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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.  



xii  PREFACE

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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1

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.1

                                                      
1 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). Eusebius 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 Rechtgläubigkeit und Ketzerei im ältesten Christentum [2nd ed.; Tübingen: 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.2 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.”3 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 Goehring, 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. 

2 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: Origène 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 frühchristlichen 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 — 

3 Jerome, Ep. 70.4. Throughout this study I make use of existing English 
translations, though I frequently make minor alterations in light of modern usage 
without comment. 



 CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA 3 

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.4 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.5 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.6 His Latin 

                                                      
4 Eldon J. 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, l 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, Text of the New Testament,
191–207; Bruce Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to 
Paleography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981). 

5 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). 

6 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 
Exegesis: 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, SecCent
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. J. A. Baker; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1973); 
Henry Chadwick, “The Liberal Puritan,” in Early Christian Thought and the 
Classical Tradition: Studies in Justin, Clement, and Origen (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1966), 31–65; John Patrick, Clement of Alexandria (Edinburgh: 
Blackwood & Sons, 1914); Claude Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie: Introduction à 
l’étude de sa pensée religieuse à partir de l’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.7 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.8 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.9 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.10

                                                      
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, The 
Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis [NHMS 35; trans. F. Williams; Leiden: Brill, 
1997], 196). 

8 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). 

9 Eusebius, 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.

10 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).  
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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 (Strom. 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”11—he later refers with affection 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 

                                                      
11 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,”12 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.13 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.14

                                                      
12 Though Eusebius does not specifically designate the school as “catechetical” 

when he first talks of Pantaenus’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). 

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

14 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. J. 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’École d’Alexandrie,” in 
Clément d’Alexandrie: Eglise d’hier et d’aujourd’hui (Paris: Éditions ouvrières, 1963), 
9–14; G. Bardy “Aux origines de l’école d’Alexandrie,” RSR 27 (1937): 65–90; idem, 
“Pour l’histoire de l’école d’Alexandrie,” Vivre et 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, The Roots 
of Egyptian Christianity, 178–89.
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As initially pointed out by Méhat and more recently Wilken,15 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.16 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.17 Unfortunately, there is no explicit evidence in 
Clement’s writings to support either conclusion.18 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.”19 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, Étude sur les “Stromates” de Clément d’Alexandrie (PatSor 7; Paris: 

Éditions 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.  
17 Ibid., 77–78, 86.  
18 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 

 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.  

19 Wilken, “Alexandria,” 17. Though it should be noted that Méhat still considers 
Clement to have been a presbyter (Méhat, Étude, 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.”20 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.21 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,22 a surprising fact, even if one 
questions Eusebius’s claim that Origen was Clement’s student (Hist. eccl.
                                                      

20 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).

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

22 E.g., Edgar J. Goodspeed, A History of Early 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 [ ], 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 . 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  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.23 The fact that Alexander refers to Clement in a 
second letter (Hist. eccl. 6.14.8–9) as “holy [ ] Clement” may indicate 
that his former use of  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.24 If  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.25 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 
                                                      

23 See n. 18 above. 
24 Hugo Koch, “War Klemens von Alexandrien ein Priester?” ZNW 20 (1921): 

43–48.
25 Méhat, Étude, 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.”26 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”27 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.  

I. Extant Writings: 
A. Stromateis (or Miscellanies) in eight books28

B.  Protrepticus (or Exhortation to the Greeks)
C. Paedagogus (Christ the Educator) in three books 
D. Quis dives salvetur (or Salvation of the Rich)

                                                      
26 Osborn, The Philosophy of Clement, 4.
27 Campenhausen, “Clement of Alexandria,” 30.  
28 The eighth book of the Stromateis is incomplete and followed by the Excerpta 

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). 



12 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

E. Excerpta ex Theodoto (Excerpts of Theodotus)
F. Eclogae propheticae (or Extracts from the Prophets)

II. Writings Partially Extant29

A. Hypotyposeis (or Outlines) selections from eight books 
B. On the Pascha 
C. Exhortation to Perseverance (or To the Newly Baptized)
D. Ecclesiastical Canon (or Against Judaizers)
E. On Providence

III. Works Either Lost or Never Written30

A. On Marriage (Paed. 3.41.3)31

B. On Continence (Paed. 2.52.2; 94.1)32

C. On First Principles (Strom. 3.13.1; 21.2; 5.140.2; and Quis
div. 26.8)33

D. On the Resurrection (Paed. 2.104.3) 
E. On Prophecy (Strom. 4.2.2; 5.88.4) 
F. On the Soul (Strom. 5.88.4) 
G. On the Origin of Man (Strom. 3.95.2) 
H. On the Devil (Strom. 4.85.3) 
I. On Prayer (Strom. 4.171.2) 
J. On the Origin of the Universe (Strom. 6.168.4) 

                                                      
29 With the exception of On Providence, which is mentioned by Photius, 

Eusebius also identifies the following works as belonging to Clement (Hist. eccl.
6.13.103).

30 Clement refers to the following works himself. 
31 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 ( μ μ )
would seem to indicate the work was completed later, when Strom. 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 ( μ ) 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. 

33 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.34

The oldest surviving manuscript is the tenth century Arethas Codex located 
in the Bibliothèque 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.”35 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 Protrepticus 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 Stromateis, 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.36 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.37 The 

                                                      
34 Otto Stählin’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–lxv; idem, Stromata Buch I–VI [vol. 2 of Clemens Alexandrinus; 4th ed.; 
ed. L. Früchtel and U. Treu; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1985], vii–xi; idem, Stromata 
Buch VII–VII, Excerpta ex Theodoto, Eclogae propheticae, Quis dives salvetur, 
Fragmente [vol. 3 of Clemens Alexandrinus; 2nd ed.; ed. L. Früchtel 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.  

35 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.

36 Stählin, Stromata Buch I–VI, vii; Ferguson, Introduction to Stromateis, 15. 
37 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.38 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 salvetur. 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.39

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.40 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), lxv-xci. See also I. Bywater, “Critical Notes on Clement of Alexandria,” JP 4 
(1872): 203–204. 

38Hort and Mayor, Clement of Alexandria, lxxix–lxxx. 
39For a fuller discussion, see the introductory comments on Clement’s text of 

Mark in chapter 4.  
40Evidence 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.41 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.42

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,43 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 Stromateis 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.44 Until the end of the nineteenth century, the traditional view 
                                                      

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

42 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
(SBLNTGF 7; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 29–52.  

43 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,” HeyJ 31 (1990): 179–94. She appears to work on the 
principle that all of Clement’s extant writings were written in Alexandria. 

44 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.45

This view is primarily based on the sequence of thought believed to be 
developed in the three works of his so-called trilogy: the Protrepticus,
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.46

Theodor Zahn agrees but makes one modification. He argues that Clement’s 
reference to his work First 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 salvetur must have been 
written at a later time outside of Alexandria.47

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

                                                      
45 Exponents of the traditional view include William Wilson, The Writings of 

Clement of Alexandria (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1901); repr. in vol. 2 of The Ante-
Nicene Fathers (ed. A. Roberts and J. 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 Stromateis is a digression and not the planned conclusion (the Didaskalos) to 
Clement’s trilogy (Clément d’Alexandrie: Étude sur les rapports du Christianisme et 
de la philosophie grecque au IIe siècle [2nd ed.; Paris: Leroux, 1906; repr., Frankfurt 
am Main: Minerva, 1967]). 

46 Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 10. 
47 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 altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius [2nd ed.; ed. K. Aland; Leipzig: 
Hinrichs, 1958], 2:19). While agreeing with Zahn, Tollinton argues that the 
introduction to Strom. 1 indicates it is likely Clement’s first “published” work. The 
Protrepticus and Paedagogus, according to Tollinton, precede the Stromateis, 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.48 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 Protrepticus and the Paedagogus 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 Stromateis.49

Traditional scholars highly contested this view, often devoting entire 
appendices to the subject.50

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.51

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; Paedagogus ca. 197; Stromateis 1 ca. 198; 

                                                      
48 Paul Wendland, review of Eugene de Faye, Clément d’Alexandrie: Étude sur 

les rapports du Christianisme et de la philosophie grecque au IIe siècle. TLZ 25 
(1898): 652–58; Carl Heussi, “Die Stromateis des Clemens Alexandrinus und ihr 
Verhältnis zum Protreptikos und Pädagogos,” ZWT 45 (1902): 465–512; Harnack, 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 2:1–23. 

49 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 über 
Klemens von Alexandria [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1933], 146ff.).  

50 Faye, Clément d’Alexandrie, 340–350; Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 301–8; 
and Tollinton, Clement of Alexandria, 2:324–33. 

51 Méhat, Étude, 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. 204–210.52

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,53 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 Matthew54 (cf. Méhat). 

2.  The textual character between Strom. 1–4 and 5–7 in Matthew or 
John55 reveals no significant difference (cf. Wendland, etc.).  

3.  The textual character of Clement’s citations to Matthew, Luke, and 
John56 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.57

                                                      
52 Méhat, Étude, 54.  
53 E.g., there are not a sufficient number of Gospel citations to come to any 

conclusion about the textual character of either Ecl. 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).  

54 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 Strom. 6–7 in either Gospel.  

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

56 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. 

57 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,
Stromateis, 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.”58 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 effect 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.  

                                                      
58 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.1 Whereas some Christians found little, if any, redeeming value in 
pagan literature,2 Clement’s concept of the divine Word or logos 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,

1 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,” TS 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,” SC 9 
(1992): 41–55; G. Brambillasca, “Citations de l’écriture sainte et des auteurs classiques 
dans le  de Clément d’Alexandrie,” StPatr 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.3

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.4

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,5 or from 
lower angels.6 While the Hebrew Bible also offers a partial expression of the 
divine , 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 , 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 (Strom. 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 .
 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.7 Since the content of Clement’s New Testament 

3 Dawson, Allegorical Readers, 184.  
4 Strom. 1.28.3; 37.1; 80.6; 6.41.7–42.3; 44.1; 7.10.2–11. 
5 Strom. 1.87.2; 150.1–4; 170.4; 2.20.1; 78.1; 6.27.5; 55.4 
6 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 
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canon is both more ambiguous and far more expansive than our twenty-
seven books,8 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, Stählin’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.9 As the number of references indicates, Clement places a high 
value on the Gospels and Paul.10

 Like other learned Alexandrians before and after him, Clement’s primary 
method of reading is allegory.11 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). 

8 While Clement appears to use the phrase  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  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 1 Clement, Barnabas, the Shepherd of 
Hermas, the Apocalypse of Peter, and the Didache (Goodspeed, A 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. 

9 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). 

11 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.12

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 in 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 . 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.13 Both the 

12 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. 

13 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  in the 
New Testament is not confined to a specific historical point in time. Rather, 
as the voice of God, it is a living  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 toto, 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 Clement’s text. These allusions are divided into two basic 
categories: (1) allusions that are textually significant for establishing 
Clement’s text;14 and (2) allusions that provide supporting evidence for 
readings already established.15

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.16

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.17 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.18 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 

14 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). 

15 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.

18 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”),19 his many deviations from all known manuscript 
readings,20 and, last of all, the loose nature of some of his citations.21

 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.22 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.23 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 

 and . According to the Thesaurus Linguae 
Graecae, the expression  occurs eighteen times in reference to the 
New Testament Gospels, while  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.24 In many of 

19 E.g., Paed. 2.4.5 of Luke 14:8,10; Prot. 84.3 of Heb 3:7–11; Strom. 5.15.3 of 
1 Cor 4:15. 

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

21 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 Earliest Christian Gospels—The Contribution of the Chester 
Beatty Gospel Codex P45 [ed. Charles Horton; London: T&T Clark, 2004], 119–20. I 
am indebted to Michael Holmes for this reference). 

22 E.g., Matt 25:34 (Paed. 3.93.4); Matt 25:36 (Quis div. 30.2).
23 See n. 18 above. 
24The expression  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,25 while in others the syntax of the passage appears to be slightly 
modified by Clement to fit his context.26 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.27 Surprisingly, while the introductory formula 
consistently introduces verbally accurate citations from the Pauline Epistles,28

of the six times it is used in connection to the Gospels it never introduces an 
exact quotation.29 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 , 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,  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). 

25 This use of  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. (Strom.
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  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); John 17:24–25 (Paed. 1.71.2). 

26 This use of  can be seen in Matt 13:13 (Strom. 1.2.3); 22:37 
(Paed. 3.88.1); John 8:24 (Strom. 5.85.1); 10:16 (Strom. 6.108.2). This use of 

 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 (Strom. 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). 

27 This use of  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  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). 

28 Rom 10:14–15 (Strom. 2.25.2); 8:36–37 (Strom. 4.47.5); 14:21 (Strom. 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). 

29 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: 
(“according to the words”),  (“thus” or “in this way”), 
(“straight on” or “openly”), and  (“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.30 In cases where they do refer to the New Testament, however, 
they generally refer to the Pauline Epistles;31 only rarely do they refer to the 
Gospels.32 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 

30 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  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. 
 24 8   (3 Plato) 0 1 3 12 

 69 (6) 37 (7 Plato) 13 0 16 3 
 53 (7) 23 (4 Plato) 14 0 16 (8 Sermon M) 0 

 21 (3) 5   (2 Plato) 5 0 8 0 
        
31  (0);  (8): Rom 2:17–20 (Strom. 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);  (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);  (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  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;  (1): Matt 
13:11; Mark 4:11 (Strom. 5.80.6);  (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);  (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. 



CLEMENT AND THE NEW TESTAMENT  29

degree of modification that is still greater than that associated with the other 
quotations of the New Testament.33

Another important introductory formula for our study of Clement’s 
citations is  (“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.34

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.35 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.36 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 

33 The more exact Gospel quotations are limited to the two chains of quotations 
introduced by (Strom. 4.34.3–6) and  (Strom. 4.70.1–4).

34 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 
(Matt 23:37 in Paed 1.76.1). 

35 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. 

36 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 Martyr 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. 



30 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Kingdom of God,” which stands in the Synoptic Gospels. But it is clearly an 
intentional variation, not a different reading.37

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: ,

, . On two occasions, however, he replaces 
 with  (Protr. 110.2; Paed. I 62.4). Why the change? 

Stewart contends that the change is “born of controversy.”38 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.”39

Clement clearly displays a desire to emphasize the unity of the  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. 
38 Stewart, “Doctrinal Influence,” 143. 
39 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  or , though 
even here the text may be slightly modified to fit his context. Gospel 
citations introduced by other more common introductory formulae used by 
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 teachings:
incidents are referred to but rarely in the ipsissima verba of the text) are less 
closely in accordance with the MSS. than quotations from other New 
Testament books.40

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  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 

40 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 Clement’s 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 1899.41 In the course of sixty-four 

41 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,”42 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 390.43 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.”44 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,”45 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.”46

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. 

42 Ibid., 2. 
43 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.  
44 Barnard, The Biblical Text of Clement, 2. 
45 Burkitt in ibid., xvii. 
46 Ibid., 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,47 Barnard 
bases his study on his own collations of Clement.48 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.49 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 

47 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. Stählin 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.  

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

49 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 of Chicago 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.50 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.51 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.  

50 Patrick, Clement of Alexandria, 311–16.
51 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 grâce for the use of the TR as 
a collation base in his “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL 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.52 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 Stählin’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 witnesses53 against each other, then records the attestations 
for and against Clement in “tables of readings” for each Gospel.54 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.”  
53 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. 

54 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.55 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,56 (2) does not properly identify as a parallel 
passage,57 or, as in one case, (3) mistakenly attributes to Clement.58 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 Stählin’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.”59 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. J. 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 Stromateis.60

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

56 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). 

57 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).  

58 Luke 6:30 (Strom. 2.100.4).
59 Swanson, “The Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria,” 11.  
60 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.61 This is followed by a full 
explanation of his methodology and an explanation of his critical apparatus.62

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 Stählin’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 all his extant writings. In 
addition, the analysis considers the textual affinity 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.e., 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 

61 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 Günther Zuntz.  

62 Ibid., 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,63 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”;64 (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.65 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.66 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 Stromateis.

5. GÉRASSIME ZAPHIRIS (1970) 

In 1970, Gérassime Zaphiris published a massive volume of over eleven 
hundred pages on Clement’s citations of Matthew.67 After presenting every 
quotation and allusion from Clement to the Gospel of Matthew based on 
editions of Stählin’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. 
64 Brooks, “The Text of the Pauline Epistles,” 34 n.1. 
65 Ibid., 33. 
66 See the discussion in Bruce Metzger and Bart Ehrman, The Text of the New 

Testament: Its 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. 

67Gérassime Zaphiris, Le texte de l’Évangile selon saint Matthieu d’après les 
citations de Clément d’Alexandrie comparées aux citations des pères et des 
théologiens grecs du II e au XV e siècle (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 (C1
and CII); and the Koine (K).68 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.”69 When he departs from this text, “it is to witness, in 
the first place, to the Caesarean text, and that in its Palestinian form (CII)
rather than its earlier Alexandrian form (C1). It is only secondarily that he 
agrees with the learned B recension.”70 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”71 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  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 CII over 
against the Alexandrian text. Text-critical studies have shown today, 
however, that the omission, deletion, or even the interchange of particles 
like , , , and  at the beginning of a quotation are particularly 
susceptible to modification and therefore should not be used to determine 
textual affinity.72 Zaphiris’s reliance on the omission  as primary evidence 

68 Ibid., 7. 
69 Ibid., 932. 
70 Ibid. 
71 Ibid., 6. 
72 Bruce Metzger, review of Gérassime Zaphiris, Le texte de l’Évangile selon 

saint Matthieu d’après les citations de Clément d’Alexandrie comparées aux citations 
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of textual consanguinity is even more surprising since  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  at the beginning of Matt 19:6. In addition to 
being questionable for the same reason as the omission of  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.73 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 pères et des théologiens grecs du II e au XV e siècle, 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.-É. 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 Matthäus-Evangelium in den Werken des 
Clemens von Alexandrien,” Div 12 (1968): 675–98; “Papyrus Bodmer XIV [P75] 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.”74 Mees also notes 
that Clement’s citations lack the distinctive longer readings that characterize 
the “Western” tradition.75 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.76

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.77 On the basis of his understanding of Clement’s catechetical use of 

74 Mees, “Das Matthäus-Evangelium,” 693; idem, “Papyrus Bodmer XIV [P75]
und die Lukaszitate,” 112–13. 

75 Ibid.
76 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 Matthäus-
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,78 and two other 
citations do not even belong to Clement.79 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 P45 for Matthew, only two of these are valid;80 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 ‘rel ’ are in error; 17 additional readings in support 
of Clement and 27 against could have been cited.”81 Gordon Fee also notes 
similar errors in attestation.82 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!83 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. 

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

80 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, JBL 89 (1970): 518–19. 

82 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. 

83 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 1970,84 demonstrate the need for a fresh evaluation of 
Clement’s text of the New Testament. 

84 See chapter 5.  
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INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXT AND 
CRITICAL APPARATUS 

THE TEXT1

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.2
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; 

1 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;3 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.4 Whenever Clement’s text is reconstructed, it occurs at the 
bottom of all the references, and the heading TEXT designates it.5

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 

4 I 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 see 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. 

5 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). 



48 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

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 
( ] ), 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 Clempt. This abbreviation appears before all the other witnesses. 
The symbol “rell.” (reliqui, i.e., 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.6 These witnesses are selected for two reasons: (1) they comprise 

6 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;7 and (2) they 
are consistently used in recent studies of patristic quotations.8 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,9 Athanasius,10 Didymus,11 and 
Cyril.12 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, Introduction 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 1, f 13). 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.”

9 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.

10 Brogan, “Text of the Gospels.” 
11 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.13 It 
would be presumptuous to have automatically classified these Alexandrian 
fathers as leading witnesses of the so-called Alexandrian text-type.14

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.15

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. 

14 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 Early 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. 

15 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.16 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 1).17 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.18 For this reason, MS 1582 is included as one of the representative 
manuscripts of the Caesarean text-type.  

Finally, though the UBS4 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 UBS4 is identical with the NA27 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 (P45, W in Mark, f 1, f 13), 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 1, f 13, 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, Text-Critical Methodology and 
the Pre-Caesarean Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981).

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

18 MS 1582 differs from f 1 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 1 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:     B UBS4

Secondary Alexandrian:      C L 33 892  
Western:         D a b e k 
Caesarean:         f 1 f 13 1582 
Byzantine:        A E  TR 
Church fathers:        Or, Ath, Did 

Mark 

Primary Alexandrian:      B  UBS4

Secondary Alexandrian:      C  L    33  579  892 
Caesarean:           f 1  f 13  1582 
Byzantine:         A  E    TR 
Western:         D  a  b  e  k 
Church fathers:        Or  Ath  Did 

Luke

Primary Alexandrian:      P75 B  UBS4

Secondary Alexandrian:      C  L    33  579  892 
Caesarean:        P45   f 1  f 13  1582 
Byzantine:         A  E    TR 
Western:        D  a  b  e 
Church fathers:        Or  Ath  Did 

John

Primary Alexandrian:      P66  P75 (8:39-21:25) B  UBS4

Secondary Alexandrian:      C  L  W    33  579  892 
Caesarean:        P45   f 1  f 13  1582 
Byzantine:         A  E    TR 
Western:         (1:1-8:38) D  a  b  e 
Church fathers:        Or  Ath  Did  Cyr 
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the Synoptic Gospels under the direction of the International Greek New 
Testament Project.19

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 Stählin’s critical edition, as revised by 
Ludwig Früchtel and Ursula Treu, continues to be the most reliable edition 
of Clement’s work available. The most recent attempt to improve on 
Stählin’s work has been by Miroslav Marcovich. In spite of the corrections 
and editions made to Stählin’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.”20 In order to address 
his concern, Marcovich published new editions of Clement’s Protrepticus 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 

19 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 
für Neutestamentliche Textforschung in Münster. 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 NA27. 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,” FgNT 13 (2000): 111–18. 
For a history of the IGNTP, see Eldon J. Epp, “The International Greek New 
Testament Project: Motivation and History,” NovT 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.21 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 Stählin’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 Stählin for the sake of accuracy and thoroughness. Marcovich’s 
emendations have been included in the footnotes when it seemed relevant. 

Can. ec.   Canon ecclesiasticus 22 (GCS 17 [1970]) 
Ecl.    Eclogae propheticae (GCS 17 [1970]) 
Exc.   Excerpta ex Theodoto (GCS 17 [1970]; SC23 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.   Protrepticus (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]) 

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

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

23 The Sources chrétiennes volumes do not constitute new critical editions of 
Clement’s work. They merely reproduce the text of Stählin’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 Stählin’s revised work currently available. I am also indebted to the 
work of François 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]  Adaptation 

[Ad]*  Adaptation that attests a reading of one or more of the  
significant variants in the apparatus 

[All]  Allusion 

[All]*  Allusion that attests a reading of one or more of the  
significant variants in the apparatus 

[C]   Citation 

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

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

[L]   Lemma 

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

NA   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)  

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

TEXT  Indicates the reconstructed text used as the basis of collation 

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

pt   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
 ( μ
  μ  μ ·

) μ ,
  μ ,  μ

μ   (Strom.
  1.147.5) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A D e Or Ath (Did)

------------------ 
μ  B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 ] μ

μ   Did  [NA: a b] 

1  B C E L  f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4] add 
  Did  [NA: a b] 

 B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a k TR UBS4]
add   Did b  

2 B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did] sunt 
(= ) a b 

μ ] sunt (= ) a b; omit  B C E L  f 1 f 13 892  
1582 k TR UBS4   [Lac. Did] 
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Matt 2:1–2
 μ  μ μ ,

μ μ
(Strom. 1.71.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A e  Ath Did  

Matt 2:11
μ μ

μ   (Paed. 2.63.5) [All] 
________________________ 

Lac. A e  (Or) Ath Did 

Matt 5:3 
( ,) μ · ( ;)

μ   (Quis div 17.5) [C] 

 μ μ
μ μ , μ μ

(Quis div. 16.3) [All] 

 …  μ μ    (Quis div 19.2) [All]  
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e Ath  

  ------------------ 
μ  B C E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Did] 

μ  D  [NA: a b k]

Matt 5:41

μ ,   (Strom. 4.37.5) [C] 

  (Strom. 4.26.1) [All] 
________________________ 

                                                      
1 Matt 5:4 and 5 are inverted in D 33 a b k. 
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Lac. A L  e (Or) Ath 

* B C D E  f 1 f 13 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or] add
c 33 892 Did

Matt 5:5 
μ  ( ) , μ

(Strom. 4.36.1) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e Ath 

Matt 5:6 
μ :

(Quis div 17.5) [Ad] 

μ   (Strom. 4.26.2) [Ad] 

μ  ( )
,   (Strom. 5.70.1) [Ad] 

μ :
μ   (Ecl. 14.4) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 1.7.2) [All] 

  (Strom. 4.25.2) [All] 

, μ   (Strom. 4.26.3) [All] 

TEXT: μ …
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e Ath 

Matt 5:7 
( ) μ μ ,

(Strom. 4.38.1) [C] 
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 μ μ  μ ,   (Paed.
3.92.2) [Ad] 

 ( )   (Strom. 2.91.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A L (a) e Or Ath 

B C D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

Did] miseribitur Deus (= ) a  b; misericordiam 
insequitur (= ) k

Matt 5:8 
μ ,   (Strom.

2.50.2) [C] 

μ ,
(Exc. 11.1) [C] 

μ  ( ) ,
  (Strom. 4.39.1) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 5.7.7) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 1.94.6) [All] 

μ   (Strom. 6.102.2) [All] 

  (Strom. 6.108.1) [All]  

  (Strom. 7.13.1) 
[All]

  (Strom. 7.19.2) [All] 

μ
(Strom. 7.56.5) [All] 

μ
  (Strom. 7.57.1) 

[All]
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μ μ   (Strom. 7.68.4) 
[All]

μ   (Quis div. 19.3) [All] 

TEXT: μ ,
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e

B C D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4 Or
Ath Did] mundo (= ) a b  

------------------ 
B C D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Or Ath

Did] Dominum (= ) k 

Matt 5:9 
μ   (Strom. 1.7.2) [C] 

μ  ( )   (Strom. 4.40.2) [C]  

+   (Strom. 4.41.2) [C]2

TEXT: μ ,
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e (Or) Ath  

  B E f1 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4 ] omit  C D f13 a
b Did  [Lac. Or] 

Matt 5:10 
μ μ   (Strom. 4.25.1) [C] 

μ   (Strom. 4.26.2) [Ad] 

                                                      
2 Clement attaches this citation to the first half of Matt 5:10. 
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μ  ( ) μ  +  (Strom. 4.41.2) 
[C]3

________________________ 

  Lac. A L e (Or) Did 

------------------ 
 B D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Ath] add 

  C  [NA: a b k] 

 B C E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or Ath]  
  D 

Matt 5:13 
 ( )  (Quis div. 36.1) [C] 

μ   (Paed. 3.82.4) [Ad] 

μ   (Strom. 1.41.3) [Ad] 

TEXT: μ  … 
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e (Or) Ath 

c B C E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did] *

D Or  [NA: a b k]

Matt 5:14 
μ μ   (Exc. 9.3) [C] 

μ   (Quis div. 36.1) [C] 

μ μ   (Strom. 4.80.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A L e (Or) Ath 

                                                      
3 This citation is attached to the second half of Matt 5:9. 
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μ B C D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4 Or
Did] huis mundi  (= μ ) a b 

------------------ 
μ B C D E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or

Did] add 

Matt 5:16 
μ 4 μ   (Strom. 3.36.4) [All] 

μ  (Strom. 4.171.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C e (Or) Ath 

Matt 5:17 
( ) μ

(Strom. 3.46.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Ath Did 

Matt 5:18 
 μ , μ μ

(Protr. 82.1) [Ad] 
________________________ 

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

Matt 5:19 
μ  ( )   (Strom.

