. Primary readings refer to readings
shared by at least two group members and that also have greater group
support than non-group support. Greater group support is defined as
follows:
Uniform Primary Readings:
Readings shared by all group members, but that are supported
neither uniformly by another group, nor predominantly by
more than one other group, nor by more than two other groups
when one of them supports the reading predominantly.’®
Predominant Primary Readings:
Readings supported by at least two-thirds of a group’s witnesses
but supported neither uniformly nor predominantly by another
group.
Primary Readings:
When the two above categories do not apply, readings supported
by a greater number of group than nongroup witnesses.

INTRA-GROUP RELATIONSHIPS

The second profile involves intra-group relationships. This profile deals with
the following two types of readings.

Uniform Readings. Uniform readings are readings that are supported by
all the witnesses in a group that contains the text.

Predominant Readings. Readings supported by at least two-thirds of all
witnesses of a group that contain the text are referred to as predominant
readings.

THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW

The application of the comprehensive profile method to Clement’s text of
Matthew results in the three groups of data presented in table 9.

% For a more precise definition of uniform and predominant readings, see their
description in the intra-group profile that follows.
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TABLE 9

Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Matthew

Profile One, Inter-Group Relationships

Prim. Alex.
Sec. Alex.
Byzantine
Caesarean
Western

Distinctive Exclusive  Primary Totals

0/0 0/0 6/13 (46.2%)  6/13  (46.2%)

0/1 0/1 (0.0%) 2/7 (28.6%) 2/9 (22.2%)

0/1 0/1 (0.0%) 7/12 (58.3%)  7/14 (50.0%)

0/0 0/4 (0.0%) 1/4 (25.0%) 1/8 (12.5%)
(

2/10 (20.0%)

4/18 (22.2%) 7/12 (58.3%)

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships

Prim. Alex.
Sec. Alex.
Byzantine
Caesarean
Western

13/40 (32.5%)

Uniform Predominant Totals

57/84 (67.9%) 16/32 (50.0%) 73/116 (62.9%)
46/71 (64.8%) 13/30 (43.3%) 59/101 (58.4%)
54/87 (62.1%) 19/26 (73.1%) 73/113 (64.6%)
43/69  (62.3%) 17/27 (63.0%) 60/96  (62.5%)
24/43  (55.8%) 12/30 (40.0%) 36/73  (49.3%)

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,
Exclusive, or Primary

Prim. Alex.
Sec. Alex.
Byzantine
Caesarean
Western

Uniform Predominant Totals

317 (42.9%) 3/6  (50.0%) 6/13 (46.2%)
/1 (100%) /4 (25.0%) 2/5  (40.0%)
5/10 (50.0%) 2/3 (66.7%) 7/13  (53.8%)
0/2  (0.0%) 0/0 02 (0.0%)

8/16 (50.0%)

2/11 (18.2%)

10/27  (37.0%)
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What immediately stands out from this first profile is the small number of
readings and the low level of agreement Clement shares with the textual
groups: not one is above 50%. While these observations are accurate, the
should not be that surprising. In fact, as Ehrman notes, one should actually
expect a small number of readings in this profile, especially among the
distinct and exclusive readings, since seldom do all manuscripts of a given
text-type agree on a particular reading.” Thus the concern here should not
be the number of readings, but the presence or absence of readings in
Clement that characterize each particular text-type. Also, rather than
looking for a certain level of agreement, as in the suggested minimum 65%
level in the quantitative analysis method, one should look for a group
witness to share a stronger level of agreement with one textual group than
another, regardless of the percentage level. In particular, one would expect a
group witness to preserve frequently distinctive readings from one group
and rarely the distinctive readings from another group. In addition, a group
witness should also preserve a much higher attestation of the exclusive and
primary readings of one group than those of another.

Clement’s support of distinctive and exclusive readings in the first profile
reveals little useful information for determining his textual affinity in
Matthew. While one expects a small number of distinctive and exclusive
readings, it is surprising to discover that, outside of a few Western readings,
Clement does not preserve a single distinctive or exclusive reading for any of
the textual groups. To be more specific, Clement’s text reveals no distinctive
readings available for comparison for either the Primary Alexandrian or
Caesarean textual families; the same is true for the exclusive Primary
Alexandrian readings. Among the distinctive readings that do appear,
Clement supports neither the single Secondary Alexandrian reading'’ nor
the Byzantine reading." Further, though Clement does support distinctive
Western readings, he supports only two readings out of ten.'” The situation
changes little among the exclusive readings. Here Clement fails to support
the single exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading,” the exclusive
Byzantine reading,' or the four Caesarean readings.”” Once again, Clement’s

® Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 230.

1 Clement does not preserve the distinctive Secondary Alexandrian reading in
Matt 5:4.

" Clement does not preserve the distinctive Byzantine reading in Matt 5:36.

"2 Clement preserves distinctive Western readings in Matt 25:39 and 26:23.
Clement does not preserve distinctive Western readings in Matt 5:42; 10:5; 10:42
(XZ); 11:28; 18:10; 18:22; and 21:22.

" Clement does not preserve the exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading in
Matt 25:27.

'* Clement does not preserve exclusive Byzantine readings in Matt 5:28.
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support resides with only a few exclusive Western readings.'” Although
Clement preserves no distinctive or exclusive readings from any other
group, this should not lead one to classify his text as Western. Such a
conclusion seems unlikely because the six Western readings Clement
supports are far outnumbered by the twenty-two readings he does not
support!

When the primary readings are taken into consideration, Clement’s
strongest support is split equally between the Western and the Byzantine
readings. He preserves seven out of twelve primary Western readings
(58.3%)," seven out of twelve Byzantine readings (578.3%)," six out of
thirteen Primary Alexandrian readings (46.20%),"” two out of seven
Secondary Alexandrian readings (25.0%),” and only one out of four primary
Caesarean readings (28.6%).”!

A clearer picture of Clement’s textual affinities appears only when the
results of the distinctive, exclusive, and primary readings are tabulated
together. When this is done three conclusions become apparent.

First, the totals are similar to the results of the quantitative analysis in
Matthew that identifies Clement’s textual proclivities most closely with the
Primary Alexandrian and Byzantine textual groups. The primary difference
here is that this time the Byzantine readings (50.0%) are slightly higher than
the Primary Alexandrian readings (46.2%). Outside these two groups, his
support drops from 18-37% with the other witnesses. Does the high level of
Clement’s attestation with the Byzantine text point to the early existence of

"> Clement does not preserve exclusive Caesarean readings in Matt 5:36; 10:27
(X2); 19:19.

' Clement preserves exclusive Western readings in Matt 5:25; 5:36; 5:42; 25:35.
Clement does not preserve exclusive Western readings in Matt 5:7; 5:8; 5:14; 5:42;
6:19 (XZ); 6:20; 10:5; 10:32; 10:42; 12:37; 18:4; 19:21; 23:27.

17 Clement preserves primary Western readings in Matt 6:32; 7:13; 13:43; 23:9;
23:26; 23:37; and 25:41. Clement does not preserve primary Western readings in
Matt 5:9; 12:36; 15:11; 21:16; and 25:26.

" Clement preserves primary Byzantine readings in Matt 5:25; 5:48; 10:23;
12:36; 16:26; 22:40; and 23:9. Clement does not preserve primary Byzantine readings
in Matt 5:25; 5:48; 19:17; 19:23; and 23:37.

! Clement preserves primary Primary Alexandrian readings in Matt 5:22; 5:42;
13:34; 19:3; 23:37; and 25:39. Clement does not preserve primary Primary Alexandrian
readings in Matt 5:36; 5:44; 10:23; 19:21; 23:9; 25:27; and 27:46.

*0 Clement preserves primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt 23:8 and
24:35. Clement does not preserve primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt
6:34; 12:36; 12:37; 18:10; 19:14.

! Clement preserves primary Caesarean readings in Matt 23:27. Clement does
not preserve primary Caesarean readings in Matt 13:13; 13:33; and 23:37.
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the Byzantine text-type? No. On the contrary, the fact that all but one of the
Byzantine readings are primary readings indicates that these readings are nor
unique to the Byzantine text-type; they are simply readings shared by the
other textual families. Thus, at most, this high level of agreement points to
the antiquity of a number of Byzantine readings, a fact already demonstrated
by the presence of some Byzantine readings in early papyri.*

Second, the totals indicate that, although Clement shows an awareness
of a number of Western readings (13), the far greater number of Western
readings that he does not preserve (27) indicates that the Western tradition
has little influence on his text. This confirms the conclusion that emerges
from the quantitative analysis.

Finally, the results of this group profile also clarify some of the more
ambiguous results of the quantitative analysis. First, where the quantitative
analysis results rank the Secondary Alexandrian readings only 5.7 to 4.4%
behind the Alexandrian and Byzantine readings (62.1% and 60.8% to
56.4%), the profile method significantly diminishes the strength of Clement’s
relationship to the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses by increasing the
margin of difference to 27.8%! Furthermore, and even more conclusively,
Clement shows little affinity with the Caesarean textual family (12.5%). This
is in strong contrast to the 55.8% level of agreement from the quantitative
analysis. Clement fails to preserve a single one of the four Caesarean
exclusive reading and supports only one out of four primary readings. In
Matthew, at least, Clement’s text cannot be characterized as Caesarean. Of
course, this is exactly what one expects, since the Caesarean family of
readings is not thought to have arisen until after Clement’s time.

The second profile in table 9 (the Intra-Group Profile) overcomes the
paucity of the data in the first profile by looking at the proportional levels of
Clement’s support of uniform and predominant readings in each of the
textual groups, regardless of their presence among the other textual groups.
This profile is designed to indicate the extent and strength of a witness’s
attestation within each group. To be classified as a member of a particular
group, a witness should preserve, therefore, a high proportion of the
readings (primarily the uniform readings) shared with the group. Thus,
unlike the previous profile, the level of proportional agreement is important
here and should, ideally, approach the 65-70% level suggested in the
quantitative analysis. When applied to Clement, the results are not
particularly helpful. Not only are Clement’s levels of agreement below 65%,
but they are also nearly equally divided between the Byzantine, Primary
Alexandrian, and Caesarean readings in Matthew. The clearest result from

*2 See comments on Zuntz in chapter 5 n. 31.
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this intra-group profile is that Clement once again shows little influence
from readings present in the Western textual tradition (49.3%).

The particular shortcoming of this second profile is the inflated level of
support it gives to non-Western uniform and predominant readings, due to
the presence of a large number of exclusive and distinctive Western readings
(readings where two or more Western witnesses provide support but no
others) in early Christian manuscripts.” The third profile in table 9
overcomes this weakness by combining the strength of the inter- and intra-
group profiles; it examines the level of Clement’s agreement with the
uniform and predominant readings of each textual group that are also
distinctive, exclusive, or primary.**

The result of the third profile resembles, once again, the findings from
the previous profiles and the quantitative analysis: Clement’s strongest
textual affinity in Matthew is closest to the Primary Alexandrian and
Byzantine readings. Among the uniform readings, Clement’s highest
support is with the Secondary Alexandrian® uniform reading at 100%,
followed by the Byzantine® and Western® at 50%. Clement supports 42.9%

» This phenomenon can be seen by the number of Western distinctive and
exclusive readings made evident by any comparison of Western readings against
other textual groups. In the case of Clement, the first profile illustrates this point well.
In Matthew alone, there are a total of 28 distinctive and exclusive Western readings.
In contrast, the accumulated total of all the other textual groups produces only eight
readings—more than a three to one difference! In addition, the same point can be
illustrated by a comparison of the distinctive and exclusive readings among the results
of the first profile among the other Gospels. To a much lesser degree, of course, the
exclusive and distinctive readings among the other textual groups have a similar
effect on the profile.

* As the totals indicate, this combination profile does reduce the exaggerated
totals of the non-Western uniform and predominant readings from the intra-group
profile. The number of Primary Alexandrian uniform and predominant readings
drops from 116 to 13, Secondary Alexandrian readings from 101 to 5, Byzantine
readings from 113 to 13, Caesarean readings from 96 to 2, and Western readings
from 73 to 27. The decrease is not as significant among the Western readings because
they have a larger number of uniform and predominant readings that are also
distinctive, exclusive, or primary.

» Clement preserves uniform Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt 24:35.

* Clement preserves uniform Byzantine readings in Matt 5:25; 10:23; 12:36;
16:26; 22:40. Clement does not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in Matt 5:25;
5:36; 19:17; 19:23; 23:37.

?7 Clement preserves uniform Western readings in Matt 6:32; 7:13; 13:43; 23:9;
23:26; 25:39; 25:41; 26:23. Clement does not preserve uniform Western readings in
Matt 5:42; 10:5; 10:42 (X2); 11:28; 12:36; 21:16; 21:22.
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of the Primary Alexandrian readings® and none of the Caesarean readings.”
While Clement’s 100% level of agreement with the Primary Alexandrian
readings strengthens his connections to the Alexandrian tradition, not too
much should be made of it because it is based on a single reading.

Among the predominant readings, Clement’s support is again the
highest with the Byzantine readings. Here Clement’s support reaches the
level of 66.7%," as compared to 50% with the Primary Alexandrian
readings,” 25.0% with the Secondary Alexandrian readings,” and only
18.2% with the Western readings.” No Caesarean predominant readings are
extant for consideration.

As expected, the totals of both the uniform and predominant readings
establish Clement’s textual affinities most closely to the Byzantine (53.8%)
and Primary Alexandrian readings (46.2%). While a margin of 7.6%
separates the two groups, the margin of difference is not that significant
when one takes into consideration the small number of readings being
compared. Clement’s next closest affinity is with the Secondary Alexandrian
tradition (40.0%), followed by the Western text (37.0%), and with no
relationships with the Caesarean (0%).

Although Clement’s text of Matthew aligns most closely with the
Byzantine and Primary Alexandrian readings in each of the group profiles,
his relatively low level of proportional agreement in the third profile,
combined with the small number of distinctive and exclusive readings from
the first profile, mitigates against an attempt to classifying his text as solely
Byzantine or Primary Alexandrian. Instead, the information available
through the group profile method may suggest that Clement’s text in
Matthew represents a early stage in the development of the textual tradition
in Alexandria, a stage during which a “reservoir™—following the imagery

* Clement preserves uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in Matt 5:22; 5:42;
13:34. Clement does not preserve uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in Matt
5:44; 10:23; 23:9; 25:27.

* Clement does not preserve uniform Caesarean readings in Matt 13:13; 23:37.

% Clement preserves predominant Byzantine readings in Matt 5:48 and 23:9.
Clement does not preserve predominant Byzantine readings in Matt 5:48.

*! Clement preserves predominant Primary Alexandrian readings in Matt 19:3;
23:37; 25:39. Clement does not preserve predominant Primary Alexandrian readings
in Matt 5:36; 19:21; 27:46.

%2 Clement preserves predominant Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt 23:8.
Clement does not preserve predominant Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt 5:4;
18:10; 19:14.

3 Clement preserves predominant Primary Western readings in Matt 23:37 and
25:35. Clement does not preserve predominant Primary Western readings in Matt
5:9; 5:42; 6:20; 10:32; 18:10; 18:22; 23:9; 23:27; 25:26.
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characterized by Zuntz—of different readings existed, including a number of
early Byzantine readings that eventually disappeared from some later streams
of the Alexandrian text. If this is the case, it may also help to explain the
shifting nature of Clement’s textual affinities among the Synoptic Gospels.
Before any such final conclusions can be drawn, a specific examination of
each of the Byzantine readings Clement supports from the third profile, and
an assessment of their relation/presence in the Alexandrian and Western
traditions, is necessary. This examination will be undertaken in the next
chapter.

THE GOSPEL OF MARK

The results of the comprehensive profile method applied to Clement’s text of
Mark confirm the overall assessment drawn from the quantitative analysis:
Clement’s text bears a clear affinity with the Western text. While the
Primary Alexandrian textual tradition has some degree of influence on
Clement’s text, it clearly plays a secondary role. Clement appears to have
virtually no connection to the Secondary Alexandrian readings and a very
minimal influence from the Caesarean and Byzantine groups. Before these
observations are discussed in more detail, however, it should be noted once
again that the nature of Clement’s text essentially limits these results to his
text of Mark 10:17-31.>* While it is possible that his text in Mark 10 is
representative of his entire Gospel, the nature of the extant evidence does not
allow such a conclusion to be drawn with any certainty. Since the strengths
and weaknesses of each of the three individual profiles are already mentioned
in connection to Matthew, they are not discussed in as much detail in the
rest of this chapter.

Although the overall data from the first profile identifies Clement’s
textual affinities most closely with the Western readings, his strongest
connection to the Western text is apparent among his support of the
distinctive and exclusive readings. Since primary readings are shared to
varying degrees by all the text-types, it is the distinctive and exclusive

** The only extant passage in Clement outside of Mark 10 is 8:38. This verse
yields only one genetically significant variant. The reading Clement preserves,
however, provides no information for the first or third profiles, and, with the
exception of the Old Latin MSS a k and Origen, is supported by all of the other
extant witnesses. As such, it only affects the results of the second profile.
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TABLE 10
Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Mark
Profile One, Inter-Group Relationships
Distinctive Exclusive  Primary Totals

Prim. Alex. 0/0 0/0 3/9 (33.3%)  3/9 (33.3%
Sec. Alex.  0/0 0/1 (0.0%) 0/2 (0.0%) 0/3  (0.0%
Byzantine  0/1 (0.0%) 0/1 (0.0%) 1/6 (16.7%)  1/8  (12.5%)
Caesarean  0/0 0/3 (0.0%) 1/5 (16.7%)  1/8  (12.5%)
Western 2/4 (50.0%) 3/8 (37.5%) 5/8 (62.5%)  10/20 (50.0%)

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships

Predominant

Totals

Uniform
Prim. Alex. 19/32 (59.4%)
Sec. Alex.  14/26 (53.8%)
Byzantine ~ 20/32 (62.5%)
Caesarean  13/20 (65.0%)
Western 8/12 (66.7%)

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,

Exclusive, or Primary

5/13 (38.5%)
7/12 (58.3%)
4/8  (50.0%)
4/11 (36.4%)
11/15 (73.3%)

24/45 (53.3%)
21/38 (55.3%)
24/40 (60.0%)
17/31 (54.8%)
19/27 (70.4%)

Uniform Predominant Totals
Prim. Alex. 1/5 (20.0%) 2/4 (50.0%) 3/9 (33.3%)
Sec. Alex.  0/1 (0.0%) 0/0 0/1  (0.0%)
Byzantine  1/3 (33.3%) 0/2 (00.0%) 1/5 (20.0%)
Caesarean  0/1 (0.0%) 1/3 (33.3%) 1/4 (25.0%)
Western 2/5 (40.0%) 3/5 (60.0%) 5/10 (50.0%)
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readings that most clearly define the textual character of each of the
manuscript traditions. And among these readings, Clement does not support
a single one of the six distinctive and exclusive readings scattered across the
Alexandrian, Byzantine, and Caesarean traditions.”> What is notable,
however, is Clement’s strikingly higher attestation of the Western readings.
Here Clement supports two of the four distinctive Western readings® and
three of the eight exclusive Western readings.”” Clement’s strong support of
the Western text continues among the primary readings that are not isolated
to one particular textual tradition. Among these readings, Clement supports
the primary Western readings at 62.5%,” the Primary Alexandrian readings
at 33.3%,” and both the Byzantine and Caesarean readings at a meager
16.7%.* Clement does not support any of the primary Secondary
Alexandrian readings."

When the three categories of readings are totaled in the first profile, it is
no surprise that Clement’s strongest connection is decidedly in favor of the
Western readings (50.0%). Of the remaining four groups, the Primary
Alexandrian readings follow at a distance at 33.3%, and the Byzantine and
Caesarean readings are removed even further at 12.5% each. Clement does
not share a single agreement with any of the extant Secondary Alexandrian
readings.

The combined totals of the data from the uniform and predominant in
the second profile clearly connect Clement to the Western tradition more

* Clement does not preserve the distinctive Byzantine reading in Mark 10:21,
nor does he preserve the exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading found in Mark
10:17; the three exclusive Caesarean readings in Mark 10:19; 10:20 (X2); and the
exclusive Byzantine readings in Mark 10:21.

% Clement preserves the distinctive Western readings in Mark 10:27 (X2).
Clement does not preserve distinctive Western readings in Mark 10:22 and 10:30.

%7 Clement preserves the three exclusive Western readings in Mark 10:17; 10:18;
10:22. Clement does not preserve the six exclusive Western readings in Mark 8:38;
10:17; 10:19 (XZ); 10:22.

% Clement preserves primary Western readings in Mark 10:17; 10:20; 10:21;
10:27; 10:29. Clement does not preserve primary Western readings in Mark 10:19;
10:22; 10:24.

¥ Clement preserves primary Primary Alexandrian readings in Mark 10:25;
10:29; 10:31. Clement does not preserve primary Primary Alexandrian readings in
Mark 10:20; 10:24; 10:27; 10:28 (X2); 10:29.

* Clement preserves primary Byzantine readings in Mark 10:19. Clement does
not preserve primary Byzantine readings in Mark 10:20; 10:21; 10:24; 10:27; 10:29.
Clement preserves primary Caesarean readings in Mark 10:19. Clement does not
preserve primary Caesarean readings in Mark 10:21; 10:29 (X2); 10:31.

! Clement does not preserve primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Mark
10:24; 10:29.
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than any other textual group.”” As mentioned previously, to classify a
witnesses as a bona fide member of a group, a witness should not only share
a high proportion of a group’s readings but also support a higher attestation
of a group’s uniform readings than its predominant readings. The value of
predominant readings are not as significant, since they often comprise
readings shared with other groups, in addition to being readings where a
group’s textual tradition is divided. When this second profile has been
applied successfully to other Fathers, a Father’s affinities are always stronger
among its uniform than its predominant readings.” The situation is slightly
different with Clement. Among the uniform readings, Clement’s support of
the Western readings ranks first, at 66.7%. The Caesarean readings come in
second place, at 65.0%, followed by the Byzantine at 62.5%, the Primary
Alexandrian (59.4%) and Secondary Alexandrian (53.8%) readings being
further removed. Whereas the proportional levels of the predominant
Primary Alexandrian, Byzantine, and Caesarean readings drop significantly
in comparison to their uniform readings, Clement’s support of predominant
Western readings increases 6.6% to 75.3%.** The increased number of
Western predominant readings—readings whose distinctive Western
character is not as strongly Western as the uniform readings—slightly dilutes
the strength of this second profile’s identification of Clement’s text as
Western. This is not to say that Clement’s text does not have a distinctive
Western nature to it—it clearly does. But the results suggest that Clement’s
text of Mark may not be as dominantly Western as a 70.4% total level of
agreement may at first suggest.

The third profile again shows that Clement’s textual proclivities are
overwhelmingly aligned with the Western tradition. Among uniform
readings that are also distinctive, exclusive, or primary, Clement supports
40% of the Western readings,” 33.3% of the Byzantine,* and 20.0% of the
Primary Alexandrian readings.”” He displays no support for any of the other

* After Clement’s support of the Western readings at 70.4%, the next closese
group is separated by a margin of 10.4%, the Byzantine readings at 60.0%.

* E.g., Bhrman, Didymus the Blind, 234-35; Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,”
241, 256; Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 275.

* Clement’s support of the Secondary Alexandrian predominant readings also
increases to 58.3%.

* Clement preserves uniform Western readings in Mark 10:27 (X2). Clement
does not preserve uniform Western readings in Mark 10:22 (X2) and 10:24.

%6 Clement preserves uniform Byzantine readings in Mark 10:19. Clement does
not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in Mark 10:21and 10:27.

7 Clement preserves uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in 10:29. Clement
does not preserve uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in Mark 10:20; 10:24; 10:27;
10:28.
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uniform readings attested by the other text-types.* The situation changes
only slightly among the predominant readings. Here Clement supports 60%
of the Western,"” 50% of the Primary Alexandrian,” and 33.3% of the
Caesarean,” and he fails to attest either of the Byzantine readings.”® There
are no primary Secondary Alexandrian readings available for comparison.

When the uniform and predominant readings are combined, the results
reveal the influence of the Western readings on Clement’s text of Mark. His
support of the Western readings is 50.0%. The Primary Alexandrian
readings follow next, but they are separated by a gap of 16.7%, at 33.3%.
The Caesarean and Byzantine traditions appear to have little influence, since
their support is limited to 25% and 20%, respectively. There is no indication
that Secondary Alexandrian readings have any influence.

Although the results of the group profile analysis suggest that Clement’s
affinities align closest with the Western text in Mark 10:17-31, there are still
a number of reasons that caution against prematurely classifying his text too
quickly as Western. For one, while Clement’s overall level of agreement at
50.0% gives his text a definitive Western flavor, it is not all-encompassing.
His text also reveals a limited but noticeable Primary Alexandrian influence.
The most significant factor, however, is the rather loose way Clement quotes
the passage in Mark. Clement’s text reveals a number of readings that
indicate he made a number of small but frequent modifications to the text.
This led Mees to claim that Clement’s so-called Western readings are not
uniquely Western but are merely the result of Clement’s loose handling of
the text.”” More recently, Barbara Aland has also referred to many of these
divergences as either examples of harmonization or mere “banalities” that, in
her opinion, “go back to the rapid dictation of the author to his
stenographer.”™ Thus before any firm conclusion can be drawn about the
strength of the Western influence on Clement’s text of Mark, a further

* Clement does not preserve uniform Secondary Alexandrian readings in Mark
10:19. He also fails to preserve uniform Caesarean readings in Mark 10:29.