2.97.2) [Ad]* 
________________________
                                                      

4 The substitution of  for  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 

μ  …  /  μ
  B E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b k  

TR UBS4 Or Did] omit in toto  D 5 [Lac. 33] 

Matt 5:20 
μμ   (Strom. 6.115.3) [C] 

( )  μ μ
μμ ,

  (Strom. 3.33.3) [Ad]* 

( :)  μ μ
μμ   (Strom. 6.164.2) [Ad]* 

TEXT: …  μ μ
μμ  … 

________________________ 

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

μ B E L f13 892 1582 UBS4 Did] 
μ  Clempt f 1 33vid a b TR; iustitia (= ) k

------------------ 
omit in toto D 

 B E L f1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]  
; omit D  [Lac. 33] 

/ /  B E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

Did]  L; omit D   [NA: a b k]

 ]  B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR 
UBS4; omit D   [Lac. Did] 

                                                      
5 Though Clement’s adaptation is quite loose here, it still indicates he was aware 

of the reading ,  μ .
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Matt 5:22
 μ   (Paed. 2.50.2) [All]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e (Or) Ath Did 

* B  UBS4 Or] c D E L f1 f 13 33 892  
1582 a b k TR

Matt 5:25
,  μ

  (Strom. 4.95.2) [C] 

( ) μ ,
  (Strom. 4.95.3) [Ad]* 

TEXT:  μ
, μ … ,… …

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Or Ath (Did) 

 μ  E k TR] μ  B  
D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b UBS4 Did

  a b]  B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582  
k TR UBS4;   D  [Lac. Did]

B f 1 f 13 892 1582 k UBS4] add   E L
33 a b TR; add  D  [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
 B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] omit D 

Matt 5:27
 μ :  μ  +  (Strom. 3.8.4) [Ad] 

μ :  μ  +  (Strom. 3.71.3) [Ad] 

TEXT:  …  μ
________________________ 

Lac. A C e (Or) Ath Did 
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Matt 5:28
μ μ

(Strom. 3.94.3) [C] 

μ μ   (Strom. 2.50.2) [Ad] 

μ  μ μ  ( )  (Strom. 2.66.1) [Ad] 

+ μ μ  ( )  (Strom.
3.8.4) [Ad] 

, μ   (Strom. 3.9.1) [Ad] 

, μ μ   (Strom. 3.31.1) [Ad] 

+ : μ   (Strom. 3.71.3) [Ad] 

μ μμ μ
 R μ   (Strom. 3.76.1) [Ad] 

( μ ) , μ
μ  μ μ   (Strom. 4.114.2) [Ad] 

μ , μ  μ  μ μ   (Protr. 108.5) [All] 

μ 6, , μ   (Paed. 3.33.2) [All] 
μ μ   (Strom. 2.61.3) [All]  

 μ μ   (Strom. 3.46.4) [All] 
μ , ,

                                                      
6 While the existence of shared textual traditions in the early church is 

indisputable, Bellinzoni’s suggestion that Clement’s use of the compound verb 
μ  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 μ  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 μ  and 

 is not significant enough to conclude that the use of one or the other is 
deliberate instead of accidental. Third, when Clement uses μ , 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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μ , μ
μ :  (Strom. 4.116.1) [All] 

TEXT:  … μ
μ  … 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Ath Did 

μ *  Or] add   B D E L f13 33 892 1582 a
b UBS4; c f 1 TR; causam (= ?) k 

 B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or] omit  

------------------ 
 B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR

UBS4 Orpt] μ  Orpt; μ  Orpt

Matt 5:36
7 ( )

μ   (Paed. 3.16.4) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Or Ath Did 

 [μ 8]  μ  (D) (k)]  μ
 μ   f 1 1582; μ

μ  B 33 892 (a) (b) UBS4; μ  μ
  E TR; μ  μ   L;  

μ  μ ;  μ
 μ   f 13

------------------ 
 ]  B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR

UBS4

                                                      
7 Marcovich replaces  with .
8 While μ  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 
( ) μ

(Strom. 5.99.1) [C]9

μ  (Strom. 7.67:5) [C] 10

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 ] add D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (b) 

(k) TR UBS4;  B 

Matt 5:42
 ( ),  μ

  (Strom. 3.54.1) [C]  
________________________ 

Lac. A C e Or Ath (Did) 

 B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4] omni
petenti/poscenti (= ) a b k  [Lac. Did]

 B D  f 13 892 UBS4]   E L f1 33 1582 TR  [NA:  
a b k; Lac. Did] 

B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did]
  D a b (k) 

                                                      
9 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 μ  that 
appears in the manuscript tradition of Matthew but not in James. 

10 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. 

μ ] μ B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 [NA: a b k] 
(a) (b) ] omit   B D E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4;   L (a) (b)
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  D k] B E L f1 f 13

33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Did 

------------------ 
c D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] *

Matt 5:44 
μ  ( ), μ

μ , 11 μ  … +  
(Strom. 44.95.1) [Ad]* 12

________________________ 

Lac. A C e Ath Did 

μ μ  E L f 13 33 892 TR]  
omit  B f 1 1582 a b k UBS4 Or;  … μ  D

------------------ 
B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Orpt]   Orpt

μ  ] omit  B f 1 1582 k UBS4 Or; add 
μ μ   D E L f13 33 892 (a) (b); add 

 μ μ  (a) (b) TR 

μ  ] μ  E L f13 33 892 1582 a b k TR Or; omit  B D 
f 1 1582 UBS4

                                                      
11 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. 

  E L  f 13 33 892 TR Or pt]   D 
a b; omit  B f 1 1582 UBS4;   Or pt; eis qui (= ?) 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 

; 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 
+ ( ) μ

  (Strom. 4.95.1) [C] 

 (Strom. 4.137.2) [C]13

μ  (Strom. 5.18.7) [C] 

  (Protr. 114.3) [Ad] 

 μ  ( )   (Paed. 1.72.3) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 6.29.2) [Ad] 

μ
 (Exc. 9.3) [Ad] 

 μ , , μ
(Paed. 1.72.2) [All] 

μ
(Strom. 7.85.2) [All] 

μ  (Strom. 7.86.5) [All] 

TEXT: … μ , …  
 … 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Ath (Did) 

f 13 33 Orpt] B D E L f1 892
1582 TR UBS4 Orpt [NA: a b k; Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] omit

Did c B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a  
b TR UBS4 Or Did] omit *; ;;superiuseos et iniustos  
(= ?) k 

                                                      
13 The context indicates this is a quotation rather than an allusion. 
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Matt 5:48 
( ) μ    

(Strom. 4.137.3) [Ad]*  

 ( )   (Strom. 6.104.2) [Ad]* 

( ) μ
(Strom. 7.88.4) [Ad]* 

 μ μ μ
  (Strom. 7.81.3) [All]  

μ μ   (Strom.
7.88.6) [All]  

TEXT: … μ  … 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C e (Or) Ath 

B E L f1 f 13 33 1582 UBS4 Or Did]   D 892
TR  [NA: a b k] 

  ( )  b k TR] o B E L f1 f 13

33 892 1582 a UBS4 Or Did;  D 

------------------ 
μ B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]  
μ  Or 

Matt 6:2–3 
, , μ  μ   (Strom. 4.138.2) 

[All]
________________________ 

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

Matt 6:6 
μ  μ

(Paed. 3.82.3) [All] 
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μ ,   (Strom. 1.34.1) [All] 

μ   (Strom. 7.49.7) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C  (33) e Did 

Matt 6:16–18
, ,  μ   (Strom. 4.138.2) 

[All]
________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Or Ath Did 

Matt 6:19 
μ  ( ) μ ,

(Strom. 4.33.4) [C] 

  (Strom
3.56.2) [Ad]* 

 μ
  (Strom 3.86.3) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C e Ath (Did) 
B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4

Or] erugo et tinea (= ) a b  [Lac. Did] 

     B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]
 D k;  Or [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Or Did]  D 

μ B D E L f1 f13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or Did] 
μ
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2 ] add B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR

UBS4 Or  [Lac. Did] 

Matt 6:20 
,  μ  μ  μ

  (Quis div. 13.3) [Ad]* 

μ  …  (Paed. 3.34.3) 
[All]

________________________ 

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

 μ  / B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR
UBS4] erugo neque tinea (= ) a b14  [Lac. D Or Did] 

------------------ 
B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 b k TR UBS4 Orpt

Did]   a Orpt

Matt 6:2415

,  μ μ
(Strom. 4.30.4) [Ad]* 

,  μ μ
(Strom. 7.71.6) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C D e Or Ath 

                                                      
14 Since the distinction in Classical Greek between the negative particles  and 

μ  and their compounds is not consistent in later Hellenistic Greek, no significance is 
attached to Clement’s use of μ  instead of  in his adaptation of Matt 6:20. See 
Herbert W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956), 
608–9; Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; Sheffield: 
Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 281. 

15 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  after 

. While  is found in the text of Matt 6:25 in manuscripts L  1071, the 
late date of these manuscripts indicates a likely harmonization with Luke. 
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 B E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]
  L

------------------ 
 B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR

UBS4 Did]  Clempt

 B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Did] 
Domino (= )

Matt 6:3216

μ : +  (Strom.
4.34.6) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C D e Or Ath Did  

μ * a b k] μ c B E f1 f 13 33 892 1582
TR UBS4;   L  

------------------ 
  B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] add 

Matt 6:3317

+ 18

 (  μ ,  μ )
μ   (Strom. 4.34.6) [Ad]* 

,
μ (Paed. 2.120.2) 

________________________ 

                                                      
16 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  in both references, and the use of  in 
Paed. 2.120.1 suggests that this reference refers to Matt 6:33, not Luke 12:31. 

18 Clement’s references to Matt 6:33 suggest another common tradition in the 
early church. Like Clement, Justin has the reading  (Apol.
15.16), and his text is identical to Clement's reference in Paed. 2.120.2, except for the 
omission of  (Bellinzoni, Sayings of Jesus, 90–91).
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Lac. A C D e Or Ath 

------------------ 
 …  E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a)  

(b) (k) TR UBS4 Didpt]  …  B Didpt 

 ] omit   B Didpt;   E L  f 1 f 13 33 892  
1582 a b k TR UBS4 Didpt

Matt 6:34 
( ) μ 19 μ μ μ

  (Paed. 1.17.2) [Ad]*20

μ  μ μ  ( )   (Paed. 1.98.4) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C D e Or Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
μ μ  ] μ μ  B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR  
UBS4 Did  [NA: a b k] 

*************** 
  Did]  B E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k  

TR UBS4

Matt 7:6 
( ) μ  μ , μ

μ   (Strom.
1.55.3) [Ad]* 

                                                      
19 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  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  in Didymus’s text is genetically 
significant, since it only occurs in a single brief adaptation (see Ehrman, Didymus the 
Blind, 50). 

20 Since Clement’s adaptation omits a clause from the middle of this quotation, it 
is impossible to determine whether his text includes the conjunction  after 

 ( ).
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 μ   (Strom. 2.7.4) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A D e (Or) (Ath) 

E f1 892 1582 a b k TR Didpt]
 B C L f13 33 UBS4 Didpt  [Lac. Or Ath] 

------------------ 
 B E L f1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4]

  33  [Lac. Or Ath] 

*************** 
μ   Or Athpt Didpt] add μ  B C E L  f 1 f 13

33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Athpt Didpt

Matt 7:13
( )

μ
(Strom. 4.34.1) [Ad]** 

( )  ( )
 (Strom. 5.31.1) [Ad] 

μμ   (Strom. 2.68.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A D (33) e Or Ath 

* a b k Didpt] add c B C E L f1 f 13 33vid

892 1582 TR UBS4 Didpt

* ] add c B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k   
TR UBS4 Did 

------------------ 
 ]  B C E L  f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did   

[Na: a b k; Lac. 33] 
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Matt 7:14 
 ( ) μμ  ( )  (Strom. 4.5.3) [All] 

( μ . . . μ
) μμ   (Strom. 5.31.1) [All] 

μμ   (Strom. 6.2.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A D (33) e Ath 

Matt 7:15
μ μ

(Protr. 4.3) [All] 

μμ   (Strom.
1.40.5) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A D (33) e Or Ath Did 

Matt 7:21 
 μ

, μ  μ   (Quis div.
29.6) [C] 

, μ   (Strom. 7.74.8) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A D e (Or) Ath 

------------------ 
μ  B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or] μ   Did 

 B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (b) (k) TR 
UBS4 Or]   Clempt

μ c B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4]
μ *  [Lac. Or] 
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 μ  B E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (b) (k) TR  
UBS4 Or]  Clempt  [Lac. Or] 

Matt 8:12 
(  …) :

μ μ   (Paed. 1.91.1) 
[Ad]*

________________________ 

Lac. A D e Or Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
 ]  (-  Didpt) c B C E L

f1 f 13 33 1582 892 TR UBS4; * Didpt (exient) k 
(ibunt) a b  

Matt 9:29 
( )  (Paed. 1.29.3) [Ad] 

( :)   (Strom. 2.49.1) [Ad] 

( :)   (Exc. 9.1) [Ad] 

TEXT: …  …  … 
________________________ 

  Lac. A (33) e Or Ath Did 

Matt 10:5 
 μ μ  μ  …

( )  (Strom. 3.107.1) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A e Ath Did 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4 Or]
civitatibus  (= )  a b 

μ  B C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or]
μ   D a b k 
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------------------ 
c B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]  

omit *

 B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Did]  
; ieritis (= )  k 

 B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]  

Matt 10:10 
  (Strom. 2.94.3) [Ad]*  

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Or Ath (Did) 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 1582 k TR UBS4 Did] μ
892 a b 

Matt 10:16 
μ μ

(Strom. 7.82.6) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A e Or Ath 

Matt 10:20
μ μ  μ   (Strom. 4.73.4) [All]21

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Ath Did 

                                                      
21 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 affinity with D is significant or merely 
accidental.

  D Or] μ  B C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k
TR UBS4
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Matt 10:23 
( μ ,) μ

  (Strom. 4.76.1) [C]22

________________________ 

  Lac. A e (Ath) Did 

B C E L f1 33 892 1582 a b k TR USB4 Or Ath]  
  D f 13

  C D E L  TR]  B f 1 33 892 1582
UBS4 Or Ath; f 13 [NA: a b k] 

Matt 10:24 
 μ ,  +  (Strom. 2.77.4) [Ad]*  

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Ath Did 

  B C D E L f1 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Or] add f 13

Matt 10:25 
+ μ  (Strom. 2.77.4) [Ad] 

 μ , (
)  (Strom. 6.114.5) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A e (Or) Ath Did 

                                                      
22 Since Clement’s quotation ends with  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. 

 /  B C E  33 892 k TR] add 
μ   D a b; add 
μ  …   L; add μ  … 

; add μ …  f 1 f 13 1582; add 
 …  Or pt; add  …  Or pt
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Matt 10:2723

 ( ) μ
(Strom. 1.56.2) [Ad]*  

 … μ  ( )   (Strom.
6.124.5) [Ad]* 

TEXT: … μ
________________________ 

Lac. A e Ath Did 

 B C D E L f13 33 892 a b k TR UBS4 Or]
 f 1 1582  

 B C E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR USB4]
  D  Or;   L

μ B C D E L f13 33 892 a b k TR UBS4 Or] add 
μ   f 1 1582 

------------------ 
 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13

33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or 

Matt 10:32
μ μ μ ,

μ μ  μ
  (Strom. 4.70.3) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

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

 B C E  f 1 f 13 33vid 892 1582 k TR UBS4

Or Did]   D b;   L 

                                                      
23 The presence of , 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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3 D E L f1 1582 TR Orpt] add   B C f 13 892 UBS4

Orpt [NA: b k; Lac. 33 Did] 

------------------ 
μ  B C D L f1 f 13 892 1582 k TR UBS4] omit E; me 

(= -μ ) b  [Lac. 33] 

*************** 
μ   Orpt Didvid] μ  B C D E L
f1 f 13 33 892 1582 b (k) TR UBS4 Orpt

Matt 10:37
 μ μ  …  μ  (Strom.

7.93.5) [C] 24

________________________ 

  Lac. A e (Or) Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
 μ  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR

UBS4 Did] matrem aut patrem (=μ ) k [Lac. Or] 

Matt 10:39

  (Strom. 4.27.2) [Ad]*  
________________________ 

  Lac. A e Ath Did 

------------------ 
 … c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Or] omit *

                                                      
24 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. 

 D B Didvid] add μ
μ  C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TRUBS4 Or 
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 B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or] 
  D; omit *

 ] add μ  B C D E L 
f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or] 
invenit (= )  a b; invenerit (= ) k 

Matt 10:41 
 ( ) μ  μ

, μ , μ
, μ μ  +  (Strom. 4.36.4) [Ad] 

μ μ
 μ μ  +  (Quis div. 31.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Or Ath Did 

------------------
 … μ A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k  

TR UBS4] omit D25

Matt 10:42 
+  μ  μ ,

μ   (Strom. 4.36.4) [Ad]* 

+  μ μ  μ
 μ   (Quis div. 31.4) [All]*  

________________________ 

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

μ  B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
  D b k  [Lac. a Or] 

                                                      
25 Though Clement adapts the text from μ  to , it is 

clear he does not follow D in omitting this reading. 
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μ  μ  B C D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR
UBS4 Or] in nomine meo (= μ  μ ) a b; omit E 

 μ  B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
μ  D a b k  [Lac. Or] 

------------------ 
] B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 b k TR

UBS4 [Lac. a Or] 

]  D b Or; omit  B C E L
f1 f 13 (33) 892 1582 k TR UBS4

Matt 11:1226

  (Strom. 5.16.7) [Ad]* 

  (Quis div. 21.3) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A (a) e Or Ath Did 

  D] omit  Clempt B C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

[NA: a b k] 

------------------ 
 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582

b k TR UBS4  [Lac. a] 

27 c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4] *

                                                      
26 While the corrected text of Sinaiticus has the distinctively Matthaean phrase 

 added to the end of Luke 16:16, it is more probable that 
Clement is referring to Matt 11:12. Since the phrase  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  with  is a characteristic shared only with the text of Codex Bezae in 
Matt 11:12. 

27Clement’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. 

 B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] c
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Matt 11:18 
 ( )  μ  μ :
μ . +  (Strom. 3.52.4) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Or Ath (Did) 

Matt 11:19 
+ , :

, μ
(Strom. 3.52.4) [C]** 

 ( ) , :
,   (Paed. 2.32.4) [Ad]28

________________________ 

  Lac. A e Or Ath Did 

L f13 a b] 29  B C D E
f1 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4

------------------ 
μ  ] μ B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582

a b k TR UBS4

Matt 11:2730

 μ , ,  μ
  (Paed. 1.88.2) [Ad] 

                                                      
28 Marcovich inserts the phrase  solely on the basis of the New 

Testament passage. 
29 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 Strom. 3.52.4. 

30 These references appear to be from Matt 11:27 rather than Luke 10:22 because 
they contain either  or  instead of the distinctly Lukan 

 or .
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 μ ,  μ
31   (Strom. 1.178.2) [Ad]*  

________________________ 

Lac. A e Or Did 

------------------
 ]   C; B D E L f1 f 13 33 892  

1582 TR UBS4  [NA: a b k] 

*************** 
  Ath]   B C D  

E f1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4;
  L;   33 

Matt 11:28 
 μ μ ,

μ  +  (Protr. 120.5) [C]  

( )  μ μ ,
μ   (Paed. 1.91.2) [C]  

________________________ 

  Lac. A (33) e 

μ  B C E L f1 f 13 33vid 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Ath Did]  μ  D a b k

------------------
 μ  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Orpt] omit  Orpt

Matt 11:29 
+  μ μ  μ μ , μ

,
μ  +  (Protr. 120.5) [C] 

                                                      
31 The following variant in Matt 11:27 is omitted since it is likely the result of 

itacism.  B C D E f 1 f 13 33 1582 TR UBS4]   L  892 Ath
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 ( ) μ  (
)  (Strom. 2.22.5) [Ad] 

( )  μ  ( ) +  (Strom. 5.30.3) [C]
________________________ 

  Lac. A e (33) Ath 

------------------ 
μ c B C D E L f1 f 13 33vid 892 1582 a b k TR  

UBS4 Or Did] omit  *

μ  B C D E f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] μ  L   
[Lac. 33] 

Matt 11:30 
+  μ  μ   (Protr.

120.5) [C] 

+   (Strom. 5.30.3) [Ad]* 

μ μ
  (Strom. 2.126.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A (33) e Or Ath 

 B C D f1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 Did]  
  E L [Lac. 33] 

------------------
μ 2 B C D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b TR UBS4] omit k
[Lac. 33] 

Matt 12:36 
( ) ,

μ . +  (Paed. 2.50.2) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A e (Or) (Ath) Did 
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32 /   E (L)  f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR (Or);  
 C  33;  B (D) a b k UBS4  [Lac. Ath]  

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 1582 TR UBS4 Ath]  

  892 [NA: a b k; Lac. Or]

Matt 12:37
+ ( )  ( ),

  (Paed. 2.50.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A e Ath 

 B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 b k TR UBS4 Or Did]   D a 

 B C D E f1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or (- 
 Didpt)]   (L) 33 (-  Didpt)  [NA: a b k] 

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4

Or]   Did; justificaveris (= ) k 

2 /  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 
1582 b k TR UBS4 Or Did] omit a 

2 /  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Did] add 

2  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 k TR UBS4 Or Did]  
omit ; suis (= ) b [Lac. a] 

Matt 12:5033

 μ  ( ) μ
μ  μ   (Ecl. 20.3) [Ad]  

                                                      
32 Though Clement’s use of  is singular rather than plural, his use of the 

subjunctive mood indicates that his text supports this reading. Both L and Or read 
instead of , but the distinction is not significant. 

33 The inclusion of the distinctly Matthaean phrase μ  indicates 
that these referenes are from Matt 12:50 instead of Mark 3:35. 
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μ
μ   (Quis div. 9.2) [All]  

________________________ 

  Lac. A (Or) Ath Did 

Matt 13:13 
 ( ) ,

  (Strom. 1.2.3) [C]  
________________________ 

Lac. A Or Did (Ath) 

 B C E  892 e TR UBS4] f 1

f 13 33 1582 a b k;   D;   L  [Lac. Ath] 

 B C E L 33 892 TR UBS4]  D f 1 f 13 1582 a b e k
[Lac. Ath]

 B C E L 33 892 TR UBS4 Ath] μ
  D f 1 f 13 1582 a b e k 

B C E L 33 892 TR UBS4]  μ
D f1 f 13 1582 a b e k  [Lac. Ath] 

------------------ 
 ]  B C E L  892 TR UBS4;
 33;  μ  μ   D f 1

f 13 1582 a b (e); et non intellegant ne forte convertantur (=  μ
?) k  [Lac. Ath] 

Matt 13:25 
   

(Strom. 6.67.2) [All] 

,
(Strom. 7.89.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A (Or) Did 
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Matt 13:33 
( ) : μ μ ,

, μ
(Strom. 5.80.8) [C]34

________________________ 

Lac. A Or Ath Did 

 B C D E f 13 33 892 TR UBS4 ]   L
f 1 1582   [NA: a b e k] 

------------------ 
 B D E L f1 f13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]   C35  [NA: 

a b e k] 

Matt 13:34  
( )

(Strom. 6.125.1) [Ad]*36

________________________ 

  Lac. A (Or) Ath Did 

* B C f 13 UBS4] c D E L f 1 33 892 1582 a b 
e k TR Or 

c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e k TR UBS4

Or] *

                                                      
34 Clement’s text is likely from Matt 13:33 rather than Luke 13:20 because it 

contains the phrase , which is replaced in Luke with 
.

35 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 . 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. 

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

c B C D f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or]  E ; 
;  L 
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Matt 13:35 (cf. Ps 77:2)
( :) μ

μ μμ
(Strom. 5.80.7) [Ad]* 

_______________________ 

  Lac. A Or Ath Did 

μ * C D E L f13 33 892 a b TR UBS4]
c B f 11582 e k 

Matt 13:38 
μ   (Paed. 2.104.3) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A Or Ath (Did) 

Matt 13:43 
μ   (Ecl. 56.4) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A Ath 
μ   D f13 a b e k Or] μ  B C E L f1

33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did 

Matt 13:47 
( ,) μ

 +  (Strom.
6.95.3) [Ad]

________________________ 

  Lac. A Ath 

Matt 13:48 
+

μ μ   (Strom. 6.95.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A (Or) Ath Did 
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Matt 15:11 
37 ,  ( )

μ   (Paed. 2.8.4) [Ad]  

μ μ ,
  (Paed. 2.16.3) [Ad]* 

μ μ ,
μ μ

(Strom. 2.50.2) [Ad]* 

TEXT: μ μ ,
μ μ

________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) (Ath) Did 

------------------ 
 B C E L f1 f13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or  Ath]  

add   D 

μ c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4

Or]  add *  [Lac. Ath]

1  B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
  D    

 ] B C  
E L  f 13 33 892 b TR UBS4; coinquinat hominem (=

) a e;  D; omit f1 1582  
[Lac. Or Ath]  

*************** 
μ   Orpt Ath] μ  C D E L  f 1

f 13 33 892 1582 a b e  TR UBS4 Orpt; μ   B 

μ   E Orpt Ath] μ  B C D L 
f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e  TR UBS4 Orpt 

                                                      
37 On the basis of the passage in the New Testament and elsewhere in Clement, 

Marcovich adds μ .
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Matt 15:19 
μ   (Strom. 2.50.2) [C] 

________________________ 

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

------------------ 
c B C D E L f1 f 13 892  

1582 a e TR UBS4] *; omit 33  [Lac. Or] 

Matt 16:17 
, μ , μ

, 38

  (Strom. 6.132.4) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) Ath (Did) 

 C D E L f1 33 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR 
UBS4 Orpt]   f 13 Orpt;   B (a) (b) (e)  [Lac. Did]  

*************** 
  Orpt]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33

892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Orpt Did 

Matt 16:26  
, μ ,

μ ; μ
; (Strom. IV. 34.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A k Ath Did 

                                                      
38 Sylvie Raquel does not include the extra  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 (  versus 

)” (see Raquel, “Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 187). However, since 
Clement also includes the extra  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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  C D E a b TR] B L f1 f 13 33
892 1582 e UBS4 Or 
------------------ 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a TR UBS4] hunc
mundum (= μ ) b; omit   e 

 B C E f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b (e) TR UBS4]    
D;   L; 

Matt 17:2 
 μ μ μ ,   (Exc.

12.3) [Ad] 
________________________ 

Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did 

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or] omit  

[NA: a b e] 

Matt 17:6 
 μ ,

39 ;  (Exc. 5.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k Or Ath Did  

Matt 17:9 
μ  (Exc. 5:4) [C] 

( :) μ   (Exc. 5:2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did 

                                                      
39 While the reading  is found in manuscripts L  and f 1, the loose 

nature of this allusion makes it unwise to attach any textual significance to it. 
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Matt 17:20 
( ) , μ

(Strom. 2.49.1) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did 

------------------
 B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]

D  [NA: a b e] 

Matt 18:3
 μ ,  μ

  (Paed. 1.12.4) [Ad] 

( )  μ ,
  (Paed. 1.16.2) [Ad] 

( μ )  μ
(Strom. 4.160.2) [Ad] 

 μ ,  ( )
:  (Strom. 55.13.4) [Ad] 

( )   (Strom. 55.30.3) [Ad] 

 μ ,
,  μ ,  μ

  (Protr. 82.4) [All] 

μ
  (Strom. 3.88.1) [All] 

TEXT: …  μ ,  μ

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]

infans iste (= ) e  [Lac. 33] 
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Matt 18:4 
( :) ,

μ 40   (Paed. 1.16.1) [Ad]*41

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Ath Did 

 B D E f1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or]   L 
[NA: a b e; Lac. 33] 

 B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 e TR UBS4 Or] erit
(= ) a b 

------------------ 
 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13 892 1582 a b e  

UBS4 Or [Lac. 33]

Matt 18:10 
  (Exc. 10.6) [Ad]  

( ,) μ  μ :
μ , μ

 (Exc. 11.1) [Ad]* 

 μ
(Exc. 23.4) [Ad] 

μ  ( )  μ :
 μ

 (Quis div. 31.1) [Ad]*  
                                                      

40 Due to Clement’s adaptation of this passage, it is likely that his agreement with 
 listed below is merely accidental and not genetically significant. For this reason it is 

listed below but not included in the textual analysis. 
μ ] o μ  B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or   
[NA: a b e] 

41 The following variants in Matt 18:4 are not listed in the apparatus, since they 
are most likely the result of itacism. 

 B D E f 1 f 13 892 TR UBS4 Or] 
]   L 

 TR]  B C D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b e
UBS4 Or [Lac. 33] 
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 μ
  (Strom. 55.91.3) [All]* 

TEXT: … μ  μ : , μ  …  
 … 

μ
________________________ 

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

 μ  B E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 e TR UBS4

Orvid]  μ μ  D a b; 
 μ  L [Lac. Did] 

 B E L f1 f 13 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4 Or Didpt]
  D 33 892 (a) (b) (e) Didpt;      

------------------ 
 B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b 

TR UBS4 Or Did] vident semper (= ) e 

Matt 18:20
μ

μ ,  μ   (Strom. 3.68.1) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C k (Ath) (Did) 

------------------ 
 ] omit *; c B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR  

UBS4 Ath Did 

 ]   D; omit e;  B E L f1 f 13 33
892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Ath Did 

Matt 18:22
μ   (Strom. 7.85.2) [All]*  

________________________ 

  Lac. A C k Or Ath (Did) 
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 B E L f1 f13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did] 
D a e; et septies (= ) b 

Matt 19:3 
;  (Strom. 3.47.2) 

[Ad]*
________________________ 

  Lac. A (33) k Ath Did 

* B L] add c C D E f1 f 13 33 892 
1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or 

------------------ 
 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 

TR UBS4 Or  [NA: a b e] 

Matt 19:4
μ : +  (Strom.

3.47.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A (33) k (Ath) Did 

Matt 19:5
+  μ ;  (Strom. 3.47.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A k (33) Or Did 

Matt 19:9 (cf. Matt 5:32) 
 μ   (Strom.

2.145.3) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did 
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/ 42   B D f1 f 13 33 1582 a b e Or]  C
E L 892 TR UBS4

Matt 19:10 
, μ

μ , +  (Strom. 3.50.1) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. A k Ath Did 

Matt 19:11 
+ ( :) · +  (Strom.

3.50.1) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k (Or) Ath Did 

 C D E L f13 33 a b TR UBS4] omit  B f1 892
1582 e  Or 

Matt 19:12 
+ ,

,
:

μ   (Strom. 3.50.1) [C] 

μ   (Strom. 1.13.1) [All] 

μ   (Strom. 3.59.4) [All] 

 μ
 (Strom. 3.99.4) [All]  

TEXT: ,

                                                      
42 Although Clement uses the dative rather than the genitive case of , his 

adaptation is included here, since it still clearly indicates that his text supports this 
reading.
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,

: μ
________________________ 

  Lac. A k ( ) (Or) Ath Did  

------------------ 
c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or]

omit *

 ] add  μ  B C D E L f1 f 13 33
1582 a e TR UBS4 Or; add  μ   b 892 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]   [Lac. 
 a b e] 

Matt 19:13 
 ( ) ,

μ  +  (Paed. 1.12.3) [All]*43

________________________ 

  Lac. A  k (Or) Ath Did 

 / 44  B C D L 33 892 a b e UBS4

Or]   E f 1 f 13 1582 TR 

Matt 19:14 
+  μ

μ :45   (Paed.
                                                      

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

44 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. 

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

μ   B C D E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or] μ L [NA: a b e] 
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1.12.3) [C]46

________________________ 

  Lac. A  k (Or) Ath Did 

  B E f 1 33 1582 a b e TR UBS4] add  C D L
f13 892  [Lac. Or] 

 B C E L f1 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or]
  D f13

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e TR UBS4 Or]  

eos (= ) b 

 B C D E L  f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or] omit  f 1

 … μ  B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Or]  
venire ad me et nolite prohibere eos (=  μ  μ

) e 

Matt 19:17 
,   (Strom. 55.63.8) [Ad]*

________________________ 

  Lac. A  k (Or) Ath Did 

 D L  f 1 892 a b e UBS4 Or]   C E  f 13 33 TR; omit  
B  [Lac. 158247]

Matt 19:19 

  (Paed. 2.120.4) [Ad]*48

                                                      
46 The word order and the use of  after  indicate that this reference is 

to Matt 19:14 rather than Mark 10:14 or Luke 18:16. 
47 While Codex 1582 is extant at this point, its text is largely unreadable. Due to 

this difficulty, it is excluded from the apparatus. 
48 Although this passage has several parallels, it is most likely from Matt 19:19 

because the presence of  connects it to the saying of Jesus in Matt 19:21. 
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(Strom. 3.55.2)49 [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. A  k Ath Did 

 B C D E L f1 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
 f 13 Or

Matt 19:21 
  (Quis div. 10.1) [C] 

 ( ) ,
 μ   (Paed. 2.36.2) [Ad] 

,    
(Strom. 3.55.2) [Ad] 

,
μ  (Strom. 4.28.6) [Ad] 

  (Quis div. 11.1) [Ad] 

  (Quis div. 14.6) [Ad] 

TEXT: … , … 
, …  μ

________________________ 

  Lac. A  k (Or) Ath Did 

50 *] c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 a b e TR  
UBS4 Or 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a TR UBS4 Or]
omnia (= ) b e 

                                                      
49 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. 
50 Since the following variant in Matt 19:21 is most likely the result of itacism, 

the distinction is not included in the apparatus.     ] *
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 C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR Or]   B 
D UBS4  [NA: a b e] 

Matt 19:23 
 … μ

(Quis div. 18.1) [Ad]*  
________________________ 

  Lac. A  k (Or) Ath Did 

 /  B C D  
L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b UBS4 Or]  E e
TR51

Matt 21:16 
μ

; (Paed. 1.13.1) [C]   
________________________ 

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

   B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or] omit   D b 
e  [Lac. a] 

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR 

UBS4 Or]   D 

Matt 21:22 
, μ

( )  (Paed. 3.92.4) [C] 52

                                                      
51 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. 
52 Since the following variants in Matt 21:22 are most likely the result of itacism, 

they have not been included in the apparatus. 
]  L 

μ  /  B C E  f 1 f 13 1582 TR UBS4]  / 
 D L  33 892 [Lac. A] 
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________________________ 

  Lac. A k Ath Did 

 /   B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR USB4 Or] omit
D a b e 

  L]  B C D E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b 
e TR USB4 Or  

Matt 22:14 
,   (Strom. 55.17.5) [C]    

 μ , μ    
(Strom. 1.92.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A k Ath Did 

 B C D E f13 TR UBS4 Or]   L f1

892 1582; omit 33 [NA: a b e]  

------------------ 
Omit in toto  33 

 ]  B C D E  f 13 (a) (b) (e) Or TR 
UBS4 Or;   L f1 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) 

Matt 22:36 
,  μ μ :  (Quis 

div. 27.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A k 1582 (Or) Ath Did 

Matt 22:40 
μ μ  (Paed. 3.88.1) [C] 

 ( ) μ
μ   (Strom. 2.71.1) [Ad] 
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 ( ) μ
μ   (Strom. 55.97.1) [Ad]* 

TEXT: μ
μ

________________________ 

  Lac. A C 1582 k Or Ath Did 

μ   E f1 f 13 TR] μ
 B D L 33 892 a b e UBS4

------------------ 
c B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 a b e TR UBS4] omit *

Matt 23:5 
  (Strom. 1.49.1) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did 

Matt 23:8 
 (Strom. 1.12.3) [All]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did 

c B 33 892 UBS4] * D E L
f1 f 13 1582 TR  [NA: a b e]  

Matt 23:8–9 
( ) , ( )  (Paed. 1.17.3) [All] 

( ) μ   (Strom.
2.14.3) [All] 

( :) μ
(Strom. 6.58.2) [All]  

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did 



106 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Matt 23:9 
 μ μ  … μ μ

 ( ) (Strom. 3.87.4) [Ad]* 

μ :
,   (Ecl. 20.3) [Ad]* 

 … μ   (Quis div.
23.2) [Ad] 

TEXT: …  μ μ ,  … μ

________________________ 

  Lac. A C (33) k Or Ath Did 

μ   D a b e] μ  B E L f1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4

[Lac. 33] 

μ   D E L f1 f 13 1582 a b e TR] μ    
B 33 892 UBS4

 E (a b e) TR]  D f 1 1582  
(a b e);  B L f13 33vid 892 UBS4

------------------ 
 B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]

Matt 23:25 
( :) μ ,

, μ . +   
(Paed. 3.48.1) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. A b k Or Ath (Did) 

  D]  B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

[NA: a e; Lac. Did] 
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------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR a e UBS4]

add  [Lac. Did] 

 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR 
UBS4    NA: a e; Lac. Did] 

μ  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a TR UBS4

Did] pleni estis (= μ ) e 

 ]  B D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e TR 
UBS4 Did;   C E 

Matt 23:26 
+ ,

  (Paed. 3.48.1) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A b k Or Ath Did 

  D f 1 1582 a e UBS4] add  B C E
L f13 33 892 TR

  D] c B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR  
UBS4; *;   [NA: a e] 

------------------ 
 ]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4;

  [NA: a e]   

 ]   B D E f1 f 13 1582 UBS4 a e; 
C L 33 892 TR
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Matt 23:27 
 ( ) μ , μμ  (

), μ μ : 53

, μ
(Paed. 3.47.4) [C]*

________________________ 

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

μ 54/ μ  B f1 1582] μ  C D E L
f13 33 892 TR UBS4 Did  [NA: a e; Lac. b] 

μ * D] add c B C E L f1 f 13 33 892  
1582 a e TR UBS4 [Lac. b Did] 

  D]  B C E L
f1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4; parent hominibus speciosa (=

) a b e;   33 
[Lac. Did]

μ   D] μ  B C E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR  
UBS4 Did

------------------
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e TR UBS4]   Did   

[Lac. b] 

 (a) (b) (e)55]   Did;  B C D E L
f1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4  [Lac b] 

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b
TR UBS4 Did] omnies inmunditiae (= ) e 

                                                      
53 Since the use of particle μ  is not genetically significant, the following variant 

from Matt 23:27 is not included in the textual analysis. 
  D  a]  μ  B C E L f 1 33 892 1582 e TR UBS4;

μ   f 13   [Lac. b Did] 
54 The variant reading μ  is most likely a scribal error derived from 

μ  rather than an independent reading or an adaptation from μ .
55 Though the Old Latin confirms the presence of the conjunction, it makes no 

distinction between  and . 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 
( )  ( ) μ

(Paed. 1.80.1) [C] 
________________________ 

Lac. A (a) k Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e TR UBS4 Did]  

omit  b 

Matt 23:3756

(Paed.
1.14.4) [Ad]* 

( ,)
,

  (Paed. 1.76.1) [Ad]* 

TEXT: … ,
 [  / omit ] 

________________________ 

  Lac. A k Ath (Did) 

 / B D L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e
UBS4 Or Did]   C E TR

* D  33 892 UBS4] c C E L f1 f 13 1582 TR
Or; omit  Clempt B Did  [NA: a b e] 

 a b e]  B C D E L f1 f 13 33
892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Did 

                                                      
56 While the following two verses are nearly parallel to Luke 13:34, the presence 

of the verb  after  indicates the reference is most likely to Matt 23:37, 
since the verb  after  is unique to the Matthaean tradition. 
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Matt 24:35 
:  ( )

  (Protr. 78.4) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. A C k Or Ath Did 

c B D L 33 892 e UBS4 ]   E 
f 1 f 13 1582 a b TR; omit *

------------------ 
c B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]

omit *

Matt 25:1–2
μ μ

μμ   (Strom. 55.17.3) [All] 

μ
μ   (Strom. 7.72.5) [All] 

________________________ 

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

Matt 25:26
 +  (Strom. 1.3.2) [C]  

________________________ 

  Lac. e k Or Ath Did  

 B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
  A a b 

Matt 25:27 
+  μ ,

μ μ μ   (Strom. 1.3.2) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. e k Or Ath Did 
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c A C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR]

* B  UBS4

μ μ  B C D E f 1 f 13 33 1582 (a)
(b) TR UBS4] μ μ   L 892 (a) (b); 

μ μ  A   

------------------ 
 ]  B C L 33 892 UBS4;   A D E f1 f 13

1582 a b TR

Matt 25:30 
μ    

(Strom. 1.3.2) [Ad]57

________________________ 

  Lac. (C) e k Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
μ  ]  A B C E L f1 f 13 (33) 892 

1582 UBS4;   TR;   D  [NA: a b]   

Matt 25:33 
 μ  ( )   (Paed. 1.14.2) [All] 

 μ μ   (Paed. 1.71.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. C e k Or Ath (Did) 

Matt 25:34
, μ  μ , μ

μ μ μ μ  +  (Quis 
div. 30.2) [C] 

                                                      
57 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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 ( )  μ μ , μ
μ μ μ μ  +  (Paed.

3.93.4) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

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

Matt 25:35  
+  μ ,  μ ,

μ  μ  +  (Paed. 3.93.4) [C] 

( )  μ  μ
  (Strom. 2.73.1) [C] 

( )  μ  μ
μ  μ  +  (Strom. 3.54.3) [C] 

+  μ ,
μ , μ  μ  +  (Quis div. 30.2) [C] 

μ
  (Quis div. 13.4) [All] 

, μ ,
, +  (Quis div. 13.6) [All] 

TEXT:  μ ,
[  μ  /  μ ], μ

 μ
________________________ 

  Lac. C (a) e k (Or) (Ath) Did 

 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Ath]  
add b [Lac. a]

 μ  A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Ath]   b  [Lac. a] 

------------------ 
1 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or  

Ath]  dedistis (= ) b  [Lac. a] 
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 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]
 [Lac. Or Ath] 

Matt 25:36  
+ μ  μ   (Strom. 3.54.3) [C] 

+ μ  μ ,  μ ,
μ  μ   (Paed. 3.93.4) [Ad] 

+ μ μ  μ ,  μ ,
μ  μ  +  (Quis div. 30.2) [Ad] 

+ μ μ   (Quis div. 13.6) [All] 

TEXT: μ  μ , [  / ]
 μ , μ 58  μ

________________________ 

  Lac. C (a) e k (Or) Ath Did 

 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
 Clempt  b;  [Lac. a Or] 

------------------ 
μ 2  A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4] μ   [NA: a b] 

                                                      
58 In his textual analysis of Cyril of Jerusalem, Roderic Mullen argues that the 

variation between the aorist forms  ( f 1 892 TR Or) and  (  A B D 
E L f 13 33 UBS4) 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, ,  attest to , while all the Primary and Secondary 
Alexandrian witnesses support . While his conclusion is possible, it seems 
unlikely. When  is added as one of the Byzantine witnesses, the division of the 
Byzantine witnesses clearly favors . The fact that Clement and Origen also 
attest  can be seen as a further indication that  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. 



114 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Matt 25:37  
+ ,

μ μ , μ  +   
(Quis div. 30.3) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. C (a) e k Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 A B D E L f1 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4] omit f 13

 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]
omit

 … μ  A B D E L f1 f 13 892 1582 b  
TR UBS4] omit 33  [Lac. a] 

Matt 25:38  
+ μ μ , μ

μ ; +  (Quis div. 30.3) [C] 
________________________ 

   Lac. C (a) e k Or Ath Did 

μ   D ] μ  A B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 b  
TR UBS4  [Lac. a] 

------------------ 
 A B D E L ( )  ( ) f 1 f 13 892 1582 b TR UBS4] omit

33  [Lac. a] 

 A B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]   D 

Matt 25:39  
+ μ μ

μ  +  (Quis div. 30.3) [C] 
________________________ 

   Lac. C e k Or Ath Did 

  D a b] omit  A B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR  
UBS4
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  B D  UBS4] A E L f1 f 13 33 892 
1582 a b TR

------------------ 
( ) μ  A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a TR UBS4]

μ ; omit b

μ ] omit  A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582  
a b TR UBS4

Matt 25:40  
 ( ) , μ

  (Paed. 3.30.3) [C] 

( ) , μ
  (Strom. 3.54.3) [C] 

+ , μ μ ,
 μ , μ

  (Quis div. 30.4) [C] 

 μ , μ   (Paed. 3.93.5) 
[Ad]

, μ
(Strom. 2.73.1) [Ad] 

TEXT: … , μ μ ,
 μ ,

μ
________________________ 

Lac. C e k (Or) Ath Did 

------------------ 
 A B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR  

UBS4]   D; rex dicit illis (= 
) a b  [Lac. Or] 

 μ  A D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4] omit B  [Lac. Or] 
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Matt 25:41 
 ( ) μ

  (Protr. 83.2) [Ad]* 

 μ
μ ;  (Quis div. 30.5) [All] 

________________________ 

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

μ   D f1 1582 a b] μ μ  A B E L
f13 33 892 TR UBS4 Or Did 

------------------ 
 ]  μ  D f1 1582 a b] omit   A B E L f13

33 892 TR UBS4 Or Did 

Matt 26:23 
μ  μ μ  ( ) ,  μ

 (Paed. 2.62.4) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. e k (Or) Ath Did 

μ μ   D] μ μ   C E f 1 f 13 1582 TR Or; μ
μ  A B L 33 892 a b UBS4

  D a b] A B C E L f1 f 13 33
892 1582 TR UBS4 Or 

------------------
   μ  ] μ   D; μ  A B C E L f1

f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or; intingit (= μ ) a b 

Matt 26:27  
, : , : +  (Paed. 2.32.2)  

[Ad]
________________________ 

  Lac. e k Or Ath Did
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Matt 26:28  
+  μ μ  … μ

μ   (Paed. 2.32.2) [C]59

________________________ 

Lac. e k Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 … μ  ] μ  μ  A B C D E L
f1 f 13 33 892 1582 b TR UBS4; μ  μ f 1 b 

 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
D   [NA: a b] 

Matt 26:29 
 μ μ μ , μ
μ μ  μ   (Paed. 2.32.3) [Ad]60

________________________ 

  Lac. e k Or Ath Did 

------------------
1 ] add  A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b  

TR UBS4

μ μ  ] μ μ  A B D E f13 892 1582 a b  
TR UBS4;  μ μ   C L f1 33

                                                      
59 While this verse is similar to readings in Mark 14:23, the use of  before 

this reference seems to indicate Clement has the text of Matthew in mind. 
60 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. 

 892] * C L (a) (b); c A B D E f 1 f 13 33
1582 (a) (b) TR UBS4

2  D ]  A B C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b TR UBS4
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Matt 27:46 
( :)  ( )  μ ,  μ   (Ecl. 57.3) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. C e k (Or) Ath Did 

61   A D E f1 f 13 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]
B 33;   L  [Lac. Or] 

Matt 27:52 
 μ μ μ μ

  (Strom. 6.47.1) [All]  
________________________ 

  Lac. e k Ath Did 

Matt 28:19 
:

μ  μ μ  μ
, μ . μ

μ , μ : μ
(Strom. 6.43.3) [All]62

________________________ 

  Lac. C L k (Or) (Did) 

THE GOSPEL OF MARK

Mark 8:38 
 μ μ

  μ μ ,
,

  μ   (Strom. 4.70.2) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac.  e Ath Did 

                                                      
61 The following variant from Matt 27:46 is likely due to itacism and is not 

included in the apparatus.   A  f 13 892 TR UBS4]  D E  f 1 1582 
62 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 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.18.14). 
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A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4]
omit  a k Or 

------------------ 
A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Or]   D  

 /  B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

UBS4; omit A  [NA: a b k]

 μ B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b k  
TR UBS4 Or]  μ A; μ   D 

 ] A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4 Or

2 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (k) TR
UBS4 Or] add 

1 A B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4] omit  Or 

2 ] A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 
1582 a b k TR UBS4 Or  

Mark 9:29 
  (Ecl. 15.1) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (33) e Or Ath Did 

Mark 10:17
μ :

, , μ ; +    
(Quis div. 4.4) [L]63

                                                      
63 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:  μ
M μ μ
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________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

B C D E f 1 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4] add 
  A f13; omit a k

  b k]  B C D E f 1 579 892 1582 a TR UBS4; omit A
 f 13

  D f13 a b] omit  A B C E f 1 579 892 1582 k  
TR UBS4    

 A B C D E  f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] omit  579 

------------------ 
 ] μ A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892  

1582 (a) (b) TR UBS4; μ ; omit k 

 ]  A B C E  
f 1 579 892 1582 TR UBS4;

;   D; 
 f 13; genibus prostratus rogabat eum (=

?) a; adgeniculans rogans  
eum  (= ?) b; genibus obsecrans illum  
. . . interrogabat  (= μ  … ?) k 

A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4]

                                                                                                                        
 μ μ

μ μ  (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 
+ :  μ ;  μ

. + (Quis div. 4.5) [L]64

________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e (Or) Ath Did 

  a k] A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892  
1582 b TR UBS4  [Lac. Or] 

  k] A B C D E f 1 f 13

579 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Or

------------------ 
A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b k TR UBS4]

omit ; add intuens illum (= μ )  a  [Lac. Or] 

μ A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or] μ   D; unus solus Deus  (=  μ ) a (b);
unus Dominus (= ) k 

Mark 10:19 
+ : μ  μ , μ ,  μ , μ

μ , μ  μ . + (Quis
div. 4.5) [L] 

________________________ 

  Lac. L ( ) 33 e Or Ath Did

 A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
custodi (= )  b k; add ait quae (= ) a

μ  μ  μ   A E f13 a b TR] μ  μ
μ c B C 579 892 UBS4; μ  μ  μ
D k; μ  μ   f 1 1582; μ *

μ   B f 1 f 13 579 1582] add μ
A C D E 892 a b k TR UBS4

                                                      
64 Outside of its context here, this verse is indeterminable. 



122 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

A B C E f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] omit  D  
579  [Lac. ]

μ   A B D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4] add  C  
 a b k [Lac. ]

Mark 10:20 
+ :  μ .

+  (Quis div. 4.6) [L] 
________________________ 

  Lac. L  33 e (Or) Ath Did

  A (C) D E f 1 f 13 1582 (b) k TR]  B 
579 892 UBS4; qui respondens (= ) a; omit   [Lac. Or] 

  b]  B C 579 892 UBS4;
  A D E f 13 a TR;   f 1 1582;  

dixit magister (= ) k;    [Lac. Or] 
  D  b k Or] A B C E f 1 f 13

579 892 1582 a TR UBS4

  A D 892 Or] μ B C E f 13 579 TR
UBS4;  f 1 1582  [NA: a b k] 

μ A B C D E f 1 579 892 1582 b k TR UBS4] add 
f 13 a [Lac. Or] 

Mark 10:21 
+ μ : :

, ,
,  μ . +  (Quis div.

4.6) [L]65

________________________ 

  Lac. L ( ) 33 e (Or) Ath Did

                                                      
65 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.   rell] 
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B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4] omit   
A   [Lac.  Or] 

  /  A B C D E f 1 (579) 892 1582 b k TR
UBS4; ; ait illi (=

) a;   f 13[Lac.  Or] 

  A D E f 1 f 13 1582 a b k TR Or]   B C 579 892  
UBS4;   [Lac. ]

 f 13 (a) (k)]  A B E 579;  
 C D f 1 892 1582 TR UBS4  [NA: b; Lac. Or] 

4 A B C D E 579 892 b k TR UBS4] add 
 f 1 1582 a;   f 13 [Lac. Or] 

μ B C D f1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k UBS4] add 
  A E TR  [Lac. Or] 

------------------ 
μ  ] add A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a  

b k TR UBS4  [Lac.  Or] 

A B C D E f 1 f 13 892 1582 a k TR
UBS4 Orvid] osculates est eum et (= ) b; omit   
579  [Lac. ]

 ] omit A B C D E f 1 f 13 579  
892 1582 a b k TR UBS4 [Lac. Or] 

 ] A B C D E 
f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR  [Lac. Or] 

   

Mark 10:22 
+ μ :

μ . +  (Quis div. 4.7) [L] 

  (Quis div. 20.1) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did
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A B C E f 1 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
 (D) f 13 a (b) (k)  

μ A B C E f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4] μ   D a b k 

  b k] omit A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 
1582 a TR UBS4

------------------ 
A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]

  D  [NA: a b k] 

Mark 10:23 
+ μ  μ :

μ
. + (Quis div. 4.8) [L] 

________________________ 

  Lac. L  33 e Or Ath Did 

c A B D E f1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR UBS4]
* C; k   

------------------ 
μ  ] μ A B C D E 

f 1 f 13 579 1582 a b k TR UBS4

 A B D E  f 1 f 13 579 1582 TR UBS4] omit  C  [NA: a b k] 
 … 66 ]

 A B C D E  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4

Mark 10:2467

+  μ μ .
: ,

μ : +  
(Quis div. 4.9) [L] 

                                                      
66 The agreement between Clement and  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. 

67 The OL MSS a b invert vv. 24 and 25. 
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________________________ 

  Lac. L ( ) 33 e Or Ath Did

μ A B C E f13 579 892 TR UBS4] add   D 
f 1 1582 a b k [Lac. ]

A B C D E f1 f 13 1582 a b TR
UBS4] 892; respondens dicit  
(= ) k; omit  579  

 B C D f13 579 892 TR UBS4]   A f1 1582 a  
b; omit  E  k

μ  A C (D) E ( )  (f 1) (f 13) 579  
892 1582 (b) (TR)] omit  B k UBS4; [qui] pecunias habent vel  
confidentes in eis (=[ ] μ ) a 

------------------ 
 ] B C D E f 1

f 13 892 1582 a (b) (k) TR UBS4;   A; omit  579 

A B C D E f 1

579 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4]  f 13

Mark 10:25 
+ μ μ

. +  (Quis div. 4.9) [L]68

________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

μ   B E 892 TR UBS4] μ    c A C 
f 1 579 1582; μ *; μ   D; μ   f 13  [NA: a b k]  

  D f13] A B C E (f 1) 579 892  
1582 b k TR UBS4  [NA: a] 

                                                      
68 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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------------------ 
 ]   f 13;   B E  TR UBS44;
A C D f 1 579 892 1582  [NA: a b k]  

 ]  D;  A E  579 k  
TR;   B C  f 1 f 13 892 1582 b; intravit (=  ?) a 

A B C D E f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b k TR UBS4]
  579 

Mark 10:26 
+ :

+ (Quis div. 4.9) [L] 

  (Quis div. 20.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

------------------ 
 ]  B C 892; 

  A D E f 1 f 13 579 1582 a b (k) TR UBS4    

 ] omit A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4

Mark 10:2769

+ μ : 70 ,
. + (Quis div. 4.9) [L]

________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did

* a k] c A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b
TR UBS4

                                                      
69 This lemma has more of the characteristics of an adaptation than a precise 

quotation. 
70 The following variant is not included in the apparatus, since it is not 

genetically significant. 
1 A B C D E f 1 579 892 1582 TR UBS4] add μ

f 13 [NA: a b k]
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A B C E f1 579 892 1582 (a) k TR UBS4]
add   D f13;  b  

 [ 71]  D a b k]  ( )
(A) B C E  ( )  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 (TR) UBS4

 [ ]   D (a) (b) (k)] 
 ( )   ( ) B (C)  (892) (UBS4);

  A E  f 13 1582 TR; 
  579; omit   f 1;

------------------ 
72 ]   A D E f 13 579 892 (k) TR] omit   B C  f 1

1582 (a) UBS4; et (= ) (b) 

μ A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4]

 ] omit A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b k TR
UBS4

Mark 10:28 
+ 73 : μ μ

μ . + (Quis div. 4.10) [L] 
________________________ 

  Lac. L 33 e Or Ath Did 

                                                      
71 While  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 .

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  in Mark 10:28.  
For this reason, the following variant is not included in the textual analysis. 