* Clement preserves predominant Western readings in Mark 10:17; 10:20; and
10:21. Clement does not preserve predominant Western readings in Mark 10:19 and
10:30.

%0 Clement preserves predominant Primary Alexandrian readings in Mark 10:25;
10:31. Clement does not preserve predominant Primary Alexandrian readings in Mark
10:28; and 10:29.

> Clement preserves predominant Caesarean readings in Mark 10:19. Clement
does not preserve predominant Caesarean readings in Mark 10:29 and 10:31.

> Clement does not preserve predominant Byzantine readings in Mark 10:20
and 10:21.

>3 See pp. 42-43.

>* Aland, “Significance of the Chester Beatty Papyri,” 119-20.
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analysis is needed to determine whether Clement’s attestation of the specific
Western readings in the third profile are genuinely Western in origin or
merely the accidental result of his loose quotation of the passage. Until this
can be performed in the following chapter, Clement’s text of Mark can only
be classified tentatively as Western.

THE GOSPEL OF LUKE

The application of the comprehensive profile method to the Gospel of Luke
yields results that share some surprising similarities with those in Mark (see
table 11). As with Mark, Clement’s text identifies most closely with the
Western text, though again the levels of proportional agreement fall
somewhat short of 65%. Among the other text-types, Clement’s next closest
level of agreement resides with the Primary Alexandrian readings.

As was the case with Clement’s text of Mark, the first profile provides a
striking illustration of the strong connection Clement shares with the
Western text in Luke. Outside of the Western tradition, Clement’s text of
Luke reveals few distinctive readings among the other textual traditions;
there is only one exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading (Luke 12:37) and
one Byzantine (Luke 12:11), neither of which Clement attests. While the
number of readings for comparison increases somewhat among the exclusive
readings, Clement also fails to support a single one of the Alexandrian,
Byzantine, or Caesarean readings!™ It is only among the Western distinctive
(64.3%)* and exclusive (35.3%)” readings that Clement’s support is clearly
manifest.

The influence of the Western text on Clement is also present among the
primary readings, although the 3% margin of difference with the Primary
Alexandrian readings is not significant. Clement’s support is highest among

% Clement does not preserve the exclusive Primary Alexandrian reading in Luke
14:13, nor the three exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading in Luke 6:45; 12:30.
10:17. He also does not preserve the exclusive Byzantine readings in Luke 12:15;
12:28; 19:8, nor the exclusive Caesarean readings in Luke 6:35; 16:21; 20:34.

> Clement preserves the distinctive Western readings in Luke 3:13; 3:22; 12:11;
12:20 (X2); 12:24; 12:30 (X2); 17:4. Clement does not preserve the distinctive
Western readings in Luke 6:43 (X2); 10:41; 12:19 (X2).

%7 Clement preserves the exclusive Western readings in Luke 7:25; 12:11; 12:31;
14:20; 19:8. Clement does not preserve the exclusive Western readings found in Luke
3:23; 12:12; 12:23; 12:24; 12:27; 12:30; 12:36; 16:9; 20:34; 24:42.
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TABLE 11

Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Luke

Profile One, Inter-Group Relationships

Distinctive Exclusive Primary Totals
Prim. Alex. 0/0 0/1 (0.0%) 10/29 (34.5%) 10/30 (33.3%)
Sec. Alex.  0/1 (0.0%) 0/3 (0.0%) 1/4 (25.0%) 1/8 (12.5%)
Byzantine  0/1 (0.0%) 0/3 (0.0%) 3/24 (12.5%) 3/28 (10.7%)
Caesarean  0/0 0/3 (0.0%) 1/6 (16.7%) 1/9  (11.1%)

Western 9/14 (64.3.1%) 5/15 (33.3%) 6/16 (37.5%)

20/45 (44.4%)

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships

Uniform Predominant Totals

Prim. Alex. 50/96 (61.5%) 15/37 (40.5%) 74/133 (55.6%)
Sec. Alex.  36/53 (67.9%) 26/53 (49.1%) 62/106 (58.5%)
Byzantine  52/93 (55.9%) 19/37 (51.4%) 71/130 (54.6%)
(58.9%) (63.9%) (60.6%)

(71.9%) (75.0%) (73.6%)

Caesarean  43/73 (58.9% 23/36 (63.9% 66/109 (60.6%

Western 23/32 (71.9% 30/40 (75.0% 53/72 (73.6%

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,
Exclusive, or Primary

Uniform Predominant Totals
Prim. Alex. 8/23 (34.8%) 2/5  (40.0%) 10/28 (35.7%)
Sec. Alex.  0/0 02 (0.0%) 02 (0.0%)
Byzantine  3/13 (23.1%) /9 (11.1% 4/22 (18.2%)

)
Caesarean 072 (0.0%) 1/1 (100.0%) /3 (33.3%)
Western  10/17 (58.8%) 6/10 (60.0%) 16/27 (59.3%)
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the Western (37.5%),” followed by the Primary Alexandria readings
(34.5%),” the Secondary Alexandrian (25.0%),"” with minimal Caesarean
(16.7%)°" and Byzantine (12.5%) support.

When the data of all three categories are combined, Clement’s affinity
once more favors the Western tradition. Clement agrees 44.4% with the
Western witnesses, 33.3% with the Primary Alexandrian, and only 12.5%
with the Secondary Alexandrian, 11.1% with the Caesarean, and 10.7% with
the Byzantine. In addition to underlining Clement’s affinity with the
Western text in Luke, the results testify to the lack of aftinity Clement shares
with the Byzantine and Caesarean traditions.

The results from both the uniform and predominant readings in the
intra-group profile also identify Clement’s strongest affinities in Luke with
the Western text. According to the combined totals, Clement supports
73.6% of the Western readings, followed by the Caesarean at 60.6%, while
his support of the other textual groups is closely divided among the
Secondary Alexandrian readings at 58.5%, the Primary Alexandrian at
55.6%, and the Byzantine at 54.6%. What is significant about this second
profile is that Clement’s highest level of agreement with the Western text is
not found among the uniform readings but with the predominant readings.
Clement’s level of support increases from 71.9% among the uniform
readings to 75% with the predominant. As the case was with the
identification of Clement’s text as Western in Mark, this is unusual. To be
classified as a clear member of the Western text-type, one would expect
Clement to support a greater number of uniform readings. Instead, his
slightly greater support of predominant Western readings—readings shared
with other groups—suggests he may not be a particularly strong witness. In

% Clement preserves the primary Western readings in Luke 6:37; 9:62 (X3);
10:21; 10:42. Clement does not preserve the primary Western readings in Luke 6:22;
6:29 (X2); 6:38; 12:8; 12:24; 12:35; 12:49; 13:32; 14:26.

% Clement preserves the primary Primary Alexandrian readings in Luke 6:31;
6:36; 6:38; 6:45; 13:32; 16:9; 16:21; 17:3; 20:34; 24:42. Clement does not preserve the
primary Primary Alexandrian readings in Luke 3:23; 6:30; 6:38; 6:44; 6:45 (X2); 6:46;
9:62; 12:22; 12:28 (XZ); 12:30; 14:16; 14:26; 16:9; 19:8 (XZ); 22:31; 24:44.

% Clement preserves the primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Luke 6:36.
Clement does not preserve the primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Luke
6:44; 12:20; 12:24.

%! Clement preserves the primary Caesarean reading in Luke 12:36. Clement does
not preserve the primary Caesarean readings in Luke 3:2; 6:45; 12:24; 12:28; 17:4.

% Clement preserves the primary Byzantine readings in Luke 6:38; 7:28; 12:28.
Clement does not preserve the primary Byzantine reading in Luke 3:22; 3:23; 6:36;
6:38 (X2); 6:45; 9:62; 10:21 (X3); 12:11; 12:23; 12:30; 14:15; 16:9; 16:16; 17:3; 17:4
(X2); 20:34 (X2).
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any case, the nature of these results should caution against too quickly
identifying Clement’s text as Western on the basis of this profile alone.
Before any final conclusion can be drawn, a careful examination into the
nature of Clement’s Western readings is also needed.

The results of the third profile largely confirm the findings of the first
two: while Clement’s strongest textual proclivities in Luke are Western, the
level of his proportional agreement still falls short of the 65% level necessary
to classify his text solidly as Western. Among uniform readings that are also
distinctive, exclusive, or primary, Clement supports the Western readings at
58.8%,” the Primary Alexandrian readings at 34.8%,°* and the Byzantine at
23.1%.” Clement does not support any of the Caesarean uniform readings.*
No Secondary Alexandrian readings are available for comparison. Clement’s
textual affinities switch sharply among the predominant readings. Clement
supports 100% of the Caesarean tradition,” 60.0% of the Western,” 40% of
the Primary Alexandrian,” 11.1% of the Byzantine,”” and none of the
Secondary Alexandrian readings.”" Of course, the fact that Clement’s support
of the Caesarean reading rests on only one reading significantly minimizes
its importance. The anomaly caused by Clement’s support of the one
Caesarean witness is overcome when the totals of the uniform and
predominant readings are combined. The Western readings emerge as the

83 Clement preserves uniform Western readings in Luke 3:13; 9:62 (X2); 10:21;
10:42; 12:11; 12:20; 12:24; 12:30; 17:4. Clement does not preserve uniform Western
readings in Luke 6:29; 6:43 (X2); 10:41; 12:19 (X2); 12:49.

% Clement preserves uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in Luke 6:38; 6:45;
13:32; 16:9; 16:21; 17:3; 20:34; 24:42. Clement does not preserve uniform Primary
Alexandrian readings in Luke 3:23; 6:30; 6:44; 6:45 (X2); 12:22; 12:28; 12:30; 14:16;
14:26; 16:9; 19:8 (X2); 22:31; 24:44.

% Clement preserves uniform Byzantine readings in Luke 6:38; 12:28; 19:8.
Clement does not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in Luke 3:23; 6:36; 6:38 (X2);
6:45; 9:62; 10:21 (X2); 12:11; 16:16.

% Clement does not preserve the uniform Caesarean readings in Luke 3:2; 6:45.

%7 Clement preserves the predominant Caesarean reading in Luke 12:36.

% Clement preserves predominant Western readings in Luke 3:22; 6:37; 9:62;
12:20; 12:30; 14:20. Clement does not preserve predominant Western readings in Luke
3:23; 12:27; 12:35; 14:26.

% Clement preserves predominant Primary Alexandrian readings in Luke 6:31;
6:36. Clement does not preserve the predominant Primary Alexandrian reading in
Luke 6:38; 12:28; 9:62.

70 Clement preserves the predominant Byzantine reading in Luke 7:28. Clement
does not preserve predominant Byzantine readings in Luke 3:22; 12:11; 12:23; 12:28;
12:30; 14:15; 17:4; 20:34.

7! Clement does not preserve the Secondary Alexandrian readings in Luke 12:24;
12:37.
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strongest influence on Clement’s text at 59.3%, followed by the Primary
Alexandrian readings at 35.7%, and more remotely by the Caesarean and
Byzantine readings, respectively at 33.3% and 18.2%. As was also the case in
Mark, there is no indication that Secondary Alexandrian readings have any
influence on Clement at all.

The conclusions from the first two profiles and the results of the third
profile of Clement’s text of Luke reveal again a strong, although not
completely dominant, Western influence on Clement’s text. The data also
suggests that the Primary Alexandrian text exerted a limited influence as
well. As was the case with Mark, another factor also weighs against
prematurely classifying the extent of the Western text’s influence on
Clement’s text of Luke. As noted previously, Mees claims that Clement’s
Western readings are not uniquely Western but merely the accidental result
of Clement’s own citation habits as a part of his catechesis.” If this is indeed
the case, the overall results of the group profile may be misleading.
Therefore, until Clement’s agreements with the Western readings in the
third profile can be examined in detail in the following chapter, no final
conclusion can be made about the degree of influence the Western text had
on Clement’s text of Luke.

THE GOSPEL OF JOHN

The group profile analysis of Clement’s text of John not only confirms the
Alexandrian identification suggested previously by quantitative analysis, but
it indicates that Clement’s text bears more of a Primary than a Secondary
Alexandrian influence. Unfortunately, as the case was in the Synoptics,
Clement’s highest level of proportional agreement again fails to reach 65%.
Table 12 displays the data from the three individual group profiles of the
Fourth Gospel.

The first profile reveals a limited number of distinctive and exclusive
readings from Clement’s text of John. The absence of these textually
definitive types of readings limits the strength of this profile’s conclusions,
since the results are dependent on the more numerous primary readings—
readings whose textual distinctiveness is limited by their shared presence in
some of the other text-types. The only distinctive readings among the
various textual groups are with the Byzantine and Western texts. Of these,
Clement does not attest the single Byzantine reading,” and he supports only

72 See pp. 42-43.
7 Clement does not preserve the distinctive Byzantine reading in John 6:40.
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TABLE 12
Group Profile Analysis
Readings in John

Profile One, Inter-Group Relationships

Distinctive Exclusive Primary Totals
Prim. Alex. 0/0 0/1  (0.0%) 3/5 (60.0%) 3/6 (50.0%
Sec. Alex  0/0 172 (50.0%) 2/2 (100.0%)  3/4 (75.0%

Byzantine  0/1 (0.0%) 0/0
Caesarean  0/0 0/0
Western 1/3 (33.3%)

(0.0%)

2/14 (14.3%)

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships

Predominant

2/6 (33.3%
0/1  (0.0%)
3/14 (21.4%)

2/7 (28.6%
0/1  (0.0%)
6/31 (19.4%)

Totals

Uniform
Prim. Alex. 34/47 (72.3%)
Sec. Alex.  27/33 (81.8%)
Byzantine  35/52 (67.3%)
Caesarean  31/44 (70.5%)
Western 6/10 (60.0%)

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,

Exclusive, or Primary

Uniform

11/29 (57.9%)
19/26 (73.1%)
6/14  (42.9%)
9/16 (56.3%)
8/23 (34.8%)

Predominant

45/66 (68.2%)
46/59 (78.0%)
41/66 (62.1%)
40/60 (66.7%)
14/13 (42.4%)

Totals

Prim. Alex. 2/3 (66.7%)

Sec. Alex.  0/0
Byzantine  1/3 (33.3%)
Caesarean  0/0
Western  2/2 (100.0%)

1/2 (50.0%)
0/0
0/2  (0.0%)
0/0
3/12 (33.3%)

3/5 (60.0%)
0/0
1/5 (20.0%)
0/0
5/14 (35.7%)
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one of the three Western readings.” The situation slightly changes among
the exclusive readings; here Clement does not support the sole exclusive
Primary Alexandrian reading,” and he only supports two of the fourteen
Western readings.”” Clement does, however, support one of the two
Secondary Alexandrian readings.” When the greater number of primary
readings is taken into consideration, Clement’s textual proclivities tilt toward
the Secondary Alexandrian readings, although the number of readings upon
which it depends is quite small. He preserves both of the Secondary
Alexandrian readings (100%),” three out of five Primary Alexandrian
readings (60%),” two out of six Byzantine readings (33.3%),* and three out
of fourteen Western readings (21.4%)." He does not support the sole
Caesarean reading.*

The disproportional influence of the primary readings on the
conclusions of this first profile can be seen when the results from the
distinctive, exclusive, and primary readings are combined. Although the
varying levels of Clement’s proportional agreement with the textual groups
fluctuate, the overall ranking of his relationship to the textual groups is
identical to the results from the primary readings. This disproportional
influence of the primary readings should obviate any firm classification of
Clement’s text of John based on this first profile alone. The only sure
conclusion that can be that can be drawn is that the Western text appears to
have played a limited influence on Clement text of John. Out of the
seventeen distinctive and exclusive Western readings, Clement supports only

7 Clement does preserve the distinctive Western reading in John 1:4. Clement
does not preserve the distinctive Western readings in John 6:51 and 17:23.

7> Clement does not preserve the exclusive Primary Alexandrian reading in John
1:27.

7 Clement preserves the exclusive Western readings in John 1:5; 8:34. Clement
does not preserve the exclusive Western readings in John 1:18 (X2); 3:6; 5:24; 6:32;
6:33; 7:18; 10:2; 10:8; 10:11; 17:22; 17:23.

77 Clement preserves the exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading in John 7:18.
Clement does not preserve the exclusive Secondary Alexandrian readings in John
17:25.

78 Clement preserves primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in John 1:18; 8:35.

7 Clement preserves primary Primary Alexandrian readings in John 6:47; 17:21;
17:22. Clement does not preserve primary Primary Alexandrian readings in John
1:18; 17:24.

% Clement preserves primary Byzantine readings in John 10:27; 17:24. Clement
does not preserve primary Byzantine readings in John 4:34; 17:22 (X2); 17:24.

' Clement preserves primary Western readings in John 6:40; 6:51; 10:16.
Clement does not preserve primary Western readings in John 1:3; 1:17; 6:33; 8:24;
8:35; 8:44 (X2); 10:8; 17:21; 17:23 (X2).

%2 Clement does not preserve the primary Caesarean reading in John 20:29.
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three of them. The situation is virtually the same in the primary Western
readings, where he attests only three of the fourteen. This limited influence
of the Western text on Clement in John is especially noteworthy, since it
plays a far stronger role on Clement in Mark and Luke.

When the uniform and predominant readings of Clement’s text of John
are examined without regard to their presence among the other textual
groups, the results from the second profile also identify Clement’s strongest
proclivity with the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. While the proportional
levels of agreement from the combined uniform and predominant categories
do result in such a classification, the nature of the results, once again,
however, undermines the strength of the classification of Clement’s text of
John as Secondary Alexandrian.

Among the uniform readings, Clement’s support of the Secondary
Alexandrian readings is ranked highest among the uniform readings at
81.8%. The Primary Alexandrian readings rank in second place at 72.3%,
followed by the Caesarean (70.5%), Byzantine (67.3%), and Western (60.0%)
readings. When these results are compared with the predominant readings,
all of the levels of agreement drop significantly. The combination of the
uniform and predominant readings only affects the proportional levels of
agreement; the ranked order of the textual groups remains the same as it was
in the predominant category. Clement’s support of the Secondary
Alexandrian and Primary Alexandrian readings is 78.0% and 68.2%,
respectively.

While the proportional level of agreement of the Alexandrian readings
surpasses the 65% threshold for group classification, the large number of
predominant readings once again casts some degree of suspicion on the
strength of Clement’s classification as Secondary Alexandrian in John. A
more conclusive classification of Clement’s text requires the further analysis
that follows in the third profile.

The application of the third profile to Clement’s text of John confirms
the suspicion that arose in the previous two profiles about the classification
of Clement’s text as Secondary Alexandrian. The complete absence of any
Secondary Alexandrian readings that are also distinctive, exclusive, or
primary obviates, of course, the identification of Clement’s text with the
Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. Instead, Clement’s strongest proclivities
appear to reside with the Primary Alexandrian witnesses, though, once
again, the relatively low level of Clement’s strongest proportional agreement
fails to reach 65%.

Among uniform readings that are also distinctive, exclusive, or primary,
Clement supports the Western readings at 100%,” the Primary Alexandrian

%3 Clement preserves uniform Western readings in John 1:4; 17:21.
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readings at 66.7%," and the Byzantine at 33.3%.” No Secondary
Alexandrian or Caesarean readings are available for comparison. Clement’s
textual affinities are aligned differently among the predominant readings.
Here Clement supports 50% of the Primary Alexandrian readings® and
33.3% of the Western.”” Clement does not support either of the predominant
Byzantine readings, and, once again, no Secondary Alexandrian or
Caesarean readings emerge for comparison. When the uniform and
predominant categories are combined, Clement’s textual proclivities are
more closely aligned with the Alexandrian readings (60%) than with the
Western (35.7%) or Byzantine (20%) readings.

While Clement’s 60% proportional level of agreement with the Primary
Alexandrian readings in John falls 5% points below the 65% suggested as the
minimal level necessary for group classification, several pieces of evidence
indicate that an Alexandrian classification is probably more correct for his
text of John than any other classification. (1) Clement’s rate of agreement
(60.0%) and the margin of difference separating his top two agreements are
higher in John than in the Synoptic Gospels. A margin of 24.3% separates
Clement’s level of agreement between the Primary Alexandrian witnesses
and his next closest agreement with the Western tradition (35.7%). (2) The
third profile suggests that the various textual traditions play a very minimal
influence on Clement’s text of John. The only evidence from the third
profile for any textual influence beyond the Primary Alexandrian and
Western traditions in John is one single Byzantine agreement. (3) Unlike the
random nature of the witnesses ranked according to their proportional
agreement with Clement in each of the Synoptic Gospels (see tables 1, 3, and
5 in the previous chapter), the Alexandrian witnesses clearly dominate the
highest levels of agreement as a unified block. While each of these pieces of
evidence is far from conclusive individually, as a whole they make a strong
case for an Alexandrian classification of Clement’s text of John.

% Clement preserves uniform Primary Alexandrian readings in John 6:47; 17:21.
Clement does not preserve the uniform Primary Alexandrian reading in John 17:24.

% Clement preserves the uniform Byzantine reading in John 10:27. Clement
does not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in John 17:22 (X2).

% Clement preserves the predominant Primary Alexandrian reading in John
17:22. Clement does not preserve the predominant Primary Alexandrian reading in
John 1:18.

¥ Clement preserves predominant Western readings in John 6:40; 6:51; 10:16.
Clement does not preserve predominant Western readings in John 1:17; 1:18; 3:6;
6:51; 7:18; 8:44; 10:8; 17:22; 17:23.
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CONCLUSION

The application of the comprehensive profile method to Clement’s text of
the Gospels largely strengthens and clarifies the results that emerged from
the quantitative analysis in the previous chapter. Whereas quantitative
analysis was able to provide only a basic picture of the nature of Clement’s
affinities in the Synoptics, the profile method reveals a more precise
assessment. In Matthew, the results of the profile method identified
Clement’s text most closely with the Byzantine readings, with nearly an
equal Primary Alexandrian influence. In Mark and Luke, the profile
confirmed that the Western text exerted a strong, although not exclusive,
influence on Clement’s text. In John, quantitative analysis identifies
Clement’s strongest proclivities as Alexandrian, but it was unable to
determine whether his text stands closer to the Primary or Secondary
Alexandrian witnesses. The profile method, however, suggests that, while
Clement’s text in John is likely Alexandrian, his strongest influence is
Primary Alexandrian.

In addition to clarifying some of the results from the previous chapter,
the comprehensive profile method also raises some additional questions that
require further analysis before a more definite conclusion can be made for
the classification of Clement’s text of the Synoptics. First, how does one
assess the primary textual influence in Matthew as Byzantine when
Byzantine readings do not appear as a unified text-type until the fourth
century? Since it appears that this Byzantine designation in Matthew is based
largely on a number of readings shared with other textual groups, would an
examination of these shared Byzantine readings reveal a greater affinity with
the Alexandrian or Western traditions? Second, while Clement’s text of
Mark and Luke shows a Western influence, how strong is that influence?
Will an examination of the Western readings that Clement supports in the
third profile indicate that Clement’s Western influence is largely the result of
the way he uses the text for catechesis, as Mees suggests? Will the results
from these questions have any affect on Clement’s textual affinities in the
Synoptics? Finally, how does one assess Clement’s textual affinities in relation
to the transmission history of the New Testament text in Alexandria? Is there
such a thing as an “Alexandrian” form of the New Testament Gospels that
Clement shares with later Alexandrian fathers? Or does the nature of
Clement’s text point to a later “Alexandrian” recension? We will explore
these questions in the next chapter.
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THE TYPOLOGY OF CLEMENT’S READINGS

REMAINING QUESTIONS

The analysis of Clement’s text of the Gospels yields some intriguing results.
Failing to reach at least a 65% level of agreement with any one of the textual
groups in the Synoptic Gospels, the data may suggest that at the end of the
second century there was not a single dominant text-type in Alexandria—at
least for the Synoptics. This preliminary conclusion appears to be
collaborated by the fact that Clement’s highest level of proportional
agreement varies considerably among the Gospels; it switches from being
predominantly Byzantine/Alexandrian in Matthew, to Western in Mark 10
and Luke, and then to Alexandrian in John. Although the overall evidence
suggesting an Alexandrian classification for his text of John seems
undeniable, the situation is not the same with the Synoptic Gospels.
Clement’s fluctuating affinities and closer levels of agreement between the
Byzantine and Alexandrian readings in Matthew and the Western readings
in Mark and Luke require further evaluation. This additional analysis is
especially needed since a number of the readings that determine Clement’s
textual classification are shared among the text-types; that is, they are not
distinctive or exclusive to any particular textual family.

Therefore, before any final conclusions can be drawn about Clement’s
textual affinities in the Gospels, several questions remain from the previous
chapters that must be addressed: (1) Does Clement’s predominant textual
affinity in Matthew indicate he is an early witness to the Byzantine text-
type, a witness to the Western text in Mark and Luke, and a Primary
Alexandrian witness in John? (2) Are Clement’s textual affinities an accurate
indicative of his dependence on specific textual traditions for certain
readings, or are they at times the result of happenstance, due, perhaps, to his
own citation habits or even to his reliance on his memory for some of his
citations? (3) More significantly, what insight does Clement’s textual affinities
provide about the nature and transmission of the Gospel text in Alexandrian
at the end of the second century?
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THE TYPOLOGY OF READINGS ATTESTED BY CLEMENT AND USED TO
IDENTIFY HIS PREDOMINANT AFFINITIES IN THE GOSPELS

In order to answer the first two questions mentioned above, it is necessary to
evaluate the typology of the readings that identify Clement’s textual affinities
in the Gospels—that is, the readings positively identified in the third group
profile.! This is an important question in Matthew, since Clement’s text fails
to support a single distinctive or exclusive reading in virtually every textual
family—the only exception being a single exclusive Secondary Alexandrian
reading in Luke and a few Western readings. In other words, Clement’s
textual affinities in Matthew almost entirely depend on primary readings—
readings shared with other textual families. While the majority of these
shared readings are identified in Matthew as Byzantine, are they truly
representative of Byzantine readings? Though Clement supports a greater
number of Western distinctive and exclusive readings in Mark and Luke, the
same question needs to be asked there, since Mees argues that Clement’s
Western readings are often not truly representative of the Western text.”
And even though the profile analysis for John was much stronger, the
strength of Clement's Alexandrian readings also require closer examination,
if only for the sake of completeness. Since Clement’s other textual affinities
in the Gospels drop below 50%, there is no need to examine them in
particular because they clearly play a smaller influence on Clement’s text.

In order to ascertain better Clement’s predominant readings in the
Gospels, I employ a modified form of the methodology and nomenclature
used by Zuntz in his analysis of P* and more recently adapted by Racine in
his study of the Byzantine character of Basil’s text in Matthew.” Following
Zuntz and Racine, I identify each of Clement’s variants into one or more of
the following categories: word order, short or long omissions, short or long
interpolations, word alteration, form alteration, conflation, harmonization,
or grammatical changes (case, gender, number). In order to categorize
Clement’s readings, each variant unit is analyzed to determine which variant
most likely represents the “original” reading.* Clement’s reading is then

! Mees employs a similar type of analysis in the commentary section of his work
on Clement, but in addition to the problems associated with his methodology (see
pp. 43—44 above), his choice of reading is far too haphazard. In contrast, the use of
readings identified in the third group profile is not only more objective, but it
identifies those readings that are most clearly representative of the various text-types.

2 See Mees, “Payprus Bodmer XIV (P”) und die Lukaszitate,” 112-13. See also
pp. 42-43 above.

* Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 160-65, 185-212; Racine, “Text of Matthew,”
297-361.

* The meaning of the phrase “original text” has become problematic, so its use
here deserves some qualification. The numerous manuscript discoveries over the last
century demonstrate that the discovery of a definite single “original text” is both
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identified in relation to the preferred reading. In those cases where
Clement’s reading reflects the preferred reading, it is classified in comparison
to the secondary readings.

While this method builds on the nomenclature and format used by
Zuntz and Racine, it serves a different purpose. Whereas Racine attempts to
identify the typology of the Byzantine readings in Basil’s text of Matthew,
this study seeks primarily to determine if Clement’s readings identified in the
group profile method are genuinely representative of the Byzantine text-
type in Matthew, the Western text in Mark and Luke, and the Primary
Alexandrian in John. Thus in addition to weighing the external and internal
evidence in favor of each variant, discussion of each variant also includes
special consideration of Clement’s reading and whether it reflects
dependence on the identified textual category. While the readings are
divided among the three Gospels, they are numbered sequentially.

CLEMENT’S BYZANTINE READINGS IN MATTHEW

1. Matt 5:25

A.  evinodw petavtou EAOTTQ k TR

B. * per avtou ev tnodw XB D L{'{" 338921582 ab UBS' Did
Word order’

Variant B has the support of every manuscript tradition outside the
Byzantine text, with the sole exception of the Old Latin k and the Caesarean
witness ©. The confluence of Clement with these two witnesses suggests
that variant A is not merely a late Byzantine reading; on the contrary, it

complicated and at times down right elusive. Therefore, I use the phrase “original
text” cautiously; instead of referring to some elusive autograph, the term refers to the
reading that is most likely representative of the oldest reading available from the
extant evidence—regardless of whether it dates back to a single “original” autograph
or an early correction that became dominant.

In light of the difficulties associated with such terminology, Eldon Epp makes a
compelling argument for what he calls the “multivalence” of the term original texc.
According to Epp, “there is a real sense in which every intentional, meaningful
scribal alteration to a text—whether motivated by theological, historical, stylistic, or
other factors—creates a new Textform, a new original” (Eldon J. Epp, “Issues in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism [ed.
David Alan Black; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2002], 74-75). For a fuller discussion of the
issue, see Epp, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament
Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999): 245-81.

> For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 6, 9, 14,
16, and 26.
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appears to be early. Even if variant A is an early reading, the diversity of the
manuscript evidence still clearly favors variant B as the more ancient
reading. Variant A may have arisen in the second century to put emphasis
further on the quickness of making amends with one’s enemy by transposing
the word order so ev T 08w immediately follows ewg otou €.

Whatever the case, the classification of Clement’s reading as Byzantine
seems appropriate in light of the meager attestation of the variant in any of
the other textual families.

2. Matt 5:48°

A.  oevTogoupavoig (A) O@TTQbkTR

B. * ooupaviog X BELf' " 33892 1582 a UBS' Or Did
C.  evoupavoig D

Harmonization’

On the basis of both the external evidence and transcriptional
probability, variant B is the preferred reading. Whereas the Old Latin and
Caesarean attestation of variant A suggests it is an early second—century
reading, the unanimous support of the Alexandrian witnesses combined with
representative witnesses from every other manuscript tradition strongly
suggest variant B is at least equally as old, but also the more widespread
reading. In addition, the manuscript tradition suggests that scribes often
sought to harmonize the distinctly Matthean phrase o oupaviog to either the
more common New Testament expression ev oupavoig or the phrase o ev
to1g oupavoig. In fact, of the seven places where o oupaviog occurs in
Matthew, the manuscript tradition indicates a scribal “correction” in every
case but one!® Although later scribes did alter the phrase o ev Toig oupavorg
in Matt 7:11 and 6:17° to o oupaviog, this represents a later and more limited
attempt at harmonization. Thus, it is unlikely that variant A or C represents
the oldest reading.

The attestation of variant A by two OIld Latin witnesses and one
Caesarean witness suggests that Clement’s agreement with the Byzantine

¢ For a comparable case, see variant reading no. 7 below.

7 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 5, 7, 9, 10, 11,
15, 24, 25.

¥ The phrase occurs in Matt 5:48; 6:14, 26, 32; 15:13; 18:35; 23:9. The only place
where the manuscript tradition is unanimous in its attestation of o oupaviog is Matt
6:26. In contrast, of the seven places where the phrase ev oupavoig occurs in
Matthew (5:45; 12:50; 18:10, 14, 19; 19:21), there is no evidence that it was corrected
t0 0 OUPAVLOG.

® The phrase o ev To1g oupavoig occurs only in Matt 6:9; 7:11; 16:17. The phrase
is altered to o oupaviog in MSS M 1424 in Matt 7:11 and in MSS " 788 565 579 in
Mate 16:17.
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tradition may not merely be due to his own penchant for harmonization, but
the reflection of an early minor reading that eventually found its way into
the Byzantine text. At the very least, the antiquity of this reading indicates
that the scribal tendency for harmonization present in latter manuscripts was
already at work in the second century. The Byzantine classification of
Clement’s reading seems appropriate in light of the reading’s isolated
attestation in the other textual traditions.

3. Matt 10:23

A. mvalnv CDELAGIIQ TR

B. * tmverepav X B f' 33892 1582 UBS* Or Ath
C.  etepav f?

Word alteration'

Variants A and C appear to represent two types of atticizing corrections
that arose under the influence of Atticism in the second century." In classical
Greek a fine nuance exists between the meaning of oAhog and etepog.
According to Smyth, al\og “strictly means other (of several),” and etepog
“other (of two).”"” Furthermore, in those cases where etepog is used loosely
for aM\og, it is anarthrous. This kind of distinction, as Elliott notes, no
longer appears in the New Testament; instead, the two words are
synonymous and interchangeable.”” Thus both variant A and C likely arose
as stylistic improvements on variant B.

The combined attestation of variant A by two Secondary Alexandrian
witnesses, a Caesarcan witness, as well as the one Western manuscript
strongly suggests that Clement’s reading again represents an early minor
reading that ultimately found its way into the later Byzantine text. While
this is likely the case, a Byzantine classification is probably still best due to
the unanimous support of this reading by the Byzantine witnesses and its
isolated support among the other textual groups.

' For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 12, 16, 24.

" For a discussion of the role and influence of Atticism on the New Testament,
see George D. Kilpatrick, “Atticism and the Text of the New Testament,” in 7he
Principles and Practice of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. J. K. Elliot; BETL
96; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1990), 15-32; repr. from Neutescamentliche
Aufsiitze: Festschrift fiir Prof. Josef Schmid zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. Josef Blinzler,
Otto Kuss, and Franz Mussner; Regensburg: Pustet, 1963), 125-37.

2 Smyth §1271.

" For a number of examples of this type of atticizing correction, including Matt
10:23, see J. K. Elliott, “The Use of €repog in the New Testament,” in idem, Essays
and Studies in New Testament Textual Criticism (EFN 3; Cordoba, Spain:
Almendro, 1992), 121-23. Racine notes this same reading in the writings of Basil of
Caesarea, and [ am indebted to his study for this reference.
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4. Martt 12:36

A.  loAnowowv B (L) ATTQ f' £ 892 1582 TR (Or)
B. * MoAncouowv X B C (D) © 33 a b k UBS*

Form alteration'*

Although the attestation of some Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (L
892), Clement, and Origen may that indicate variant A arose in the second
century, the combined weight of the Primary Alexandrian and Old Latin
witnesses clearly favors the greater antiquity of variant B. Moreover, the use
of the subjunctive mood in variant A appears to be a secondary
development, likely prompted by a scribal desire to soften the inevitableness
implied in the use of the future indicative. Consequently, the evidence favors
variant B as the carlier reading.

The identification of Clement’s reading as Byzantine is open to
question. The variant has relatively strong support among two of the other
textual groups; it has the support of three-fourths of the Caesarean and half
of the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. Rather than positively identifying
Clement’s reading as Byzantine, it is probably more accurately represents an
carly and divergent channel of the Alexandrian tradition that was ultimately
preserved in the Byzantine text. It clearly has no connection to the Western text.

5. Matt. 16:26

A.  w¢ehertor CDEATIQab TR

B. * w¢enOnoetar X BL © f'f" 33 892 1582 ¢ UBS* Or
Harmonization;'® form alteration'®

Variant A is most likely an early scribal harmonization to the parallel
passage in Luke 9:25. The widespread diversity behind the attestation of
variant B also suggests it is the older reading.

The nearly unanimous attestation of variant A by the Western tradition
suggests that the identification of variant A as evidence of the Byzantine
character of Clement’s text is once again tenuous. The strong support of the
Western text as well as one Alexandrian text indicates Clement’s reading is
very ancient, even if it is not necessarily original. In any case, lack of
certainty regarding the distinct textual character of the reading requires that
it not be relied on as a primary piece of evidence for identifying Clement’s
text as Byzantine. The only firm conclusion that can be drawn is that his
reading is neither Alexandrian nor Caesarean.

'* For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 5, 17, 25, 28, 30.

> For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 7, 9, 10, 11,
15, 24, 25.

' For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 17, 25, 28, 30.
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6. Matt 22:40

A.  xat ot wpopnrat kpepavrar EATTQ f' £ TR

B. * xpepavrat kat ot wpopnrar XRBD L © 33 892ab e UBS!
Word order"’

In contrast to the early and diverse nature of the manuscript evidence for
variant B, support for variant A is limited to the later Byzantine and
Caesarean witnesses. Unlike previous examples, Clement is the earliest extant
support for this reading. While Clement’s support may point to an early date
for variant A, it also may be the result of pure serendipity. The latter is
possible, since the position of the verb in variant B between its two-part
subject (o vopog kpepatar kar ot mpognrot) make it the more difficult
reading—and, therefore, a likely target of correction. Thus the transposition
of the verb after both subjects in Clement may point only to a “natural”
correction more than a dependence upon an early second-century
archetype;' it is impossible to know for certain. In any case, variant B is
clearly the older reading.

Although half of the Caesarean witnesses also support variant A,
Clement’s reading is best classified as Byzantine. It is possible, of course, that
Clement’s agreement with the Byzantine reading is merely accidental; like
some later scribes, he may have succumbed to the temptation to correct the
more difficult reading—whether intentional or not. In any case, the strongly
Byzantine character of the reading justifies its classification.

7. Matt 23:9

A.  oev o oupaviog ETTQ TR (abe)
B. oevoupavoicDAO ' 1582 (abe)

C. * ooupaviog X B L f" 33892 UBS*
Harmonization"

Although the manuscript evidence is more equally divided among the
three readings, this variant unit largely parallels Matt 5:48.*

It is possible that at least half of the Old Latin witnesses may support
variant A, since b and k support the same reading in Matt 5:48.
Unfortunately, the inability to know with certainty whether the Old Latin
witnesses followed a text that included the article or not renders any

' For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 9, 12,
14, 16, 26.

" According to Racine and Brooks, Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa
attest variant A in the fourth century.

' For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 9, 10, 11,
15, 24, 25.

% See the comments on variant reading no. 2 above.
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conclusion uncertain. In any case, both variant A and B appear to reflect an
attempt to harmonize the passage with a more common New Testament
expression. When it comes to analyzing Clement’s support, it is impossible
to determine whether his reading reflects a genuine agreement with the
Byzantine tradition or an accidental agreement due to his own tendency for
harmonization. In spite of this uncertainty, a Byzantine classification is still
best, since no other textual group supports this reading.

CLEMENT’S WESTERN READINGS IN MARK

8. Mark 10:17
A, Aeyov DOf"ab

B. * omit XABCEATIW Q f'579 892 1582 k TR UBS*
Short interpolation®

While it could be argued that early scribes omitted variant A because it
was seen as superfluous detail, the extent of the external evidence, which
even includes one OIld Latin witness, makes it probable that Aeywv is a
secondary addition. The interpolation of Aeywv before the question
addressed to Jesus arose either as a scribal assimilation to the parallel in Luke
18:18 or to the occasional use of Aeywv to introduce other sayings found in
Mark (e.g., 1:40; 15:4).

While Aeywv represents a Western reading, it is questionable if it is a
genuine indication of the Western nature of Clement’s text. The central
portion of Clement’s citation of Mark 10:17 (rtpooeN@wv Tig eyovuTetet
Aeywv) reflects a loose and truncated form of the text. Since Clement’s
citation does not include the Markan phrase emnpwta autov or one of the
other similar expressions in the parallel passages in Matthew or Luke, it may
merely be his own paraphrase to introduce the question asked of Jesus. If this
is the case, then it does not even represent a harmonization with Luke. In
addition, if Clement’s reading is genuinely Western, one would expect there
to be some sort of continuous verbal agreement with one or more of the
Western readings in this section. But this is not the case; there are only a
couple of isolated one-word agreements. For these reasons, Clement’s use of
Aeywv cannot be used as a reliable indication of his affinity with the
Western text.

?! For other instances of interpolation, see variant readings nos. 13, 14, 31.
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9. Mark 10:20

A. Tmoviatavta D ® bk Or

B. * tauta movia XABCEATI W f! £ 579 892 1582 a TR UBS*
Word order;”2 harmonization?

The unanimous support of nearly every representative witness outside
the Western tradition suggests that variant B is not only early but the more
widespread of the two variants. Variant A appears to have arisen as an early
harmonization to the parallel passage in Matt 19:20. While there is also
significant support for the reading tavta movta in Matthew, the
harmonizing nature of the Western text seems undeniable due to its
inclusion of the verb epulaEa following avta tavta. The verb epulaEa is
a defining characteristic of the parallel passage in Matthew, whereas
epulaEapny is used in Mark. For these reasons, variant B is preferred.

The fact that the Western text represents a harmonization with the
parallel passage in Matthew makes it difficult to determine if Clement’s
attestation is a genuine indication of the Western character of his text. It is
possible that his agreement is accidental—merely the result of his own
inclination for harmonization. While the latter is a possibility, the fact that
Clement’s reading also agrees with the Old Latin MS b immediately before
this variant (Aeyel autw Tavra Tauta) suggests it is probably still best to
classify his reading as Western.

10. Mark 10:21

A, &dog mrwyorg £ (a) (k)]

B.  So¢mrwyoic ABEATIW Q 579;

C. * 8og to1g rwyoig X C D © f' 892 1582 TR UBS* [NA: b; Lac. Or]
Harmonization™

It scems obvious that variant A arose as a harmonization to the parallel
passage in Luke 18:22. The verb &16wpt is not only distinctive to the
account in Luke, but it is also found in only three other places in the New
Testament (Luke 11:22; John 6:1; and Acts 4:35). It is more difficult,
however, to decide whether variant B or C is to be preferred. The weight of
the external evidence for both variants is solid, but the combination of the

*2 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6,
14, 16, 26.

 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 10, 11,
15, 24, 25.

 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 11,
15, 24, 25.
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Primary Alexandrian and Western witnesses slightly tips the scales is favor
variant C.

The evidence suggests that the classification of Clement’s reading as
Western may again not be completely accurate. On the one hand, the
testimony of the Western tradition is not unanimous. The Western tradition
is split between the Old Latin witnesses” support of variant A and Codex
Bezac’s attestation of the verb Sog. This split between the Western witnesses
by itself diminishes the strength of the Western nature of Clement’s reading.
Clement’s tendency for harmonizing his citations also casts further suspicion
on the wisdom of relying on this citation to classify his text as Western. Due
to this uncertainty, Clement’s citation is probably best seen as a result of his
own tendency for harmonization, and not a trustworthy indication of the
Western character of his text of Mark.

11. Mark 10:27 (1)

A.  oduvatov [eotv]* D abk

B. * aduvatov ol ou tapa (tw) Bew R(A)BCEA® ()W Q f' {7
579 892 1582 (TR) UBS*

Short omission;? harmonization?”

Was the longer reading of variant B omitted by the Western tradition
from variant A because it seemed superfluous in light of the rest of the verse?
Or does variant B represent an early gloss that influenced all other witnesses?
Although shorter Western readings (Western noninterpolations) are often
preferred, in this case variant A most likely represents a secondary reading.
In favor of variant B is the overwhelming preponderance of external
evidence and the fact that the longer reading in Mark 10:27 seems to be the
more difficult (see the variant below). It is possible that the interpolation of
eotwv in the Western reading arose as a harmonization with the similar
reading in the parallel passage in Matt 19:26.

While harmonization with Matt 19:26 may partially explain the origin
of the Western reading, it is unlikely that Clement’s reading is merely the
result of harmonization. The primary connection the Western text shares
with Matthew is the presence of the verb eomiv. It is precisely this word,
however, that is absent from Clement’s reading. This, in combination with
the clearly Western features of Clement’s entire citation of Mark 10:27,
indicates it is appropriate to classify his reading as Western.

» While eomv is not part of Clement’s citation, it is clear that he shares the
characteristics of this reading and not the other.

% For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 12, 20, 27, 29, 31.

%7 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 15,
24, 25.
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12. Mark 10:27 (2)

A.  mapa [8e Tw] Bew Suvatov D (a) (b) (k)]

B. * mavra yap duvara mapa (1w) Bew (R) B (C) © (892) (UBSY)
C. mavia yap duvata eotiv ropa T Bew A ETTQ £ 1582 TR;
D. mavia yop duvata e Bew 579;

E. omit AW {}

Short omission:*® word alteration®

Although the unanimous support of the Western tradition indicates
variant A is early, it does not likely represent the original reading. In this
case, variant B is to be preferred because it best explains the origin of the
other variants. Read in connection to the preceding variant, variant B is the
most difficult of the readings. On the one hand, there is no verb in variant B;
the verb eotiv is merely implied. Variant C likely originated as a later scribal
attempt to smooth out this minor difficulty by making what had been
implicit explicit—that is, by inserting the verb eotiv. Second, variant B must
have also seemed a little redundant to some scribes: “With men it is
impossible, but not with God; everything is possible with God.” This likely
explains why the entire saying is altered in the Western tradition and
replaced with a shortened saying that is more to the point: Tapa avBpworg
aduvarov eotiv rapa de Tw Bew Sduvarov. This might also explain why the
entire second half of the phrase is omitted in variant E, though it is possible
that it dropped out accidentally because of homoeoteleuton. Variant D is
probably the result of a scribal mistake.

The distinctive Western nature of Clement’s citation of variant A
indicates it is appropriate to classify his reading here as Western.

CLEMENT’S WESTERN READINGS IN LUKE

13. Luke 3:13

A.  wAeov mpaooety / paooete Dabe

B. * mheov RABCELAOIIVW Q f' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Short interpolation®

The addition of tpaooete in the Western witnesses is a typical expansion
that is characteristic of the Western text. Though the interpolation makes

* For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 11, 20, 27, 29, 31.
* For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 16, 24.
% For other instances of interpolation, see variant readings nos. 8, 14, 31.
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the passage redundant (since it parallels the same word at the end of the
verse), it probably arose in an attempt to express more clearly the command
of Jesus. It is unlikely to have been the original reading, since there would
have been no discernible reason why it should have been deleted in only the
Western tradition. Thus variant B is clearly the preferred reading.

Clement’s text is clearly Western here.

14. Luke 3:22

A. * utog pov et ou [ayomnrog]*! eyw onpepov yeyevvka oe D (a) (b) Or

B. OV €1 0 UL0g pou 0 ayamntog ev oot eudboknoa XA BELAO© ITW
Q' 133579 892 1582 (e) TR UBS*

Interpolation;* word order™

There is little scholarly agreement on whether variant A* or B” is to be
preferred.” Though the manuscript attestation favoring variant A is limited
to the Western tradition, the reading is earlier and more widespread than the
manuscript evidence implies. In addition to Clement, the early church
fathers Justin, Origen, and Methodius, as well as the authors of the Gospe/ of
the Hebrews, the Didascalia, and the Gospel according to the Ebionites, were
aware of variant A. Its knowledge by several later Fathers, including Hilary
and Augustine, also testifies to its wide circulation. On the other hand,
variant B has the support of the rest of the extant manuscript tradition.

' Though Clement adds ayamnrog, his reading is still cited here as part of the
longer quotation, since he is clearly aware of this unique reading in the manuscript
tradition of D.

32 For other instances of interpolation, see variant readings nos. 8, 13, 31.

% For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9,
12, 16, 26.

* Those favoring variant A include, e.g., Theodor Zahn, Das Evangelium des
Lucas (2nd ed; Leipzig, Deicher, 1913), 199-200; Erich Klostermann, Das
Lukasevangelium (2nd ed.; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1929), 55; Martin Rese,
Aletestamentliche Motive in der Christologie des Lukas (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1969),
193-95; Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early
Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 62-67.

% Those favoring variant B include, e.g., Westcott and Hort, New Testament in
the Original Greek, appendix, 56-71; 1. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A
Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 154-56;
Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 112-13; John Nolland, Zuke (WBC 35; 3
vols.; Nashville: Nelson, 1989), 1:161-65; Darrell L. Bock, Luke (BECNT; 2 vols.;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 1:346-47.

3 Wieland Willker also discusses the variant but comes to no decisive conclusion
on the issue (Zuke [vol. 3 of A Textual Commentary on the Greek Gospels, 3rd ed.];
online: hetp://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/TC-Luke.pdf).
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Since a final decision cannot be made on the basis of the external
evidence alone, transcriptional probability and the intrinsic evidence needs
to be taken into consideration. It is here that the evidence tips the scales in
favor of variant A. Transcriptional probability favors variant A on two
accounts: (1) it represents the harder reading, since it deviates from both
Mark and Matthew; and (2) the possibility that the text might be understood
as supportive of an adoptionistic Christology suggests it is the more difficult
reading, one that proto-orthodox scribes would have likely sought to
“correct.” In addition, the election formula associated with the use of Ps. 2:7
at Jesus’ baptism also fits well with similar election-like terminology Luke
uses to portray his theological emphasis about Jesus’ identity. For example, in
material unique to Luke and which refers back to Jesus’ baptism, Luke refers
to Jesus as the one “chosen™ and “anointed™ by God. This is not just
superfluous material. It indicates the significance that Jesus’ baptism has for
Luke’s portrayal of the ministry of Jesus. As Ehrman notes, Luke sees the
baptism as “the point at which Jesus was anointed as the Christ, chosen to be
the Son of God.”™

While a number of arguments are put forward in support of the greater
authenticity of variant B, they are not nearly as convincing. For example, the
claim that variant A was added by a scribe under the influence of the use of
Ps. 2:7 in Acts 13:33 makes little sense.”” Why would a scribe conform a
passage about Jesus’ baptism to a passage that is used in relation to his
resurrection—and that to a passage not even in the same book? Even if the
scribe of D has a tendency to assimilate passages to the LXX, as some also
claim,* it does not indicate he did so here. Besides, the external evidence in
favor of variant B demonstrates the reading is much older than Codex Bezae
itself. Such arguments seem far too strained—especially when a far more
obvious answer lies at hand. Variant B represents a scribal harmonization
with Mark and Matthew.

It is beyond doubt that Clement’s reading is Western.

7 exheyopat is used in association with the transfiguration in Luke 9:35, and
exAekTOG in 23:35.