A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 UBS4]
D a b k TR; 
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  A (D) E f13 579 892 (a) (b) (k) TR]
 B C UBS4;   f 1

1582; 

μ A E f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR]
μ   B C D UBS4]   [NA: a b k] 

  A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a k TR UBS4] add 
μ  b; 

------------------ 
  ] A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4   

[NA: a b k] 

A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 k TR
UBS4] omit et (= ) a; add nostra (= μ ) b 

Mark 10:29 
: μ μ ,

μ μ
, +  (Quis div. 22.1) [Ad]74

+ :75 μ μ ,
μ μ

, + (Quis div. 4.10) [L] 
________________________

Lac. L ( ) 33 e Or Ath Did 

                                                      
74 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. 

75 Stählin inserts the emendation [ ]. 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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  A C D E  f 1 f 13 1582 a b (k)]   B 892
UBS4; 579; 

B D 579 892 UBS4] add   A C E f 1 f 13 1582  
a k TR; add ait (= ) b; omit     

μ c C E f 13 579 892 a b k UBS4] μ
 D  f 1 1582; μ   A B TR; omit  *  [Lac. ]

------------------
μ  ] μ A B C D E f 1 f 13 579 892  

1582 a b k TR UBS4

 … μ  ] 
 μ   B UBS4;

 μ
f 1 1582; 

 μ
  E ( ) f 13 579 892 TR;

 μ
  A; 

μ   D a; 
 μ

  C; 
 μ ; nemo est qui reliquerit aut fratres 

aut sorores aut matrem aut filios (=
 μ ) b; nemo est qui reliquerit 

domum aut fratres aut sororem et matrem et filios (=
 μ

) k   [Lac. ]

Mark 10:30
+   (Quis div. 22.1) [Ad] 

+
μ  μ μ ;

μ [ ] . + (Quis div. 4.10) [L]76

                                                      
76 Barbara Aland notes that, with the exception of this citation, “where Clement 

improves the clarity of the difficult sentence,” the remaining differences from his 
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μ
 μ μ ;  (Quis div. 25.1) [Ad]77

μ μ   (Quis div. 25.3) [C]  

TEXT: … 
μ  μ

μ ; μ
________________________ 

  Lac. (L) ( ) 33 e (Or) Ath Did

  a] f 1 1582 b; A B C D E 
f 13 579 892 TR UBS4; relinquet (= ?) k   [Lac. L  Or] 

A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4] omit D a 
k  [Lac. L  Or] 

------------------ 
A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR

UBS4] omit k  [Lac. L  Or]   

 … ]  μ
  B E  f 13 TR UBS4;

 μ   A C ;
 μ

  D a; 
 μ f 1 579 892 1582; omit 

* k;  μ
c; qui autem reliquerit domum et parentes et 

sorores et fratres (= 
) b  [Lac. L Or] 

μ    c A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4] μ   D; add in isto saeculo (= ) k; omit

 [Lac. L Or]

 ] omit A B C D E f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 [Lac. L Or]

                                                                                                                        
exemplar “have to do with banalities” (“Significance of the Chester Beatty Papyri,” 
120; see also ch. 2 n. 21). 

77 See n. 74 above. 



 TEXT AND APPARATUS   131 

 ] A B C E (L) f 1 f 13 579 892  
1582 TR UBS4;   D; saeculi autem (= ) k; in 
saeculo (= ) a (b)   [Lac. Or] 

 ]   B; A C E L f 1 f 13

579 892 1582 TR UBS4; μ   D (a) (b) (k)   [Lac. Or] 

Mark 10:31 
 +   (Quis div. 4.10) [L]
________________________ 

  Lac. 33 e Or Ath Did

2  B C E f 13 892 TR UBS4] omit  A D L f1 579 1582   
[NA: a b k]  

------------------ 
 ] A B C D E L f 1 f 13 892  

1582 a b k TR UBS4;   579 

1 ] omit A B C D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4   
[NA: a b k] 

THE GOSPEL OF LUKE

Luke 1:20 
  (Protr. 10.1) [All]  

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 1:67 

  (Strom. 1.136.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 
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Luke 2:1 
μ ,

  (Strom. 1.145.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or (Ath) Did  

Luke 2:7 
μ μ .

μ , :  (Paed. 1.42.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C Or (Ath) Did 

Luke 2:10 
,    

(Exc. 18.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 2:49 
  (Protr. 82.25) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 

Luke 3:1 
( :) 78

 +  (Strom. 1.145.2) [Ad] 
 ________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 (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  f 13.
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------------------ 
 A B C D E  f 1 f 13 33vid 579 892 1582  

TR UBS4 Or]   L  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 3:2
+ μ 79   (Strom.

1.145.2) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 (33) (Or) Ath Did 

A B C D E L 33 579 892 UBS4 Or] add f 1

f 13 1582 TR  [NA: a b e] 

------------------ 
 ] A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e  

TR UBS4 Or  [Lac. 33] 

A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
b e TR UBS4 Or] filium Zachariae (= ) a  

Luke 3:13 
 μ 80 μ

(Paed. 3.91.2) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 

                                                      
79 Manuscripts  and  replace the preposition  with  aganist all other 

witnesses. It is not included in the apparatus since it is of no genetic significance.
80 The distinction in the following variant between μ  and μ  is minor 

and does not appear to be genetically significant. For this reason it is not included in 
the analysis. 

μ B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 ] μ   A 
[NA: a b e] 
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81/   D a b e] A B C E L  

 f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

------------------ 
μ  ] μ A B C D E  f 1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4; μ   L 

Luke 3:14 
 μ μ

μ   (Paed. 3.91.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 

Luke 3:22 
( μ

μ μ )  μ , μ
  (Paed. 1.25.2) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C Or Ath Did 

 μ  [ ]82 …   D (a) (b) Or83]  μ
84  B  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 (e)  

UBS4]  μ   A E L 
579 (e) TR  [Lac. P75]

                                                      
81 Clement’s use of  in his adaptation of Luke 3:13 indicates his 

knowledge of the verb  after  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 . This parallels the distinctive use of the dative form of 

 by D instead of .
82 Though Clement adds  his reading is still cited here as part of the 

longer quotation, since he is clearly aware of this unique reading in Codex Bezae. 
83 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 Cels.
1.41. It has, therefore, been included. 

84 Though the difference between  and  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 ( ) was preferred in 
the Attic period, while  was preferred later. See BDF §67. 
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------------------ 
 ]  A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579  

892 1582 TR UBS4; omit  D a b  [NA: e; Lac. P75]

Luke 3:23 
μ μ   (Strom. 1.145.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

Lac. P45 P75 C Or Ath Did 

 I  D]  I  B L 33 UBS4;
 I  A E D  f 1 892 1582 TR; et ipse Iesus erat  

(=  ( ) I ) a b e;  I  f 13; omit 579 

  D f13]  A B E L  f 1 33 892 1582 TR UBS4;
omit 579  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 4:13 
  (Ecl. 53.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
 /  A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR  

UBS4 Or Did]   D  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 4:19 
( )  μ

(Strom. 1.145.3) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 55.37.4) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C syc Or Ath Did 
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Luke 5:21 
 μ μ   (Quis div.

39.5) [All]  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 

Luke 5:31 
  (Paed. 1.83.2) [Ad]*85

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did 

A B C D E L  f 1 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4] f 13;    

Luke 6:22 
 μ ,  μ μ ,

, μ μ
  (Strom. 4.41.3) [Ad]*86

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C Or Ath Did 

  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a TR UBS4]
 b e   

μ  A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
μ   D  579  [NA: a b e; Lac. P75]

  D P75vid] add μ A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 
579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4

                                                      
85 The presence of the term  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. 

86 The following variants from Luke 6:22 are most likely the result of itacism. 
  P75 B D E  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 TR UBS4]  A L 
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------------------ 
 μ μ  ] μ μ

D  579 (a) (e)] μ μ A B E L
 f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (e) TR UBS4; vos oderint homines (= μ

μ  / μ )  b [Lac. P75]

3 ] A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b e TR
UBS4; et cum (+ )  a  [Lac. P75]

  ] add   D a b; 
A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (e) TR 

UBS4;  (e) [Lac. P75]

  P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
  D  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 6:27 
 +  (Paed. 3.92.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

Luke 6:28 
μ μ

μ  +  (Paed. 3.92.3) [All] 

 μ μ μ   (Strom. 2.2.2) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 6:29
  (Protr. 108.5) [C] 

+  ( ) ,
, μ μ   (Paed.

3.92.3) [Ad]* 
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μ
  (Strom. 4.61.2) [Ad] 

μ   (Strom. 4.77.3) [Ad] 

TEXT:  …  
 … μ  μ

________________________ 

Lac. P45 (P75) C (Or) Ath Did 

* D  892 Or]   P75 c A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 
a b e TR UBS4

c A B D L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Or] * E 579  [Lac. P75]

  P75 A B E L  f 1 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or] add 
  D 579 a b e;   f 13

 B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4]
add   A a e [Lac. P75 Or]

------------------ 
1  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 579 1582 b e TR

UBS4 Or] omit a 

μ   P75 B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  
TR UBS4] remitte tunicam87  (= )  e  [Lac. Or] 

Luke 6:30 
88   (Quis div. 31.9) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C Or Ath Did 

                                                      
87 The Old Latin here appears to represent a harmonization with the parallel 

passage in Matt 5:40. 
88 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  B in omitting .
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  A D E L  f 1 f 13 33 1582 TR] omit  P75vid B 579 892  
UBS4  [NA: a b e]    

------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR  

UBS4] omit  e 

  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   33  

Luke 6:31 
μ , 89  (Paed.

3.88.1) [C]90

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) C Or Ath Did 

μ B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
μ   A 579 [Lac. P45 P75]

  P75vid B 579 a b UBS4] add μ A D E L
 f 1 f 13 33 (892) 1582 TR; vos illis (= μ )  e   [Lac. P45]

------------------ 
 P75 B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4]  A  [Lac. P45]

Luke 6:35 
( μ ,)

 +  (Paed. 1.72.2) [C]  
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) C (33) Or Ath (Did) 

                                                      
89 It is impossible to know for certain whether Clement follows the shorter 

version of this verse found in D that ends with  or the longer version that adds 
μ . Due to this difficulty, this reading is not included in the apparatus. 

90 This citation is taken from Luke 6:31 rather than Matt 7:12 because the 
presence of the conjunction  and the omission of the adverb  are 
distinctive to Luke. 
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  P75 A B D E L f13 33 579
892 a e TR UBS4 Did]   f 1 1582; gratos et  
malos  (= ) b   [Lac. P45]    

Luke 6:36 
+ ( ) μ  ( ) μ

μ  (Paed. 1.72.2) [C]91

 ( ) μ μ , μ
μ  (Strom. 2.100.4) [Ad]  

TEXT: μ μ μ
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C Or Ath Did 

  P45vid P75 B D L f1 33 1582 a b e UBS4] add   A E
f13 579 892 TR92

  P75 B L f1 579 1582] add   A D E f 13 33
892 a b e TR UBS4 [Lac. P45]

μ   P75 * A B D E L f 1 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
add c f 13 579  [Lac. P45]

Luke 6:37
μ  ( ),  μ · +  (Quis div. 33.4) [Ad]*93

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (33) Or Ath Did 

 μ   A D  a e]  μ   P45vid P75 B C E L f 1 f 13

579 892 1582 b TR UBS4 [Lac. 33] 
                                                      

91 The following variant from Luke 6:36 is most likely the result of itacism. 
[ ]  P45vid P75 B D E  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]

A L
92 It seems likely that the introductory conjunction  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. 

93 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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------------------ 
 /   P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  

1582 a TR UBS4; iudicabitur (= ) b; iudicetur  
(= ) e [Lac. P45]

Luke 6:38
+  μ  μ μ · μ ,

μ μ , μ ,
  (Quis div. 33.4) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) (33) Or Ath (Did) 

 ( ) μ  B D L f1 33 892 1582 e UBS4 Did]  ( )
 μ   P45vid A C E ( )  f 13  b R  [Lac. P75 579] 

μ μ  A C E  f 13 33 579 892  
TR] omit   P45vid P75vid c B L (a) b UBS4; μ

μ  D f 1 1582; μ μ ;
μ   e [Lac. Did]  

μ   P45 P75vid B L D 1582 UBS4 a b e] 
μ  A C E  f 1 f 13 579 892 TR   [Lac. 33  

Did]

μ A C D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a TR
UBS4 Did] μ   B b e  [Lac. P45 P75 33 579]  

Luke 6:43 
 μ

  (Paed. 2.45.1) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 Or Ath Did 

A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR
UBS4]   D a b e;   579   [Lac. P75]
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  P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR
UBS4]   D a b e;   579     

------------------ 
μ  ] omit  A C D E 33 a e TR;   P75 B L f1 f 13

579 892 1582 b UBS4

Luke 6:44 
μ  μ μ

(Paed. 2.74.4) [All]*94

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 Or Ath Did 

μ  /   A E  f 1 1582 a b (e) TR]
 P75 B C D 33 579 892 UBS4;

 L f 13

------------------ 
 /  P75vid c A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 

1582 a b e TR UBS4] *

Luke 6:45 
95

,
96 , μ

μ   (Quis div. 17.2) [Ad]*97

                                                      
94 While Clement uses a different form of the verb , his word order 

indicates his textual affinity. 
95 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  is not included in the apparatus. 

96 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. 

97 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., 

 instead of ).



 TEXT AND APPARATUS   143 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) Or Ath (Did) 

1  P75 B 579 UBS4 Did] add  A C (D) E L
f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR  [Lac. P45]

1  P75 A B C D E ( ) f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR 
UBS4]   L 579 [NA: a b e; Lac. P45 Did]98

2  b] omit P75 B D L f1 579 892 1582 a UBS4; add
  A C E f 13 33 e TR  [Lac. P45 Did] 

μ   P75 A B D E  33 UBS4]
μ   C L f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR [NA: a b e; Lac. P45

Did]

2  C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR]   P75

A B D UBS4] [NA: a b e; Lac. P45 Did]

μ   ( ) C 579 (a) (b)] μ  P45vid P75vid  

A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 1582 TR UBS4; μ
D; add malum (= ) e; μ   892   [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
  P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582

892 a b e TR UBS4 Did] add   D  [Lac. P45]

1 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 892 TR UBS4 Did]  
omit  D  [NA: a b e; Lac. P45 P75]

P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  
TR UBS4 Did] bona (= )  e [Lac. P45]

 ] P75  B D L  f 1 579 892 1582 a b UBS4;
c A C E  f 13 33 e TR [Lac. P45 Did] 

                                                      
98 This same variant appears after the second use of  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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 ]  P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892
1582 TR UBS4 [NA: a b e; Lac. P45 Did]

 ]  P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892
1582 TR UBS4; mala  (= )  b  [NA: a e; Lac. P45 Did] 

 ]   P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 (b) TR UBS4; ex (= ) a, de (= ) e  [Lac. P45 Did] 

Luke 6:46 
 μ , , ( )   (Strom. 4.43.3) 

[C]

( )  μ , ,    
(Strom. 7.110.1) [C] 

 μ , ,   (Quis div. 29.6) [C] 
 ________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) Or Ath  

  D Did]   P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579
892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 [Lac. P45]

A C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR UBS4

Did]   P75 B e  [Lac. P45]

------------------ 
 μ A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a (b) e TR

UBS4 (Did);  μ   [Lac. P45 P75]99

Luke 7:25 
( ) μ μ

 (Paed. 2.109.3) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

                                                      
99 Though the conjunction  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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2  a b] omit  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 589 892 1582 e  

TR UBS4]

  D ]   P75 A B E L f1 f 13 579 892
1582 (b) e TR UBS4; superabundant ( )  a  [Lac. 33] 

------------------ 
1 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]

omit  579 

  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 ] regum (= )  e  [Lac 33] 

Luke 7:28 
( )  μ   (Paed.

1.24.4) [C]100

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath (Did) 

  A D E f 13 (892) TR] omit  P75 B L f1 33
579 1582 a b e UBS4 Did 

  ------------------ 
 ] omit P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR

UBS4 Did  [NA: a b e]

 μ  …   P75 ( ) A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579  
892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Did] in natis mulierum maior (=

 μ )  e 

  P75 c A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Did] *

Luke 7:37–38 
 μ μ

  (Paed.
2.61.1) [All] 

                                                      
100 This section of Luke 7:28 in Codex Bezae is placed at the end of verse 26. 
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________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 μ A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a

b e TR UBS4] μ   D [Lac. P75]

Luke 9:62 

  (Strom. 7.93.6) [C] 

 μ   (Quis div. 39.6) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac.  (P45) (33) (Or) Ath (Did) 

  P45vid D a (b) e] 
P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33vid 579 1582 TR UBS4;

  892 Or Did  

P45vid P75 A D L  a e]  B C E  f1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did;  Or; mittit (= )  b 

P45 A C D E L  f 13 33 579 892 e TR]  
omit P75 B f 1 1582 a b UBS4 Or Did 

 P45vid D a (b) e]  /  / 
 ( )  (or )

P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR  
UBS4 Or Did 

  P75 B L f1 33 579 892 1582 a b e UBS4 Or] 
  A C D E f 13 TR [Lac. P45 Did]  

------------------ 
 ] add * B L f1 33 892 1582 a b e UBS4 Or; add
  A C D E f 13 TR; add   P75 c 579  [P45

Did]
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Luke 10:4 
μ  ( ) , μ , μ

μ   (Paed. 3.38.2) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (33) (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 10:19
  (Strom. 4.26.5) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. (a) Ath 

  P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Or Did]   P45 D  [NA: a b e]

------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582

TR UBS4 Or Did]   D  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 10:21 
, , μ   (Paed. 1.32.3) [C]101

μ μ , μ μ
, ( ) ,

,
(Paed. 1.32.2)  [Ad]*102

μμ
  (Paed. 1.32.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) Or Ath Did 

                                                      
101 The context indicates this reference is to Luke 10:21, not the parallel passage 

in Matt 11:26. 
102 Although this passage is similar to Matt 11:25, the presence of the 

introductory phrase μ  I  indicates the reference is to Luke 10:21 
rather than Matt 11:25. 
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μ   P45vid D L 33 892 (a) (b) (e) UBS4] μ
P75 A B C E f 1 f 13 579 1582 TR 

  P45vid P75 B C L f 1 33 579 892 b e UBS4]
A D E f 13 1582 TR; placuit (= ) a  

------------------ 
μ μ   P45 P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  

1582 a b e TR UBS4] μ μ

 ]  P45 P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4

  P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a  
b e TR UBS4] omit P45

  P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b (e)  
TR UBS4] [Lac. P45]

  P45 P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579  
892 1582 a (b) TR UBS4]   D; sapientibus (=  

) e 

  P45 P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4;   579 

Luke 10:29 
;  (Quis div. 28.2) [Ad] 

 ________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) Or Ath Did   

------------------ 
 ]   33; μ   P75 A B C D E L 

 f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4  [Lac. P45]

Luke 10:30 
μ

μ ,
μμ μ , +  (Quis div. 28.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) Or Ath Did
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Luke 10:31 
+ μ , +  (Quis div. 28.3) [All]  

________________________ 

  Lac. (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 10:32 
+ μ , +  (Quis div. 28.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 10:33 
+ μ μ μ

μ , , +  (Quis 
div. 28.3) [All]

________________________ 

  Lac. (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 10:34 
+ μ , ,

μ , , +  (Quis div. 28.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 10:35 
+ μ ,  μ μ ,

μ . +  (Quis div. 28.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. Or Ath Did 
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Luke 10:36
+  ( ) ; +  (Quis div.

28.4)  [All]103

________________________ 

  Lac. Or Ath Did  

Luke 10:37 
μ μ :

  (Quis div. 28.4) [All]104

________________________ 

  Lac. Or Ath Did  

Luke 10:39–40 
μ

μ μ ,
μ ,

 μ : +  (Quis div.
10.6) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (33) Or Ath Did 

Luke 10:41 
:  +  (Quis div. 10.6) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. (33) Or Ath Did 

                                                      
103 The loose nature of this allusion makes it impossible to know for certain 

whether Clement’s text follows most manuscripts with  or the reading of  in 
D and e. 

104 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.

  A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
 P75 ; add   P45
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P45 P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
TR UBS4] omit D a b e 

Luke 10:42 
+ 105  μ ,

  (Quis div. 10.6) [Ad]*106

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (33) Or Ath Did 

* B D L 579 (a) (b) (e) UBS4]   P75 c A C E 
f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR [Lac. P45]

------------------ 
 μ P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13

33 892 1582 (a) (b) e TR UBS4]  μ  P45;
 μ   579 

  P45 P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
a e TR UBS4] add sibi (= )  b

 ]   P45 P75 A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
TR UBS4;   D  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 11:40 

μ
  (Strom. 3.34.2) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. Or Ath Did 
                                                      

105 The following variant in Luke 10:42 is of no significance to  the textual analysis. 
M  A C D E L  f 13 892 TR] M μ P75 B f 1 579 1582
UBS4[NA: a b e; Lac. P45 33] 

106 While the textual tradition of Luke 10:42 is divided over the inclusion of  (A 
C E f 13 579 1582 TR) or  (P75 B L f 1 UBS4), 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  later in the verse indicates a lack of 
precision with the conjunctions within the reference. 



152 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Luke 11:43 
μ , , ( )

μ   (Paed.
3.93.2) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. Or Ath Did 

 D]  P45 P75 A B C E L f 1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4   [NA: a b e]   

------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B C D E L f1 33 579 892 1582  

TR UBS4] add   f 13

Luke 12:8
( ) μ , μ μ

μ ,
μ μ  + (Strom.

4.70.1) [C] 107

________________________ 

  Lac. C Ath (Did) 

  P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 e TR UBS4

Or] omit P45 a b [Lac. Did] 

μ   P45 P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b eTR
UBS4 Or] add D  [Lac. Did] 

μ   P45 P75 E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or
Did] μ  A B D f13 (579) [NA: a b e] 

                                                      
107 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  and  in Greek, while the second is simply a case of itacism. 

 579 Didpt]   P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Or Didpt  [NA: a b e] 
μ   P45 P75 E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Did] 
μ  A B D f 13 (579) [NA: a b e] 
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  P75 A B D E L f1 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or]   P45 (a) (b) (e);   f 13 (a) (b) (e)  [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
μ … μ   P45 P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892

1582 a b (e) TR UBS4 Or Did] omit  579108

μ   P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Or] μ ; omit  579  [Lac. Did]  

  P45 P75 c A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a
b e TR UBS4 Or] omit *  [Lac. Did] 

Luke 12:9 
+ μ  μ μ

μ   (Strom. 4.70.1) [Ad]*  
________________________ 

  Lac. C Ath Did 

omit in toto P45 e 

  P75 B E L f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Or] 
μ   A (D)  892  [NA: a b] 

μ   (D)]  P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579  
892 1582 TR UBS4 Or  [NA: a b] 

------------------ 
μ  ]  P75 c A B E L

f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a TR UBS4 Or; *;
 D; negabo et ego eum (= μ  )  b  

 P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a
TR UBS4 Or] patre meo qui est in caelis (=  μ

) b 

                                                      
108 This omission appears to be due to a homoeoteleuton. 
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Luke 12:11 
μ

, μ μ μ : +  
(Strom. 4.70.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C Ath Did 

  D (b) Or]  P45 B L f1 33 579 892 1582 (e)  
UBS4;   A f13 (a) TR;   E
(a);   P75

 D f1 f 13 579 1582 b e]   P75 A B E L 33 892 a  
TR UBS4 Or [Lac. P45]

μ μ  / μ μ 109  D] μ μ   A E TR;
μ μ   P75 B L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 UBS4 Or [NA: a
b e; Lac. P45]

  D a b e] add   P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 TR UBS4 Or [Lac. P45]

------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L f1 f 13

33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or] 
 P45

  P45 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Or] add μ  μ μ  P75

Luke 12:12 
+ μ μ    

(Strom. 4.70.4) [Ad]*110

                                                      
109 μ μ  is grouped with μ μ , since both affix a similar 

preposition to μ μ  and because Clement’s text agrees with D in every other 
variant in the verse. 

110 Since the following variant from Luke 12:12 is most likely the result of 
itacism, it is not included in the apparatus. 

  P75 B D E  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or]
A L  [Lac. P45]
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________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C Ath Did 

μ   P45vid P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33  
579 892 1582 a TR UBS4 Or] spiritus enim sanctus (=

μ ) b e 

------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR 

UBS4 Or] docet (= ) e  [Lac. P45]

 ]  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Or  [Lac. P45]

Luke 12:15 
( )  ( ) ,

  (Strom.
4.34.3) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

  P75 A B D L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e UBS4]    
E TR 

  P75 A B L f13 33 579 892 a b e TR UBS4]
E  f 1 1582; omit D 

------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4] add 

111]   P75 A B E
f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4;   L

(a) (b) (e);   D; 

                                                      
111 While Clement’s reading  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 

: +  (Paed. 2.125.2)  
[All]

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) (Or) Ath (Did) 

Luke 12:18 
,

, μ μ
 μ

: +  (Strom. 3.56.3) [All] 
 ________________________ 

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

Luke 12:19 
μ : , ,

+  (Paed. 2.125.2) [Ad]* 

+ μ : , ,
 +  (Strom. 3.56.3) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) Ath (Did) 

μ 112 / μ  P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 TR UBS4 Or; omit D a b e    [Lac. P45 Did]  

 … P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Or Did] omit D a b e    [Lac. (P45)]

*************** 
  Did]   P75 A B D E L  f 1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4; omit   Or  [Lac. P45]

                                                      
112 μ  is grouped with μ , since Clement’s reading clearly stands 

in opposition to the omission of μ  in the Western tradition. 
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Luke 12:20 
+  ( )

μ : μ , ;  (Paed.
2.125.2) [Ad] 

+  ( )
: μ , ;  (Strom. 3.56.3) [C] 

 ( ) :
μ , ;  (Strom. 4.34.2) [Ad]*113

TEXT: … ,114

:  [  / ] μ , ;
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (33) C (Or) (Ath) (Did) 

 A D E  f 1 f 13 892 1582 avid b TR UBS4

Or Didpt;   Didpt  e;   P75 B L 33 579; 
Didpt   [Lac. P45 Ath]

  P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33  
892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Didpt]   D
579 Didpt  [Lac. Ath] 

  D a e]   Clempt P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 b TR UBS4 Or Ath Did [Lac. P45]

  D a b e]   Clempt P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 579
892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Ath Did   [Lac. 33] 

                                                      
113 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. 

114 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. 

 f 1 892 1582 Or Ath]  P75 A B D E L f 13 579 a b 
e TR UBS4 Did   [Lac. P45 33]
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------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e

TR UBS4 Or Ath Did] 

 ]  P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582  
a b e TR UBS4 Or Ath Did   [Lac. 33] 

Luke 12:22 
μ  μ μ  ( ) μ , μ μ μ

 +  (Paed. 2.102.3) [C] 115

, μ  μ μ μ , μ
μ  +  (Strom. 4.34.5) [Ad]*116

TEXT: , μ  μ μ μ ,
μ μ  [ μ  / omit] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (33) C Or Ath Did 

μ 1 P45 E 117f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e TR] omit P75 A B D L
 b UBS4; μ   579118

μ 2  B 119 f 1 f 13 33 1582 a] omit Clempt P45 P75 A D E L 
 579 892 b e TR UBS4

                                                      
115 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. 

117 A comparison of Lake’s edition of f 1 with the collations by Swanson and the 
IGNTP on Luke indicates Lake’s omission of μ  is inaccurate (see n. 119 below). 

118 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads μ  instead of μ . While von Soden 
supports Schmidtke’s reading, I have chosen to follow the reading of μ  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. 

119 A comparison of Lake’s edition of f 1 with the collations by Swanson and the 
IGNTP on Luke indicates Lake’s omission of μ  is also inaccurate here (see n. 117 
above).
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------------------ 
 ] add μ  P75 B D L f13 579 892 UBS4; μ   A E

 f 1 33 1582 a b e TR  [Lac. P45]

Luke 12:23 
+ μ μ  +   

(Paed. 2.102.3) [C]120

+ μ μ    
(Strom. 4.34.5) [C]121

________________________ 

  Lac. C (33) Or Ath Did 

  P75 B D L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b e UBS4] omit  P45 A
E a TR122

μ   P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 e TR
UBS4] add plus (= ) a b  [Lac. 33]   

Luke 12:24 
+ , ,

μ ,123 .
μ 124 ; (Paed. 2.102.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. C (33) (a) Or Ath Did 

                                                      
120 The absence of the negative particle  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. 

121 The absence of the negative particle  from Matt 6:25 indicates this 
reference is most probably to Luke 12:23 rather than to Matt 6:25. 

122 This  was most likely part of Clement’s text, since he cites this verse in 
exactly the same way twice. 

123 The distinction between the singular and plural number of  in the 
following variant is of no textual significance for determining Clement’s text. 

  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4]   P45 (e)

124 Marcovich adds μ  on the basis of the New Testament. 
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P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b
TR UBS4] add   P45 D e 

  P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b
TR UBS4] omit  D e;  P45

  P45 P75 A B E f1 f 13 33 1582 a b TR UBS4]  D  
L 579 892 e

  P45 P75 A B E f 1 f 13 1582 TR UBS4] D L
579 892   [NA: a b e; Lac. 33] 

  P75 A B E L f1 33 579 892 1582 b e TR
UBS4]   P45 D f 13   [Lac. 33 a] 

 / μ  D b e]  μ μ
P45 A B E L f1 f 13 579 1582 TR UBS4;  μ

μ   892;  μ  P75   [Lac. 33 a] 

------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4] add   D 

1 ]   D (a) (b) (e);  P45 P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33  
579 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4

  P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   f 13

Luke 12:27 
 ( ) :

μ μ   (Paed. 2.102.5) [C]  
________________________ 

  Lac. C Or Ath Did 

  P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4] add  agri  (= ) a b e125

                                                      
125 The Old Latin appears to represent a harmonization with the parallel passage in 

Matt 6:28. 
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 D] 
P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4;

 579; quomodo non
texunt neque neunt (= ) a;
quomodo crescunt non laborant neque neunt neque texunt  
(= )
b; quomodo crescunt et florescunt neque laborant neque neunt  
(= ) e 

  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b e TR
UBS4] omit P45 a 

 A D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 b e] omit  P45 P75 B E 
579 a TR UBS4

  P45 P75 A B D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a e
TR UBS4]   E 579 b126

------------------ 
μ  ] add   P75 A B D E L

f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 avid e TR UBS4; add   P45;
in omni illa gloria sua (= ) b 

Luke 12:28 
μ 127

μ μ ,  μ μ ,
 +  (Paed. 2.103.1) [C]128

________________________ 

  Lac. C Or Ath Did 

                                                      
126 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads  instead of .

Since Swanson’s collation, von Soden, and the IGNTP volume on Luke support the 
reading of , I assume Schmidtke’s reading is mistaken. 

127 Marcovich transposes the phrase μ  to μ
without textual precedence. 

128 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. 



162 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

 …   A f13 33] μ
f 1 1582; μ   E 

TR; μ   P75 B L 892 UBS4;
μ   P45;

μ   D; μ   579; faenum 
quomodo hodie in agro (= μ ) b; 
faenum agri quod est hodie (=

μ )  e  [Lac. a]  

μ A E f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR] μ   P45

P75 B D L 892 UBS4 [NA: a b e]  

------------------ 
  P45 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (a) TR

UBS4]  P75; aut videte (= )  b; si enim (= )  e 

μ   P45 P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a  
b e TR UBS4] μ

  P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4] add  P45;   579 

μ   P45 P75 A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4]
μ   579129   [NA: a b e] 

Luke 12:29 
+ μ  μ 130 (Paed. 2.103.1) [C]   

μ  ( )  ( )  μ
μ   (Paed. 2.103.3) [C] 

( μ :) μ  μ μ
· (Paed. 2.103.2) [Ad]*131

                                                      
129 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads μ  instead of μ . Since both 

Swanson’s collation and von Soden support the reading of μ , I have chosen to 
follow their reading and to assume that Schmidtke’s reading is mistaken again. 

130 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.    rell] 

131 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 

  P75 A D E f 1 f 13 1582 a b TR]   P45 B L 33 579  
892 e UBS4

------------------ 
μ 1  P45 P75 c A B D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4] omit *  [NA: a b e] 

  P45 A B D E L f 1 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]  P75; omit f 13

P45 P75 c A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4] add μ μ *

Luke 12:30132

μ   (Paed. 2.103.4) [C]133

 ( ) μ 134  (Paed. 2.103.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. C Or Ath Did 

μ   P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR
UBS4] omit  579135; huius mundi (= μ )  b e;
saeculi (= )  a 

  D a b]   P45 A E f1 892 1582 TR;
  P75 B L f13 33 579 UBS4; faciunt (= )  e

 ( ) μ   D a (b) e] μ   P45 P75

A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

                                                      
132 The context indicates this passage refers to Luke 12:30 rather than Matt 6:32. 
133 Marcovich replaces  with  based solely on the New Testament. 
134 Marcovich adds  based solely on the New Testament. 
135 A comparison of the collation of Alfred Schmidtke and Reuben Swanson 

reveals a disagreement on this reading. Schmidtke’s text reads , while 
Swanson has μ . 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. 



164 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

------------------ 
 ( )   P45 P75 A B D E L f 13 33 579 892 

a e TR UBS4]  f 1 1582; omit   b 

  P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b
TR UBS4] necessaria sunt (= )  e 

Luke 12:31 
 ( ) ,

μ (Paed. 2.103.5) [Ad]*136

________________________ 

  Lac. C Or Ath Did 

  D a]   P45 P75 A B E L f 1 33 579  
892 1582 b e TR UBS4;  f 13

  P45 A E f 1 f 13 33 1582 b e TR] B D L
579 892 a UBS4; omit P75

------------------ 
 ]  P45 P75 * B E L 1582 892 a e UBS4;

c A D f1 f 13 33 579 b TR; 

Luke 12:32 
μ ,  μ μ : μ

  (Quis div. 31.2) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. C Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 ]   P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579  

892 1582 TR UBS4;   [NA: a b e] 

 ]  P45 P75 A B D E L
f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4

                                                      
136 The context and the absence of any reference to  indicate this is a 

reference to Luke 12:31 rather than Matt 6:33. 
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Luke 12:33 
 μ μ  …    

(Strom. 4.33.7) [Ad]  

  (Paed. 3.87.3) [All] 
________________________ 

Lac. C Or (Ath) Did 

Luke 12:35 
 ( ) μ μ

μ  +  (Paed. 2.79.1) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C Or Ath Did 

μ   P75 E L f1 f 13 33 579 1582 892 TR UBS4]
μ   A  a b e; μ   B; μ

D  [Lac. P45]

------------------ 
  P45vid P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  

e TR UBS4]   D 

  P45 P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4]   D 

μ   P45vid P75 A B D E f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582
TR UBS4] μ   L  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 12:36 
+ μ μ μ ,

137 μ ,
. +  (Paed. 2.79.1) [C] 

________________________ 

                                                      
137 Here the manuscript tradition of Clement also reads  in F.
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  Lac. (P45) C Or Ath Did 

  D  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582]  P45vid P75 A B E L
TR UBS4  [NA: a b e]  

 f 1 f 13 5791 892 1582 TR]  Clempt P75 A B D  
E L 33 a b UBS4; venit (= )  e  [Lac. P45]

P45 P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b TR
UBS4] et (= ) a e 

------------------ 
μ P45 P75 A B D E L  f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e

TR UBS4] add  f 1

  P75 B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4] add   A  [Lac. P45]

 ]   P75 A B E L 
f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4;   D  [Lac. P45]

Luke 12:37 
+ μ ,

(Paed. 2.79.1) [C] 

 ________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (a) Or Ath Did 

  P75 A B D E f 1 f 13 579 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   L 33 892 [Lac. P45]

  D]   P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 
TR UBS4 [NA: a b e; Lac. P45]   

------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]

omit   [NA: a b e] 

 ]   P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33
579 892 1582 TR UBS4 [NA: a b e; Lac. P45]
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Luke 12:48 
,   (Strom. 2.147.4) [All]138

________________________ 

  Lac. C a Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
 P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b e TR

UBS4]   D 

Luke 12:49 
  (Ecl. 26.5) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. C a (Or) Ath  

  P75 A B L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 UBS4 Or Did] 
P45 D E  b e TR     

Luke 12:58 
μ 139

( )  (Strom. 3.36.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C a Or Ath Did   

                                                      
138 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. 

139 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  shares any 
genetic significance with the similar reading in Codex Beza. 

  D]   P45 P75 B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892
1582 TR UBS4;   A  [NA: b e] 
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Luke 13:32 
, , , μ

μ , μ
(Strom. 4.31.3) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) Or Ath (Did) 

  P75 B L 33 UBS4] A E f 1 f 13 579
892 1582 TR; μ   D; μ   P45 [NA: a b e; Lac. Did] 

  P75 A D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
add μ   B b e; die tertia (= μ )  a  [Lac. P45 33 Did] 

------------------ 
  P45 P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a e TR

UBS4 Did] illi (= )  b   [Lac. 33] 

  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   [Lac. P45 33  Did]   

μ   P75 A B D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
μ   L  [NA: a b e; Lac. P45 33  Did] 

μ   P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4] consummabor (= μ )  e; omit  579  [Lac. P45 33 Did]  

Luke 14:8 
μ , μ   (Paed.

2.4.5) [Ad]*  
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) Or Ath Did 

  D] add   P45 P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 579
892 1582 b TR UBS4; invitatus fuerit aliquis (= )  a;
invitati fueritis (= ) e  [Lac. 33]  

μ A B E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a e TR
UBS4] omit P75 b; μ   D [Lac. P45 33]  
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Luke 14:10 
,   (Paed. 2.4.5) [Ad]  

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (33) C Or Ath Did 

 …   D] 140

  P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 579 1582 a b UBS4;
  892 TR;  

invitatus fueris in nuptias in novissimum locum recumbe (=
μ )  e [Lac. P45 33]  

Luke 14:12 
( ·)  +  (Paed. 2.4.5) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

  ------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b e TR UBS4] et

(= )  a  [Lac. 33] 

Luke 14:13
+ ( :) ,   (Paed.

2.4.5) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

  A D E L f1 f 13 1582 TR]   B  
579 892 UBS4;   P75 ; facies prandium  (=

?)  a; facis convivium (= )  b; feceris  
prandium (= ?)  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. 
  P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 579 UBS4]  L
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 ] omit P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 [NA: a b e; Lac. 33]  

Luke 14:15 
μ   (Paed. 2.5.3)  

[C]141

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

μ   A D E 892 a b e TR] μ P75

c B L f1 f 13 579 1582 UBS4; omit *  [Lac. 33]  

  P75 c B D L f1 579 892 a b e TR UBS4]  A E
f13 1582; omit    [Lac. 33]   

------------------ 
  P75 c A B D E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4]   L; omit *    [Lac. 33] 

  P75 c A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   579; omit  

Luke 14:16 
 μ   (Paed.

2.4.5) [C] 

TEXT:  μ
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) (Or) Ath Did 

  A D E L f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR Or]
  P75 B f 1 UBS4  [Lac. 33] 

                                                      
141 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. 
  P75 c A B E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]   D ;

omit *   [Lac. 33] 
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------------------ 
μ   P75 A B (D) E L f1 f 13 (579) 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 Or ] omit e  [Lac. 33]   

Luke 14:20 
μ μ   (Strom. 3.90.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) (Or) Ath Did 

 a b e] add   P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 TR UBS4;   D  [Lac. P45 Or]  

------------------ 
μ P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR

UBS4 Or] μ   P45vid (a) (b) (e);   D  [Lac. 33]   

Luke 14:26 
 μ  μ  ( )  μ , μ

 μ   (Strom. 3.97.2) [Ad]* 

 μ  μ ,
, μ  μ   (Quis div. 22.2) [Ad]* 

 μ  μ  μ ,
 +  (Strom. 7.79.5) [All]* 

________________________ 

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

  579 e Or] add  P75 B L  892 (a) (b) TR UBS4

Didpt; add   P45 A D E  f 1 f 13 1582  (a) (b) Didpt

[Lac. 33] 

  P45 A D E  f 1 f 13 579 1582 TR Did] 
B L  33 892 UBS4;   P75 a b e   [Lac. Or] 

  P45 A D E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR Did] 
  P75 B 579 a b e UBS4  [Lac. Or] 
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(μ )  μ   P45 P75 f 13 Didpt] (μ ) μ
Clempt A D E f 1 1582 a b TR Or;  μ  μ  B L
579 892 UBS4 Didpt; μ  μ   e   [Lac. 33]  

------------------ 
μ   P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e 
TR UBS4 Or] add   D Did 

Luke 14:27 
+  μ μ   (Strom. 7.79.5) [All]  

μ   (Strom. 7.79.7) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. C (33) Or Ath Did 

Luke 14:33 
μ   (Strom. 7.79.7) [All] 

  (Quis div. 14.6) [All]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C (33) Or Ath Did 

  D 579 a b e]   P75 A
B E L  f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR UBS4   [Lac. P45 33]  

------------------ 
  P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4] omit D  [Lac. P45 33] 

Luke 15:4 
  (Strom. 1.169.2) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 
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Luke 15:11–14 
μ μ

μ   (Paed. 2.9.2) [All]
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

Luke 15:17 
 μ   (Strom. 4.30.1) 

[All]
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath (Did) 

Luke 16:9 
 μ μ , ,

μ   (Quis div. 13.3) [C] 

 μ μ ,
, μ   (Quis div. 31.5) [C] 

  (Quis div. 32.6) [Ad]

TEXT:  μ μ ,
μ

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (33) C Or Ath Did 

c A D E f 1 f 13 33vid 892 1582  
(a) (b) (e) TR]   P75 * B L UBS4;

  579

μ μ   P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582  
b e TR UBS4]  μ μ   D (a)  [Lac. 33] 
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  P75 * B D L f1 1582 UBS4] c b TR;
 A  579142;   E  f 13 892; defecerit vobis 

(= μ )  a; defecerint vobis (= μ )  e  [Lac. 33]  

Luke 16:12 
 μ μ   (Strom. 3.31.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) (Or) Ath Did  

Luke 16:16 
 μ μ  μ

(Strom. 5.55.1) [Ad]*   
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

μ  / μ   P75 B L f1 f 13 579 892 1582 UBS4]   A D E 
TR  [NA: a b e; Lac. 33]  

Luke 16:19 
 ( μ )

, , μ
μ μ  +   (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad] 

  (Paed. 3.34.4) [All] 

;  (Strom. 4.30.4) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath (Did) 

------------------ 

                                                      
142 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads  instead of . Since 

Swanson’s collation and the IGNTP volume on Luke both support the reading of 
, I have chosen to follow their reading and assume that Schmidtke’s text is 

once again mistaken. 
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A B E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR UBS4

Did] μ  P75;  D; honestus (=?)  e   
[Lac. 33] 

  P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a e 
TR UBS4 (Did)] add   D; omit  b 

Luke 16:20 
+ … μ

μ , +  (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath (Did) 

P75 B D L 579 a e UBS4] add   A E f1 f 13 892  
1582 TR; erat autem quidam (= ) b [Lac. 33 Did] 

  P75 B D L 33vid 579 a e UBS4] add   A E
f1 f 13 892 1582 b TR  [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
 ]   P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e  

TR UBS4 Did 

Luke 16:21 
+ μ

143 +  (Paed. 2.105.1) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

 /  P75 * B L (b) (e) UBS4]
c A D E f13 33vid (579) 892 a TR; add  

 f 1 1582  

                                                      
143 The nature of Clement’s argument suggests that he would have included this 

reading if he knew of it. 
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------------------ 
μ   P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b e TR  

UBS4] cupiebat (= μ )  a  [Lac. 33]  

  P75 A B D E L f 1 579 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4]   f 13   [Lac. 33]  

Luke 16:22 
+ …  μ , , μ ,

  (Paed. 2.105.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) (Or) Ath Did 

Luke 17:3–4 
μ μ

 μ   (Quis div. 39.5) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

Luke 17:3 
μ  ( ) μ ,

μ ,  +  (Paed. 3.91.1) [C]144

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C (33) Or Ath Did 

                                                      
144 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. 

μ ] μ
μ A B D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR] μ   579 
   [Lac. P75 33] 

1 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]   L  [NA: a 
b e; Lac. P75]

2 B D E L f 13 579 892 TR UBS4] add μ   A ;  μ   f 1;
add μ 1582  [NA: a b e; Lac. P75 33] 
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μ A B L f1 33 892 1582 (a) (b) UBS4]  add   E f 13

579 (e) TR; μ  (a) (b); μ   D  (e)
[Lac. P75]

Luke 17:4 
+ 145 μ μ 146

, μ ,   (Paed. 3.91.1) [C]147

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C (33) Or Ath Did 

μ f 1 579148 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR] μ   A B D L
892 (a) (b) (e) UBS4; omit  E f13 [Lac. P75 33]  

 D (a) (e)] omit  E f13;  B L f1 579 892 1582 (a) 
(e) TR UBS4;   A  b; [Lac. P75 33]  

2 B D L 892 a b UBS4] add μ   A f1

579 1582 e TR; omit E f13    [Lac. P75 33] 

A B D L  579 892 (a) (b) (e) UBS4]  f1 1582 (a) 
(b) (e) TR; omit E f13   [Lac. P75 33] 

  D a b e]   P75vid A B E L f1 f 13 33 579
892 1582 TR UBS4

------------------ 
A B D L f 1 579 892 1582 b e TR UBS4] omit

E149 f 13; in die (= μ )  a  [Lac. P75 33] 
                                                      

145 Marcovich inserts  before  on the basis of the New Testament 
146 Marcovich emends  to  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. 
μ   A B D L ] μ

148 Alfred Schmidtke’s text of 579 reads μ  instead of μ . Since 
Swanson’s collation and the IGNTP volume on Luke both support the reading of 
μ , I have again chosen to follow their reading and assume that Schmidtke’s text 

is mistaken. 
149 Since the omission in E and f 13 appear to be due to homoeoteleuton, the 

accidental agreement between the two readings is not counted as genetically 
significant. 
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]   P75vid A B D E L f1 f 13 33 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4;  579 

μ A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a (b) e TR
UBS4] μ   D [Lac. P75]

Luke 17:31 
μ  +  (Strom. 7.93.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Or Ath Did 

Luke 17:32 
+   (Strom. 7.93.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Ath Did 

Luke 18:8 
( :)

;  (Strom. 3.49.5) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (33) Ath (Did) 

------------------ 
  P75 A B E L f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or

Did] omit D  [NA: a b e; Lac 33] 

*************** 
  Did] 

  D a b e;   P75

A B E L f1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Orpt;
  Orpt [Lac. 33]  

Luke 18:22 
  (Quis div. 10.3) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) (Or) Ath Did 



 TEXT AND APPARATUS   179 

Luke 19:5 
, , ,

  (Strom. 4.35.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 (33) C Or Ath Did 

Luke 19:8 
μ  μ μ μ  ( ),
, , μ

(Strom. 4.35.2) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) Or Ath Did 

μ   E f1 f 13 579150 892 1582 TR] μ   A ; μ  B
(L) ( ) UBS4; μ   D  [NA: a b e; Lac. 33]   

 μ   A (D) E f 13 892 (a) (b) (e) TR] μ
 B L f1 579 1582 UBS4   [Lac. 33]  

A B D E L f 1 f 13 892 1582 a (b) TR UBS4] omit
579 e  [Lac. 33]  

μ   (a) e] μ A B D E  
L f1 f 13 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4  [Lac. 33]  

Luke 19:9 
( :) μ   (Quis div. 13.5) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) Or Ath Did 

B E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4]
add   A D  [Lac. 33]   

                                                      
150 A comparison of the collation of Alfred Schmidtke and Reuben Swanson 

reveals another disagreement here. Schmidtke’s text reads μ , while Swanson has 
μ . 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 
( :) μ

  (Strom. 4.35.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) (Or) Ath 

------------------ 
A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Or Did]     [Lac. 33] 

Luke 20:34 
  (Strom. 3.87.3) [C] 

 ( ) μ μ  … + (Paed. 1.10.3) [Ad]* 

μ μ   (Paed. 2.100.3) [Ad]* 

TEXT: … μ μ
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) b (Or) Ath Did 

μ  B L 33 579 892 UBS4 Or] μ   A E
f13; μ TR; μ  f 1 1582; generantur  

(= )  a e; μ   D 

------------------ 
 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 vid 579 892  

1582 e TR UBS4 Or] fili huius saeculi (= )
a;

μ  A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]
generant (= ) e; μ   D;

μ  Or; generantur (= ) a 

Luke 20:35 
+   (Paed. 1.10.3) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) b Or Ath (Did) 
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Luke 22:31 
( ) μ  ( )

: +  (Strom. 4.74.4) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

Lac. P45 C 33 Or Ath (Did) 

 A D E  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b TR] omit  P75

B L e UBS4  [Lac. Did] 

*************** 
μ   Didpt] μ

P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Didpt 

Luke 22:32 
+ μ   (Strom. 4.74.4) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C 33 Or Ath (Did) 

Luke 24:41
μ ; (  μ  μ
) +  (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]  

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
  P75 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4]

*  [NA: a b e] 

Luke 24:42
+  …  μ  +  (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]   

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

  P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (b) TR
UBS4]   D e; qui  (= ) a 
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μ   P75 A B D L  579 e UBS4] add  μ
 /   E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 (a) (b) TR151

Luke 24:43 
+ 152  + (Paed. 2.15.2) [C]  

 ________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

------------------ 
  P75 B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4]   A 

Luke 24:44 
+ 153   (Paed. 2.15.2) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did 

  A D E  f 1 f 13 1582 a  e TR]   P75

B L 33 579 892 b UBS4

                                                      
151 It 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. 
152 Although Clement’s use of  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. 

 b]   P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a (e)
TR UBS4

153 Although this quotation is part of a continuous quotation, it is not certain 
whether Clement’s text omits the introductory conjunction  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.



 TEXT AND APPARATUS   183 

THE GOSPEL OF JOHN

John 1:1 
, ,

 (Protr. 6.3) [C] 

( )   (Protr. 7.3) [C] 

,   (Exc. 19.2) [C] 

  (Protr. 6.4) [Ad] 

  (Protr. 110.2) [Ad] 

( ) ,   (Paed. 1.62.4) [Ad] 

  (Paed. 1.4.1) [All] 

  (Exc. 19.1) [All] 

TEXT: , ,

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C W 

------------------ 
2  P66 P75 A B D E f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Ath Did Cyr] add   L  [NA: a b e] 

John 1:3 
,   (Paed.

1.97.3) [C] 

,   (Strom.
6.95.1) [C] 

,   (Strom.
6.125.2) [C] 

  (Exc. 8.2) [C]
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  (Paed. 1.60.2) [C] 

  (Paed. 3.33.3) [Ad] 

 ( )  (Strom. 1.45.5) [Ad] 

,   (Strom. 6.58.1) [Ad] 

,   (Strom.
6.141.7) [Ad] 

,   (Strom.
6.153.4) [Ad] 

, 154  (Strom. 7.17.2) 
[Ad]

 (Strom. 5.103.1) [All] 

  (Strom. 6.145.5) [All] 

TEXT: ,
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (C) W 

P75 c A B Cvid E L f13 33 579 892 TR UBS4 Or
Ath Cyrpt]    P66 * D f1 1582 Did   [NA: a b e] 

John 1:3–4 
  (Paed. 1.27.1) [C] 

  (Paed. 2.79.3) [C] 

( )   (Strom. 4.42.3) [C] 

  (Exc. 13.1) [C] 

  (Exc. 19.2) [C]

                                                      
154 Clement’s predominant inclusion of  indicates that its omission here is likely 

the result of his adaptation and not a genuine attestation (contra Mees). 
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TEXT: .  [  / ], … 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W  Ath (Did)

 D a b e]  Clempt P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579
892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Cyr [Lac. Did] 

------------------ 
  P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Or Cyr] omit P66  [Lac. Did] 

 P66 P75 A C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Did Cyr] omit B 

John 1:5 
  (Exc. 8.4) [C] 

μ   (Paed. 1.28.3) [Ad] 

μ   (Paed. 2.79.3) [Ad] 

 ( ) μ   (Paed. 2.99.6) [Ad] 

TEXT:  [  / ]
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W  Ath

  a e]   Clempt P66 P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33  
579 892 1582 b TR UBS4 Or Did Cyr  

John 1:9 
  (Strom. 2.21.1) [C] 

(Protr. 84.6) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W 
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------------------ 
  P66 P75 A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR

UBS4 Or Ath Did Cyr] est (= )  e 

John 1:11 
 ( )

  (Strom. 7.83.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W  Ath Did 

John 1:12 
 (Strom. 4.26.5) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W ( ) Did

John 1:13 
μ μ μ
μ   (Strom. 2.58.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W (Or) Did

------------------ 
  B] add    P66 P75 A C D L  f 1 f 13 33 579

892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Ath Cyr; omit  E (Or)155

John 1:14 
  (Exc. 19.1) [C] 

  (Paed. 2.20.1) [Ad] 

 (Strom. 5.16.5) [Ad] 

                                                      
155 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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μ   (Paed. 1.9.4) [All] 

μ
(Strom. 5.72.3) [All] 

TEXT:
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W 

John 1:16 
 ( ) μ μ   (Strom. 1.87.5) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (D) W (Ath) (Did) (Cyr)

John 1:17 
( ) μ  … 

 (Paed. 1.60.1) [C] 

( ) μ  (Strom. 1.169.4) [C] 

μ ,
  (Quis div. 8.1) [C]  

μ    (Strom. 1.70.2) [All] 

μ   (Strom. 1.167.1) [All] 

TEXT: … μ ,

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 D W (Ath) (Did)

  P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Ath Cyr]   P66 a b e;   Did 

------------------ 
  P66 P75 c A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a  

b e TR UBS4 Or Ath Did Cyr] omit  *
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John 1:18 
:  μ

  (Strom. 5.81.3) [C] 

  (Exc. 8.1) [C] 

μ  μ   (Strom.
1.169.4) [Ad] 

 (Exc. 8.2) [Ad] 

 μ  μ   (Quis
div. 37.1) [Ad] 

 μ μ  (Paed. 1.8.2) [All] 

TEXT: :  μ  [  / ]

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 D W (Ath)

 P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR  
UBS4 Or Did Cyr] add nisi (=  μ )  a b e  [Lac. Ath] 

 μ   P75 c 33 Or Cyr] μ  P66 * B C L
UBS4 Did;  μ   Clempt A E f1 f 13 579 892  
1582 a b e TR Ath

  P66 P75 c A B C E L f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 b e  
TR UBS4 Or Did Ath Cyr] omit * (a) 

------------------ 
P66 P75c A B C E L f1 f13 33 579  

892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Did Cyr]   P75*  [Lac. Ath] 

( )   P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b  
e TR UBS4 Or Ath Did Cyr] filius suus (= )  a 

  P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 b e TR  
UBS4 Or Ath Did Cyr] omit a 

  P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  
e TR UBS4 Or Ath] omit  Did
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John 1:20–23 
 μ μ

μ   (Protr. 9.1) [All] 
________________________ 

Lac. P45 D W Ath Did (Cyr) 

John 1:27 
μ  ( ) μ μ

(Strom. 5.55.1) [Ad]* 

μ μ μ
  (Paed. 2.117.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 D W Ath Did (Cyr)

μ   P66* P75 C L 33 a] μ   P66c B f 13 579 UBS4

Or; μ   A E f1 892 1582 b e TR156  [Lac. Cyr] 

   A B C E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or]  P66 P75 Cyr  [NA: a b e] 

------------------ 
μ μ  ] μ μ

P75 A B C E L f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or Cyr;
μ μ   P66 a b (e); μ  579 

John 1:47 
 …   (Strom. 6.108.1) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W (33) Or Ath (Did) (Cyr)

John 2:1–11 
μ   (Paed. 2.29.1) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W (Or) (Ath) Did 
                                                      

156 The reading of f 13 is taken from MSS 13, 69, 453, and 788. 
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John 2:16 
 μ  ( )  (Exc. 9.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W Ath Did (Cyr) 

John 3:5 
μ

  (Ecl. 7.1) [All]  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W Or Ath Did

John 3:6 
μ μ

μ  (Strom. 3.84.3) [Ad]  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W (33) (Or) Ath Did 

 P66 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Cyr] add quia de carne natum est  (=
μ ) a b e  [Lac. Or]   

------------------ 
 ] omit P66 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a  

b e TR UBS4 Cyr [Lac. Or] 

 ] μ  P66 P75 A B E L  f 1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Cyr  [Lac. Or] 

John 3:18 
 μ 157   (Strom. 2.69.1) [C]  

 ( )   (Strom.
4.169.4) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W (Or) Ath (Did) 
                                                      

157 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 
μ

μ   (Protr. 101.2) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C D W Or Ath (Did)

 …   P75 A B E L f13 33 579 892 a  
b TR UBS4 Did Cyr]  μ
P66 f 1 1582 (e);  μ

------------------ 
1  P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Cyr]  

omit  P66  [NA: a b e; Lac. Did] 

   P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 e TR UBS4

Cyr] add hoc (= ) a b  [Lac. Did] 

μ   P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 Cyr] saeculum (= ) k [Lac. Did] 

John 3:30 
μ  μ

  (Strom. 6.94.6) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C W Ath Did

John 3:36 
  (Paed. 1.29.1) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W Or Ath Did

------------------   
  P66 P75 A B C E L f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 a b e  

TR UBS4 Cyr]   D158

                                                      
158 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  at the beginning of the verse. 
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P66 P75 A B C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4

Cyr]   892  [NA: a b e]  

John 4:7 
μ μ μ

(Paed. 2.38.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W (Or) Ath Did

John 4:14 
 μ

  (Paed. 1.83.3) [All] 

μ μ
μ μ μ   (Strom. 7.104.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W (33) Ath (Did)

John 4:32 
 ( ) μ   (Paed.
1.45.4)  [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W Ath (Did)

John 4:34
μ μ μ μ  μ   (Paed.