3 Luke 4:18

% Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 67.

40 Bock, 1:347.

' 1bid.; Marshall, 155.
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15. Luke 6:37

A, wapn ADWae

B. * katoupn P*"MPPRBCELA®TIIQ f' 579 892 1582 b TR UBS*
[Lac. 33]

Harmonization*

Variant A is most likely a harmonization to the parallel saying in Matt
7:1. Therefore variant B represents the original reading.

Clement’s tendency for harmonizing his Gospel citations makes it
difficult to identify clearly his reading as Western.

16. Luke 9:62 (1)

A. &g 1a omow PAemwv kot PP Da(b) e

B. * xai PAemwv eig ta omow PPRABCELAO® MW Q f' £33
579 1582 TR UBS*

C. kot otpageis €1¢ Ta omiow 892 Or Did

Word order;* word alteration**

Though variant A appears to represent an early reading, its inverse word
order makes little sense in light of the whole verse; it is more than likely due
to an early scribal mistake.* The lack of manuscript support for variant C
points to its secondary nature, though its word order does indirectly support
variant B. The use of otpageig for PAemtwv is likely due to similar sayings
that use emotpepw before ei¢ Ta omow (e.g., Mark 13:16; Luke 17:31).
Consequently, variant B likely represents the preferred reading.

The distinctive Western character of Clement’s entire citation of Luke
9:62 indicates it is appropriate to classify his reading as Western.

17. Luke 9:62 (2)

A. " emPorwv PP"MPPADL®ace

B. emPolwv RBCEATIVY Q 1 £33 579 892 1582 TR UBS* Did
C. Parwv Or

D.  mittit (= emPBoret) b

Form alteration®

*2 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 10,
11, 24, 25.

* For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9,
14, 26.

* For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 12, 24.

* On this variant, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 125-26.

* For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 25, 28, 30.
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Either variant A or B could represent the oldest reading. While the
greater manuscript tradition favors variant B, the diversity of the manuscript
tradition for variant A is extremely strong as well. It has the support of a
representative from every textual family. Transcriptional probability also
provides little help, since the argument could go either way: variant B may
be the result of haplography, or variant A dittography—it is impossible to
know." A consideration of the use of similar terminology in Luke provides
some direction, however. While the aorist form of the participle emiBalwv
occurs nowhere else in Luke, emiPBalwv does appear in Luke 15:12 with
the unanimous support of the manuscript tradition, except for P”.
Furthermore, a computer analysis of the use of present or aorist participles in
Luke also shows a preference for the present participle (543 to 422). While
the intrinsic evidence is far from conclusive, it tips the evidence slightly in
favor of variant A.

The distinctive Western character of Clement’s entire citation of Luke
9:62 indicates it is also appropriate to classify his text here as Western.*

19. Luke 10:21

A. * ev 1o mvevpart PR DL 33 892 (a) (b) (¢) UBS!

B. twmvevport PPABCEAOIIW Q' {579 1582 TR
Grammatical change: addition of a preposition

The strength of the external evidence supporting the presence or
omission of the preposition ev is nearly equally divided. The even split
between the Primary Alexandrian witnesses mitigates to some extent the
usual persuasive combination of the Primary Alexandrian and the Western
manuscripts as in variant A. Metzger notes that the frequent use of ev with
ayoMiaoBar in the LXX may support variant A; variant B would then
represent an omission originating from stylistic preference. Of course, it
could also be argued that variant B is the more difficult reading and that the
preposition represents a scribal interpolation in light of the Lxx.* Though
the evidence is far from conclusive, in my opinion it slightly favors variant A.

Although it is difficult to decide between the two readings, Clement’s
attestation of the preposition is hardly a convincing example of his
attestation of the Western text. This is not to say that the preposition is not a
prominent feature of the Western manuscripts; it clearly is. The reading is

7 On these types of scribal errors, see Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New
Testament, 254.

* Though it is counted as a separate variant, I have chosen not to list Clement’s
entire citation of Luke 9:62. The Western character of this citation is clearly Western
and does not need specific consideration beyond the discussion of the two variants
already discussed.

* Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 8. See also Willker, Zuke.



292 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

simply too minor, however, to make it the decisive factor of Clement’s
reliance on Western readings. Besides, his support may be simply
coincidental—not to mention the fact that the reading is also found in several
Alexandrian witnesses. The fact that Clement does not follow the Western
witnesses in more substantial variants in the rest of this verse also illustrates
the tenuous nature of making too much of his Western attestation here.”

20. Luke 10:42

A. * autne X BD L 579 (a) (b) (e) UBS*

B. amauinge PPREACEAO®TIW Q f' {33 892 1582 TR [Lac. P*]
Grammatical change: omission of a preposition

Scribes would be more likely to add than omit the preposition orro.
Thus, though the preponderance of witnesses supports variant B, it is most
likely a scribal expansion to make the text more explicit. The almost
unanimous combination of Primary Alexandrian and Western witnesses also
attests to the strength of variant A.

The strong support of almost all the Primary Alexandrian witnesses, as
well as a couple of Secondary Alexandrian witnesses, again suggests the
questionable nature of placing too much importance on the classification of
Clement’s reading here as Western.

21. Luke 12:11

A, Twc Dabe

B. “addnmt PPRABELAOGIIW Q f' {33579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or [Lac. P¥]

Short omission™

While it is possible that variant B arose as a scribal assimilation to the
parallel saying in Matt 10:19,” the weight of the manuscript evidence
suggests otherwise. The presence of 1) Tt both after wg and at the end of the
verse with eimnte likely seemed redundant to some early scribes. The
omission of the first use of n 11 would have provided a simple solution to the
problem. A similar type of omission in Codex Bezae in the parallel saying in

> For example, instead of following Western and Primary Alexandrian readings
in supporting T® ayiw after veupart (P> X B D a b e UBSY), Clement supports the
primary Byzantine reading Inooug (A E AW Q f' £ 892 1582 TR).

>! For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 11, 12, 27, 29, 31.

>2 E.g., George D. Kilpatrick, “The Greck New Testament Text of Today and
the Textus Receptus,” in Elliott, Principles and Practice, 36; repr. from The New
Testament in Historical and Contemporary Perspective (ed. Hugh Anderson and
William Barclay; Oxford: Blackwell, 1965), 192; Klostermann, Das Lukasevangelium,
135.
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Matthew appears to confirm the probability of this conclusion. On the other
hand, if variant B is a secondary development, it would require that the
entire manuscript tradition (outside the Western tradition) is assimilated to
Matt 10:19—a conclusion that seems far less likely than accounting for the
variant as a scribal omission. Thus variant B represents the preferred
reading.”

It is difficult to determine if Clement’s attestation is a genuine indication
of the Western character of his text or the result of his own scribal habits. In
light of clear evidence to the contrary, it is probably best to classify his
reading as Western.

22. Luke 12:20 (1)

A. ouv Clem”Dae

B. e Clem™ PP?RABELAOGIIW Q{33579 8921582 b TR
UBS* Or Ath Did [Lac. P¥]

Since Clement attests both variant A and B, this variant unit is of no
value in classifying his text as Western here.

23. Luke 12:20 (2)

A. TvogClem”™Dabe

B. mivi Clem™ PPPPRABELA®IIVY Qf' {579 892 1582 TR UBS*
Or Ath Did [Lac. 33]

Since Clement attests both variant A and B, this variant unit is of no
value in classifying his text here as Western.

24, Luke 12:24

A.  ouy/ ouyt upeig dragpepere D b e

B. * moow parlov upeig Sropepere PPRABELAOTTW Q f' £ 579
1582 TR UBS*

C. moow parlov dragpepete upetg 892

D. moow palhov Sragepete P [Lac. 33 a]

Word alteration;** harmonization®

% On this variant, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (Ist ed.), 159-60;
Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, 520. Though the letter rating for this variant was a C
in the UBS’, it no longer occurs in the UBS* nor in the second addition of Metzger’s
textual commentary.

>* For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 12, 16.

% For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 10,
11, 15, 25.



294 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

The replacement of roow poAhov with ouy / ouyt by Clement and the
Western text-type probably arose as an assimilation to the parallel passage in
Matt 6:26. Whereas Luke’s account of the saying ends with an emphatic
statement, Matthew ends his account with a question. Thus it seems likely
that the Western reading is a harmonization rather than that scribes
deliberately altered the reading that is dominant in the manuscript tradition.
The differences in variant C and D depend on variant B. Variant B
represents the oldest reading.

While there is little doubt that variant A represents the Western text, it
is not so clear that Clement’s reading is dependent on it. While the two
agree on this variant unit, they differ on the following word; where Codex
Bezae follows the entire manuscript tradition with metetvav, Clement has
the similar-sounding word mtnvwv. The difference may indicate that
Clement is citing from memory rather than depending on the Western
tradition. This would be another example of Clement’s tendency of
harmonization. His agreement with the Western reading would be simply
the result of happenstance. Thus it is likely going too far to use this reading
as a definitive indication of Clement’s textual aftinity with the Western text.

25. Luke 12:30 (1)

A. Tnmet Dab

B. emilnmet PPAEAOGIIVW Q{892 1582 TR

C. * emCnrovowv P?X B L " 33 579 UBS*

D. faciunt (= Toiel) e

Form alteration;** harmonization;”” grammatical change: number

The confusion behind this variant unit is whether a singular form of the
verb should follow the neuter subject ta €Bv. While this peculiarity is
strictly followed in Attic Greek, it is subject to more diversity in Hellenistic
Greek.™ In spite of this later diversity, the New Testament frequently
construes €Bvn with the plural form of the verb.” Thus it is difficult to
decide whether the plural was changed to the singular by scribes under the
influence of Atticism or whether the singular was changed to the plural in
conformity to its predominant use with €Bvn elsewhere in the New
Testament. The limited manuscript tradition suggests that variant A is a
secondary reading, most probably arising as assimilation to the use of Znrew

% For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 17, 28, 30.

%7 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 15, 24.

%% See BDF §133; Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 73—74; Daniel B.
Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 399-401.

* BDF §133. The use of the plural verb with eBvn can be seen in Matt 6:32;
12:21; Acts 11:1; 13:48; Rom 2:14; 15:12, 27; 2 Tim 4:17; Rev 11:18; 15:4; 18:23;
21:24. A rare use of the singular appears in Eph 4:17.
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without the compound preposition in verses 29 and 31. Variant D is likely
due to a scribal revision. Though variant B or C may represent the oldest
reading, I designate variant C as the preferred reading in light of the more
frequent use of the plural verb with €Bvn and due to my preference for the
Primary Alexandrian witnesses.”

See the following variant for an evaluation of the appropriateness of
classifying Clement’s reading as Western.

26. Luke 12:30 (2)

A.  oibe (yap) o motnp vpwv Da(b) e

B. * vpwv & o matnp owdev PPPPRABELAOGIIW Q f' ¥ 33 579
892 1582 TR UBS*

Word order”

The Western reading Clement attests appears to be due to assimilation
with the parallel in Matt 6:32. Thus variant B is likely the oldest reading.

Once again it is possible that Clement’s agreement with the Western
text here, and for the previous variant unit, is not direct, but merely an
independent harmonization of his own with Matthew. In this case, however,
the evidence for Clement’s knowledge of the Western reading is much
stronger than in previous examples. This reference not only comes as part of
a larger collection of sayings dependent on Luke, but the word order of the
entire verse follows much more closely with the Western text. Though this
does not prove that the verbatim relationship is evidence of his affinity to the
Western tradition, the likelihood seems more plausible than not.

27. Luke 14:20

A. «kaitabe

B. * add Siatouto PPRABELAGIIW Q' {33579 892 1582 TR
UBS*

C. & D

Short omission®?

While the shorter reading is generally preferred, in this case the
superfluous nature of the phrase dia Touto suggests that a few scribes chose
to omit it. The near unanimous testimony of the manuscript tradition,
outside the few OIld Latin manuscripts that support variant A, and the

% For Clement’s relation to the Western text here, see the following variant unit.

5! For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9,
14, 16.

52 For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 11, 12, 21, 29, 31.
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singular reading of D, collaborates the likelihood of this probability. For this
reason, variant B represents the better reading.

It is difficult to determine whether Clement’s omission of Sia Touto
reflects a genuine Western influence on his text, or is merely the result of
accidental agreement. While the latter is possible, the lack of clear evidence
does not warrant such a conclusion—especially since Clement’s text of Luke
reveals a Western influence elsewhere. Thus without evidence to the
contrary, it is best to classify Clement’s reading as Western.

28. Luke 17:4

A. o¢gegc Dabe

B. * agnoeig PP RABELAOTIW Q f' {33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS']

Form alteration®

Although the force of the imperatival future and the imperative are not
entirely identical, the manuscript evidence indicates that they share enough
similarity to have made the two forms problematic for some early Christians
scribes.”* While the imperatival future occurs most frequently in Matthew
(often in quotations from the Old Testament), it is still likely the preferred
reading here. In addition to the unanimous support of the external evidence,
variant B represents the more difficult reading. A later scribe is more likely
to have sharpened the sense of Jesus’ saying by replacing the future tense of
the verb with the imperative than to have replaced the imperative with the
future. While the imperatival future is not entirely absent from classical
Greek,” the fact that it occurs only sparingly also suggests that later scribes
would not likely replace agpeg with apnoeig.

The similarity of meaning between the two variants makes it possible
that Clement’s agreement with the Western tradition is accidental. The
likelihood of this possibility diminishes considerably, however, when
Clement’s reading is examined in the context of his entire citation. In
addition to this single variant, Clement’s quotation contains a number of
other readings that have a distinct Western influence. This strongly suggests
that his use of ageg is unlikely the result of mere happenstance but rather a
genuine Western reading.

% For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 17, 25, 30.

“BDF §362; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 569-70. The difficulty this posed for
some early scribes can be seen in a number of places within the manuscript tradition
where the future carries an imperatival sense (e.g., Matt 20:27; 1 Pet 1:16).

% Smyth §1917.
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CLEMENT’S ALEXANDRIAN READINGS IN JOHN

29. John 6:47

A. * moteuov PP RBL W © 892 UBS!

B. addegepe ADEATIW Qf'£7335791582abe TR Did Cyr
Short omission®

Although the support of variant B is diverse and early, variant A is
clearly the preferred reading. If variant B represented the original reading,
there is simply no adequate explanation why the entire Primary Alexandrian
tradition, half of the Secondary Alexandrian readings, and one Caesarean
reading chose to omit it. An accidental omission seems unlikely, since it
affects nearly the entire Alexandrian tradition. Beside the eleven places
where ei1g epe occurs in John, it is never omitted among any of the
manuscripts listed in support of variant A, the sole exception being W in
John 11:26.

On the other hand, the presence of eig epe can easily be explained as an
addition to the text. The transcriptional evidence suggests that a scribe is
more likely to make a passage more explicit. In this case, early scribes likely
favored the addition of eig epe because it not only made explicit what was
already implied by the context, but it would also harmonize the passage with
the occurrences of the participle o moTeuwv in John (6:35; 7:38; 11:25, 26;
12:44, 46; 14:12; 16:9). The addition of “in God” in the OId Syriac likely
arose for this same reason, the only difference being that the Old Syriac
assimilated the passage to John 14:1 instead.

What is really surprising about this variant, as Metzger notes, is that the
majority of scribes within the Alexandrian tradition “resisted the temptation”
to alter a reading that secemed to be “both natural and inevitable.””
Clement’s reading is clearly Primary Alexandrian.

30. John 17:21

A. * moteun P®X B C W UBS*

B.  motevon RADELAOITW Q' {33579 1582 TR Or Cyr
Form alteration®®

It is difficult to determine whether variant A or B is to be the preferred
reading. The external evidence for variant A is both early and strong—it
includes the support of the entire Primary Alexandrian tradition and two

% For other instances of short omissions, see nos. 11, 12, 20, 27, 31.
7 Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 183.
% For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 17, 25, 28.
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Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. In contrast, except for the Primary
Alexandrian tradition, variant B has the support of manuscripts from every
textual tradition, plus two Alexandrian fathers. A decision based on the
external evidence alone largely depends on one’s assessment of the Primary
Alexandrian tradition.

Although the internal evidence is also not entirely conclusive, it may
slightly favor variant A. First, since the vast majority of subjunctives in John
are aorist, variant B may have arisen due to harmonization. In addition, the
traditional distinction between the present tense indicating an ongoing
activity (“may continue to believe”) and the aorist indicating a punctiliar
action (“may begin to believe”) may explain why scribes preferred the use of
the aorist subjunctive. Scribes may have preferred the aorist tense because it
made better sense theologically with the purpose of Jesus® prayer for unity
among his followers. The idea of the world continuing to believe may have
seemed nonsensical in a world that largely did not believe. The problem
with this type of argumentation, however, is twofold: (1) it is difficult to
base a reading on an author’s supposed purpose; and (2) it has been shown
that John “can use either tense to refer to both coming to faith and
continuing in the faith.”®

This variant largely parallels the variant in John 20:21, where once again
the Primary Alexandrian tradition favors the present active subjunctive in
opposition to the remaining textual traditions. Unfortunately, Clement’s text
is not extant for John 20:21. My preference for the Primary Alexandrian
witnesses favors variant A.

The classification of Clement’s reading as Alexandrian is certainly
appropriate in light of the absence of this reading from the other textual
families.

31. John 17:22

A. " e’ P*BCDLW f'33 1582 ¢ UBS* Cyr
B. addeopev XXAEAOTIIW f?ab TR Ath
C. omit X 579

Short omission;” short interpolation”

Variant A is clearly the preferred reading. The external evidence in
support of variant A is stronger and more diversified than the support for
either variant B or C. Particularly impressive is the combined support of the
Alexandrian tradition and half of Western tradition. While the two OIld

% D. A. Carson, The Gospel according to John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991),
662.

70 For other instances of short omissions, see nos. 11, 12, 20, 27, 29.

"' For other instances of interpolation, see variant readings nos. 8, 13, 14.
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Latin witnesses (a, b) indicate variant B arose at an early time, the extent of
its manuscript support is far more limited. The reading of eopev in variant B
probably arose as a logical scribal addition that sought to make the text more
explicit by supplying the implied verb. It is far more probable that scribes
would have added eopev than removed it. While variant C is certainly the
shorter reading, the lack of manuscript support suggests its secondary nature.

While variant A has wide support from all of the manuscripts traditions
except the Byzantine, the support of the vast majority of the Alexandrian
witnesses certainly favors classifying Clement’s text as primarily Alexandrian.

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE TYPOLOGY OF CLEMENT’S
BYZANTINE , WESTERN, AND ALEXANDRIAN READINGS

The evaluation of Clement’s predominant readings in the Gospels indicates
that the level of his proportional agreement with the Byzantine text group in
Matthew and with the Western tradition in Mark and Luke needs to be
adjusted. With the exception of Matthew, the highest textual affinity
identified through the group profile method is correct the majority of the
time. But even though only a few adjustments are necessary, the change to
the level of proportional agreement is significant and provides a clearer
picture of Clement’s text. In contrast, the clear nature of Clement’s Primary
Alexandrian readings in John indicates no adjustment is needed to his
proportional level of Alexandrian agreement.

In the case of Matthew, two out of Clement’s seven agreements with the
Byzantine text are not likely truly representative of his affinity with the
Byzantine text. While Clement’s reading in Matt 12:36 (variant no. 4) is
probably not Primary Alexandrian or Western, the strong support of both
Caesarean and Secondary Alexandrian witnesses preclude it from being a
clear indication of his affinity with the Byzantine tradition. The nearly
unanimous attestation of the Western tradition of Clement’s reading in Matt
16:26 (variant no. 5) also indicates the questionable nature of classifying
Clement’s reading as Byzantine. The most that can be said is that Clement’s
reading is not Alexandrian or Caesarean. When we omit these two readings,
the level of Clement’s proportional agreement with the Byzantine text-type
drops from 53.8% to 45.5%, and his highest level of agreement switches
from Byzantine (45.5%) to Primary Alexandrian (46.2%). The differences
are displayed in a modified presentation of the data in table 13.

Although this adjustment was minimal, the designation of Clement’s
text of Matthew as representative of the Primary Alexandrian text-type,
though not a particularly strong witness, is more accurate. It would have
been amiss to classify Clement as an early representative of the Byzantine
text for two reasons. First, Clement’s Byzantine readings are neither distinctive
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TABLE 13

Adjusted Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Matthew

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,
Exclusive, or Primary

Uniform Predominant Totals
Prim. Alex. 317 (42.9%) 3/6  (50.0%) 6/13 (46.2%)
Sec. Alex. /1 (100%) 1/4  (25.0%) 2/5  (40.0%)
Byzantine 3/8  (37.5%) 2/3 (66.7%) 5/11 (45.5%)
Caesarean 0/2  (0.0%) 0/0 0/2  (0.0%)
Western 8/16  (50.0%) 2/11 (18.2%) 10/27 (37.0%)

nor exclusive. At most they confirm that a number of Byzantine readings
existed as early as the second century. Instead of being the creation of later
Byzantine editors, these readings appear to be minor Alexandrian (variant
nos. 3 and 4) or Western (variant no. 2) readings that eventually found their
way into the Byzantine text. The presence of some early Byzantine readings
in Clement’s text is not that unusual. Both Zuntz and Fee discovered similar
types of “Byzantine” readings in their respective studies of early New
Testament papyri.””

The mere presence of a few early Byzantine readings does not, however,
demonstrate the existence of an early Byzantine text-type.”> As Fee notes, “it
is all of these [Byzantine] readings rogether, in combination, that
distinguishes the later MSS from the earlier—and the later Fathers from the
earlier.””* And in the case of Clement, there is simply no evidence that his
isolated Byzantine readings fall into such a pattern. Thus while Clement’s
attestation of some Byzantine readings does not indicate the existence of an
early Byzantine text-type, it does confirm the conclusion reached by Zuntz
in his study of the Pauline Epistles in P*: “Our inquiry has confirmed what
was anyhow probable enough: the Byzantines did not hit upon these

2 Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer I (P66): Its Textual Relationships and
Scribal Characteristics (SD 34; Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1968), 80-81.

73 This is the fundamental mistake that undermines Harry Sturz’s analysis of the
early New Testament papyri (Sturz, Byzantine Text-Type).

™ Gordon D. Fee, “A Critique of W. N. Pickering’s The Identity of the New
Testament Texe: A Review Article,” W77 41 (1979): 416.
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readings by conjecture or independent error. They reproduced an older
tradition.””

The second indication that a Byzantine categorization of Clement’s text
of Matthew would not be completely accurate is the fact that Clement’s
readings identified as Byzantine lack the characteristics features associated
with the Byzantine text. Due to a desire for lucidity and completeness, the
tendency for expansion rather than contraction is a principal characteristic of
the Byzantine witnesses. On the whole, this tends to make Byzantine
readings longer than their Alexandrian counterparts.”® One of the defining
marks of expansion, as Metzger points out, is the conflation of “two or more
divergent readings into one expanded reading.”” These peculiarities of the
Byzantine text are hardly present in Clement’s readings identified as primary
Byzantine in Matthew; in addition to the absence of a single conflation of
two or more divergent readings, the largest expansion is limited to the
addition of one preposition and article (see variant no. 2)!

Thus the picture that begins to emerge based on the adjustments made
to Clement’s agreements with the various textual groups in Matthew is one
of diversity. Clement appears to be aware of a number of different textual
streams in circulation in Alexandria with no one dominant tradition. While
he is slightly more influenced by a number of Alexandrian readings of
Matthew, he also relies on a number of Western readings and even on a few
other ancient readings that were eventually preserved in the Byzantine text.

An examination of Clement’s Western readings in Mark also reveals the
necessity of several adjustments. Two out of the five readings that appeared
to suggest a Western influence on Clement’s text of Mark were found to be
not completely accurate. The paraphrastic nature Clement’s citation of the
central section of Mark 10:17 (variant no. 8) and the absence of any sort of
sustained verbal agreement with one or more of the other Western readings
suggests that Clement’s agreement with the Western witnesses in the use of
Aeywv is merely accidental. The identification of Clement’s use of diadog
instead of Soc in Mark 10:21 (variant no. 10) as Western was also seen as
questionable. It was found to be most likely the result of his tendency of
harmonization, in this case harmonization with the parallel passage in Luke.

7 Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 55.

76 For a description of the characteristics of the Byzantine text, see Westcott and
Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 132-35; Metzger, Textual Commentary
(2nd ed.), 7% idem, Text of the New Testament, 279-80; Léon Vaganay and
Christian-Bernard Amphoux, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism
(trans. Jenny Heimerdinger; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 109;
trans. of Initiation a la critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament (2nd ed.: Paris: Cerf,
1986); Petzer, “History of the New Testament Text,” 15—17.

77 Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 7*.
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TABLE 14

Adjusted Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Mark

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,
Exclusive, or Primary

Uniform Predominant Totals
Prim. Alex. 1/5 (20.7%) 2/4 (50.0%) 39 (33.3%)
Sec. Alex. 0/1 (0.0%) 0/0 0/1  (0.0%)
Byzantine 1/3 (33.3%) 072 (0.0%) /5 (20.0%)
Caesarean 0/1 (0.0%) /3 (33.3%) /4 (25.0%)
Western 2/5  (40.0%) /3 (33.3%) 3/8  (37.5%)

While the omission of these two readings from the group profile results
does not change Clement’s overall affinity with the Western text-type in
Mark, it does provide a healthful correction to the level of strength we
should associate with Clement’s witness to the Western text—something that
was already indicated by Clement’s higher level of agreement with the
predominant Western readings in the intra-group profile. The adjusted data
in table 14 illustrates how Clement’s proportional agreement with the
Western text drops significantly from 50.0% to 37.5%. This leaves only a
margin of 4.2% with the Primary Alexandrian witnesses at 33.3%. This
lower level of Clement’s agreement with the Western text suggest that, at
least in Mark 10, Clement was not dominated by one textual influence but
appears to be aware of two different streams of readings in circulation in
Alexandria: Western and Primary Alexandrian.