1.45.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 W Ath (Did) 

  P66 P75 B C D L f1 33 579 1582 UBS4 Or Cyr]  
A E f 13 892 TR  [NA: a b e; Lac. Did] 



 TEXT AND APPARATUS   193 

John 5:17 
  (Strom. 1.12.3) [All]  

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (Or) (Ath) Did

John 5:19 
  (Strom. 1.12.3) [All]159

  (Strom. 55.38.7) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (Or) (Ath) (Did) 

  ------------------
 /  ( ) P66 P75 A B E L W

 f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Ath Cyr] 
  D160  [Lac. Did] 

John 5:24  
μ μ μ  ( )  μ

μ  μ
 μ   (Paed. 1 27.1) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C a Or Ath Did

  P66 P75 A B D E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
TR UBS4 Cyr] veniet (= ) b e   

------------------ 
  P66c P75 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33

579 892 1582 (b) (e) TR UBS4 Cyr]   W

                                                      
159 Since the following variant from John 5:19 is most likely the result of itacism, 

the distinction is not included in the apparatus. 
  E  579 892]   P66 P75 A B D L  f 1 f 13 33 1582

TR UBS4 Or Cyr  [Lac. Ath Did] 
160 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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  P66 P75 A B E L W  f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Cyr] omit D  [NA: b e] 

John 6:27 
 ( ) μ μ

μ   (Strom. 1.7.2) [C] 

( )  μ μ
μ   (Strom. 3.87.1) [C] 

μ  (
  (Strom. 6.1.2) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 (P75) C (Or) Ath (Did)

 E] add   P75 A B D L W f1 f 13 33
579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Did Cyr 

------------------ 
μ μ  ]  μ μ  b;  
μ μ   P75 A B D E L W f1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a e TR UBS4 Or Cyr [Lac. Did] 

John 6:32 
 ( ) μ

 μ μ
+  (Paed. 1.46.2) [C]  

  (Exc. 13.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 C (Or) Ath Did

  B D L W]   P75 A E f1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 TR UBS4 Or Cyr  [NA: a b e]  

  P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 e  
TR UBS4 Or Cyr] add panem (= )  a b 
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------------------ 
μ 1  P75 A B D E L W f1 f13 33 892 1582 a b e TR  

UBS4 Or Cyr] omit  579 

161  …    P75 A B D E L W f1 33 579 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Cyr] omit f13

μ P75 A B D E L W  f 1 33 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 Or Cyr] omit  e [Lac. f13]

2 A B D E L W f1 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Or Cyr] add   P75 [NA: a b e; Lac. f13]

John 6:33 
+

μ   (Paed. 1.46.2) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 (P75) C Ath Did

  P75 A B E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Or  
Cyr] add  D  [NA: a b e]   

  P75 A B D E L W f1 f13 33 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 Or Cyr]   579 (e) 

  e]   P75

A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b TR UBS4 Or  
Cyr

  P75 B D E L W f13 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Or Cyr]   A 33 579;   f 1

μ   P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
TR UBS4 Or Cyr] huic mundo (= μ  ) a b ; saeculo  
(= ) e 

                                                      
161 The reading of f 13 is taken from MSS 13, 69, 346, and 547. The omission 

appears to be due to homoeoteleuton. 
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John 6:40 
162 μ  μ

163

μ   (Paed. 1.28.5) [C]164

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 Or Did

 μ   P66 P75 B C D (L) W f1 33 579 1582 a b e
UBS4 Ath Cyr] μ  μ   A E TR; μ  μ

f 13 892

  P66 A D L f 1 1582 b] add   P75 B C E  
W f13 33 579 892 a e TR UBS4 Cyr; 

; add  Ath  

  P66 A D L f13 33 a b UBS4 Ath] omit P75 B C E W 
f1 579 892 1582 e TR Cyr

------------------ 
 (  / ) μ   P66c P75 A B C D E L W
f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Ath Cyr] omit P66*

 ]   P66 P75 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4 Ath Cyr 

John 6:44 
  (Strom. 4.138.4) [All] 

  (Strom. 55.83.1) [All] 
________________________ 

Lac. P45 (33) (Or) (Ath) Did 

                                                      
162 On the basis of this single quotation, it is impossible to know with certainty 

whether Clement’s text includes the introductory conjunction  or not. For this 
reason, the conjunction  is not included in the apparatus as a significant variant. 

163 The textual transmission of Clement’s writings also attests the reading of 
in MSS M and F. 

164 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. 

  P66* P75 A B C D L W f 1 33 892 1582 TR UBS4 Ath Cyr] 
 Clempt P66c E f 13 579 a b e 
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John 6:47 
  (Strom. 5.85.1) [C]165

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) (C) (33) Or Ath (Did)

P66 B L W 892 UBS4] add μ   A D E 
 f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR Did Cyr   [Lac. P75 C] 

John 6:51 
 μ μ

  (Paed. 1.46.2) [C] 

( )  μ   (Paed. 1.47.1) [C] 

 ( )  μ   (Exc. 13.4) [C]  

 . . . μ   (Exc. 13.3) [All] 

TEXT: …  μ
μ 166

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) A (33) Ath Did

  P66 P75vid c B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  
TR UBS4 Or Cyr] omit  * a b e

                                                      
165 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 J. 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. 

166 It is likely that Clement’s text includes the introductory , since it is appears 
in two separate quotations from different works. 
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 D W a b] add   P66 B C E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892  
1582 e TR UBS4 Or Cyr  [Lac. P75]

  P66 P75 ( ) B C D L W 33 579 a b e UBS4 Orpt Cyr] add 
  E f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR Orpt 

------------------ 
  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Or Cyr] add μ   579; add   892  

  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 892 1582  (b)  
(e) TR UBS4 Or Cyr]   579 (b) (e); μ  a

 …  ] μ  μ

John 6:53 
( …)  μ

 ( )  μ μ   (Paed. 1.38.2) [Ad]  

 μ  ( )  μ μ   (Paed. 1.42.3) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) A (Or) Ath Did

------------------ 
  P66 P75 B C D E L W  f 1 f 13 33 579 892  

1582 b e TR UBS4 Or Cyr] corpus (= μ )  a

John 6:55 
μ  μ  ( )   (Paed. 1.36.5) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 ( ) A (D) 33 Ath Did

  P66c P75 c B C L W f1 f 13 579 892 1582 UBS4 Or Cyr]  
  P66* * D E TR  [NA: a b e] 

------------------ 
  μ   P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f13 579 892 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Or Cyr] omit  
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 ] omit P66 P75 B C E L W  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e  
TR UBS4 Or Cyr [NA: * D] 

μ  (μ ) P66 P75 c B C E L W
 f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Cyr] omit ( ) D167

P66 P75 c B C E L W  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a b e  
TR UBS4 Or Cyr] *  [Lac. D] 

John 7:16 
μ μ  ( ) μ  μ

  (Strom. 1.87.6) [Ad]*  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A C Or Ath Did

  33] omit  P66 P75 B D E L W f1 f13 579 892  
1582 a b e TR UBS4 Cyr 

John 7:18 
 ( )   (Strom. 1.87.6) 

[C]

 μ  ( ):
μ

  (Strom. 1.100.3) [C]**  
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A C Or Ath Did

  P66 P75 B D E L W  f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Cyr] qui (= ) a b e; 

  L 892]   P66 P75 B D E W
 f1 f 13 33 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Cyr;  579 

                                                      
167 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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------------------ 
  P66 B D E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  

e TR UBS4 Cyr] 168omit P75

  P66c P75 B D E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b  
e TR UBS4 Cyr] μ   P66*

John 8:12 
  (Strom. 6.2.4) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) A C b (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 8:24 
 μ  ( )

μ μ   (Strom. 5.85.1) [Ad]* 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A C (33) Ath Did Cyr

[ ]   P66 P75 B E L W  f1 579 892 1582 a b TR
UBS4 Or] add μ D f13 e [Lac. 33]   

------------------ 
  P66 B D E L W  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR

UBS4 Orpt]   P75 Orpt;  [NA: a b e; Lac. 33] 

μ   P66 P75 B D E L W  f1 f 13 579 892  
1582 a e TR UBS4 Or] μ   b  [Lac. 33]    

John 8:32 
μ   (Strom. 2.22.6) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A C (33) Ath Did Cyr

                                                      
168 This omission appears to be due to homoeoteleuton. 
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John 8:34 
 μ μ  +  (Strom. 2.22.5) [C] 

 ( ) μ  ( 169)
(Strom. 3.30.3) [Ad] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A (C) (Or) Ath (Did) Cyr

  D b] add μ  P66 P75 B C E L W f1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a e TR UBS4 Or Did170    

John 8:35 
+  μ  +  (Strom. 2.22.5) [C] 

 ________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A Or Did Cyr

W 33] add  μ   P75 B C E L  f 1 f 13 892  
1582 e TR UBS4; add   P66 D a (b) Ath;   μ    
579171

------------------ 
  P66 P75 B C E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  

b e TR UBS4 Ath]   D; add Domini (= )  a

John 8:36 
+ μ 172   (Strom. 2.22.6) [C] 

                                                      
169 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 μ  represents Clement’s actual text. 
171 The fact that the omission of  [ ]  μ  is also attested to by  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. 

  P66 P75 c B C E L f 1 33 892 1582 TR UBS4

Ath]   D  f 13 579; *  [NA: a b e] 
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________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A Or Did Cyr   

------------------ 
   173  ]   P66 B C D E L W f 1 33 579 892 1582 b  

TR UBS4 Ath; omit  P75 f 13 a e 

  P66 P75 B C E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Ath] omit  W 

μ   P66 P75 B C E L W f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Ath] μ   579174

 ]  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1

f 13 33 579 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Ath

175   P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 a  
b e TR Ath UBS4]   P66

John 8:44 
μ μ μ

μ 176 .
,

. , ,
. (Strom. 1.85.2) [C] 

                                                      
173 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 of a 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 μ , while 
Swanson has μ . While μ  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. 

175 Clement’s text reveals the following variant in John 8:36. Since the variant is 
most likely the result of itacism,  is listed in the apparatus under .

  B C E f 1 f 13 33 579 892 TR UBS4 Ath] 
D L

176 Since the following variant from John 8:44 is most likely the result of itacism, 
the distinction is not included in the apparatus.        rell]   P66
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 ________________________ 

  Lac. P45 A (Ath) (Did) Cyr
1  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 UBS4

Or Did Ath] omit  892 TR  [NA: a b e; Lac. ]    

  P75 C E 1582 TR Or]   P66 B D L W 177f 1 f 13

33 892 UBS4 Did  [NA: a b e; Lac. 579 Ath] 

P75 B C E L W f1 f 13 33 892 1582   
a e TR UBS4 Or]   P66 D (b)  [Lac. 579 Ath Did] 

  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 TR
UBS4 Or Did] add  a b e  [Lac. Ath] 

------------------ 
μ 1 ] omit  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892  

1582 a b eTR UBS4 Or Did  [Lac.  Ath] 

2  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR
UBS4 Or Did Ath] omit 892  [NA: a b e] 

  P66 P75 B C D E W f1 f13 33 579 892 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Or]   L  [Lac. Ath Did]

 /  …   (P66) P75 B C (D) E L W
f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or Did] omit  579  [Lac. Ath]  

  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 89 1582 a b
TR UBS4 Or Did] qui (= ) e  [Lac. Ath] 

  P66 P75 B C D E L W f1 f 13 33
892 1582  a b e TR UBS4 Or Did] omit  579  [Lac. Ath] 

                                                      
177 A comparison here of Lake’s edition of f 1 with the collation by Swanson and 

the critical editions by Tischendorf, Tregelles, and von Soden indicates Lake’s 
reading of  is most likely inaccurate. For this reason, I have chosen not to follow 
Lake’s reading. 
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John 8:56 
 ( ) 178 μ μ   (Exc. 18.1) [C]  

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 Ath Cyr

John 10:1 
μ μ μ ,  μ μ

: +  (Strom. 5.86.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did Cyr

------------------ 
μ    P66 P75 A D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582   

a b e TR UBS4] μ   B    

  P66 P75 A B E L W f1 f 13 33  
579 892 1582  a b e TR UBS4]   D 

John 10:2 
+ μ μ  +

(Strom. 5.86.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C Or Ath Did Cyr

μ   P66 P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582  a  
(e) TR UBS4] μ   D (b); μ   W 

------------------ 
μ   P66 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 892  

1582  a b e TR UBS4] μ   P75

                                                      
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. 
  P66 P75 C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did] 

A B ;  [NA: a b e] 
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John 10:3 
+   (Strom. 5.86.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 C (Or) Ath Did Cyr 

John 10:7 
( ) μ   (Strom. 5.86.4) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) C 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

------------------ 
  P66 A B D E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 1582  a b e TR

UBS4] μ   P75 [Lac. P45]

John 10:8 
( )

  (Strom. 1.81.1) [Ad]* 

 ( )   (Strom. 1.84.7) [Ad]* 

 μ  ( )  (Strom.
1.135.2) [Ad]* 

μ   (Strom. 1.87.2) [All] 

  (Strom. 1.100.4) [All]179

  (Strom. 2.1.1) [All]180

                                                      
179 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. 

180 See the preceding note. 
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(Strom. 5.140.1) [All]181

TEXT:  …  … 
________________________ 

  Lac.  (P45) C 892 Ath Did Cyr

  P45 P66 P75 A B E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 1582  a e  
TR UBS4 Or] omit  D b 

  P66 c A B D L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4] omit   
P45vid P75 * E  a b e

John 10:11 
μ

(Paed. 1.97.3) [Ad] 

μ
(Strom. 1.169.1) [Ad] 

μ   (Strom.
6.158.1) [All]

TEXT: … μ  … 

________________________ 

  Lac. C 892 Or Ath

  P66 P75 c A B E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582  a e
TR UBS4 Did Cyr]   P45 * D b  

  P45vid P66 P75 A B D E L W f1 f13 33 579  
1582  a TR UBS4 Did Cyr] ovibus suis (= ) b e 

------------------ 
μ  ] μ  P45vid Did; μ

P66 P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4

Cyr; pastor enim (b) / autem (a) bonus (= μ )  a b 

                                                      
181 See n. 179 above. 
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John 10:16 
 ( )  μ μ μ   (Paed.

1.53.3) [Ad]* 

182 ( )
  (Strom. 6.108.2) [Ad] 

TEXT:  … 
 μ μ μ

________________________ 

  Lac.  (P75) C (33) 892 (Or) Ath

  P45 c B D L W f1 33 1582 UBS4 Or Cyrpt]
  P66 * A E f13 579 a b e TR; 

Did  [Lac. P75]

μ a b e] μ P45 P66 P75 A B D E L W
f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Cyr; μ   Did  [Lac. Or] 

------------------ 
 ] ad   P45 P66 P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33

579 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Did Cyr   [Lac. Or]  

  P66 P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Did Cyr]   P45  [Lac. Or]

  P45 P66 P75 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b  
e TR UBS4 Cyr]   Did  [Lac. Or] 

  P45 P66 A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR
UBS4 Did Cyr] omit  W  [Lac. P75 Or] 

John 10:27 
μ μ   (Strom. 6.108.3) [Ad]  

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 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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  P75 A D E f 1 1582 TR]   P66 B L W
f13 33 a b e UBS4 Or Did;   579 

*************** 
μ   Or] μ   P66 P75 A B D E L W

f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Did  
μ   Orpt Did]  μ   P66 P75 A B D E L W

f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Orpt

John 11:43 
, , : +  (Paed. 1.6.3) [All]   

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) 892 Ath (Did) (Cyr)

John 11:44 
+ ,   (Paed. 1.6.3) [All]   

________________________ 

  Lac. (P45) (P75) 892 Ath Did Cyr 

John 13:5 
μ   (Paed. 2.38.1) 

[All]

 μ  (Paed. 2.63.2) 
[All]

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C (33) Ath Did Cyr 

John 13:33 
( ) ,  μ  μ μ μ   (Strom. 6.104.3) 

[C]

( )  μ  μ μ μ   (Paed. 1.13.3) [Ad]* 

 ( )  μ μ μ   (Strom. 3.99.2) [Ad] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Ath Did Cyr 
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μ   P66 A B C D E W f1 33 579 1582 a b e TR UBS4 Or]
add L f13 892  

------------------ 
P66 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b e

TR UBS4 Or] add μ  579 

John 14:2 
 μ  μ   (Strom. 4.36.3) [All] 

 μ μ   (Strom. 7.88.3) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 Or Ath Did

John 14:6 
( ) μ   (Strom. 1.32.4) [Ad] 

 ( ) μ   (Strom. 5.16.1) [Ad] 

  (Strom. 2.52.7) [All] 

TEXT: μ  … 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 (Or) (Ath) (Did) Cyr

John 14:8–9 
  (Quis div. 23.2) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C (33) (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 14:15 
μ

  (Quis div. 29.5) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P75) C (33) Or Ath Did  
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John 15:1 
μ μ ,  μ  +   

(Paed. 1.66.4) [C] 

μ  (Strom. 1.43.2) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 P75 C W 892 (Ath) Did Cyr

2 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Or Ath] omit   
D    [NA: a b e]  

John 15:2 
+ ( ) μ μ  μ

, ,183

  (Paed. 1.66.4) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 P75 C W 892 Or Ath (Did) Cyr

 a] add ( ) A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582  
(b) (e) TR UBS4 Did  

 /  B L 33 579 a b e UBS4]
A D E f 1 f 13 1582 TR Did

------------------ 
 A B D E L f 13 33 a e TR UBS4]   579;  

omit  f 1 1582; add pater (= )  [Lac. Did] 

 ]   D a; (A) B E L
f1 f 13 (33) 579 1582 (b) e TR UBS4  [NA: Lac. Did] 

John 15:5–6 
μ μ ,

μ   (Quis div. 37.6) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 C W (33) 892 (Or) (Ath) (Did) Cyr 

                                                      
183 Marcovich adds  on the basis of the New Testament. 
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John 15:11 
μ , μ  +  (Strom. 2.71.2)  

[Ad]184

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 C W 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

------------------ 
μ  ] add μ μ    A B D 579 a b e

UBS4; add μ  μ μ E L f13 TR; add 
μ μ   33; μ μ  f 1 1582 

[Lac. P66]

John 15:12 
+ 185 μ ,

μ   (Strom. 2.71.2) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 C W (33) 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

------------------ 
 A B D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4]

P66  [NA: a b e] 

John 15:13 
μ   (Quis div. 37.5) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C W (33) 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

                                                      
184 The abbreviated form of this verse makes it impossible to know whether 

Clement’s text omits or includes the introductory conjunction .
185 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 f 13.
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John 15:15 
μ ,   (Strom. 7.79.1) [Ad]186

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 C W (33) 892 (Or) Ath (Did)

John 16:27 
μ , μ μ   (Paed. 1.8.2) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 892 Or Ath Did

μ B C D E W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Cyr] μ
A L [NA: a b e; Lac. P66]

John 17:1–4, 8, 20 
,  μ

, μ
, μ

  (Strom. 7.41.7) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 P75 (33) 892 (Or) (Ath) (Did)

John 17:2 
 μ μ , μ

  (Quis div. 6.4) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 (33) 892 Or Ath Did

                                                      
186 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. 

μ   D E f 1 f 13 1582 TR Or] μ   P66

A  B L  33 579 a b e TR UBS4 Cyr  [Lac. Did] 
  P66 Or]  A B D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Cyr  [Lac. Did] 
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John 17:3 
,    

(Strom. 5.63.8) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 (33) 892 (Or) (Ath) 

John 17:19 
μ μ   (Strom. 5.66.5) [All] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 892 Or Did

John 17:21 
(  … ) ,

, 187, μ , μ ,
188 μ  μ  + (Paed. 1.71.1) [C] 

  (Paed. 1.53.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 892 (Ath) (Did)

A E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR Or Ath Did
Cyr]   P66 B C D W a b e UBS4

  P66 * B C W UBS4] c A D E L f 1

f 13 33 579 1582 TR Or Cyr [NA a b e; Lac. Ath Did] 

                                                      
187 Clement’s text in John 17:21 reveals the following variant concerning the 

spelling of :
 A C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Cyr] 

  B D  [NA: a b e; Lac. P66 Or]
188 It is doubtful that Clement’s use of is genetically significant. While f 1 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 1. For this 
reason, it is not included in the statistical analysis. 
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------------------ 
1 A B D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR UBS4

Cyr] omit C  [Lac. P66 Or] 

*************** 
 …  A B C D E L W ( ) f 1 f 13 33 579  

1582 a b e TR UBS4 Cyr] μ   Ath  
Did  [Lac. P66 Or] 

  P66 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582  
a (b) (e) TR UBS4 Or Cyr]   Did;   Ath 

John 17:22 
+  μ ,

μ : + (Paed. 1.71.1) [C] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75  892 Or Did

  P66 B C D L W f1 33 1582 (a) (b) (e) UBS4 Ath Cyr] 
  A E f 13 TR (a) (b) (e);   579  

  A D 579]  P66vid B C E L W f1 f 13 33
1582 TR UBS4 Ath Cyr  [NA: a b e] 

  P66 B C D E L W f1 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Ath Cyr]
A f13  [NA: a b e] 

  P66 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4

Ath Cyr] add et (= )  a b e  

2  P66 B C D L W f1 33 1582 e UBS4 Cyr] add μ c A E 
f 13 a b TR Ath; omit  * 579 

------------------ 
  P66 A B C D E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR

UBS4 Ath Cyr] add μ   W

  P66 A B C E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4 Ath  
Cyr] add    D  [NA: a b e] 
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John 17:23 
+ μ , μ   (Paed.

1.71.1)  [C] 

, μ   (Paed. 1.8.2) [C] 

TEXT: μ , μ  …  
μ

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P75 ( ) 892 Or Ath Did (Cyr)

  P66 A B C E L W f1 f 13 33 1582 b e TR UBS4 Cyr]  
  D 579 a  [Lac. ]

1  P66 A B C E L W  f1 f 13 33 579 1582 e  
TR UBS4 Cyr]   D a b 

 P66 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 e TR
UBS4 Cyr] add et (= ) a b; μ   W   

μ   P66 A B C E L f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 e TR UBS4 Cyr]  
 μ   D a; μ   W; tu (= ) b 

------------------ 
 … μ   P66 A B C E L W  (f 1) f 13 33 579 1582 a b  

(e) TR UBS4 Cyr] μ   D  [Lac. ]

  P66 A B E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR
UBS4 Cyr] add   C; add    D (a) (b) (e)  [Lac. ]

2  P66 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 1582 a b e
TR UBS4 Cyr]   579189

                                                      
189 While the variant  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. 



216 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

John 17:24 
( ) ,190 191 μ ,

μ  μ μ , μ ,
 μ  μ μ  +  (Paed.

1.71.2) [C] 
 ________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

  A C E L f 1 f 13 33 1582 a b e TR]  B D W 579  
UBS4;  [Lac. P66]

 B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4]
  A W [NA: a b e; Lac. P66]

2  B E TR] A C D L W f1 f 13 33  
579 1582 UBS4 [NA: a b e; Lac. P66]

------------------ 
μ A B C D E L W  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b TR  

UBS4] omit  P66; ego fuero (= μ )  e  

μ   P66vid A B C E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e
TR UBS4] omit  D 

John 17:25 
+ 192 , μ , ,

 μ : +  (Paed. 1.71.2) [C] 
________________________ 

                                                      
190 Clement’s text in John 17:24 and 25 reveals the following variant concerning 

the spelling of . It is of no significant textual value, so it is not included in the 
apparatus.

 C D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR UBS4]
  A B [NA: a b e; Lac. P66 Cyr] 

191 It is unlikely that Clement’s attestation of 1 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. 
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Lac. P45 P66 P75 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

B C E L f1 f 13 33 1582 (a) (b) (e) TR UBS4]
  W 579;   D (a) (b) (e);   A 

------------------ 
μ A B C E L W f1 f 13 33 579 1582 e TR

UBS4] μ   D; et hic mundus (= μ ) a;
mundus (= μ )  b 

 ] A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 579  
1582 a b e TR UBS4

John 17:26 
+ μ   (Paed. 1.71.2) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 P66 P75 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

------------------ 
A B C D E L W  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR  

UBS4]

John 19:17 
,    

(Paed. 1.23.1) [All] 
________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 C D  892 (Or) Ath Did Cyr

John 20:29 
μ  ( )  μ   (Strom. 2.9.6) [C] 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 (33) 579 892 (Or) Ath Did

c A B C D E L (W) f 1 33 a b e TR UBS4 Or
Cyr] add μ * f 13 1582  [Lac. 66]



218 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

------------------ 
A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 1582 TR UBS4 Or

Cyr]   W [NA: a b e; Lac. P66]    

 P66 B C D E L W f1 f13 33 1582 a  
b e TR UBS4 Or Cyr]   A 

John 21:4–5 
, ( ),  μ

( ) , , μ ;
(Paed. 1.12.2) [Ad]* 

________________________ 

  Lac. P45 (P66) P75 579 892 Or Ath Did Cyr

A D L 33 (a) (b) (e)]   B C E f 1 f 13 1582 (a) (b)  
(e) TR UBS4; omit W  [Lac. P66]

μ   A B C D E L f1 f 13 33 1582 b e TR UBS4] μ *

W; aliquid (= ) a [Lac. P66]

------------------ 
 A B C D E L W f1 f 13 33 1582 b e TR UBS4]

omit A a [Lac. P66]   
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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.1 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 3 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 grâce 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 / )
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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1963.4 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.5 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 
1957” Held at Christ Church, Oxford, 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. J. 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, “P75, P66, 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, NTS 28 
(1982): 348–64; Larry Hurtado, Text-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
(SBLNTGF 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991); Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, Text of the 
Fourth Gospel (Holmes has applied this method to Origen’s text of John, but the 
results still await publication); Arthur Cunningham, “Cyril of Alexandria”; Darrell D. 
Hannah, The Text of 1 Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGF 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-François 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 (SBLNTGF 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.7 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.8 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.9 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-François Racine, The Text of Matthew in the Writings of 
Basil of Caesarea [SBLNTGF 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-François 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.11 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.12 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

              p (100 – p) 
p =       —–––——    t 0.05, n

              n - 1 

In the formula above sp 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 UBS4. First, one determines the size of the 
sample (n), which, in this case, is the total number of shared readings 
between the UBS4 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 UBS4 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)    
     sp =       —–––——–——      =       —––––——   =         19.98897    =  4.47 
   118 – 1        117 

Now that the standard deviation (sp) has been calculated, the margin of 
error needs to be determined by multiplying the standard deviation times the 
second part of the formula (t 0.05, n). The “t” 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.14 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.15 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.17

                                                          
14 Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 259. 
15 John Bell, “Statistics for Practical People,” online: http://proaxis.com/ 

~johnbell/sfpp/sfpp6.htm. 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 (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 (sp) 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 UBS4 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.19 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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TABLE 1 

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with 
Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in Matthew 

(118 Units of Variation)

Rank MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error

1. Ath 7 9 77.8% 30.9%

2. Or 43 65 66.2% 11.6%

3. 73 116 62.9% 8.8%

4. UBS4 74 118 62.7% 8.8%

5. 68 109 62.4% 9.1%

6. TR 73 118 61.9% 8.8%

7. 72 118 61.0% 8.8%

8. B 71 117 60.7% 8.9%

9. C 46 76 60.5% 11.1%

10. E 70 117 59.8% 8.9%

11. k 31 52 59.6% 13.5%

12. 67 114 58.8% 9.1%

13. D 61 105 58.1% 9.5%

14. Did 22 38 57.9% 15.9%

15. 892 67 118 56.8% 9.0%

33 63 111 56.8% 9.3%

16. 65 116 56.0% 9.1%

f13 65 116 56.0% 9.1%

17. c 66 118 55.9% 9.0%

f1 66 118 55.9% 9.0%

18. 1582 64 116 55.2% 9.1%
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Table 1 (cont.) 