The examination of Clement’s Western agreements in Luke also reveals
the necessity of a number of adjustments. Two out of the fourteen readings
identified as Western (Luke 12:20, variants nos. 22 and 23) are of no value in
classifying Clement’s textual affinity as Western, since Clement attests both
the Western and non-Western forms of the variant. The classification of
four other of Clement’s agreements with the Western text is also highly
questionable. In Luke 10:21 (variant no. 19) and in 10:42 (variant no. 20) the
Western character of the text revolves around the minor distinction of the
addition or omission of a single preposition—hardly a definitive Western
characteristic. Furthermore, in both cases, the primary Western reading has
significant support from members of several of the other textual families.
The remaining two questionable variants are in Luke 6:37 (variant no. 15)
and Luke 12:24 (variant no. 24). While the non-Western support of these
two witnesses is minimal, both variants clearly appear to be the result of
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TABLE 15

Adjusted Group Profile Analysis
Readings in Luke

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive,
Exclusive, or Significantly Primary

Uniform Predominant Totals
Prim. Alex. 8/23 (34.8%) 2/5  (40.0%) 10/28 (35.7%)
Sec. Alex. 0/0 0/2 (0.0%) 0/2  (0.0%)
Byzantine 3/13 (23.1%) 1/9 (11.1%) 4/22 (18.2%)
Caesarean 0/2  (0.0%) /1 (100.0%) /3 (33.3%)
Western 6/13 (46.2%) 4/8  (50.0%) 10/21 (47.6%)

harmonization. While it is possible that Clement is dependent on Western
readings for both variants, his own tendency for harmonization makes a
Western identification highly uncertain.

When these six readings are eliminated, a more accurate picture of
Clement’s text of Luke becomes apparent.” As the adjusted data in table 15
indicates, Clement does share a significant number of agreements with the
Western tradition, but it is not as decidedly Western as the results from the
third group profile first suggested. Clement’s level of agreement drops from
59.3% to 47.6%.

The diminished influence of the Western text on Clement can also be
seen in the overall character of his citations identified as Western. With the
exception of the so-called Western noninterpolations, Western readings
tend to be longer than other forms of the text.”” Unlike the Byzantine text,
however, the Western tradition is not characterized as much by conflation
and harmonization as it is a more free transmission of the text that ranges
from trivial alterations to the wholesale inclusion of apocryphal material.
While a number of Clement’s readings clearly fit this description to a limited

78 Even if Clement’s agreement with the Western text in Luke 6:37 (variant no.
15) and Luke 12:24 (variant no. 24) are not eliminated from consideration, the
corresponding change in his level of agreement with the Western tradition changes
lictle (47.6% to 50.0%).

7 For a description of the characteristics of the Western text, see Westcott and
Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 120-26; Metzger, Textual Commentary
(2nd ed.), 6*-7*; idem, Texr of the New Testament, 276-77; Vaganay and Amphousx,
Ineroduction to New Testament Textual Criticism, 109-11; Petzer, “History of the
New Testament Text,” 18-24.
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extent (variant nos. 13, 14, 16, 17), others are clearly only of a more minor
stylistic nature.

As was the case in Mark, the evidence once again suggests that in the
Synoptic Gospels no single text-type played a dominant influence on
Clement’s text. Instead, for his text of Luke, Clement appears to draw from
two different streams of readings in circulation, Western and Primary
Alexandrian.

To summarize, the evaluation of the readings that determine Clement’s
predominant affinities in the Gospels indicate that the proportional levels of
his affinities are somewhat misleading and in need of minor adjustment, at
least in the case of the Synoptics. While the readings identified as Primary
Alexandrian in John proved to be correct, a number of the readings
identified as Byzantine in Matthew and Western in Mark and Luke did not
clearly preserve a sufficiently distinctive textual character to be of
significance for determining Clement’s textual affinity. When Clement’s
proportional levels of agreement are adjusted in light of these findings, his
text reflects a more diverse picture of the textual influences present in
Alexandria than the original group profile method was able to indicate in
chapter 6.



THE TRANSMISSION OF THE GOSPELS
IN ALEXANDRIA

CLEMENT AND THE ALEXANDRIAN FATHERS

What insight can our study of Clement’s text of the Gospels provide for
understanding the transmission of the Gospels in Alexandria? The answer to
this question is of particular interest because Clement’s text provides a
window into the form of the New Testament in Alexandria some two
centuries before the manuscripts that have been seen as most representative
of the Alexandrian text: Codex Sinaiticus (outside of John 1:1-8:38) and
Codex Vaticanus.

The most significant conclusion that can be drawn about the
transmission of the Gospels in Alexandria is that Clement’s text was not
monolithic. Instead of testifying to the dominance of one singular text-type
in Alexandria at the end of the second century, Clement’s citations suggest
that a number of diverse readings were in circulation, and Clement does not
appear to have been beholden to the sole influence of any one of them. With
this basic picture in mind, we now turn to what observations can be drawn
about the presence of each of the representative textual groups in Alexandria
during Clement’s time.

THE CAESAREAN TEXT IN ALEXANDRIA

Little needs to be said about Clement’s relation to the Caesarean text. While
the Caesarean text-type has been isolated only to Mark, the text-type itself is
a later development after Clement’s time; its inclusion in this study only
serves as a means of comparison with other patristic studies. Thus it is of no
surprise that the group profile analysis indicates that Clement shares virtually
no agreements with Caesarean readings. The level of his agreements with
the Caesarean witnesses that emerge from the quantitative analysis are due to
the mixed nature of the Caesarean text.
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THE BYZANTINE TEXT IN ALEXANDRIA

One of the surprising results of this study was the high number of agreements
Clement shares with Byzantine readings in Matthew. One should not
interpret Clement’s agreements with Byzantine readings in Matthew,
however, as evidence of the existence of the Byzantine text-type in
Alexandria at the end of the second century. For one reason, not one of
Clement’s Byzantine readings is distinctive or exclusive; they are all readings
shared with other textual witnesses. As such, some of his so-called Byzantine
readings simply reflect minor Alexandrian or Western readings. In addition,
even a careful examination of these shared readings identified as Byzantine
reveals that some of Clement’s agreements are merely accidental, for
example, the result of his own tendency toward harmonization. In any case,
the Byzantine readings that Clement appears to genuinely support are
significant. They demonstrate that Westcott and Hort’s total disregard of all
Byzantine readings as secondary is too severe.! The presence of Byzantine
readings in Clement’s citations suggest that some Byzantine readings are in
fact early, a conclusion Zuntz also found in his study of P*. Thus it appears
that a few early Byzantine readings were in circulation in Alexandria at the
end of the second century. These readings, however, appear to have played
only a minor influence, since hardly any are present in Clement’s citations
outside of Matthew.

THE WESTERN TEXT IN ALEXANDRIA

Contrary to the findings of Barnard and Burkitt (1899) and Zaphiris (1970),
Clement’s Gospel citations do not testify to the early “dominance” of the
Western textual tradition in Alexandria. This is not to suggest that the
Western text played no role at all. That would also be incorrect. The data
from both the quantitative and group profile methods clearly demonstrate
that Clement has an affinity with the Western text. But the Western text
plays only a minor influence on his text of Matthew and John and a slightly
stronger influence on his citations from Mark and Luke. Yet in no case does
the Western text play such an overly “dominant” role that it would justify
the classification of his text as Western. Of course, by “dominant” role, I do
not simply mean a higher level of proportional agreement. Clement’s highest
level of agreement in Luke, for example, is with the Western readings. But
his final adjusted level of agreement does not reach even 50%. Moreover, the
group profile analysis demonstrates that, of the considerable number of
distinctive, exclusive, and even primary Western readings available for

! Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 132-35.
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comparison, Clement fails to support the vast majority of these readings.
P. L. Hedley goes too far when he claims that in the Gospels Clement has
“an almost pure  text.”™

Clement’s higher levels of agreement with the Western text in Mark and
Luke, do suggest, however, that some Western readings were present and
influential during the second century in Alexandria. While Clement appears
to have had a slightly stronger preference for a number of Western readings
in Mark and Luke, a comparison of the current limited results available from
recent textual studies of other Alexandrian fathers suggests that the Western
tradition was on its way to losing the limited influence it had in Alexandria,
at least in the Gospels.’

At the same time, as Streeter points out, it needs to be remembered that,
unlike some later Alexandrian fathers, Clement was not a native of
Alexandria.* Thus, though it cannot be proven, it is possible that the stronger
Western influences on his text of Luke may not stem from a Western
influence in Alexandria but from readings Clement became familiar with
before he finally settled in Alexandria. In any case, this, of course, does not
suggest that the Gospel text in Alexandria was entirely stable; the evidence
clearly indicates otherwise.” In summary, while Clement bears witness to the
circulation of some Western readings in second-century Alexandria, the
Western tradition does not appear to exert a dominant influence on his text
as a whole.

THE ALEXANDRIAN TEXT IN ALEXANDRIA
While Clement fails to meet the 65% rate of agreement necessary for

classification as an Alexandrian witness in the Gospels, one should not
automatically conclude that his text reveals little Alexandrian influence.

2P. L. Hedley, “The Egyptian Text of the Gospels and Acts,” CQR 118 (1934):
223.

* See Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 258-59; Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 255-
58; Raquel, “Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 505-9; and the unpublished data from
Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, Text of the Fourth Gospel 1f this limited evidence is
representative of Alexandria as a whole, it also argues against the position that the
Western text began to exert its influence late in Alexandria (see Burnett H. Streeter,
The Four Gospels: A Study in Origins [London: Macmillan, 1936], 60, 118).

* Streeter, The Four Gospels, 57.

> For evidence of the instability of the Gospels in the second century, see Helmut
Koester, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century,” in Gospel
Traditions in the Second Century (ed. W. L. Petersen; Christianity and Judaism in
Antiquity 3; Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 37; and
Ehrman, “The Text of the Gospels at the End of the Second Century.”
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As noted previously, Clement’s text in the Gospel of John appears to be
clearly Alexandrian, though the final results of the group profile reveals only
a 60% rate of agreement with the Primary Alexandrian witnesses. The
likelihood of this conclusion emerges from several different pieces of
evidence. First, unlike the smaller margins of difference separating the
various text-types in the Gospels, a significant gap of 24.3% separates
Clement’s agreement with the Alexandrian witnesses from his next closest
agreement with the Western textual tradition (35.7%)—a margin of
difference that far surpasses the suggested 5-7% margin that should separate
text-types. Clement’s only other affinity from the final group profile in John
is a mere 20.0% agreement with the Byzantine text. Second, the results of
the quantitative analysis also suggest the Alexandrian nature of Clement’s
text in John. The comparison of Clement’s text in John with all the other
representative textual witnesses indicates his highest levels of agreement are
with the Alexandrian witnesses. As table 7 in chapter 5 indicates, the first ten
witnesses (including Origen, Cyril, and Athanasius) are not only Alexandrian,
but Clement’s rate of agreement with all these witnesses surpasses 65%. Thus
it seems likely that Clement’s text in John is best classified as Primary
Alexandrian, although his lower than ideal rate of agreement suggests he is
not a very pure representative of the Alexandrian tradition.

Although the case for an Alexandrian influence in the Synoptics is not as
strong as it is in John, the Alexandrian text still plays a important role on
Clement’s text. In Matthew, Clement’s strongest affinities lie with the
Primary Alexandrian witnesses, and his support of Alexandrian readings run
a close second in Mark 10 and Luke. If one includes Clement’s textual
affinities with other Alexandrian fathers, there may be even stronger
evidence for an Alexandrian influence in the Synoptics. I should make clear,
however, that here the evidence is merely circumstantial and quite tenuous.

One of the more interesting findings of this study is the high degree of
textual confluence Clement shares with the later Alexandrian fathers. While
a comparison of the text of one Alexandrian father with another has been
done before, this study provides a specific type of quantitative comparison
that has not been done previously; building on the results of recent patristic
studies, it examines the level of textual agreement for each Father Gospel by
Gospel.” As the summary of the quantitative analysis shows in table 16, with

¢ This type of comparative analysis was impossible before the methodology
developed by Ehrman became the standard for patristic analysis. The publication of
the series The New Testament in the Greek Fathers (SBLNTGF) will, one hopes,
encourage future patristic studies that can build on these comparisons and open the
door for a clearer picture of the history of the text of the New Testament.
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TABLE 16

Clement’s Proportional Agreement with Alexandrian Fathers
in Genetically Significant Gospel Variants

Matthew Rank Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag.  Error Corr.
1. Ath 7 9 77.8% 30.9%
2. Or 43 65 66.2% 11.6%
14. Did 22 38 57.9% 15.9%
Mark
4. Or 3 5 60.0% 59.9%
Luke
1. Or 25 35 71.4% 15.2%
4. Did 17 29 58.6% 18.2%
21. Ath 2 4 50.0% 74.2%
John
3. Or 29 40 72.5% 14.0%
0. Cyr 35 50 70.0% 12.8%
9. Ath 11 16 68.8% 25.1%
27. Did 9 19 47.4% 23.1%

very few exceptions” Clement shares his highest levels of agreement with
other Alexandrian fathers.

The consistently high rate of agreement between these Fathers should
not be dismissed as merely coincidental. When dealing with patristic
evidence, one would expect to often find a low rate of agreement between
two Fathers.” This is due to the inconsistent citation practices and varying
preferences for certain New Testament books and passages, as well as the

7 In the case of the Synoptics, the only deviation from this pattern is the lower
level of agreement Clement shares with Athanasius in Luke. Little can be made of
this lower rate of agreement, however, since only four variants are available for
consideration. The only real anomaly in John is the 47.4% rate of agreement
Clement shares with Didymus. This also does not undermine the confluence of
Clement with the other Alexandrian fathers, since Didymus’s text in John, as Ehrman
notes, is highly eclectic (see p. 246 above). Clement and the other Alexandrian
fathers, however, favor a more strongly Alexandrian text in John.

¥ E.g, the 59.3% rate of agreement shared between Basil and Gregory of Nyssa
(see Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 283-86).
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fact that a vast number of patristic citations tend to be adaptations and loose
quotations that drastically reduce the chances of a high rate of agreement.

The comparison of Clement with these other Alexandrian fathers reveals
that a significant textual relationship exists among them and the so-called
Alexandrian text.” While this relationship deserves a far more detailed
analysis than is available in this study, it does suggest that Clement’s text of
the Synoptics may have a stronger affinity to the Alexandrian text than the
extant evidence is able to indicate. Further investigation of the rest of
Clement’s New Testament citations may bring more evidence to bear on
this possibility.

As the evidence now stands, although Clement’s citations in the Gospels
suggest that the Primary Alexandrian text of John was dominant by the end
of the second century in Alexandria (although Clement appears to be a
rather impure representative of it), there was not yet a dominant text-type of
the Synoptics in Alexandria at the end of the second century. Instead, there
appears to have been a time of textual fluidity with two major textual streams
present: Primary Alexandrian and Western. These two traditions, including
a few ancient Byzantine readings, exerted varying levels of influence upon
Clement’s text—in particular, a stronger Primary Alexandrian influence in
Matthew and a slightly stronger Western influence in Mark 10 and in Luke,
although in no case was one textual tradition so overwhelmingly influential
that it would justify classifying Clement’s text as either Alexandrian or
Western. The limited influence of the Western text on the Synoptics in
Alexandria would be short-lived, however. Within a century, the Western
tradition would play little, if any, role on the text of the Gospels in
Alexandria. Whether church fathers such as Origen or other unknown forces
contributed to this change remains a mystery still waiting to be solved.

? See the recent textual analysis of each of these Fathers for the Alexandrian
nature of their Gospel texts.



APPENDIX 1

INDETERMINABLE GOSPEL REFERENCES

The following list contains references to the text of the Gospels in Clement’s
writings whose precise biblical reference cannot be determined with
certainty. The obscure nature of the source of these references are the result
of verbatim parallel passages among the Gospels (e.g., Matt 9:22), parallel
passages to other New Testament passages or the LxX (e.g., Matt 5:37, 38),
harmonizations among the textual traditions of the Gospels (e.g., Matt 3:12),
or complex conflations of multiple passages (e.g., Matt 5:3).

Since these references are of no value in determining the textual
affinities of Clement’s Gospel text, no distinction has been made between
quotations, adaptations, or allusions. In spite of their limited value for this
study, they are listed here because they illustrate Clement’s use of the
Gospels and provide secondary references to the text.

Matt 3:3; Mark 1:3; Luke 3:4; John 1:23
KAl 0WPPOVAS TAG 0O0US TOU KUPLOU TIAPATKEVAL MV (Paed. 2.112.1)

PV TOU NOYOU TIPOTPETITIKN €V EpNp® Powoa ... eubeiag Troette Tag
oSoug xuptou (Proer. 9.1)

ag euBerag Totewv kan evtpemiEetv apnyyetkev lwavvng (Procr. 85.1)

Matt 3:4; Mark 1:6
Iwavvng ... akpidag kat peht nobiev ayprov (Paed. 2.16.1)

TOG TV KAPNA®V EINATO TPLYAG KAL TOUTOLS NETTLOYETO ... KOL YOp
peht nobiev kar akpidag (Paed. 2.112.1)

Matt 3:7; 12:34; 23:33; Luke 3:7
dikatoounyv yevvnpota exidvwv kekAnke ou (Protr. 4.3)

YEVVIHOTA SX16VCOV Toug TotouToUS ekaheoev (Serom. 4.100.3)
Matt 3:9; Luke 3:8

duvarog yap o Beog ek Twv MBwv Toutwv eyetpar Tekva Tw ARpaap
(Protr. 4.2)
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Matt 3:10; Luke 3:9
oMo v aEvy TV EQUTOU TTPOg TAG PLiag TG KAKIOG TIPOTAYAY OV
(Quis div. 29.3)

Matt 3:11; Mark1:7-8; Luke 3:16
o loavvng ¢notv, oTt eyw pev upag udatt Bamtilw, epyetat de pou [o]
omow o BomTilwv Upag ev Trveupartt kat tupt (Ecl. 25.1)

Mact 3:12; Luke 3:17
TO YGP TITUOV EV TT] XEI.P]. AUTOVU TOU SlGKGeGPGl TT]V CX)\CO, KA1l O'UVQEE].

TOV O1TOV €£1¢ TNV oTToBNKNV, To S8 AYUPOV KOTAKAUTEL TTUpL
aofeotw (Ecl 25.1)"

TO YO TITUOV EV T1] YEIPL TOU KUPIOU, @ GTIOKPLVETOAL TOU TTUPOU TO
QXUPOV TO OPELAOHEVOV T TIUPL (Paed. 1.83.3)

Matt 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22
autog yYouv o nyarnuevos (Paed. 1.43.3)°

0 8¢ Iwavvng 0 Battiotng TS pwvng akouoog ouk epoPndn, wg av ev
TrveupaTt akouoag ouvnBet Tng TotawTng gpwvng (Exc. 5.2)

Mate 4:1-11; Mark 1:12-13; Luke 4:1-13
o Srafolog ndet eleucopevov Tov kuptov, et O o Inooug autog €, ouk
NToTaTo: 510 Kat eTMeElpaleV AUTOV, VO YVm: €L SUVOTOG EOTLY,
eav pnot: (Ecl. 53.2)

Matt 4:4; Luke 4:4 (cf. Deut 8:3; Hab 2:4)
ou Yap €T aptw {noetat o Sikatog (Paed. 2.7.2)

OU YOp ETT APT® POV LNOETAL 0 S1Ka1og, Al ev Tw pnpaTt Kuplou
(Paed. 3.40.1)°

! This could be a quotation from Matt 3:12 because it contains the future tense
of the verb ouvayw and omits the personal pronoun avtou. However, since ouvaEet
and the omission of autou also appear among some manuscripts of the Luke, it is not
certain which passage Clement had in mind.

* It is uncertain whether this is a reference to Jesus’ baptism or his transfiguration
in Matt 17:5 and Mark 9:7.

* The clause oM\ ev 1w pnpott kuptou cannot be taken as a reference to Matt
4:4, since some manuscripts within the textual tradition of Luke 4:4 also have a
similar phrase.
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Matt 4:8-10; Luke 4:5-8
TTAOUO10G O€ E1¢ TOOOUTOV, WG TIACAV THV YNV KOL TO UTEP YN§ KAL UTE
auTny Xpuotov uttepngavnoev ouv kat SoEn aon Sidopeva autw
TIPOG TOU VTIKEIpEVOU (Strom. 2.21.3)

Matt 4:17; Mark 1:15
Boa youv emetywv €1 owTnprav autog Ny Yikev 1 Poociieia twv
oupavwv (Prorr. 87.3)"

Mate 4:19; Mark 1:17
avtn &e Petiov 1 aypa, nv exapioato o kuptog T pabntn kaborep
1xBug &1 udartog avBpwtoug aheverv Sidakag (Paed. 3.52.2)

Matt 5:3; Luke 6:20
TVt A\aAnoEL Kuplog Upwv 0TLv 1) Boothela Twv oupavav; (Protr. 99.4)°

pokapilet & epmrodiv Toug TevnTog (Strom. 2.22.4)
o¢ eav TTTwY0¢ N Sra Sikaroouvnv (Strom. 4.25.2)°

pokaptot O KOl 01 TITWYOL ELTE TIVEUPOTL ELTE TEEpLOUTLa S10
Sikatoouvnv dSnlovott (Strom. 4.26.3)

To15 Behovot Sia Ty Sikatoouvny Trwyevoar (Strom. 4.34.1)

Matt 5:4; Luke 6:21
opoLwg Se kat o Khatwv kat o TtevBwv dia Sikatoouvny (Strom. 4.26.1)7

Matt 5:15; Mark 4:21; Luke 8:16; 11:33
oudeig aTrTeL Auyvov Kat uTto Tov podiov Tifnotv, al\ et g Auyviag
POLVELV TOLS TG EOTIOTEWS THG AUTNG KanElwpevols (Strom. 1.12.3)

* It is uncertain whether this is a reference to Matt 4:17 or Mark 1:15, since the
phrase Baotheia Twv oupavav is also found in the manuscript tradition of Mark.

> The general nature of this reference makes it impossible to determine what
reference, if any, Clement might have had in mind (cf. Matt 5:10; 13:31, 33, 44, 45,
47; 19:14; 20:1).

% In these final three references, Clement appears to conflate Mattt 5:3/Luke 6:20
with the reference to Sikatoouvn in Matt 5:10.

7 Clement here conflates Matt 5:4 and Luke 6:21 with the reference to Sixatocuvn
in Matt 5:10.
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Matt 5:27; Exod 20:13; Deut 5:17
ou poryevoeg (Paed. 2.51.2)

Matt 5:29-30; 18:9; Mark 9:47—48
0 YOUV KUPLOG OUVTOp®TOTA tatat To Tabog Touto, €1 okavdahilet ot
o opBopog oou, ekkoyov autov Aeywv (Paed. 3.70.1)°
kav o deEiog oou opBalpog okavdalln o€, TAXEWS EKKOYOV AUTOV

arpetatepov erepopBarpw Paotheia Beou n ohokAnpw To TTUp
(Quis div. 24.2)

Matt 5:32 (see Matt 19:9)

Matt 5:38; Lev 24:20
opBapov avt opBalpou (Strom. 8.30.4)

Matt 5:44; Luke 6:27-28, 35
0 UTIEp TV emnpealoviwmy npag Tpooevyectat Sidaokwv (Paed. 1.70.3)

utrep Twv eXBpwv mpooeuyecBat S186akn (Strom. 2.90.1)
10 6e aryatray Toug exBpoug ouk ayarav To kokov Aeyet (Strom. 4.93.3)

o18ev Yop Kot ToV Kuptov avtikpug evxeoBat utep twv exBpwv
mopayyethavia (Strom. 7.84.5)

KaTa TNV Tou Kuptou didaokahiav TpooeuEmvTat Kat uTrep Twv
exBpwv (Strom. 7.84.7)

o Ye kot Toug exBpoug ayatav tapatvwv (Quis div. 22.4)

Matt 6:9; Luke 11:2°
epabev Aeyerv matep npowv (Ecl. 19.1)

TIOTEP NPV O €V TOIG oupavols (Paed. 1.73.1)

¥ The wording of Clement’s citation—etr okavdahler oe o opBohpog cou,
ekkoyov autov—is not found in the Gospels, but it is very similar to a passage cited
by Justin (Apol 15.2). This may be another indication of a shared textual tradition
among some early church fathers. See Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 87-88.

® The source for these references cannot be identified, since harmonization
within the manuscript traditions of Matt 6:9 and Luke 11:2 makes it impossible to
determine if Clement had a specific reference in mind.
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Matt 6:10; Luke 11:2%°
otep euyopeba kat et yng yeveoBar to Bednpa tou Beou wg ev
oupavw (Strom. 4.66.1)

Benpa Betov et yng wg ev oupave (Strom. 4.172.2)

Mate 6:12; Luke 11:4
510 Kat S1KALWG EUYETAL, APES NPLV AEYWV: KOL YOP NHELS APLEHEV
(Strom. 7.81.1)"

Matt 6:14—-15; Mark 11:25
POV O KUPLOG ... APLETE VAL a¢pedn upLy (Strom. 2.91.2)

ageg kat apebnoetar oot (Strom. 7.86.6)

Matt 6:20; Luke 12:33
OUK eV OM® TLVL 1 eV QT Kat T Bew 1o pakaprov Bnoaupioag evba
ou ong ou Anotng (Prorr. 105.3)

Mate 6:21; Luke 12:34
0 8¢ Tw ovTl er](rcxupog Npwv evBa n OUYYEVELQ TOU VOU (Strom. 4.33.5)

OTTOU YOp O VOUG TLVOG, PHOLY, EKEL KAL O er]ocxupog autou (Strom. 7.77.6)"
OTIOU Yaip 0 voug Tou avBpwTTou, eket kat o Bnoaupog autou (Quiis div. 17.1)

Mate 6:22; Luke 11:34
Auyvog Yo Tou owpatog eattv 0 opBadiog, pnotv 1 ypagn (Paed. 3.70.4)

Matt 6:24; Luke 16:13
OU Yap, O1HAL, EBOVAETO KATA TNV TOU 0WTNPOS EVIOANY SUCT KUPLOLG
Soueverv (Strom. 3.26.2)

10See n. 9.

' See n. 9.

12 Although Clement’s version of Jesus’ saying in Strom. 7.77.6 and Quis. div.
17.1 is considerably different from the Gospels, it shares several similarities to a
citation by Justin (Apol 15.16b). This may be another illustration of a shared textual
tradition among early church fathers. See Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 92.
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Matt 6:27; Luke 12:25
ou Yap TN NAIKIQ, Pnov, ek Tou gppovTiletv tpooBetvar 11 Suvaobe
(Ecl. 12.3)

Matt 6:32; Luke 12:30
+ otdev yop o Tatnp wv ypetav exete (Ecl 12.2)"

Matt 6:33; Luke 12:31
CnretLte YOp eTtev Kat pepipvate v PactAeiav tou Beou, kot Tavta
Tavia pootednoetat upwy + (Ecl 12.2)"

Matt 7:1; Luke 6:37
WG KPLVETE, outwg kKp1Onoeoabe: wg xpnoteveobe, outwg
xpnoteubnoetar uptv: + (Strom. 2.91.2)

Matt 7:2; Mark 4:24; Luke 6:38
+ @ HETPW HETPELTE, AVTIPETpNONoETaL UpLy (Strom. 2.91.2)

Matt 7:7-8; Luke 11:9-10
TW A1ITOUVTL, (PT]O'I., KAl SOGT]O'ETGI KAL TW KPOUOVTI (XVO].YT]O'ET(XI
(Paed. 3.36.3)

TW KPOUOVTL, YOP PNOLV, AVOLYNOETAL: OLTeLTe Kat doBnoetat upty
(Strom. 5.16.6)

TO1¢ CNTOUCL TTOPLLEL KAL TOLE AITOUTL TIOPEYEL KOL TOLG KPOUOUTLY
avoryer (Quis div. 10.2)

Matt 7:7; Luke 11:9; John 14:13-14; 16:23
TIAPEOTL pev yap autw ottetoBat kot AapPaverv wv av dentat tapa
TOU TTATpOg TV oAwv (Paed. 3.40.2)
Cnrette Yop kat eupnoete heyer (Strom. 1.51.4)

arteroBe yap kot doBnoetar vpy (Serom. 2.116.2)

"> Though the vast majority of manuscripts in the Lukan tradition do not follow
the word order of 016ev yap o mamp in Matt 6:32, it is impossible to know for
certain which passage Clement may have in mind, since the order of those words in

Luke 6:30 in Codex Bezae is identical to that of Matthew.

'* Harmonization within the manuscript tradition of Luke with Matthew makes

it impossible to determine with certainty which passage Clement had in mind.
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10 Touto ertrev arterte ka SoOnoetar vptv (Serom. 3.57.2)

Cnret, not, kat eupnoeig (Strom. 4.5.3)
Cnret yop xat eupnoetg (Aeyer) (Serom. 5.11.1)

artnoat Aeywv kat Totnow: evvondntt kat dwow (Strom. 6.78.1)
QLTNOAL, POV 1] YPAPR), KAl TIOINOW: evvonBntt xau Swow (Serom. 6.101.4)

Aeyet yap o Beog Tw Sikanw: artnoat, kat dwow oot: evvondnTt kat
momow (Serom. 7.73.1)

CNTELTE ELTIEV KOL EUPNOETE, KPOUETE KAl avorynoetat, artetoe kat
doBnoetat vpy (Strom. 8.1.2)

Matt 7:11; Luke 11:13; 2 Cor 1:3
et Oe npeig ovnpot ovteg wopev ayaba Sopata didovat, Toow padlov
o ToTnp TV oKTIppwV (Quis div. 39.6)

Matt 7:12; Luke 6:31; 1 Clem 13:2
WG TTOLELTE, OUTWS TrotOnoeTat upty (Strom. 2.91.2)

Matt 7:13; Luke 13:24
Sia Traonc e otevig SieABovtag odou (Strom. 4.138.4)

Matt 7:13-14; Luke 13:24; John 14:6
oSog oty 0 kuptog otevn (Proer 100.1) [All]

Matt 7:16; 12:33; Luke 6:44
aro 8¢ Twv kapTwv 10 devdpov (Strom. 3.44.1)

Matt 7:21; 12:50; 21:31; Luke 6:46
motwv & To Behnpa Tou Tatpog (Serom. 2.19.1)

T pE )\SYETE KUplE KA1l OV TTO1ELTE TO 98)\T]p(} TOU T[(XTpOg |JOU; (SZ'I‘OH].
7.104.4)"

"> This adaptation appears to be a conflation of Luke 6:46 with part of the
distinctly Matthaecan ending from the similar passage in Matt 7:21.
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Matt 7:21, 22; 25:11; Luke 6:46

€K TILOTEWS KO poPou TTpokoyag e1¢ yvwatv avBpwTrog o1dev ertety
kupte kupte (Ecl 19.1)

Mate 8:12; 22:13; 25:30
YEUDWVUHOU YVOOEWS TIPOCT)YOPLA TNV ELG TO EEMTEPOV TKOTOG
odotTropiav emavnpipevoL (Strom. 3.109.2)

Matt 8:20; Luke 9:58
1) CWTNPLOG EKELVI) POVI: Al AADTIEKES PWAEOUS EYOUTLY, O b€ ULOG TOU
avBpwtrou ouk exet o TNV Kepohny kKAwvn (Szrom. 1.23.2)

Ol AAWTIEKEG APA PWOAEOUS EXOUTL (Strom. 4.31.2)

TIETELVAL YOP OUPAVOU TOUG OUPAVK TWV OGAN@V OpVEGY
S1aKkekpipevoUg (Strom. 4.31.4)

Mact 8:22; Luke 9:60
KAV GUYYPNO®VIAL TN TOU KUPLOU ¢wvn Aeyovtes T Fihitro: ageg
ToUg vekpoug Bayat Toug eautwv vekpoug, ou de akolouBet pot

(Strom. 3.25.3)"°
vekpot yap Toug eautwv Bartouot vekpoug (Strom. 4.155.4)

ot vekpot Toug vekpoug Barrterwoav, ou Se pot akolouber (Quis div. 23.2)

Matt 9:2, 5; Mark 2:5, 9; Luke 5:20, 23; 7:48
agewvial oot at opaptiot (Paed. 1.6.4)

' While it is impossible to know whether this passage refers to Matt 8:22 or
Luke 9:60, it is more interesting to note that Philip is not connected to either Gospel
story. Ferguson suggests the reference to Philip may be an indication that Clement
took this story from a lost Gospel (see Ferguson, lntroduction to Stromateis, 271 n.
86). Attributing the story to a lost Gospel seems unlikely, since the context, which
deals with the misuse of the words of Jesus and the apostles by “heretics” (3.25.1),
provides no indication that Clement is referring to another Gospel text. Moreover, in
an attempt to undermine the false teachings of other Christians, Clement specifically
mentions that their teachings were based on an apocryphal work (3.29.1). Since
Clement makes no such charge here, it seems more likely that his reference to Philip
is evidence of an otherwise unknown Christian tradition connected to the story.
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Matt 9:6; Mark 2:11; Luke 5:24
0 OWTNP AVACTA, PNOL TW TIAPELHEVK, TOV OKLPTIOdA £ OV
katokeroat AaBwv omibr orkade (Paed. 1.6.3)

Mate 9:13; 12:7; Hosea 6:6
w¢ ot TpognTat Aeyouaiv: ekeov yop ¢not Behw kat ou Buotav
(Strom. 4.38.1)

10 kat kekpayev: eeov Bedw kat ou Buoiav (Quis div. 39.4)"7

Matt 9:22; Mark 5:34; Luke 8:48%
€( 1V 0 KUpLOg aTreAve Aeywv: aTeNde eig etpvnv (Serom. 4.161.2)

Matt. 9:22; Mark 5:34; 10:52; Luke 7:50; 8:48; 17:19; 18:42
1) TTOTIC GOU OecwKeV Ot (Strom. 5.2.5)

1) TOTIC GOV OECWKEV Ot (Strom. 6.44.4)
1) TTOTIC GOV OeCwKeV Ot (Strom. 6.108.4)

Matt 9:37; Luke 10:2
o pev Bepropog TTohug, ot Se epyatar Bpayels Tw ovtt (Serom. 1.7.1)

Matt 10:22; 24:13; Mark 13:13
1 TwV €16 TEAOG UTTOHELVAVIWV HAPTUPLA (Paed. 1.22.2)

o 8¢"” utropervag eig Tehog, outog cwbnoetar (Strom. 4.74.1)

0 UTTOpELVO €16 TEAOG, outog owBnoetar (Quis div. 32.6)

17 This reference is most likely taken from Hos 6:6, since it is the beginning of a
chain of other Old Testament passages.

'® The ninth-century MS 1424 indicates Tropevou eig eipnvnv was also associated
with the manuscript tradition of Matthew.

' While the presence of the conjunction &¢ corresponds to the distinct form of
the text in Mark 13:13, the identical reference in Quis div. 32.6 without the
conjunction makes it impossible to know for certain whether the conjunction here
was intentional.
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Mate 10:26; Mark 4:22; Luke 8:17; 12:2
kav 11g Aeyn yeypagBat, oudev kputrtov 0 ou pavepwBnoetat, oude
KekaAuppevov o ouk attokohugBnoetar (Strom. 1.13.3)

Matt 10:27; Luke 12:3
S160Eag pev aBlohoywg et Twv dwpatwv (Strom. 6.115.1)

Matt 10:28; Luke 12:5
poPnOnte youv Aeyet Tov peta Bavarov Suvapevov kat yuyny kat
owpa eig yeevvav Baketv (Exc. 14.3)%

Matt 10:30; Luke 12:7
oMo kat at Tpryeg TG KEPaAng upwv Taoot npiBpnpevat, gnotv o
kuptog (Paed. 3.19.4)

al\ at pev tpiyes npOpnvrar (Strom. 6.153.2)

Matt 10:39; Mark 8:35; Luke 9:24
0 OTTOAECAG TNV YUYV TNV EQUTOU, PNOLV O KUPLOG, CWOEL AUTNV
(Strom. 2.108.3)

Matt 10:40; Luke 10:16
0 upag Seyopevog epe Seyetat, o upag pin deyopevog gpe aBeter (Quis div. 30.6)

Mact 11:3; Luke 7:20
€L QUTOG €1 0 XpLoTog, | al\ov Treptpevopey + (Paed. 1.90.2)

Matt 11:4-5; Luke 7:22
+ ameNBete kat erate Imavvn: Tuphot avaPAetouoty, Yoot
akououoty, Aettpot kaBopilovrat, aviotaviat vekpot. + (Paed. 1.90.2)

Matt 11:6; Luke 7:23
+ KOL HOKOPLOG EOTLY O €V PN okavdahtoBn ev epor (Paed. 1.90.2)

0 This adaptation appears to be a conflation of Matt 10:32 with Luke 12:38. The
primary text seems to be from Matthew, since the only distinctive Lukan element is
the presence of Palewv at the end.
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Mate 11:11; Luke 7:28
KATA TA AUTA KA1l TOU PEY].O'TOU EV YEVVT]TOlg YUV(X].K(DV I(OGVVOU TOV

ehay1oToV v TN PaotAeia TV oUpavV®YV ... elval peil Aeyet
(Quis div. 31.3)*

Mate 11:12; Luke 16:16
kat Brootwv eotiv n Bacteia tou Beou (Strom. 4.5.3)

ott pohiota Practwv eotiv 1 Paciheia (Serom. 6.149.5)

Matt 11:15; 13:9, 43; Mark 4:9, 23; Luke 8:8; 14:35
0 EXWV WTA AKOUELV OAKOUETW (Strom. 2.24.4)

0 EXWV WTA AKOVELY OKOVET® (Strom. 5.2.1)
0 EXWV WTA AKOVELV OKOVET® (Strom. 5.1 15.3)
0 EXWV WTA AKOVELV OKOVET® (Strom. 6.115.6)
Matt 11:16-17; Luke 7:32
ev ayopaig kabnpevoig kat Aeyouotv, NUANOAEY UPLY Kat Ok

wpynoaobe, eBpnvnoapev kat ouk exoyacbe (Paed. 1.13.3)

Matt 11:27; Luke 10:22%
Beov oudeig eyvw, e pn 0 V10 kAt @ av o utog ortokakuyn (Proer: 10.3)

Beov yap oudeig eyva, €1 i 0 Uog Kot @ av o utog arokahuyn (Paed. 1.20.2)

oudeig eyvw Tov Tatepa (Paed. 1.74.1)

! It is impossible to determine the precise source of this reference. While the
order of ev yevvnrog yuvaikwv lwavvou more closely resembles the Lukan
manuscript tradition, the presence of the phrase Baotheia Twv oupavwv instead of
Bootheia Tou Beov is more typical of Mate 11:11.

2 In this study of Athanasius’s text of the Gospels, Brogan suggests that the
Alexandrian fathers might have had a common paraphrase of this verse. On the basis
of Mees’s work, Brogan notes that the verse is citied in exactly the same form by
Clement (Strom. 7.109.4 [which Brogan, following Mees, incorrectly cites as
7.100.4]; Quis div. 8.1) and Athanasius (C. Ar 1.12, 39; 2.22 [2]): oudeig yop
YLVOOKEL TOV TIATEPA €L PN} O ULOG KOL 6 OV 0 ulog atrokaAuyrn. Brogan’s suggestion
seems to be have been correct, since Raquel’s analysis of the Synoptic Gospels in the
writings of Origen reveals that Origen also cities the verse in exactly the same form
in Cels. 6.17; Comm. Jo. 1.278 and 32.359.
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o1t 61 viou o Tatnp yvwpiletar (Strom. 5.12.2)

KAl HOVOG O TIAVIOKPATWP OV OUSELS EY VW EL [T O ULOG KOL 6 EAV O
utog atrokaAuyn (Strom. 7.58.4)

HNOELS, PNOLV O KUPLOG, TOV TIOTEPA EY VW, EL JiT) O ULOG KAL @ OV O UL0G
amokoAuyn (Strom. 5.84.3)

oubELS Yap, PNOL, YIVWOKEL TOV TIOTEPA EL i1} O ULOG KAL & AV O ULOG
amokohuyn (Strom. 7.109.4)

0U OUBELS ETTLYIVWOKEL £1 ) O V10G KAt @ v 0 utog artokohuyn (Quis div. 8.1)

Mact 12:8; Mark 2:28; Luke 6:5
10 KUpLw Tou caPPatou (Strom. 3.40.4)

1 kuptevouoa Tou cofBatou (Strom. 4.29.3)

Matt 12:39; 16:4
o owtnp toug loudatoug yeveav ettty Trovnpav kat poryaiida
S1daoker (Strom. 3.90.2)

Matt 12:44-45; Luke 11:24-26
ETTAVELDL Yap €1¢ Tov kekabappevov otkov kat Kevov, eav pndev Tmv
owtnpiov epgPAndn, To poevoiknoav akabaprov Tveupa,
oupmapoapfavov ala emta akabapta vevpota (Ecl. 12.8)

Matt 13:7; Mark 4:7; Luke 8:7 (cf. Matt 13:22, Mark 4:18-19, Luke 8:14)
KAl pn Tt TAUTAg v TN TTapaoln Tou TeTpapepous aTtopou nviEato
TAG HEPLHVAS, TO OTIEPHA TOU AOYou ¢noag To 1§ okavBag kat
PPAYHOUS TIECOV GUPTIVLYNVOL UTE QUT®V KAl [T KAPTIOPOPNOaL
SuvnBnvar (Serom. 4.31.5)

€1 & ek TLvog TroNoEWS Tat TG aAnBerag otwdnToTE TpOTTIR AaPBovreg
oTeppara ouk eEeBpeyav Tiveg, yn 8e ayovm kat avopPpia
mapadedwkotes aypiaig ouverviEavto Potavag (Strom. 6.59.2)

Matt 13:8; Mark 4:8
TOUTOG EKAEKTOG OUTAG TOG TPELG HOVAS O1 EV T euay YEALw apiBpot
QLVIOOOVTAL, O TPLAKOVTA KAl O EENKOVIAl KAl O EKATOV (Strom. 6.114.3)



APPENDIX 1 323

Mact 13:11; Mark 4:11
upty dedotan yvwvat 1o puotnpiov Thg PactAelag Tou oupavmv
(Strom. 5.80.6)%

Matt 13:12; 25:29; Mark 4:25; Luke 8:18; 19:26
Pnot ... T exovtL e pootednoetar (Strom. 1.14.1)*
ELPNTAL YOp TK £XOVTL TTpooTebnoeTat (Strom. 7.55.7)

Matt 13:16-17; Luke 10:23—24
KAl UHELG HOKOPLOL OL OPWVTES KAL AKOUOVTES A INTE S1KOLOL pNTE
TpogpnTatL, eav Trointe a Aeyw (Quis div. 29.6)

Matt 13:22; Mark 4:19; Luke 8:14
T0G pepipvag Tog akavBag Tou Brov, at to omeppa g Lwng
ouptviyouowv (Quis div. 11.2)

Matt 13:31; 17:20; Mark 4:31; Luke 13:19; 17:6
kokk® varuog (Paed. 1.96.1)

KOKKOV OwvaTtews (Strom. 5.3.1)
kokkov owvatews (Exc. 1.3)

Matt 14:13-21; Mark 6:32—44; Luke 9:10-17; John 6:1-15
0 Kup1og 1o TANBOG eK1vVo TV €L TNG TToag KatakABeviwv
katavtikpu g TiPepradog toig 1xBuot Toig Soot kat To1g € TOIG
kp1Orvoig S1eBpeyev aptorg (Strom. 6.94.2)%

TAUTN TOL PUCTIKWTATA TEEVTE APTOL TEPOG TOU OWTNPOG KATAKAMVTAL
kat TAnBuvouot Tw oyAw TV akpowpevwv (Strom. 5.33.4)

> This reference appears to be a conflation of Matt 13:11 and Mark 4:11. The
primary text appears to be from Matthew, since it contains the distinctly Matthean
phrase g Baotheiag Tou oupavewv. The distinctly Markan singular noun puotnpiov,
however, has replaced the plural form of the noun found in the manuscript tradition
of Matthew.

* While these two references might appear to offer support for the variant
reading of wpooteBnoetar in Mark 4:25, the brief nature of these short allusions do
not provide a reliable enough indication whether Clement is using a common
paraphrase or referring specifically to Mark.

 This reference is best seen as a conflation between John and the Synoptics,
since it combines the reference to Tiberias and the “barley” (xpiBivoug) bread from
John with the word used in the Synoptics for the fish (1xBug).
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Mate 14:19; 15:36;_]ohn 6:11; 219
nv pot Soket kat o kuptog aviEaoBat Toug apToug evhoynoag kat Toug
1xBuag Toug oTrToug, o1g kateuwynoe Toug pabntag (Paed. 2.13.2)

Matt 15:2, 9; Mark 7:7 (cf. Isa 29:13)
mapadooet ¢ T Twv TpecPutepwv Kat evialpaoty avBpwTtwv
karnkoAouBnkotag (Serom. 3.90.2)

+ ... potnv &e oefovran pe Sidaokovteg Sidookahiag eviohpata
avBpwTtwv (Pacd. 1.76.4)

Matt 15:8; Mark 7:6 (cf. Isa 29:13)
0 Aaog outog To1g XetAeot prhouat” pe 1 O kapdia AUT®V TTOPPWTEP®
0TV at gpov (Paed. 2.62.5)%

o vouBetet ¢ kat Sia Hoatou ... 0 Aaog outog 1016 XELAEOLY QUT®V
TIpWO1 pe, N O kapdia autwv TToppw 0TIV OTT £pov ... + (Paed.

1.76.4)%

AeYeL Kat 0 Aaog OUTOG TOLS YELAETL pE TIPA PNOLY, 1 O kKapdia auTwV
TIOPPW ECTLV AT ELOV (Strom. 2.61.3)

0 Yap Aaog 0 €TepOG TOIG YELAEOL Tipa, 1) e Kapdia autou TToppw
ameoTv aTo Kuptou (Strom. 4.32.4)

0 HEV Yap TOI§ YELAEOLY AYQTI®V Aaog, T ¢ kapdiav pakpav exwv
aro Tou kuptou oMo eoTiy (Strom. 4.43.3)

0 Aaog o To1g Yetheotv ayatwv (Strom. 4.112.1)

* The context indicates Clement is citing from Isaiah.

7 Marcovich diverts from the text of P by replacing ¢thovor with ipwot in
light of the LxxX and other passages from Clement.

* It is likely that the first four references below are taken from the XX, since
both passages occur within a string of citations or allusions to the Old Testament.

# The presence of eotiv in these first three references is identical with the text of
Codex Bezae in Matt 15:8. It is unlikely, however, that these represent genuine
variants connected to his text of Matthew, since the quotation is here connected to
Isaiah, and the others occur within other references to the Old Testament.
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Mate 15:11, 18
Tat Yap e£10vIa, pnoty, ek Tou OTOpATOg Kotvot Tov avBpwtrov (Paed, 2.49.1)

Matt 15:14; Luke 6:39
odnyog &e apiotog ouyt o TUPAog, kaba enotv i ypagn, TUPAoug eig
10 Bapabpov yepaywywv (Paed. 1.9.2)

Matt 16:24; Mark 8:34; Luke 9:23
OUTOG TOV GTAUPOV TOU CWTHPOG TIEPLPEPV ETTETAL KUPLG (Strom. 2.104.3)™

Matt 16:26; Mark 8:36; Luke 9:25
L Yap 0peAOg, eav Tov Koopov kKepdnarg, enot, Ty Se yuynv
amoheong (Strom. 6.112.3)

Matt 16:28; Luke 9:27
€101 TLVEG TV WOE ECTNKOT®V, Ot 0U PN yeuoovtat Bavatou, emg av
16wot Tov utov Tou avBpwTou ev SoEn (Exc. 4.3)

Matt 17:1-2; Mark 9:2-3; Luke 9:28—29
Kkat ote ev SoEn w¢ebn To1g arooToNo1S £TT1 TOU OpOUS, OU b1 EQUTOV
etoinoev, Seikvuc eautov (Exc. 4.1)

TOTHN TOL O KUPLOG TETAPTOG AVAPAS E1G TO OPOG EKTOC YLVETAL KAL
POTL TEPIATTETAL TIVEUPOTIK® (Strom. 6.140.3)

Matt 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35
S1appndnv TapayYELAAG NjLV: OUTOG EGTL HOU O U10G ' 0 Ay ATINTOG,
autou akovete (Paed. 1.97.2)

81 efdoping avaknpuooopevog TG vy utog etvat Beou (Strom. 6.140.3)

autog Youv o nyarnpevos (Pacd. 1.43.3)*

* Ferguson notes that Clement might also be referring to Simon of Cyrene in
this passage (/ntroduction to Stromateis, 226 n. 410).

' Whereas Stihlin follows here the reading of P and M, Marcovich follows F
and reads eotiv 0 viog pou. This is another example of Marcovich’s tendency either
to emend the text or to choose the reading that brings it into harmony with the New
Testament.