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.21

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.22 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 
UBS4 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.23 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%) 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

, 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 
( , UBS4, B, C) and Byzantine ( , TR, ) witnesses. Of this mixed group, 
Clement’s closest level of agreement is with two of the leading Primary 
Alexandrian witnesses, (62.9%) and UBS4 (62.7%). Even though his first 
                                                          

23 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.25 The 
entire group of Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses is separated at most by 
a mere 2.4% (from 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 10th to 13th reveals a mixed group of 
Byzantine (E, ), 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 1 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.27

The next group of witnesses ranked fifteenth to nineteenth is made up 
of four Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (892, 33, c, and L), and four 
Caesarean ( , f 13, f 1, 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 Didymus28 and Athanasius.29 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 Ibid., 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, , TR, , ). The smallest break between MS A 
and its nearest Byzantine witness is 12.1% (  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.30

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.31

                                                          
30 Due to the problems associated with its reliable testimony, MS A is excluded 

from this chart. While the UBS4 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, c 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 P46, 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
UBS4 74   44  62.7%  8.8%  

*  73  43 62.9% 8.8% 
 B  71  46  60.7% 8.9% 

Totals 218       133 62.1%   5.1% 
Totals (w/o UBS4) 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% 
892  67  51 56.8% 9.0% 
Totals (w/o c) 232      178 56.6%  4.8% 

c  66  52 55.9%   9.0% 
Totals (w/ c) 298      230 56.4%   4.2% 

Average Alexandrian 516      363 58.7% 3.3% 
(w/ UBS4 and c)

CAESAREAN
  65  51 56.0%   9.1% 

f1  66  52 55.9%   9.0% 
f13  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%

  67  47 58.8% 9.1% 
  68  41 62.4%   9.1% 
  72  46 61.0% 8.8% 

Totals 350 226 60.8%    4.0% 
Totals (w/o TR) 277 181 60.5%  4.5% 

WESTERN
D  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 difference 
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,32 and 
Brogan’s only one in the writings of Athanasius!33 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. 
34 Outside 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.35 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.37 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. 
36 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 13), Western (b, D, k), Byzantine 
(TR, E, ), 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 
( , UBS4), one Western (a), two Secondary Alexandrian (579, C), and two 
Caesarean (f 1, 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 ( ), five Secondary Alexandrian witnesses (33, L, C,

, ), one Primary Alexandrian witness ( ), 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). 



 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 237 

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. f 13 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. 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%

UBS4 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%

f1 24 47 51.1% 14.4%

1582 24 47 51.1% 14.4%

13. 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%

21 42 50.0% 15.3%

14. C 22 45 48.9% 14.8%

22 45 48.9% 14.8%

15. 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 

Proportional Agreement with Clement Arranged 
by Textual Group in Mark 

ALEXANDRIAN  Agreements  Variants  % Agree      Mg. Err.

Primary Alexandrian
UBS4 25   22  53.2%  14.4%  

*  21  21 50.0% 15.3% 
 B  25  22  53.2% 14.4% 

Totals  71        65 52.2%   8.5% 
Totals (w/o UBS4)  46        43 51.7%   10.4% 

Secondary Alexandrian 
C  24  23 51.1% 14.4% 

  21  24 46.7% 14.7% 
  22  23 48.9%  14.8% 

579  24  22 52.2% 14.6% 
892  28  19 59.6% 14.2% 
Totals (w/o c) 119      111 51.7%  6.5% 

c  22  23 48.9%   14.8% 
Totals (w/ c) 141      134 51.3%   5.9% 

Average Alexandrian 212      199 51.6% 4.8% 
(w/ UBS4 and c)

CAESAREAN
  20  26 43.5%   14.5% 

f1  24  23 51.1%   14.4% 
f13  28  16 63.6% 14.4% 
1582  24  23 51.1% 14.4% 
Totals   96       88 52.2%   7.2% 

BYZANTINE
TR  29  18 61.7% 14.0% 
A  25  22 53.2%  14.4%
E  29  18 61.7% 14.0% 

  23  23 50.0%   14.6% 
  19  13 59.4% 17.3% 

Totals 125  94 57.1%    6.6% 
Totals (w/o TR)  96       76 55.8%  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. * 81 141 57.4% 8.2%

6. f 1 81 142 57.0% 8.2%

7. a 67 118 56.8% 9.1%

8. 81 143 56.6% 8.2%

9. 1582 80 143 55.9% 8.2%

10. c 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. UBS4 77 143 53.8% 8.2%

77 143 53.8% 8.2%

15. P75 62 116 53.4% 9.1%

16. 74 140 52.9% 8.3%

17. e 63 120 52.5% 9.0%

18. f 13 73 141 51.8% 8.3%

19. TR 74 143 51.7% 8.2%

A 74 143 51.7% 8.2%

20. 73 143 51.0% 8.2%
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Table 5 (cont.) 

Rank MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error

21. 71 142 50.0% 8.3%

Ath 2 4 50.0% 74.2%

22. E 71 143 49.7% 8.2%

23. 70 142 49.3% 8.3%

24.  579 65 134 48.5% 8.5%

25. P45 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, , , c), two are 
Caesarean (f 1, 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, UBS4, P75), two Western witnesses (b, e), four Byzantine witnesses ( ,

, TR, A), and two Caesarean witnesses (f 13, ). The lower half of this 
group contains the Byzantine witnesses E and , 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
UBS4 77   66  53.8%  8.2%  
P75  62  54  53.4% 9.1% 

*  81  60 57.4% 8.2% 
 B  71  71  50.0% 8.3% 

Totals 291 251 53.7%   4.2% 
Totals (w/o UBS4) 214       185 53.6%   4.9% 

Secondary Alexandrian 
C  14  18 43.8% 17.5% 
L  78  65 54.5% 8.2% 

  81  62 56.6%  8.2% 
33  65  42 60.7% 9.3% 
579  65  69 48.5% 8.5% 
892  76  65 53.9% 8.3% 
Totals (w/o c) 379     321 54.1%  3.7% 

c  79  64 55.2%   8.2% 
Totals (w/ c) 458      385 54.3%   3.4% 

Average Alexandrian 749      636 54.1% 2.6% 
(w/ UBS4 and c)

CAESAREAN
P45  27  29 48.2%   13.2% 

  73  70 51.0%   8.2% 
f1  81  61 57.0%   8.2% 
f13  73  68 51.8% 8.3% 
1582  80  63 55.9% 8.2% 
Totals 334      291 53.4%   3.9% 
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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% 

  70  72 49.3%   8.3% 
  75  68 52.4% 8.2% 
  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 P45 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, P75, UBS4, ), 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, P66, c, 579), two are Caesarean (f 1, 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 P45 (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 (P66).
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TABLE 7 

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with 
Clement in Genetically Significant Variation in John 

(72 Units of Variation)

Rank MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error

1. L 54 72 75.0% 10.1%

2. 33 52 70 74.3% 10.3%

3. Or 29 40 72.5% 14.0%

4. C 33 46 71.7% 13.2%

5. B 51 72 70.8% 10.6%

6. Cyr 35 50 70.0% 12.8%

7. P75 32 46 69.6% 13.4%

8. UBS4 50 72 69.4% 10.7%

9. Ath 11 16 68.8% 25.1%

10. 48 71 67.6% 11.0%

11. 1582 47 72 65.3% 11.1%

12. f 1 46 71 64.8% 11.2%

13. W 34 53 64.2% 13.0%

14. c 44 70 62.9% 11.4%

15. P66 33 53 62.3% 13.2%

16. 579 39 63 61.9% 12.1%

17. A 35 57 61.4% 12.8%

18. 43 71 60.6% 11.4%

42 71 60.6% 11.4%

19. 36 60 60.0% 12.5%

20. 43 72 59.7% 11.4%
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TABLE 7 (cont.) 

Rank MSS Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag. Marg. Error

R 43 72 59.7% 11.4%

21. 41 72 56.9% 11.5%

22. D 35 64 54.7% 12.3%

23. 892 24 44 54.5% 14.9%

24. 38 70 54.3% 11.8%

25. f 13 39 72 54.2% 11.6%

26. P45 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, , , , TR, ) and Western (D, e, a, b) witnesses. It also includes the 
three Caesarean witnesses ( , f 13, P45), one Secondary Alexandrian witness 
(892), and one Primary Alexandrian witness ( ). The presence of the 
Primary Alexandrian witness  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, e, b) 
and the Alexandrian father Didymus. A significant range of at least 20.2% 
separates these witnesses from the top seven Alexandrian witnesses (  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.40 Since 11 of the 19 readings shared with 
Clement   are   from  after   John 6:46,  Didymus’s  isolation   from  the  other 
                                                          

39 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
UBS4 50   72  69.4%  10.7%  
P66  33  53  62.3% 13.2% 
P75  32  46  69.6% 13.4% 

* (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 UBS4) 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% 

  48  71 67.6%  11.0% 
33  52  70 74.3% 10.3% 
579  39  63 61.9% 12.1% 
892  24  44 54.5% 14.9% 
Totals (w/o c) 284     419 67.8%  4.5% 

c  44  70 62.9%   11.4% 
Totals (w/ c) 328      489 67.1%   4.2% 

Average Alexandrian 513      767 66.9% 3.3% 
(w/ UBS4 and c)

CAESAREAN
  43  71 60.6%   11.4% 

f1  46  71 64.8%   11.2% 
f13  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% 

  41  72 56.9%   11.5% 
  43  71 60.6% 11.4% 
  36  60 60.0% 12.5% 

Totals 241 404 59.7%    4.8% 
Totals (w/o TR) 198      332 59.6%  5.3% 

WESTERN

(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.  



6

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.1 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,2 Bart Ehrman’s 

                                                      
1 Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New 

Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 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.” 

2 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 Atlas 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 (Teststellen) to 
distinguish between Byzantine manuscripts and those that belong to other textual 
traditions. In contrast to Hutton, however, the Teststellen identified by the Alands is 
limited to one thousand passages where the Byzantine tradition preserves distinct 
readings (Kurt Aland, ed., Text und Textwert 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 The Profile Method for 
Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript 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,” JBL
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.3 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.4 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 
Überlieferung,” 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 
Stemmatology II (ed. P. van Reenen, A. den Hollander, and Margot van Mulken; 
Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2004), 13–85. 

3 For a summary and evaluation of the various group profile methods, see 
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, The 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 Textwert and the Claremont 
Profile Method Analyses of Manuscripts in the Gospel of Luke,” NTS 49 (2003): 
108–38.

4 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.5

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:6
Readings found in all the Caesarean witnesses and no others.7

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 

                                                      
5 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. 

6 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 
P45 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.8

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.  

                                                      
8 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 

    Distinctive  Exclusive  Primary   Totals       
Prim. Alex. 0/0     0/0    6/13 (46.2%)  6/13 (46.2%) 
Sec. Alex.  0/1     0/1   (0.0%) 2/7   (28.6%)  2/9     (22.2%) 
Byzantine  0/1     0/1   (0.0%) 7/12 (58.3%)  7/14   (50.0%) 
Caesarean  0/0     0/4   (0.0%) 1/4   (25.0%)  1/8     (12.5%) 
Western  2/10 (20.0%)  4/18 (22.2%) 7/12 (58.3%)  13/40 (32.5%)  

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships 

Uniform     Predominant   Totals    
Prim. Alex. 57/84   (67.9%)   16/32 (50.0%)  73/116  (62.9%) 
Sec. Alex.  46/71   (64.8%)   13/30 (43.3%)  59/101  (58.4%) 
Byzantine  54/87   (62.1%)   19/26 (73.1%)  73/113  (64.6%) 
Caesarean  43/69   (62.3%)   17/27 (63.0%)  60/96    (62.5%) 
Western  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 

Uniform     Predominant    Totals   
Prim. Alex. 3/7    (42.9%)    3/6    (50.0%)    6/13   (46.2%) 
Sec. Alex.  1/1    (100%)    1/4    (25.0%)    2/5     (40.0%) 
Byzantine  5/10  (50.0%)    2/3    (66.7%)    7/13   (53.8%) 
Caesarean  0/2     (0.0%)    0/0       0/2       (0.0%) 
Western  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, they 
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.9 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 reading10 nor 
the Byzantine reading.11 Further, though Clement does support distinctive 
Western readings, he supports only two readings out of ten.12 The situation 
changes little among the exclusive readings. Here Clement fails to support 
the single exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading,13 the exclusive 
Byzantine reading,14 or the four Caesarean readings.15 Once again, Clement’s 
                                                      

9 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 230. 
10 Clement does not preserve the distinctive Secondary Alexandrian reading in 

Matt 5:4. 
11 Clement does not preserve the distinctive Byzantine reading in Matt 5:36. 
12 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 
(X2); 11:28; 18:10; 18:22; and 21:22. 

13 Clement does not preserve the exclusive Secondary Alexandrian reading in 
Matt 25:27. 

14 Clement does not preserve exclusive Byzantine readings in Matt 5:28. 
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support resides with only a few exclusive Western readings.16 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%),17 seven out of twelve Byzantine readings (578.3%),18 six out of 
thirteen Primary Alexandrian readings (46.20%),19 two out of seven 
Secondary Alexandrian readings (25.0%),20 and only one out of four primary 
Caesarean readings (28.6%).21

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 

                                                                                                                        
15 Clement does not preserve exclusive Caesarean readings in Matt 5:36; 10:27 

(X2); 19:19. 
16 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 (X2); 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. 

18 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. 

19 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. 

20 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. 

21 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 not
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.22

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 

                                                      
22 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.23 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.24

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 Alexandrian25 uniform reading at 100%, 
followed by the Byzantine26 and Western27 at 50%. Clement supports 42.9% 

                                                      
23 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. 

24 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. 

25 Clement preserves uniform Secondary Alexandrian readings in Matt 24:35.  
26 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. 

27 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 readings28 and none of the Caesarean readings.29

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%,30 as compared to 50% with the Primary Alexandrian 
readings,31 25.0% with the Secondary Alexandrian readings,32 and only 
18.2% with the Western readings.33 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 

                                                      
28 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. 

29 Clement does not preserve uniform Caesarean readings in Matt 13:13; 23:37. 
30 Clement preserves predominant Byzantine readings in Matt 5:48 and 23:9. 

Clement does not preserve predominant Byzantine readings in Matt 5:48. 
31 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. 

32 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. 

33 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 10:17–31.34 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  

                                                      
34 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 

Uniform     Predominant    Totals   
Prim. Alex. 19/32 (59.4%)   5/13 (38.5%)   24/45 (53.3%) 
Sec. Alex.  14/26 (53.8%)   7/12 (58.3%)   21/38 (55.3%)   
Byzantine  20/32 (62.5%)   4/8   (50.0%)   24/40 (60.0%)  
Caesarean  13/20 (65.0%)   4/11 (36.4%)   17/31 (54.8%)  
Western  8/12   (66.7%)   11/15 (73.3%)  19/27 (70.4%)  

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive, 
Exclusive, or Primary 

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.35 What is notable, 
however, is Clement’s strikingly higher attestation of the Western readings. 
Here Clement supports two of the four distinctive Western readings36 and 
three of the eight exclusive Western readings.37 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%,38 the Primary Alexandrian readings 
at 33.3%,39 and both the Byzantine and Caesarean readings at a meager 
16.7%.40 Clement does not support any of the primary Secondary 
Alexandrian readings.41

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 
                                                      

35 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.

36 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. 

37 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 (X2); 10:22. 

38 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. 

39 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. 

40 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. 

41 Clement does not preserve primary Secondary Alexandrian readings in Mark 
10:24; 10:29. 
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than any other textual group.42 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.43 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%.44 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,45 33.3% of the Byzantine,46 and 20.0% of the 
Primary Alexandrian readings.47 He displays no support for any of the other 

                                                      
42 After Clement’s support of the Western readings at 70.4%, the next closest

group is separated by a margin of 10.4%, the Byzantine readings at 60.0%. 
43 E.g., Ehrman, Didymus the Blind, 234–35; Brogan, “Text of the Gospels,” 

241, 256; Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 275. 
44 Clement’s support of the Secondary Alexandrian predominant readings also 

increases to 58.3%. 
45 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. 
46 Clement preserves uniform Byzantine readings in Mark 10:19. Clement does 

not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in Mark 10:21and 10:27. 
47 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.48 The situation changes 
only slightly among the predominant readings. Here Clement supports 60% 
of the Western,49 50% of the Primary Alexandrian,50 and 33.3% of the 
Caesarean,51 and he fails to attest either of the Byzantine readings.52 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.53 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.”54 Thus before any firm conclusion can be drawn about the 
strength of the Western influence on Clement’s text of Mark, a further 

                                                      
48 Clement does not preserve uniform Secondary Alexandrian readings in Mark 

10:19. He also fails to preserve uniform Caesarean readings in Mark 10:29. 
49 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.

50 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. 

51 Clement preserves predominant Caesarean readings in Mark 10:19. Clement 
does not preserve predominant Caesarean readings in Mark 10:29 and 10:31. 

52 Clement does not preserve predominant Byzantine readings in Mark 10:20 
and 10:21. 

53 See pp. 42–43.  
54 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!55 It is only among the Western distinctive 
(64.3%)56 and exclusive (35.3%)57 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 

                                                      
55 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. 

56 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). 

57 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%) 
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       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%)   1/1  (100.0%)   1/3     (33.3%) 
Western  10/17 (58.8%)   6/10  (60.0%)   16/27 (59.3%) 
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the Western (37.5%),58 followed by the Primary Alexandria readings 
(34.5%),59 the Secondary Alexandrian (25.0%),60 with minimal Caesarean 
(16.7%)61 and Byzantine (12.5%)62 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 affinity 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 

                                                      
58 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. 

59 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 (X2); 12:30; 14:16; 14:26; 16:9; 19:8 (X2); 22:31; 24:44. 

60 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. 

61 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. 

62 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%,63 the Primary Alexandrian readings at 34.8%,64 and the Byzantine at 
23.1%.65 Clement does not support any of the Caesarean uniform readings.66

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,67 60.0% of the Western,68 40% of 
the Primary Alexandrian,69 11.1% of the Byzantine,70 and none of the 
Secondary Alexandrian readings.71 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 
                                                      

63 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. 

64 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. 

65 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. 

66 Clement does not preserve the uniform Caesarean readings in Luke 3:2; 6:45. 
67 Clement preserves the predominant Caesarean reading in Luke 12:36. 
68 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. 

69 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. 

71 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.72 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,73 and he supports only 

                                                      
72 See pp. 42–43.  
73 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     1/2   (50.0%)  2/2 (100.0%)  3/4   (75.0%) 
Byzantine  0/1   (0.0%)  0/0     (0.0%)  2/6   (33.3%)  2/7   (28.6%) 
Caesarean  0/0     0/0     0/1     (0.0%)  0/1     (0.0%)  
Western  1/3  (33.3%)  2/14 (14.3%)   3/14 (21.4%)  6/31 (19.4%)  

Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships 

Uniform     Predominant   Totals      _
Prim. Alex. 34/47 (72.3%)   11/29 (57.9%)  45/66 (68.2%) 
Sec. Alex.  27/33 (81.8%)   19/26 (73.1%)  46/59 (78.0%) 
Byzantine  35/52 (67.3%)   6/14   (42.9%)  41/66 (62.1%) 
Caesarean  31/44 (70.5%)   9/16   (56.3%)  40/60 (66.7%) 
Western  6/10   (60.0%)   8/23   (34.8%)  14/13 (42.4%) 

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive, 
Exclusive, or Primary 

Uniform     Predominant   Totals      _
Prim. Alex. 2/3   (66.7%)    1/2   (50.0%)   3/5   (60.0%) 
Sec. Alex.  0/0       0/0      0/0 
Byzantine  1/3   (33.3%)    0/2     (0.0%)   1/5   (20.0%) 
Caesarean  0/0       0/0      0/0 
Western  2/2 (100.0%)    3/12 (33.3%)   5/14 (35.7%) 
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one of the three Western readings.74 The situation slightly changes among 
the exclusive readings; here Clement does not support the sole exclusive 
Primary Alexandrian reading,75 and he only supports two of the fourteen 
Western readings.76 Clement does, however, support one of the two 
Secondary Alexandrian readings.77 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%),78 three out of five Primary Alexandrian 
readings (60%),79 two out of six Byzantine readings (33.3%),80 and three out 
of fourteen Western readings (21.4%).81 He does not support the sole 
Caesarean reading.82

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 
                                                      

74 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. 

75 Clement does not preserve the exclusive Primary Alexandrian reading in John 
1:27.

76 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. 
79 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. 

80 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. 

81 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). 

82 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%,83 the Primary Alexandrian 

                                                      
83 Clement preserves uniform Western readings in John 1:4; 17:21. 
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readings at 66.7%,84 and the Byzantine at 33.3%.85 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 readings86 and 
33.3% of the Western.87 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.  

                                                      
84 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. 
85 Clement preserves the uniform Byzantine reading in John 10:27. Clement 

does not preserve uniform Byzantine readings in John 17:22 (X2). 
86 Clement preserves the predominant Primary Alexandrian reading in John 

17:22. Clement does not preserve the predominant Primary Alexandrian reading in 
John 1:18. 

87 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.1 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.2
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 P46 and more recently adapted by Racine in 
his study of the Byzantine character of Basil’s text in Matthew.3 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.4 Clement’s reading is then 
                                                      

1 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 (P75) und die Lukaszitate,” 112–13. See also 
pp. 42–43 above. 

3 Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 160–65, 185–212; Racine, “Text of Matthew,” 
297–361.

4 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 



 CLEMENT’S TEXT OF THE GOSPELS 279 

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.    μ  E k TR
B.  * μ  B D L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a b UBS4 Did
Word order5

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 text.
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.

5 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  immediately follows .

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 5:486

A.     ( )  b k TR
B.  * o B E L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 a UBS4 Or Did 
C.     D 
Harmonization7

 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  to either the 
more common New Testament expression  or the phrase 

. In fact, of the seven places where o  occurs in 
Matthew, the manuscript tradition indicates a scribal “correction” in every 
case but one!8 Although later scribes did alter the phrase 
in Matt 7:11 and 6:179 to o , 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 Old Latin witnesses and one 
Caesarean witness suggests that Clement’s agreement with the Byzantine 
                                                      

6 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. 
8 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  is Matt 
6:26. In contrast, of the seven places where the phrase  occurs in 
Matthew (5:45; 12:50; 18:10, 14, 19; 19:21), there is no evidence that it was corrected 
to o .

9 The phrase  occurs only in Matt 6:9; 7:11; 16:17. The phrase 
is altered to o  in MSS M 1424 in Matt 7:11 and in MSS f 13 788 565 579 in 
Matt 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.     C D E L  TR 
B.  *  B f 1 33 892 1582 UBS4 Or Ath 
C.  f 13

Word alteration10

Variants A and C appear to represent two types of atticizing corrections 
that arose under the influence of Atticism in the second century.11 In classical 
Greek a fine nuance exists between the meaning of and .
According to Smyth,  “strictly means other (of several),” and 
“other (of two).”12 Furthermore, in those cases where  is used loosely 
for , 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.13 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 Caesarean 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.  

                                                      
10 For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 12, 16, 24. 
11 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 The 
Principles and Practice of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. J. K. Elliott; BETL 
96; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1990), 15–32; repr. from Neutestamentliche 
Aufsätze: Festschrift für Prof. Josef Schmid zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. Josef Blinzler, 
Otto Kuss, and Franz Mussner; Regensburg: Pustet, 1963), 125–37. 

12 Smyth §1271. 
13 For a number of examples of this type of atticizing correction, including Matt 

10:23, see J. K. Elliott, “The Use of  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 I am indebted to his study for this reference.  
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4. Matt 12:36  
A.     E (L)  f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR (Or) 
B. *  B C (D)  33 a b k UBS4

Form alteration14

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 earlier 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 
early 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.    C D E a b TR
B. *  B L f1 f 13 33 892 1582 e UBS4 Or 
Harmonization;15 form alteration16

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. 

                                                      
14 For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 5, 17, 25, 28, 30.  
15 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 7, 9, 10, 11, 

15, 24, 25.
16 For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 17, 25, 28, 30. 
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6. Matt 22:40  
A.   μ   E f 1 f 13 TR
B.  * μ  B D L 33 892 a b e UBS4

Word order17

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 ( μ μ ) 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;18 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.   E TR (a b e) 
B.   D f 1 1582 (a b e) 
C.  *  B L f13 33vid 892 UBS4

Harmonization19

Although the manuscript evidence is more equally divided among the 
three readings, this variant unit largely parallels Matt 5:48.20

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 
                                                      

17 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 9, 12, 
14, 16, 26.  

18 According to Racine and Brooks, Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa 
attest variant A in the fourth century. 

19 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 9, 10, 11, 
15, 24, 25.

20 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.    D  f 13 a b 
B.  * omit   A B C E  f 1 579 892 1582 k TR UBS4    
Short interpolation21

 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 Old Latin witness, makes it probable that  is a 
secondary addition. The interpolation of  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  to introduce other sayings found in 
Mark (e.g., 1:40; 15:4). 
 While  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 (

) reflects a loose and truncated form of the text. Since Clement’s 
citation does not include the Markan phrase  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 

 cannot be used as a reliable indication of his affinity with the 
Western text. 

                                                      
21 For other instances of interpolation, see variant readings nos. 13, 14, 31. 
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9. Mark 10:20 
.   D  b k Or 
.  * A B C E f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 a TR UBS4

Word order;22 harmonization23

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  in Matthew, the 
harmonizing nature of the Western text seems undeniable due to its 
inclusion of the verb  following . The verb  is 
a defining characteristic of the parallel passage in Matthew, whereas 

μ  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 ( ) suggests it is probably still best to 
classify his reading as Western. 