* It is uncertain whether this is a reference to Jesus’ transfiguration or his
baptism in Matt 3:17; Mark 1:11; or Luke 3:22.
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Matt 17:19; 21:21; Luke 17:6; Mark 11:23
OTIOLOL NOAYV Ol OTTOOTONOL, €p WV TNV TLOTLV 0pN) petatiBfevar kot
devbpa petagurevety SuvacBar etpnton (Strom. 5.2.6)

Matt 17:20; Luke 17:6
oBev aroBopevor Tou peyoletou g duvapews nEtouv tpooTiBevar
QUTOIC TIIOTLY TNV ¢ KOKKOV O1vaTtew¢ (Serom. 5.3.1)

Matt 18:1; Mark 9:34; Luke 9:46
YEVOHEVNG LNTNOEWS €V TOLS OTTOOTONOLS OOTIS AUTWYV €N HEWL®V, +
(Paed. 1.16.1)

Matt 18:2; Mark 9:36; Luke 9:47
+ eotnoev o Inooug ev peow maudrov (Paed. 1.16.1)

Matt 18:6—7; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2 (cf. 1 Clem. 46:8; Matt 26:24-25; Mark
14:21; Luke 22:22)
ovat T® avBpwTI® EKEIV®, PNOLV 0 KUPLOG: KOAOV NV QUT EL piy
eyevvnOn, n eva TV eKAEKTWV pou oKavOAAoOL: KPEITTOV NV
avtw Teprrebnvar pulov kar katamovrioBnvar eig Bohacoav, n
EVA TV EKAEKTWV pou SaoTpeyat (Strom. 3.107.2)

Matt 18:9; Mark 9:47 (see Matt 5:29-30)

Mate 18:16; Deut 19:15
IOV ppa toTaTat €Tt Suo Kot Tptwv paptupwv (Ecl 13.1)

Mate 19:6; Mark 10:9
kat pn mretpacBot Sraluety o ouveleuEev o Beog (Serom. 3.46.4)

autog &e outog o kuptog Aeyet: o o Beog ouveleuEev, avBpwTrog pn
yopiletw (Strom. 3.49.4)

ou Yap av o ouveleuEev o Beog, Siahuoetev ote avBpwttog (Strom.
3.83.4)

Matt 19:8; Mark 10:5
Tpog TV okAnpokapdiav upwv (pnotv) o Mwuong Tauta ey payev
(Strom. 3.47.2)*

33 Clement’s citation is taken from 1 Clem. 46:8, which is quoting Jesus’ saying
from Matt 18:6-7; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2.
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Matt 19:9; 5:32; Mark 10:11
QVTLKpUG VOHOBETEL: OUK OTTOAUCELS Yuvaika TNV €L pin) €111 Aoy ®
TIOPVELAG HOLYELQV (Strom. 2.145.3)

o 8¢ aroAeAupevnv AapPavev yuvaika poryarat, oLy, av Yap Tig
aTTOAUON” YUVAIKA, HOLXATAL QUTNV TOUTEOTLY QVOLY KOG EL
porxeubnvar (Strom. 2.146.2)

®OTE O ATTIOAUGV TNV YUVALKO Y®PLE AOYOU TTIOPVELAS TIOLEL QUTHY
poryeubnvar (Serom. 3.47.2)%

Matt 19:17; Mark 10:18; Luke 18:19
Aeyet, oudeig ayaBog, et i o Tatnp pou o ev Toig oupavols  (Paed. 1.72.2)

oudeig ayabog, et pn o Trotnp autou  (Paed. 1.74.1)
ot e1g ayabog, o matnp (Strom. 5.63.8) [All]

Matt 19:19; Rom 13:9; Gal 5:14; James 2:8; Lev 19:18
QyaTnoELS Tov TTANO10V 0ou wg oeautov (Proter. 108.5)7

Matt 19:20; Mark 10:20; Luke 18:21
TAOAG TAG EVIOAAG €K VEOTNTOG TETNPIKEVAL (Strom. 3.55.2)

8€ 0 TIOO A TIETTOLNKWG €K VEOTNTOG TAG VOpLpouS eviohas (Quis div. 8.2)

** It is impossible to determine if this is a reference to Matt 19:8 or Mark 10:5.
While it occurs in connection with Matt 19:3-5, the use of the verb eypayev and its
location between Matt 19:3 and 4 make it similar to the parallel account in Mark. On
the other hand, it is also similar to the text of Codex Bezae in Matthew, which reads
TIpog TV okAnpokapdiav upwv emetpeyev uptv Mwvuong. In any case, the fact that
Clement cites only a small portion of Matt 19:3-9 makes it impossible to attribute
any genetic significance to this passage.

% It is impossible to know with certainty whether amoAvon indicates Clement’s
knowledge of the aorist subjunctive in some manuscripts of Matt 5:32, a harmonization
with Matt 19:9 or Mark 10:11, or simply derives from his loose reference.

% This could be a quotation from Matt 5:32, since it contains the phrase o
ATIOAU®V v yuvaika. However, since this reference occurs in connection with
other passages from Matt 19, it may also represent a conflation of the two verses or a
syntactical adaptation. In any case, it is impossible to know with any certainty what
passage Clement may have had in mind.

7 It is impossible to determine if this is a quotation from Lev 19:18 or Matt
19:19, because Clement cites it immediately after several other Old Testament texts
and then quotes two sayings from Jesus after it.
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aps)\sl O TIAVTQA TG TOU VOHOU n)\np(ooag ex veotntog (Quis div. 10.4)
Matt 19:21; Mark 10:21; Luke 18:22

outog [o] Ta emiyeia kaTamwANoag kat TTTWYOLS EMSOUg TOV
avaheBpov eEeuprokel Bnoaupov (Paed. 3.34.3)

et Beherc (Quis div. 10.3)
Seupo akohouBet por (Quis div. 16.1)

OUTMG KOAWG TIWAELG TA UTIOPYOVIA ... TOV TIVEUPOTIKOV TIAOUTOV
avtihaBawv eyots av ndn Onoaupov ev oupavorg (Quis div. 19.6)”

Matt 19:23; Mark 10:24; Luke 18:23
d1a Touto Tot 0 Aoy og Toug TEA®VAG Aeyet Suokohwg cwbnoeoBar
(Strom. 5.28.3)

Matt 19:23, 24; Mark 10: 23, 24, 25; Luke 18:24, 25
1 Touto omaviaitara ™y Baotheiav Tou Beou kAnpovoper (Paed. 3.37.3)

rept ov opBodpiicvieg ot TToMot ouk av TToTe €16 TV Pactheiav
maperoerfotev Twv oupavav (Paed. 2.38.5)

Matt 19:24; Mark 10:25; Luke 18:25 (cf. textual variants)
M Ypogpn Aeyouon Battov, kapnlov dia tputtnpatog Belovig
diehevoeaBat 1) Thouotov gprhocogerv (Strom. 2.22.3)

TOU KUPLOU VNG, OTL paov KapnAog Sia tpnpatog pagidog
Srexduoetan n Thouotog eig v Baothetay Twv oupavay (Quis div. 2.2)

Barttov kapnhog Sia Behovng etoelevoetat i o To10UTOG TTAOUG1LOG ETTL
v Paotheiav Tou Beou Tapehevoeton (Quis div. 26.7)

Matt 19:25; Mark 10:26; Luke 18:26
1 ouv poPnBevieg Aeyouot, Tig Suvatar owbnvau; (Quis div. 20.4)

3 In this and the following reference, the phrase ek veotntog is found in several
of the variant readings for Matthew.

% The variants in the manuscript tradition of Matt 19:21 and Mark 10:21 make it
impossible to identify Clement’s source with certainty.
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Matt 19:26; Mark 10:27; Luke 18:27
10 aduvartov ev avBpwrorg duvatov yivetar (Quis div. 2.2)

o 8¢ kupiog amokprvetar diott 1o v avBpwTroig aduvartov Suvarov

Bew (Quis div. 21.1)

Matt 19:27; Mark 10:28; Luke 18:28
16¢ npetg agnkapev Tavia kat nkohoubnoapev oot (Quis div. 21.5)

Mate 19:29; Mark 10:29
QUTLKA O KUPLOG EV TG EVAYYEAL® PTOLV: OC AV KATAAELYN TTATEP 1)
pnrepan adedpous kat Ta eENg EVEKEV TOU EUAY YEALOU KOL TOU
OVOHOTOG HOU, HOKAPLOG OUTOCL (Strom. 4.15.4)

Matt 19:30; Mark 10:31
€00VTAL 01 TIPWTOL ETYATOL KAt ot eayoToL TTpwTot (Quis div. 26.1)

Matt 20:22-23; Mark 10:38-39 (cf. Matt 26:39; Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42;
John 18:11)
Tou 1810 taBoug Trotnprov kekAnkev (Paed. 1.46.1)

ETTIEV TO TTOTNPLOV (Strom. 4.75.1)
10 TTOTNpLOV TIIWOLY (Strom. 4.75.2)

Mate 20:28; Mark 10:45
ouk nA\Bov, ¢gnot, SrokovnBnvat, alha Srakovnoat. Siax Touto
ELOAYETAL EV T® EVAYYEAM® KEKHNKWG, O KAPVMV UTIEP NHOV KOL
Souvat TV yuynv Ty eautou Autpov avtt ToMwv (Paed. 1.85.1)

kat Autpov eavtov embidoug (Quis div. 37.4)

Matt 21:8-9; John 12:13
Speyapevot, not, khadoug ehaiag 1 gotvikwv ot aideg eEnABov eig
UTIOVTNO1V KUPL® KAl EKEKPAYOV AEYOVTES, WIOAVVA TW ULW
Aaf16, euloynpevos o epyopievog ev ovopartt kuptou (Paed. 1.12.5)

Matt 21:12-13; Mark 11:15-17; Luke 19:45-46; John 2:14-16
g Trarpwag eEefalev aulng o kupiog, pn Boulopevog adikou
EHTIOPIOG 1) AOY WV 1) TV € UANG KTNHATWY O1KOV ELVAL TOV O1KOV
Tou Beou Tov ayrov (Paed. 3.79.2)
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Mate 21:22; Mark 11:24
TIAPEOTL pev yap autw ottetoBat kot AapPaverv wv av dentat tapa
TOU TTATpOg TV oAwv (Paed. 3.40.2)

mtav o av [o] aitnon o Y VWOTIKOG )\cxpﬁ)otva (Strom. 7.41.4)

Mate 22:20; Mark 12:16
TLVOG 1] EIKWV KO 1 ETILY pa@n); + (Exc. 86.1)

Matt 22:21; Mark 12:17; Luke 20:25
1a Katoapog amodoug 1o Katoapt pulaln ta tou Beou 1w Bew
(Pacd. 2.14.1)
amodote 1a Kawoapog Katoapt kat ta tou Oeou 1o Bew (Paed. 3.91.3)
1a 10U Beou 1w Bew (Bl 24.2)
+ Kawoapog (Exc. 86.1)

Matt 22:30; Mark 12:25; Luke 20:35
HETQl TNV QVACTAOLY, P01, OUTE YOHOUOLY OUTE YOILOVTOL (Strom. 3.47.3)

O U101 TOU aLmVOG EKELVOU OUTE YOHOUOLY OUTe Yapiloviar (Strom. 3.87.1)
HNTE YOHWOL PNTE YOHIOKWVIAL (Strom. 6.100.3)
OUTE YQHOUJ1V OUTE YOPLOKOVTAL €TL (Strom. 6.140.1)

Matt 22:32; Mark 12:27; Luke 20:38; Acts 10:42; Rom 14:9
Cwviwv kat vekpwv (Quis div. 42.20)

Matt. 22:37, 39; Mark 12:30-31; Luke 10:27; Deut 6:5; Lev 19:18
ayarnoeig kuptov tov Beov cou (Proer. 108.5)

ayarnoeig kuptov Tov Beov cou (Paced. 1.59.2)

Kav ayortnong kuptov Tov Beov ou kat Tov TAnotov cou (Paed. 2.6.1)
ayoTnoets kuptov Tov Beov cov, eterta Tov TAnotov cou (Paed. 2.43.1)

WG PNOLY 0 KUPLog, ayoTnoeig Tov Beov oou ev o kapdia oou kat ev
O\ TN Yuyn 00U KAL EV OAN) TH) LOYUL 0OV KAl TOV TTANO1OV GOU WG
oeautov (Paed. 3.88.1) [Ad]
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ayarnoeig kuptov Tov Beov oou €€ ohng kapdiag kat Tov TTAnoiov oou
w¢ oeavtov: (Strom. 2.71.1)
ayarag Tov Oeov kot Tov TAnoiov cou (Paed. 3.78.1)

Beov ayamwvres kot Tov TAnotov (Paed. 3.81.2)

ayamnoetg kuptov Tov Beov oou ¢notv €€ oAng kapdiag oou kat
QAYQTINOELS TOV TANG1ov oou w¢ oeautov (Strom. 4.10.3)

QUTN E0TLV 1 &y To ayartay Tov Beov kat Tov TTAnotov (Strom. 4.111.2)

QUTK S€ T AYATIOV TOV TIATEPA ELG OLKELAV LOYUV KOL Suvapty
agpBapotav kopilopevous (Quis div. 27.5)

Seutepav Oe Takel ... AeYEL TO: AYQTINTELS TOV TIANGIOV 0OV 6§
oeavtov (Quis div. 28.1)

Matt 23:4; Luke 11:46
1a SuoBaotakta goptia (Strom. 6.44.3)

Matt 23:12; Luke 14:11; 18:14
O TATIELVWYV EQAUTOV Ulp&)eT]OET(Xl, KAl o UlPOJV EAUTOV TCXT[E].V(DeT]O'ETGl
(Paed. 3.92.1)

TIOG O TATELV®Y EAUTOV UymBnoetat (Strom. 2.132.1)

T YOP UYOUHEV® KAl HEYAAUVOHEV® TIAPOTIETINYEV AVTIOTPOPOG 1)
TIPOG TO TATIELVOV PETABONN KOt TITWO1E, wg 0 Betog didaoket

Noyog (Quis div. 1.3)

Matt 23:13; Luke 11:52
OUTE QUTOL E101A0LY €1 TNV BACIAELAV TWV OUPAV®V OUTE OUG
EENTIATNOAV EWOLV TUYXAVELV THG oAnBetag (Strom. 7.106.1)

Matt 23:37; Luke 13:34
Iepoucanp Iepoucalnp, 1) ATTOKTELVOUCT TOUG TIPOPNTAS KAt
MBoBolouoa Toug atreoTalpevoug tpog oty (Paed. 1.79.2)

Iepouocanp Iepouoalnp, moookig nBeAnoa emiouvayayetv Ta Tekva
OOU WG OPVIG TOUG VEOGGOUG (Strom. 1.29.4)
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Matt 23:38; Luke 13:35
QIETAL O O1KOG UHWV EPNHOG + (Paed. 1.79.3)

Matt 23:39; Luke 13:35
+ Aeyw yap® upty, amaptt ou pn 1OnTe pe, ¢ av ELTINTE, EUAOYNPEVOS
0 EPYOHEVOG EV OVOHATL KUPLOU (Paed. 1.79.3)

Matt 24:19; Mark 13:17; Luke 21:23
ovat &e Tag v yaoTpt exovoaig kot taig Onhalouvoaig ev eketvaig
TALG NHEPAILS (Strom. 3.49.6)

Matt 24:24; Mark 13:22
810 pnot, xat €1 duvatov, Toug exhextoug pou (Exc. 9.1)

Matt 24:37-39; Luke 17:26-30
woTep Oe Ny ev Taug Nuepaig New, Noav YapouvTeg YopILovIES,
01KOOOOUVTES, PUTEVOVTEG, KAl WG NV €V TOLE Npepats Lwt, outwg
€0TAL 1) TIGPOUOTLA TOU V10U TOU avBpwtrou (Strom. 3.49.4)

Matt 24:42; 25:13; 26:38, 41; Mark 13:35, 37; 14:34, 38
310 TOUTO TOL KO O KUPLOG EYPTYOPEVOL TPy YEMEL (Strom. 4.139.4)

0 AUTOG OWTNP TIOPEYYVUA: YPHYOPELTE (Strom. 5.106.1)

Mate 24:45; 25:21
OUTOG €0TLV 0 SOUNOG O TILOTOG, O TTPOG TOU KUPLOU ETTALVOUHEVO.
emav &€ e1mn oTog Soulog (Strom. 2.27.3)

Matt 25:21, 23
OTINVIKA TOUG HEV QUENTAVIOG TO OPYUPLOV AUTOU TOUG EV OALY®
TMOTOUG ATTOSEEQPEVOS KAt ETTAY YELAQHEVOS ETTL TIOANGWV
KATOOTNOELY €1 TNV TOU KUPLou Yapav Ttpooetokev etoehbety
(Strom. 1.3.1)

Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19
d1a TouTO OUV 0 CWTNP ApTov AaPwV TTpwTOV EAAANTEY Kat
EUYOPLOTIOEV: EITA k\aoag Tov apTov TtpoeBnkev (Strom. 1.46.1)

0 Although the presence of the yap is distinct to the Matthacan manuscript
tradition, one cannot be certain of Clement’s attestation of the conjunction, since it
occurs in a loose adaptation of the parallel passages.
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Mate 26:41; Mark 14:38
10 Trveupa wpoBupov, 1) & ocapt acBevng (Strom. 4.45.4)

Matt 26:48; Mark 14:44;Luke 22:48
Kot autog outog o loudog gprinpam Ttpoudwke Tov Sidackohov (Paed. 2.62.4)

Matt 27:29; Mark 15:17; John 19:2, 5
ToV Kuptov akavBaig eoteppovov (Paed. 2.73.3)

10 Sradnpa g Stkanoouvg ... Sia g aebalous okavbng (Paed. 2.74.1)
0 KUp10¢ pUoTIk®G aubig avaotepetor akavln (Paed. 2.75.2)

Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16; John 1:27
Iwavvng, ouk alog E1vaL OHOAOY WV TOV IHAVIA TWV UTTOSNPAT®V
Avewv Tou kuptou (Paed. 2.117.4)

OUK 1Pt pnotv aE10g TOV 1HavTa Tou UTtodNpaTog Auoatl Kuptou
(Strom. 5.55.1)

Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35 (cf. textual variants)
OUTOG ECTLV O UL0G pou41 0 AYQTINTOG AKOUETE QUTOU (Paed. 1.97.2)

Mark 10:17; Luke 10:25; 18:18
TL TTOLNOAS WMV ALWVIOV K)\npovopnow (Paed. 3.88.2)

Mark 10:19; Luke 18:20; Luke 10:28
Tag evIoAag 018ag aTTeEKpIVaTO: TOU SE KATAPNOAVTOG TOUTO TTOLEL
(pnot) ko1 cwbnon (Paed. 3.88.2)

Mark 10:30; Luke 18:30
ev 6¢ T EPYOHEV® LNV ECTLV AL®VIOG (Quis div. 25.8)

Mark 10:48; Luke 18:38-39
ute AaPid, ekenoov pe (Strom. 6.132.4)

Mark 12:30; Luke 10:27
ayamnoeig kuptov Tov Beov oou €€ oAng tng yuyng cou kat €€ ong
e duvapews cou (Quis div. 27.3)

#! Sthlin reads outog ot pou o vtog. Marcovich follows F, not P and M.
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Mark 12:41-44; Luke 21:1-4
oy te au Beaoapevog £ig To YAlo@uUAAKLOV TOV HEV TIAOUGLOV
avohoyws Tt ktnoet PePAnkota, v e ynpav yakkoug Suo
mAetov epn TV ynpav PePAnkevar maviwv: o pev yap armo tou
TEPIOCEVPATOG, ) O ex T UOTEPTOEWS GUVELCTIVEYKEV (Strom. 4.35.3)

Mark 14:36; Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6
ABBa Aeyouoa o atnp (Protr. 88.3)

Luke 15:7, 10
HEYQANV YOp XOpa TIOPA T TIATPL EVOG apapTwAou owbeviog, o
Kuptog pnot (Strom. 2.69.3)

pEYOANV Yop @not kot avuttepPBAnTOV ELval Yopa kat EopThv ev
OUPAVOLS T TIOTPL KAL TOLS XY YEAOLS EVOG APAPTWAOU
ETILOTPEYAVTOG KAt petavonoavtog (Quis div. 39.3)

Luke 15:23, 30
w Tov otteutov eBuoev pooyov (Exc. 9.2)

Luke 19:38; John 12:13 (cf. textual variants)
Baotheug de kat utro Tadwv amelpw et kat utto Ioudatwv
QTTLOTOUVIWYV KAl Ay VOOUVIWV OVOYOPEUOHEVOS KOL TIPOG AUTMV
TIPOPNTWV AVOKTPUTTOHEVOG Seikvutan (Strom. 2.21.2)

John 1:18; 6:46
Aeyet: Tov TroTEpa pou oudelg ewpakev et pn o uiog (Exc. 9.3)

John 1:26, 29
180u o apvog Tou Beou (Paed. 1.24.4)%

John 3:8; 4:24
o Yap Beog Tveupa, otrou Belet Trver (Exc. 17.3)

John 5:26; 17:2
emoTpepmV Tov pabntny emt tov Beov Tov ayabov kat pwTov kat
HOVOV LTS ALMVIOU TARLAY, NV 0 U10G 18001V Nptv TTp EKELVOU

NaPov (Quis div. 6.4)

* Though Clement introduces this reference with an allusion to the text of Matt
22:36, his citation more closely resembles the form of the text found in the parallel
passages of Mark 12:30 and Luke 10:27.

* Nothing in the context indicates whether Clement is referring to John 1:29 or 36.
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John 6:32-33, 41; 6:49, 58
0G €0TLV APTOG aAnBivoc, QPTOG OUPOVWV (Paed. 3.40.1)
Ol HIEV OUV TOV OUpaviov apTov payovies amebavov (Exc. 13.2)

John 6:50-51, 54, 58
o 8¢ Tov aknBivov apTov Tou Trveupatog eabiwv ou TeBvnEetan (Exc. 13.2)

EY® OOV TPOPEUS OPTOV EPAUTOV S1O0UG, OU YEUTOpEVOS 0UdELS ETL
mepav Bavorou NapPaver (Quis div. 23.4)

John 8:23; 3:31
o1 kata Tov lwavvny ouk ovTeg ek TV katw, Tapa St Tou avwbev
eNBovtog To Trav pepadnkoteg (Proer. 59.3)

John 10:2, 11, 14
Totpeva eautov TtpoPatwv Aeywv (Paed. 1.84.1)

John 10:7, 9
eyw yop etpt n Bupa (pnot mov) (Proer. 10.2)*

John 10:11, 14
Tauth kot Tov ayabov Trotpeva o ayaBog omreotethev Beog (Prorr: 116.1)

kar eikova Tou ayabou Trotpevog (Paed. 1.37.3)

Aeyet: eyw etpt o wotpny o kahog (Paed. 1.53.2)

ToUTOV YOip povov opoloyet ayabov etvor Totpeva (Paed. 1.85.2)
John 13:34; 14:27%

kowvnv nptv Stabnknv kotalpraver: ayarnv uptv Sidwpt Ty epny
(Quis div. 37.4)

John 14:26; 15:26
o Tov TtapakAntov amooteN\wv (Proer. 85.3)

John 17:11, 17
46
TT(XTEP GY[E, GYI(XO'OV AUTOU(C €V TW OVO|J(1T1 oov (EXC. 93)

* As an isolated quotation, one cannot know if Clement omits the ending Tev
mtpoPartwv after 1) Bupa in John 10:7 or is merely citing the shortened phrase in 10:9.

* Clement appears to have replaced eipnvnv with ayamnv in John 14:27 and
then conflated the passage with the reference to the new covenant in John 14:34.

* Clement conflates John 17:11, 17 by replacing tnpnoov in 17:11 with ayiacov
from verse 17.



APPENDIX 2

CATENA FRAGMENTS AND LATIN
REFERENCES

The following collection of quotations and allusions is from the Greek
catenae and Latin references attributed to Clement of Alexandria. Since the
reliability of these references are uncertain due to the indirect nature of their
textual transmission, they have been separated from the other references to
Clement’s writings and are not used as part of the analysis of Clement’s text
of the Gospels. The presentation of the references continues to follow the
same threefold classification used previously in the presentation of Clement’s
text.

Matre 3:8; Luke 3:8
qui vero dignos poenitentiae fructus egerint (Frag. 69) [Ad]

Matt 5:8
hoc enim impossibile est, ut quisque non mundo corde videat deum
(Adumbr. Ep. Jud. 24; Frag. 24) [All]

Matt 5:18
Toya Oe S1a TOU 1WTA KA TNG KEPALAG 1) SIKALOOUVI KEKPAYEV AUTOU

(Frag. 58) [All]

ou pn ouv TTapeAdn ATTO TOU VOHOU OUTE TO 1OTA OUTE 1) KEPALA
(Frag. 58) [Ad]

Matt 6:9; Luke 11:2
sanctificetur, inquit, nomen tuum (Adumbr. Ep. 1 Petr. 3, 15; Frag. 24) [C]

Matt 22:64'
in aliis autem evangeliis dicit dominus principi sacerdotum interrogatus,
si ipse esset filius dei, non e contra respondens; sed quid dixit? vos
dicitis (Adumbr. Ep. Jud. 24; Frag. 24) [C]

! Although Clement refers to what Jesus said to the high priest in the “other
Gospels” outside of Mark, the actual words attributed to Jesus are closer to Matt 22:64
than to Luke 22:70.
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Mark 1:44; Luke 5:14>
Kkat Tov Aetrpov ebepatevoey kat ertrev: SetEov oEQUTOV TOIG 1EPEVTTY
g1 paptuptov (Hyp. 6.12) [Ad]

d1a Touto ertev: amelBe kat Setbov oEAUTOV TOIS 1EPEVTLY E1G

poptuptov (Hyp. 6.12) [Ad]

Matt 13:32; Mark 4:32; Luke 13:19
WOTE eV TO1¢ KAASOLE QUTNG KATAOKNVMOAL TA TEETELVO TOU OUPAVOU
(Frag. 54) [Ad]

Matt 26:17
mou Belelg eToLpacwpey oot To Taoya gayetv; (Pasc. 28)

Mark 1:44; Luke 5:14
Kkat tov Aempov ebeparrevoev kat errrev: SeiEov oeauTOV TOIS 1EPEVTLY
€1 paptuptov dia Totautny Tapadootv (Hyp. 12) [Ad]

dia Touto ermev: omeABe kat deilfov oeauTov TO1G 1EPEVOLY ELG

paptuptov (Hyp. 12) [Ad]

Mark 14:61
in evangelio vero secundum Marcum interrogatus dominus a principe
sacerdotum, si ipse esset Christus filius dei benedicti, + (Adumbr.

Ep. Jud. 24; Frag. 24) [C]

Mark 14:62
+ respondens dixit: ego sum, et videbitis filium hominis a dextris
sedentem virtutis (Adumbr. Ep. Jud. 24; Frag. 24) [C]

Luke 3:22
TO TIPOOV TNG VEOS ETILPAVELAS TOU TIVEURATOS fouleto SetEat tw Tng
TepioTepag opotwpott (Frag. 57) [All]

Luke 10:1
Vo pnot yeyoveval Twv efSopnkovta pabnrwv, opwvupov Perpw
TUYYavovTa Tw aTooTodw (Hyp. 4) [All]

Luke 22:69
proinde enim cum dicit a dextris dei (Adumbr. Ep. Jud.24; Frag. 24) [C]’

% It is impossible to determine whether this is a reference to Mark 1:44 or Luke
5:14, since manuscript D in Mark also places deiEov before oeautov.
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John 1:1

quod semper erat verbum, significatur dicendo in principio erat verbum
(Adumbr. 1 John 1, 1; Frag. 24) [C]

John 1:3
in evangelio sic dicit: et quod factum est + (Adumbr. 1 John 1, 2;
Frag. 24) [C]

John 1:4
+1in ipso, vita erat, et vita erat lux hominum (Adumbr. 1 John 1, 2;
Frag. 24) [C]

John 2:19
0 KUPLOG AUOQTE, ELTIE, TOV VAOV TOUTOV, KAL EV TPLOLV NHEPAILG EYEPW
avtov+ (Can. ec. 36) [C]

John 2:20
+ ettrov ot loudaiot, TEdoEpaKOVTA Kat €€ ETETLY O VAOG OUTOG
wkobopndn, kat ou Tpotv npepaig eyepeig autov; + (Can. ec. 36) [C]

John 2:21

+ ekelvog Se eNeye TrEpL TOU Voo Tou owpatog autou (Can ec. 36) [C]

John 4:24
Beog eoTiv, wg kat o kuptog Aeyet, Trveupa (Frag. 39) [C]

John 167
de quo dominus dixit: nisi ego abiero, ille non veniet (Adumbr. Ep. 1
Petr. 1, 12; Frag. 24) [Ad]

John 18:28
ewBev autov o1 apy1EpELS KAt o1 Y pappaTels Tw Pilatwm
TIpooayayovIes ouk etonABov eig TO TTpALTWPLOV, VO N
pLovBwotv, ol axkwAuTwg eoTrepag To TTooya gpaywot (Pasc. 28) [Ad]

> While Clement has been citing Mark to this point, here he appears to follow
the text of Luke.
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THE GOSPEL TEXT OF CLEMENT’S
OPPONENTS

The following collection of quotations and allusions represent the text of the
Gospels used by the opponents of Clement. Since it is not always possible to
know for certain whether Clement is quoting a text common to him and his
opponents or one used solely by his opponents, these references are presented
separately from Clement’s text and are not used to determine his textual
affinities. The decision regarding the origin of these references follows the
classification of citations between Clement and Theodotus in the Table
analytique des citations found on pages 241-54 in volume 23 of Sources
chrétiennes’ Extraits de Théodote as well as the indications presented with
Clement’s references listed in volume 1 of Biblia patristica.

The presentation of these references is limited to quotations, adaptations,
and only significant allusions; indeterminable references are not included.

Matt 5:16
Aapyotm 1o pug upwv epttpoodev Twv avBpwtwv (Exc 3.1) [C]

Aapyorw 10 pwg upwv (Exc. 41.3) [C]

Matt 5:42
YEYPaTITOL TTAVTL Tw attouvtt o€ Sidou (Strom. 3.27.3) [Ad]

Matt 10:28
Kat o owtnp Aeyet, poPeroBat Setv Tov Suvapevov Tautnv Ty Yuxnv
KOl TOUTO TO OWHA TO YuyLkov ev yeevvn aoheoar (Exc. 51.3) [Ad]

Matt 10:38
oBev elpnTaL, 0¢ OUK ALPEL TOV OTAUPOV AUTOU Kat akohouBet pot, ouk
eoTt pou adehpog (Exc. 42.3) [Ad]

Matt 12:29
Kot dnoat Tapatvel kat apTacat wg toyupou Ta okeun (Exc. 52.1) [Ad]

Matt 13:25
€1¢ 8€ TIG TWV UTT QUTOU YEYOVOT®V ETTECTIELPEV Tat LILavial TNV TmV
Kakwv guotv yevvnoag (Strom. 3.34.3) [All]*
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Matt 19:11
OV TIAVTEG XWPOUTL TOV Noyov Toutov: + (Strom. 3.1.1) [C]'

Matt 19:12
+ E101 YOI EUVOUYOL, OL pEV K YEVETTIG, ot Oe €€ avarykng (Strom. 3.1.1) [Ad]

ot &e eveka TG atwviou Poothelag euvouytoavtes eavtous (Strom. 3.1.4) Ad]
NG TOIAUTNG EVVOLAG EUVOUYILOVIA (Strom. 3.91.2) [Ad]?

Matt 25:1-2
kat at wapBevor at gppovipor (Exc. 86.3) [All]

Matt 26:32
kat Tpoow upag (Aeyet) T TpLTn TwV Npepwv eig TV Fohhatav
(Exc. 61.5) [Ad]

Matt 28:19
KAl TOI§ ATTOOTONOLG EVIENAETOL: TIEPLLOVIES KIPUCTETE, KOL TOUG
mioTevOVTaS POTTILETE €1 OVOpA TIOTPOG KAl ULOU KAl OY10U
mvevpotog (Exc. 76.3) [Ad]

Luke 1:35
TIVEUHIOQL AY10V <ETIEAEUCETON>® ETTL OF ... SuVOpLG O UYIOTOU ETTLIOKIATEL
oot (Exc. 60.1) [C]

Luke 1:41, 44
KA eV T euayyehw To Ppepog eokiptnoey wg gpyuyov (Exc. 50.2) [Ad]

Luke 2:14
WG PNOLV O ou‘rocrro)\og: ELPM VN ETTL TNG YTNG KO 6050( EV UYL0TOLG
(Exc. 74.2) [Ad]

! Clement attributes this and the first two references listed under Matt 19:11-12
to the followers of Basilides.

* This is part of a saying Clement attributes to a book on celibacy by Julius
Cassian, whom he designates as the founder of Docetism.

? Stahlin’s text follows Friedrich Sylburg, who emended the text of L to include
emehevoetor on the basis of Luke (Friedrich Sylburg, Klementos Alexandreos ta
heuriskomena [Heidelberg: Commelinus, 1592]).
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Luke 2:40
10 8¢ TTaudrov nuEavev kat TpoekoTTey ev copla (Exc. 61.2) [Ad]

Luke 3:16, Matt 3:11
eviot 8, wg pnov Hpakhewv, Tupt Ta 1o 1wV oppay1Lopevmy
kateonpunvavro (Ex/ 25.1) [Ad]

Luke 6:30
YEYPOTITAL TIAVTL T ALTouvTL o€ d160u (Strom. 3.27.3) [C]

Luke 10:19
eEouo1av ETTAV® OKOPTILOVY KAl opewv Trepimatety (Exc. 76.2) [Ad]

Luke 11:7
Ta Traudia T ndn ev T kot ouvavaravopeva (Exc. 86.3) [Ad]

Luke 12:58
kot anmnMoayBar autou mapaiver kata v odov, pn TN PUAAKN
TIepiECWpEY Kot T kohaoet: (Exc. 52.1) [All]*

Luke 23:46
Tatep gnot mapatiBepar oot eig Yetpag To Tveupa pou (Exc. 1.1) [Ad]

EQUTNV ELG TAG XELPAS TOU TraTpog Tapakatedeto (Exc. 62.3) [All]

John 1:1
v apyn nv o Aoyog kat o Aoyog nv 1tpog tov Beov kat Beog nv o Aoyog
(Exc. 6.1) [C]

John 1:3
TTAVIO Yap &1 AUTOU YEYOVEV, KAL XWPLE QUTOU YEYOVEV OUDEV
(Exc. 45.3) [Ad]

John 1:4
0 Yeyovev ev autw Con nv (Exc 6.4) [C]

John 1:9

0 pwTiLel TTavTa avBpwTTov epyopevov i Tov koopov (Exc. 41.3) [C]

John 1:14
SoEav wg povoyevoug (Exc. 7.3) [C]
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_]ohn 1:18

o povoyevng Beog, 0 WV €1¢ TOV KOATTOV TOU TTATPOG, EKELVOG
eEnynoato (Exc. 6.2) [C]

HOVOYEVNG UL0G EL§ TOV KOATTOV Tou Ttotpog (Exc. 6.2) [Ad]

John 3:29
TOU VUp@Lou 8 1hog, e0Twg epTtpooBev Tou vuppwvog, akouwy Tng
PWVNG TOU VUpPLOU, Xapa yatpet (Exc. 65.1) [Ad]

John 107
eyw et 1) Oupa (Exc. 26.2) [C]

John 10:30
EY® KOL1 O TIOTNP EV ECHEV (Exc. 61.1) [C]

John 11:25
810 kat ¢notv o kuptog: eyw etpt N Con (Exc. 6.4) [Ad]

John 14:6
eyw 1 Lo, eyw 1 aknbeia (Exc. 6.1) [Ad]

_]ohn 19:36
OTOUV YAp QUTOU OU O'UV'I.'plBT]OET(II, enot, + (EXC. 62.2) [Ad]

John 19:37
+ va 18wotv e1¢ ov eEexevinoav (Exc. 62.2) [Ad]
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CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF
NA* AND UBS*

The following two lists indicate readings where Clement’s witness should be
cited or corrected in future editions of the apparatus of NA* and UBS*. The
lists do not include every variant identified in the apparatus in chapter 4, but
only those readings where the editions already provide an apparatus.
Clement’s reading is given first and identified as either exe (indicating
agreement with the text of the edition) or v.7. (indicating agreement with
one of the variant readings cited in the apparatus). A plus (+) indicates
readings where Clement’s witness is not currently cited but could be
included. An asterisk (*) designates places where the apparatus incorrectly
cites the testimony of Clement. The abbreviation “npa” identifies readings
Clement supports but where no positive apparatus is present in the NAY.
Parentheses indicate that Clement’s reading differs slightly from the one
cited in the apparatus.

CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF NA%

Matt 54 mevBouvtes  (£xr) npa

+ Matt  5:9 avtor (ext)

Matt  5:19 (o6 6 av Toinon kat S1dackn outog peyag
kAnBnoetar ev T Paothewa) (exe) npa

+ Matt  5:22 evoyog (ext)

Matt  5:25 ev TN 08w peT autou  (v.1.)

Matt  5:25 kprrng  (exe)

Matt  5:28 embupnoar  (r.2)

Matt  5:36 (Tronoat Tpiya Aeuknv 1 peharvav)  (v.3)

Matt  5:37 TO val vat kat To ov ou  (1.2))

Matt  5:42 dog  (ext)
+Matt  5:42 Tov Oehovra (zxz) npa/ davercacBar (v.1.)

Matt  5:44 EU)\OYElTE TOUG KATAPWHEVOUG UPAG, KAl
mpooeuyecBe uttep TwV emnpealoviwy vpty (v.71.)
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Matt
+ Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
*Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt

Matt
Matt

Matt
Matt
+ Matt
Matt
Matt

Matt
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5:48
5:48
6:24
6:33
7:6
7:13
7:13
7:14
10:10
10:23
10:24
10:27
10:32
10:39
10:41

10:42
11:27

11:28
11:29
12:36
13:13
13:13

13:34

wg (exr) npa

ev To1g oupavots (v.1.)

oubeig (exr) npa

Baotheiav Tou oupavwv kot TV dikatoouvny  (v.2)
katamatnowot (v.1.)

mhateta (£xe)

oMot (v.1.)

otevn (v.1.)"

Tpogng (exe) npa

oMnv  (v.7.)

S16aokalov  (£xr) npa

knpuEate (zxr) npa

Tou v oupavoig (v.1.)

0 EUPGV TNV YUYV OUTOU OTTONECEL QUTNV Katt (£x¢) npa

(ko og av SeEnta Sikatov eig ovopa dikatou,
pioBov Sikatou Anpyeton) (exe) npa

Hikpwv  (exz) npa

TOV VL0V €1 PN O TTATNp, OUSE TOV TTATEPA €L PN O
pn np p Hn
vtog) (ext) npa

TegopTiopevor  (£xr) npa
ar epou  (£xe) npa

(av) AaAnowov  (v.2)
autoig AoAw  (£xr) npa

ot PAetrovTeg ou BAETTOUOT KA AKOUOVTES OUK
akovouot (kat ou ouviaot) (ext) npa
oudev (ext)

' Clement’s reference is brief and allusionary, making it difficult to determine if
he is actually citing the passage or just making a comparision.
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*Matt  15:8 o \aog outog  (indeterminable; cf. Mark 7:6; Isa 29:13)
*Mate  15:8 ameyet am gpou  (indeterminable; cf. Mark 7:6; Isa 29:13)
Mate  15:11 ou (ext) npa

Matt  15:11 kowot' (£xt) npa

Matt  16:17  ev 1015 oupavoig (£xz) npa

Matt  16:26 weehettor (v.7.)

Matt  18:10  Twv pikpwv Toutwv (£xt) npa
Mate  18:10 ev oupavolg (exe) npa

+Matt  19:3 eeottv (v.1.)

Mate  19:11 Toutov  (ext)

Mate  19:13 (rtpoonveykav) (zxt) npa
Mate  19:14 etev  (ext)

Mate  19:14 pe (exe) npa

+Matt  19:17 (erg ayaBog)* (exe)

Mate  19:21 TITWYO1G (v.1)

Matt  21:16 ott (exr) npa

+Matt  21:22 eav/av (v.1)

Matt  22:14 ek\ekTol (£xt) npa

Matt  22:40 ohog (ext) npa

+Matt  23:8 S1&aokahog  (exr)
Matt  23:9 vy (v.2.)

Matt  23:9 o otnp vpwv  (v.1.)
Matt  23:9 ev TO16 oupaviog (v.1.)

Matt  23:25 akaBopoiag (v.3)
Matt  23:26 motprov  (&xe)

? Clement alludes only to part of this variant unit.
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Matt
+Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
*Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
+Matt
+Matt
+Matt

+Matt

Mark
Mark
+Mark
+Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
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23:26
23:27
23:27
23:37
23:37
23:38
24:35
25:27
25:39
25:40
25:41
26:23
26:29
27:46

10:19
10:19
10:19
10:20
10:21
10:21
10:24
10:25
10:25
10:25
10:26

kabapov (v.2)

(opotor eote) (v.1.)

eEwbev o Taog parverar wpatog, (evdov) 8 yeper (v.2)
opvig (ouvayet) (exe)

avtng Clem® (zxt) / omit Clem? (v.2)
epnpog  (indeterminable; cf. Luke 13:35)
Tapelevoetal  (£xe) npa

10 apyuptov (v.1.)

acBevouvta  (exr)

10V adehpwv pou Clem (exr) npa

o nrotpacev (o kuptog) (v.2)

HeT epou (g6 To TpuPAiov) (r.2)

mo (1)

ntnht (exe)

pn porxeuong pn povevong  (v.7.)
yeuSopaptupnong  (v.1.)

oou (v.1.

amokpiBeig (Aeyer) (v.7.)

mroyois (v.1.)

pot (ext)

Toug TreTrotfotag emt xpnpooty  (v.1.)
g bis (exr)

Tpupohiag  (£xr) npa

Behovg (1.1)

omit Clem" (v.2)
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Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark

Luke

Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
“Luke
Luke
+Luke
+Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke

10:28
10:29
10:29
10:30
10:31

3:22

4:13
6:29
6:29
6:30
6:31
6:31
6:36
6:37
6:38
6:38
6:43
6:45
6:45
6:45
6:46
7:25
7:28
9:62
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nkohoubnoopev (v.7.)
(omokpiBeig 8¢ Inooug)  (v.4.)
evekev  (£xt) npa
vuv  (£xt) npa

ot (ext)

U10G POV €1 OU (QYQTINTOG), EY™ OTHEPOV YEYEVVKAL
oe (v.1)

(katpov) (exz)

eic (v.1)

owayova (exe) npa

10 (v.1)

avBpwtor (ext)

omit opotws  (indeterminable, see apparatus)
kabwg (v.1.)

wa (v.1)

® yop petpw  (ext)
avtiperpnOnoetar  (exe)
KapTov oampov  (£xz) npa
kapdiag  (exe)

10 (ext) npa

(6noauvpov) (v.1.)

a (ext) npa

Srayovreg (v.7))
(mpognng) (v.2/3)

e1¢ Ta 00w PAettodv kat emiBarlwv Ty yetpa
autov et apotpov (1.2)
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Luke 9:62 ™ Baoiheia  (exe)
“Luke 10:1 omit Suo (indeterminable cf. Luke 10:17)°
“Luke 10:17 omit duo (indeterminable, see Luke 10:1)
Luke 10:21 ev Tw Trveupatt (v.3.)
Luke 10:21 kar g yng (exr) npa
Luke 10:37 ou (ext) npa
Luke 10:42 Moapia (v.1.)
Luke 10:42 avtng (ext)

“Luke  11:33 uto Tov podiov  (indeterminable, cf. Matt 5:15;
Mark 4:21; Luke 8:16)

Luke 11:43 Paproator (v.1.)

Luke 12:8 opoloynon (ext)

Luke 12:8 TV ayyehw (ext) npa

Luke 12:11 eig (1)

Luke 12:11 ouvaywYag Kat Tag apyas  (zxz) npa
Luke 12:11 (rtpopeprpvore) (v.2)

Luke 12:11 g (v.1.)

Luke 12:19 (oroxetpeva) (ext) npa

Luke 12:20 amattovoly  (ext)

Luke 12:22 vpwv  (v.1.)

Luke 12:22 vpwv Clem™ (v.2.)/omit Clem™ (exe)
Luke 12:23 yop (exe)

Luke 12:24 TOUG KOpaKAg (ext) npa

Luke 12:24 ou (rxe)

> While Clement refers to the efSopnkovra in Strom. 3.116.3, the allusion is far
too remote to attribute it directly to the manuscript tradition of Luke 10:1 or 10:17
on the basis of a one-word agreement.
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Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
+Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
+Luke
Luke
Luke
Luke
+Luke
Luke

12:24
12:24
12:24
12:27
12:27
12:28
12:29
12:30
12:31
12:35
12:48
12:49
13:32
13:32
14:8

14:13
14:15
14:15
14:16
14:20
14:26
14:26
16:9

16:9

16:16
16:20
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oude (xt)
autoug (zxt) npa
vpelg (exe) npa
oute vBet oute uparver (v.1.)
ot (v.1)
apgpievvuor  (v.1.)
n (1)
(@nrer) (v.1)

Tou Beou  (v.1.)

E0TWOOV UH®V Al 00¢pUEeg Teptelwopevor  (£xe) npa
edoBn (ext) npa

emt  (ext) npa

amotehw  (ext)

m tprtn  (&xt) npa

el yopoug (exr) npa

motng doxnv  (v.1.)
pokaptog og  (v.1.)

aptov (ext)

emoinoev  (v.1.)

eynpa (exe) npa

matepa (v.2)

& (v.1)

eauToig pthoug (v.1.)

popwva g adikiag  (zxz) npa

(pexpig) (exe)

T1ig (exr) npa
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Luke 16:20 AaCapog (ext)
Luke 16:21 (ex) (exr)

Luke 16:21 mAouotou (£xr) npa

Luke 17:3 apoptn  (exe)
Luke 17:4 katto (v.1.)
Luke 17:4 emtakic  (ext)

Luke 17:4 mpog ot (ext)
Luke 19:8 npon (v.1.)

Luke 19:9 owmpia (£xe) npa
Luke  20:34 Yopouot (ext) npa
+Luke 22:31 (o xuptog) (v.1.)
Luke 24:42 nepog  (ext)

John  1:3 oubev ev (zxt) npa

John  1:4 eotiv Clem™ (exr) npa /v Clem? (v.7.)
John  1:18 o povoyevng Beog  (v.1.)

John  1:18 o povoyevng viog  (v.2)

+John 1:27 ouk etpt (v.2.)

John  1:27 aEiog (ext) npa

John  3:19 10 (£xr) npa

John  3:19 nyamnoav ot avBpwtot pakhov o okotog  (£xz) npa
John  4:34 momow  (ext)

John  6:27 aMa (v.1.)

John 632 eSoxev (n.1)

John  6:33 aptog (exe) npa

John  6:40 avaothow avtov  (v.1.)



John
+John
John
John
John
John
John
John
+John
+John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John

6:40
6:47
6:51
6:51
6:51
6:55
6:55
8:24
8:34
8:35
8:36
8:44
8:44
8:44
8:44
8:56
10:2
10:2
10:7
10:8
10:11
10:16
10:27
13:33
15:2
15:2
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ev (exe)
moTevwv  (£xt)
aptog (v.1.)
1 oapE pou eoTLV UTIEP NG Tou Koopou Cwng (£x) npa
uttep  (ext)
oAnbng  (ext)
alnBng eotiv oot (£xr) npa
motevonte (£xe) npa
eotiv (v.1.)
atwva (v.1.)
eoeoBe (exr) npa
Tou (£xt) npa
OUY ECTNKEV (v.1)
ouk eoTiv aknBeia (exz) npa
otav (ext) npa
16n  (ext) npa
ewoepyopevog  (exr) npa
Topnv eoTt (£x¢) npa
n Bupa (exe) npa
mavres (ext) npa
TOnow  (exe) npa
yevnoovtat (exe) npa
axover (v.1.)
Hikpov  (ext)
(Kapno¢opouv) (v.1)

(kaptov mheww) (ex)
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John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
John
+John

Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
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15:12
16:7

17:21
17:21
17:21
17:22
17:22
17:22
17:23
17:24
17:24
17:24
17:24
17:25
20:29
21:4

5:440)
5:440)
6:33
7:13
7:14
10:23
11:27

kabwg (exr) npa
eyw (r.1) Clem™
matep  (£xe)
npvev (v.2)
moteun  (exe)
edwkag (v.1.)
dedwka  (ext) npa
ev’ (ext) npa
nyamnoag' (&x¢) npa
motep  (£xe)

oug (v.1.)

v epnv  (exe) npa
edwkag® (v.1.)
matep  (ext)
1dovreg (£xe) npa

em (v.1.)

CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF UBS*

Apparatus correct
Apparatus correct
Apparatus correct
Apparatus correct
Apparatus correct?
Apparatus correct

Apparatus correct

*See n. 1 above.
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Mate  13:13 Apparatus correct
Mate  13:350) Apparatus correct
Mate  19:11 Apparatus correct
Mate  23:9 Apparatus correct
Matt  23:25 Apparatus correct
Matt  23:26 Apparatus correct
Mate  23:38 Apparatus incorrect (indeterminable; cf. Luke 13:35)

Mark  8:38")  Apparatus correct

Mark ~ 8:38% Apparatus correct

Mark  10:19 Apparatus correct

Mark  10:21 Apparatus correct

Mark  10:24 Apparatus incorrect’
Mark  10:25 Apparatus correct

+Mark 10:26 omit Trpog eavtoug  (v.3.)
Mark  10:31 Apparatus correct

Luke 3:22 Apparatus correct
Luke 6:31 Apparatus correct
+Luke 7:28 (yuvaikev mpogntng)® (v. 1/2)

Luke 9:620 Apparatus correct
*Luke 10:1 Apparatus incorrect’

*Luke 10:17 Apparatus incorrect’

® Clement attests v.3, not v.4. The apparatus of UBS* is incorrect for this variant
reading.

% The apparatus of UBS? is correct for this variant reading.

7 Clement’s witness is indeterminable (see n. 2 above).
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Luke 10:21 Apparatus correct
“Luke 11:33 Apparatus incorrect’
Luke 12:27 Apparatus correct
Luke 16:21")  Apparatus correct
Luke 16:21®¥  Apparatus correct
Luke 17:3 Apparatus correct
Luke 20:34 Apparatus correct
+Luke 22:31 (o kuprog) (v.1.)
Luke 24:42 Apparatus correct

]ohn 1:3—4 Apparatus correct

John  1:4 Apparatus correct

John  1:18 Apparatus correct

+John 6:47 Moty (exr)

+John  8:34 omit TNG AHAPTIAG (v.1)
John  8:44 Apparatus correct

John  10:11 Apparatus correct
John  10:16 Apparatus correct
John  17:21 Apparatus correct
John  17:23 Apparatus correct
John  17:24 Apparatus correct

8 See Luke 10:1.
° It is indeterminable whether Clement refers to Luke 11:33; Matt 5:15; Mark
4:21; or Luke 8:16.
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