10. Mark 10:21 
A.    f 13 (a) (k)]  
B.    A B E 579;  
C.  *  C D f 1 892 1582 TR UBS4 [NA: b; Lac. Or] 
Harmonization24

It seems obvious that variant A arose as a harmonization to the parallel 
passage in Luke 18:22. The verb μ  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 

                                                      
22 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 

14, 16, 26. 
23 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 10, 11, 

15, 24, 25. 
24 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 
Bezae’s attestation of the verb . 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.   [ ]25 D a b k 
B.  *  ( ) (A) B C E  ( )  f 1 f 13

  579 892 1582 (TR) UBS4

Short omission;26 harmonization27

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 

 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 . 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. 

                                                      
25 While  is not part of Clement’s citation, it is clear that he shares the 

characteristics of this reading and not the other.
26 For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 12, 20, 27, 29, 31.  
27 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.    [ ]   D (a) (b) (k)]  
B.  *  ( )   ( ) B (C)  (892) (UBS4)
C.     A E  f 13 1582 TR;  
D.     579; 
E.   omit   f 1;
Short omission;28 word alteration29

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  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 . 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: 

. 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.   /   D a b e
B. * A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

Short interpolation30

The addition of  in the Western witnesses is a typical expansion 
that is characteristic of the Western text. Though the interpolation makes 

                                                      
28 For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 11, 20, 27, 29, 31. 
29 For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 16, 24. 
30 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. *  μ  [ ]31 μ   D (a) (b) Or  
B.   μ  A B E L 

 f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 (e) TR UBS4

Interpolation;32 word order33

 There is little scholarly agreement on whether variant A34 or B35 is to be 
preferred.36 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 Gospel 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.  
                                                      

31 Though Clement adds , 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. 
33 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9, 

12, 16, 26.  
34 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.; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1929), 55; Martin Rese, 
Alttestamentliche Motive in der Christologie des Lukas (Gütersloh: 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. 

35 Those favoring variant B include, e.g., Westcott and Hort, New Testament in 
the Original Greek, appendix, 56–71; I. 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, Luke (WBC 35; 3 
vols.; Nashville: Nelson, 1989), 1:161–65; Darrell L. Bock, Luke (BECNT; 2 vols.; 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 1:346–47. 

36 Wieland Willker also discusses the variant but comes to no decisive conclusion 
on the issue (Luke [vol. 3 of A Textual Commentary on the Greek Gospels; 3rd ed.]; 
online: http://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”37 and “anointed”38 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.”39

 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.40 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,41 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. 

                                                      
37 μ  is used in association with the transfiguration in Luke 9:35, and 

 in 23:35. 
38 Luke 4:18
39 Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture, 67. 
40 Bock, 1:347.
41 Ibid.; Marshall, 155.  
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15. Luke 6:37 
A.   μ   A D  a e 
B. *  μ  P45vid P75 B C E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 b TR UBS4

  [Lac. 33] 
Harmonization42

 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.    P45vid D a (b) e  
B. * P75 A B C E L  f 1 f 13 33vid

579 1582 TR UBS4

C.    892 Or Did
Word order;43 word alteration44

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.45 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  for  is likely due to similar sayings 
that use  before  (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. *   P45vid P75 A D L  a e
B.    B C E  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4 Did 
C.    Or 
D.  mittit (= )  b 
Form alteration46

                                                      
42 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 10, 

11, 24, 25. 
43 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9, 

14, 26. 
44 For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 12, 24.
45 On this variant, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 125–26. 
46 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.47 A consideration of the use of similar terminology in Luke provides 
some direction, however. While the aorist form of the participle 
occurs nowhere else in Luke,  does appear in Luke 15:12 with 
the unanimous support of the manuscript tradition, except for P75.
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.48

19. Luke 10:21  
A. * μ   P45vid D L 33 892 (a) (b) (e) UBS4

B.  μ   P75 A B C E f 1 f 13 579 1582 TR 
Grammatical change: addition of a preposition 

The strength of the external evidence supporting the presence or 
omission of the preposition  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  with 

 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.49 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 
                                                      

47 On these types of scribal errors, see Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New 
Testament, 254. 

48 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. 

49 Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 8. See also Willker, Luke.
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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.50

20. Luke 10:42  
A.  * * B D L 579 (a) (b) (e) UBS4

B.     P75 c A C E f 1 f 13 33 892 1582 TR [Lac. P45]
Grammatical change: omission of a preposition 

Scribes would be more likely to add than omit the preposition .
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.     D a b e 
B.  * add   P75 A B E L f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

  Or [Lac. P45]
Short omission51

While it is possible that variant B arose as a scribal assimilation to the 
parallel saying in Matt 10:19,52 the weight of the manuscript evidence 
suggests otherwise. The presence of  both after  and at the end of the 
verse with  likely seemed redundant to some early scribes. The 
omission of the first use of  would have provided a simple solution to the 
problem. A similar type of omission in Codex Bezae in the parallel saying in 
                                                      

50 For example, instead of following Western and Primary Alexandrian readings 
in supporting  after μ  ( P75 B D a b e UBS4), Clement supports the 
primary Byzantine reading I  (A E  f 1 f 13 892 1582 TR). 

51 For other instances of short omissions, see variant readings 11, 12, 27, 29, 31. 
52 E.g., George D. Kilpatrick, “The Greek 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.53

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.    Clempt D a e  
B.    Clempt P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 b TR
  UBS4 Or Ath Did [Lac. P45]

 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.  Clempt D a b e  
B.   Clempt P45 P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 579 892 1582 TR UBS4

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.   / μ  D b e 
B.  *  μ μ  P45 A B E L f1 f 13 579  
  1582 TR UBS4

C.    μ μ   892 
D.    μ  P75  [Lac. 33 a] 
Word alteration;54 harmonization55

                                                      
53 On this variant, see Metzger, Textual Commentary (1st ed.), 159–60; 

Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, 520. Though the letter rating for this variant was a C 
in the UBS3, it no longer occurs in the UBS4 nor in the second addition of Metzger’s 
textual commentary.

54 For other instances of word alteration, see variant readings nos. 3, 12, 16. 
55 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 9, 10, 

11, 15, 25. 
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The replacement of  μ  with  /  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 , Clement has 
the similar-sounding word . 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 affinity with the Western text. 

25. Luke 12:30 (1)
A.    D a b 
B.    P45 A E f1 892 1582 TR
C. *   P75 B L f13 33 579 UBS4

D.  faciunt (= )  e
Form alteration;56 harmonization;57 grammatical change: number 

The confusion behind this variant unit is whether a singular form of the 
verb should follow the neuter subject . While this peculiarity is 
strictly followed in Attic Greek, it is subject to more diversity in Hellenistic 
Greek.58 In spite of this later diversity, the New Testament frequently 
construes  with the plural form of the verb.59 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  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 
                                                      

56 For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 17, 28, 30. 
57 For other instances of harmonization, see variant readings nos. 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 15, 24. 
58 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. 
59 BDF §133. The use of the plural verb with  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  and due to my preference for the 
Primary Alexandrian witnesses.60

See the following variant for an evaluation of the appropriateness of 
classifying Clement’s reading as Western. 

26. Luke 12:30 (2)
A.   ( ) μ   D a (b) e  
B. * μ   P45 P75 A B E L f1 f 13 33 579

892 1582 TR UBS4

Word order61

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.   a b e
B. * add   P75 A B E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR
  UBS4

 C.    D 
Short omission62

 While the shorter reading is generally preferred, in this case the 
superfluous nature of the phrase  suggests that a few scribes chose 
to omit it. The near unanimous testimony of the manuscript tradition, 
outside the few Old Latin manuscripts that support variant A, and the 

                                                      
60 For Clement’s relation to the Western text here, see the following variant unit. 
61 For other instances of variation in word order, see variant readings nos. 1, 6, 9, 

14, 16. 
62 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 
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.    D a b e 
B. *    P75vid A B E L f1 f 13 33 579 892 1582 TR

UBS4]
Form alteration63

 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.64 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,65 the fact that it occurs only sparingly also suggests that later scribes 
would not likely replace  with .
 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  is unlikely the result of mere happenstance but rather a 
genuine Western reading.  

                                                      
63 For other instances of form alteration, see variant readings nos. 4, 5, 17, 25, 30. 
64BDF §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).  

65 Smyth §1917. 



 CLEMENT’S TEXT OF THE GOSPELS 297 

CLEMENT’S ALEXANDRIAN READINGS IN JOHN

29. John 6:47  
A.  * P66 B L W  892 UBS4

B.    add μ   A D E  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 a b e TR Did Cyr   
Short omission66

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 μ  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 μ  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 μ  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  in John (6:35; 7:38; 11:25, 26; 
12:44, 46; 14:12; 16:9). The addition of “in God” in the Old 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 seemed to be “both natural and inevitable.”67

Clement’s reading is clearly Primary Alexandrian. 

30. John 17:21  
A.  *   P66 * B C W UBS4

B.    c A D E L  f 1 f 13 33 579 1582 TR Or Cyr   
Form alteration68

 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 

                                                      
66 For other instances of short omissions, see nos. 11, 12, 20, 27, 31. 
67 Metzger, Textual Commentary (2nd ed.), 183. 
68 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.” 69

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.  * 2  P66 B C D L W f1 33 1582 e UBS4 Cyr 
B.    add μ c A E  f 13 a b TR Ath 
C.    omit  * 579   
Short omission;70 short interpolation71

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 Old 
                                                      

69 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.  
71 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 μ  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 μ  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. 3/7 (42.9%)  3/6   (50.0%)  6/13   (46.2%) 
Sec. Alex. 1/1 (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.72

The mere presence of a few early Byzantine readings does not, however, 
demonstrate the existence of an early Byzantine text-type.73 As Fee notes, “it 
is all of these [Byzantine] readings together, in combination, that 
distinguishes the later MSS from the earlier—and the later Fathers from the 
earlier.”74 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 P46: “Our inquiry has confirmed what 
was anyhow probable enough: the Byzantines did not hit upon these 

                                                      
72 Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II (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).
74 Gordon D. Fee, “A Critique of W. N. Pickering’s The Identity of the New 

Testament Text: A Review Article,” WTJ 41 (1979): 416.
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readings by conjecture or independent error. They reproduced an older 
tradition.”75

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.76 One of the defining 
marks of expansion, as Metzger points out, is the conflation of “two or more 
divergent readings into one expanded reading.”77 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 

 is merely accidental. The identification of Clement’s use of 
instead of  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. 

                                                      
75 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 à 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%)  3/9    (33.3%) 
Sec. Alex.  0/1   (0.0%)   0/0     0/1    (0.0%) 
Byzantine  1/3   (33.3%)  0/2    (0.0%)   1/5    (20.0%) 
Caesarean  0/1   (0.0%)   1/3   (33.3%)  1/4    (25.0%) 
Western 2/5   (40.0%) 1/3 (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%) 1/1 (100.0%)  1/3     (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.78 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.79 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 
little (47.6% to 50.0%).  

79 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, Text of the New Testament, 276–77; Vaganay and Amphoux, 
Introduction 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.



8

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.1 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 P46. 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 

                                                      
1 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.”2

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.3

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.4 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.5 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. 

                                                      
2 P. L. Hedley, “The Egyptian Text of the Gospels and Acts,” CQR 118 (1934): 

223.
3 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. If 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).  

4 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 57.
5 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.6 As the summary of the quantitative analysis shows in table 16, with 

                                                      
6 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% 
 6. 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 exceptions7 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.8 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. 

8 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.9 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. 

                                                      
9 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 
  (Paed. 2.112.1)  

μ  … 
  (Protr. 9.1) 

 I   (Protr. 85.1)  

Matt 3:4; Mark 1:6 
I  …  μ   (Paed. 2.16.1) 

μ μ  … 
μ  (Paed. 2.112.1) 

Matt 3:7; 12:34; 23:33; Luke 3:7 
μ   (Protr. 4.3) 

μ   (Strom. 4.100.3) 

Matt 3:9; Luke 3:8
μ   

(Protr. 4.2) 
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Matt 3:10; Luke 3:9

(Quis div. 29.3) 

Matt 3:11; Mark1:7–8; Luke 3:16 
 I ,  μ μ ,  μ  [ ]

μ μ   (Ecl. 25.1) 

Matt 3:12; Luke 3:17
,

,
  (Ecl. 25.1)1

,
μ   (Paed. 1.83.3) 

Matt 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22
μ   (Paed. 1.43.3)2

 I ,
μ   (Exc. 5.2) 

Matt 4:1–11; Mark 1:12–13; Luke 4:1–13
μ ,  I ,

: , : ,
:  (Ecl. 53.2) 

Matt 4:4; Luke 4:4 (cf. Deut 8:3; Hab 2:4) 
  (Paed. 2.7.2) 

 μ , μ    
(Paed. 3.40.1)3

                                             
1 This could be a quotation from Matt 3:12 because it contains the future tense 

of the verb  and omits the personal pronoun . However, since 
and the omission of  also appear among some manuscripts of the Luke, it is not 
certain which passage Clement had in mind. 

2 It is uncertain whether this is a reference to Jesus’ baptism or his transfiguration 
in Matt 17:5 and Mark 9:7. 

3 The clause μ  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. 



 APPENDIX 1  313 

Matt 4:8–10; Luke 4:5–8
,

μ
μ   (Strom. 2.21.3) 

Matt 4:17; Mark 1:15 

  (Protr. 87.3)4

Matt 4:19; Mark 1:17 
,  μ

  (Paed. 3.52.2) 

Matt 5:3; Luke 6:20
μ ;  (Protr. 99.4)5

μ μ   (Strom. 2.22.4) 

  (Strom. 4.25.2)6

μ μ
  (Strom. 4.26.3)  

  (Strom. 4.34.1) 

Matt 5:4; Luke 6:21 
μ   (Strom. 4.26.1)7

Matt 5:15; Mark 4:21; Luke 8:16; 11:33 
 μ ,

μ   (Strom. 1.12.3)  

                                             
4 It is uncertain whether this is a reference to Matt 4:17 or Mark 1:15, since the 

phrase  is also found in the manuscript tradition of Mark. 
5 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). 

6 In these final three references, Clement appears to conflate Mattt 5:3/Luke 6:20 
with the reference to  in Matt 5:10.   

7 Clement here conflates Matt 5:4 and Luke 6:21 with the reference to 
in Matt 5:10. 
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Matt 5:27; Exod 20:13; Deut 5:17  
 μ   (Paed. 2.51.2) 

Matt 5:29–30; 18:9; Mark 9:47–48 
μ ,

μ ,   (Paed. 3.70.1)8

μ ,
μ

(Quis div. 24.2) 

Matt 5:32 (see MMatt 19:9)

Matt 5:38; Lev 24:20
μ μ   (Strom. 8.30.4) 

Matt 5:44; Luke 6:27–28, 35
μ   (Paed. 1.70.3) 

  (Strom. 2.90.1) 

  (Strom. 4.93.3) 

  (Strom. 7.84.5) 

  (Strom. 7.84.7) 

  (Quis div. 22.4) 

Matt 6:9; Luke 11:29

μ μ   (Ecl. 19.1) 

μ   (Paed. 1.73.1) 
                                             

8 The wording of Clement’s citation— μ ,
—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. 

9 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 11:210

μ μ
  (Strom. 4.66.1) 

μ   (Strom. 4.172.2) 

Matt 6:12; Luke 11:4
, μ : μ μ    

(Strom. 7.81.1)11

Matt 6:14–15; Mark 11:25 
 … μ   (Strom. 2.91.2) 

  (Strom. 7.86.6) 

Matt 6:20; Luke 12:33 
 μ

  (Protr. 105.3) 

Matt 6:21; Luke 12:34 
μ   (Strom. 4.33.5) 

, ,   (Strom. 7.77.6)12

,   (Quis div. 17.1) 

Matt 6:22; Luke 11:34 
μ μ ,   (Paed. 3.70.4) 

Matt 6:24; Luke 16:13 
, μ ,

  (Strom. 3.26.2) 

                                             
10 See n. 9. 
11 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 
, ,

(Ecl. 12.3) 

Matt 6:32; Luke 12:30 
+   (Ecl. 12.2)13

Matt 6:33; Luke 12:31 
 μ μ ,

μ  +  (Ecl. 12.2)14

Matt 7:1; Luke 6:37 
, : ,

μ : +  (Strom. 2.91.2)  

Matt 7:2; Mark 4:24; Luke 6:38 
+  μ  μ , μ μ   (Strom. 2.91.2) 

Matt 7:7–8; Luke 11:9–10 
, ,

(Paed. 3.36.3) 

, , : μ
(Strom. 5.16.6) 

  (Quis div. 10.2) 

Matt 7:7; Luke 11:9; John 14:13–14; 16:23 
 μ μ

  (Paed. 3.40.2) 

  (Strom. 1.51.4) 

μ   (Strom. 2.116.2) 

                                             
13 Though the vast majority of manuscripts in the Lukan tradition do not follow 

the word order of  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. 

14 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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μ   (Strom. 3.57.2) 

, ,   (Strom. 4.5.3) 
 ( )  (Strom. 5.11.1) 

:   (Strom. 6.78.1) 

, , :   (Strom. 6.101.4) 

: , :
  (Strom. 7.73.1) 

, ,
μ   (Strom. 8.1.2) 

Matt 7:11; Luke 11:13; 2 Cor 1:3 
μ μ μ ,  μ

μ   (Quis div. 39.6) 

Matt 7:12; Luke 6:31; 1 Clem 13:2 
, μ   (Strom. 2.91.2) 

Matt 7:13; Luke 13:24 
  (Strom. 4.138.4)  

Matt 7:13–14; Luke 13:24; John 14:6 
  (Protr 100.1) [All] 

Matt 7:16; 12:33; Luke 6:44 
  (Strom. 3.44.1) 

Matt 7:21; 12:50; 21:31; Luke 6:46 
μ  (Strom. 2.19.1) 

 μ μ  μ ;  (Strom.
7.104.4)15

                                             
15 This adaptation appears to be a conflation of Luke 6:46 with part of the 

distinctly Matthaean ending from the similar passage in Matt 7:21. 



318 THE TEXT OF THE GOSPELS IN CLEMENT

Matt 7:21, 22; 25:11; Luke 6:46 

  (Ecl. 19.1) 

Matt 8:12; 22:13; 25:30 
μ

μ   (Strom. 3.109.2) 

Matt 8:20; Luke 9:58 
: ,

  (Strom. 1.23.2)    

  (Strom. 4.31.2)    

μ   (Strom. 4.31.4)   

Matt 8:22; Luke 9:60 
 F :

,  μ
(Strom. 3.25.3)16

  (Strom. 4.155.4) 

,  μ   (Quis div. 23.2) 

Matt 9:2, 5; Mark 2:5, 9; Luke 5:20, 23; 7:48 
μ   (Paed. 1.6.4) 

                                             
16 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, Introduction 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 
, μ , μ

  (Paed. 1.6.3) 

Matt 9:13; 12:7; Hosea 6:6 
:

(Strom. 4.38.1) 

:   (Quis div. 39.4)17

Matt 9:22; Mark 5:34; Luke 8:4818

:   (Strom. 4.161.2) 

Matt. 9:22; Mark 5:34; 10:52; Luke 7:50; 8:48; 17:19; 18:42 
 (Strom. 5.2.5) 

 (Strom. 6.44.4) 

 (Strom. 6.108.4) 

Matt 9:37; Luke 10:2 
 μ μ ,   (Strom. 1.7.1) 

Matt 10:22; 24:13; Mark 13:13 
μ  μ   (Paed. 1.22.2) 

19 μ ,   (Strom. 4.74.1) 

μ ,   (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. 
18 The ninth-century MS 1424 indicates  was also associated 

with the manuscript tradition of Matthew. 
19 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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Matt 10:26; Mark 4:22; Luke 8:17; 12:2 
, ,

μμ   (Strom. 1.13.3) 

Matt 10:27; Luke 12:3 
 μ μ   (Strom. 6.115.1)

Matt 10:28; Luke 12:5 
 μ μ

μ   (Exc. 14.3)20

Matt 10:30; Luke 12:7 
μ μ μ ,

 (Paed. 3.19.4) 

 μ μ   (Strom. 6.153.2)  

Matt 10:39; Mark 8:35; Luke 9:24 
, ,

(Strom. 2.108.3) 

Matt 10:40; Luke 10:16 
μ μ μ , μ  μ μ μ   (Quis div. 30.6) 

Matt 11:3; Luke 7:20 
, μ μ  +  (Paed. 1.90.2) 

Matt 11:4–55; Luke 7:22 
+  I : ,

, , . +  (Paed. 1.90.2) 

Matt 11:6; Luke 7:23 
+  μ  μ μ   (Paed. 1.90.2) 

                                             
20 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  at the end. 
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Matt 11:11; Luke 7:28 
 μ  I

 …  μ
(Quis div. 31.3)21

Matt 11:12; Luke 16:16 
  (Strom. 4.5.3) 

 μ   (Strom. 6.149.5) 

Matt 11:15; 13:9, 43; Mark 4:9, 23; Luke 8:8; 14:35 
  (Strom. 2.24.4) 

  (Strom. 5.2.1) 

  (Strom. 5.115.3) 

  (Strom. 6.115.6)

Matt 11:16–117; Luke 7:32 
μ , μ μ

, μ   (Paed. 1.13.3)  

Matt 11:27; Luke 10:2222

,  μ   (Protr. 10.3) 

,  μ   (Paed. 1.20.2) 

  (Paed. 1.74.1) 

                                             
21 It is impossible to determine the precise source of this reference. While the 

order of  I  more closely resembles the Lukan 
manuscript tradition, the presence of the phrase  instead of 

 is more typical of Matt 11:11.
22 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]): 

 μ . 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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  (Strom. 5.12.2) 

 μ  μ
  (Strom. 7.58.4) 

μ , , ,  μ
  (Strom. 5.84.3) 

, ,  μ
  (Strom. 7.109.4) 

 μ   (Quis div. 8.1) 

Matt 12:8; Mark 2:28; Luke 6:5 
  (Strom. 3.40.4) 

  (Strom. 4.29.3) 

Matt 12:39; 16:4
 I  μ
  (Strom. 3.90.2) 

Matt 12:44–45; Luke 11:24–26 
μ ,  μ

μ , μ ,
μ μ μ   (Ecl. 12.8) 

Matt 13:7; Mark 4:7; Luke 8:7 (cf. Matt 13:22, Mark 4:18–19, Luke 8:14) 
 μ μ

 μ μ , μ
μ μ  μ

  (Strom. 4.31.5) 

μ , μ
  (Strom. 6.59.2)  

Matt 13:8; Mark 4:8 
 μ μ

,   (Strom. 6.114.3) 
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Matt 13:11; Mark 4:11 
μ  μ

(Strom. 5.80.6)23

Matt 13:12; 25:29; Mark 4:25; Luke 8:18; 19:26 
 …   (Strom. 1.14.1)24

  (Strom. 7.55.7) 

Matt 13:16–117; Luke 10:23–24
μ  μ  μ  μ

,   (Quis div. 29.6) 

Matt 13:22; Mark 4:19; Luke 8:14 
 μ μ , μ

μ   (Quis div. 11.2) 

Matt 13:31; 17:20; Mark 4:31; Luke 13:19; 17:6 
  (Paed. 1.96.1) 

  (Strom. 5.3.1) 

  (Exc. 1.3) 

Matt 14:13–21; Mark 6:32–44; Luke 9:10–17; John 6:1–15 

 T
  (Strom. 6.94.2)25

 μ
μ   (Strom. 5.33.4)  

                                             
23 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 . The distinctly Markan singular noun μ ,
however, has replaced the plural form of the noun found in the manuscript tradition 
of Matthew. 

24 While these two references might appear to offer support for the variant 
reading of  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. 

25 This reference is best seen as a conflation between John and the Synoptics, 
since it combines the reference to Tiberias and the “barley” ( ) bread from 
John with the word used in the Synoptics for the fish ( ).
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Matt 14:19; 15:36; John 6:11; 21:9 
 μ

,  μ   (Paed. 2.13.2) 

Matt 15:2, 9; Mark 7:7 (cf. Isa 29:13) 
μ

  (Strom. 3.90.2) 

+ … μ  μ μ
 (Paed. 1.76.4)26

Matt 15:8; Mark 7:6 (cf. Isa 29:13) 
27 μ

μ   (Paed. 2.62.5)28

 H  … 
μ  μ , μ  … + (Paed.

1.76.4)29

 o  μ μ ,
μ   (Strom. 2.61.3)

μ ,
  (Strom. 4.32.4) 

 μ ,  μ
  (Strom. 4.43.3) 

  (Strom. 4.112.1) 

                                             
26 The context indicates Clement is citing from Isaiah. 
27 Marcovich diverts from the text of P by replacing  with μ  in 

light of the LXX and other passages from Clement. 
28 It is likely that the first four references below are taken from the LXX, since 

both passages occur within a string of citations or allusions to the Old Testament. 
29 The presence of  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. 



 APPENDIX 1  325 

Matt 15:11, 18
, , μ  (Paed. 2.49.1)  

Matt 15:14; Luke 6:39 
, ,

  (Paed. 1.9.2) 

Matt 16:24; Mark 8:34; Luke 9:23 
  (Strom. 2.104.3)30

Matt 16:26; Mark 8:36; Luke 9:25 
, μ , ,
  (Strom. 6.112.3) 

Matt 16:28; Luke 9:27 
,  μ ,

  (Exc. 4.3) 

Matt 17:1–2; Mark 9:2–3; Luke 9:28–29 
,

,  (Exc. 4.1) 

μ μ   (Strom. 6.140.3) 

Matt 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35 
μ :  μ 31 ,

  (Paed. 1.97.2) 

μ μ   (Strom. 6.140.3) 

μ   (Paed. 1.43.3)32

                                             
30 Ferguson notes that Clement might also be referring to Simon of Cyrene in 

this passage (Introduction to Stromateis, 226 n. 410).  
31 Whereas Stählin follows here the reading of P and M, Marcovich follows F 

and reads  μ . 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.

32 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 
,  μ

 μ   (Strom. 5.2.6) 

Matt 17:20; Luke 17:6 
μ  μ μ

  (Strom. 5.3.1) 

Matt 18:1; Mark 9:34; Luke 9:46 
μ  μ , +  
(Paed. 1.16.1)  

Matt 18:2; Mark 9:36; Luke 9:47 
+  I  μ  (Paed. 1.16.1) 

Matt 18:6–7; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2 (cf. 1 Clem. 46:8;33 Matt 26:24––25; Mark 
14:21; Luke 22:22)  

, :  μ
,  μ :

 μ ,
 μ   (Strom. 3.107.2) 

Matt 18:9; Mark 9:47 (see  Matt 5:29–30) 

Matt 18:16; Deut 19:15 
μ  μ   (Ecl. 13.1) 

Matt 19:6; Mark 10:9 
 μ   (Strom. 3.46.4) 

: ,  μ
  (Strom. 3.49.4) 

,   (Strom.
3.83.4) 

Matt 19:8; Mark 10:5 
μ  ( )  M

(Strom. 3.47.2)34

                                             
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 
μ :  μ

 μ  (Strom. 2.145.3) 

μ μ  μ , ,
35 , μ

μ   (Strom. 2.146.2) 

μ   (Strom. 3.47.2)36

Matt 19:17; Mark 10:18; Luke 18:19  
, ,  μ  μ    (Paed. 1.72.2) 

,  μ    (Paed. 1.74.1) 

,   (Strom. 5.63.8) [All] 

Matt 19:19; Rom 13:9; Gal 5:14; James 2:8; Lev 19:18 
  (Protr. 108.5)37

Matt 19:20; Mark 10:20; Luke 18:21 
  (Strom. 3.55.2) 

μ μ   (Quis div. 8.2)38

                                                                                                    
34 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  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 

μ μ  M .  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.  

35 It is impossible to know with certainty whether  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. 

36 This could be a quotation from Matt 5:32, since it contains the phrase 
. 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. 

37 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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μ μ   (Quis div. 10.4) 

Matt 19:21; Mark 10:21; Luke 18:22   
 [ ]

  (Paed. 3.34.3) 

 (Quis div. 10.3) 

 μ   (Quis div. 16.1) 

 … μ
  (Quis div. 19.6)39

Matt 19:23; Mark 10:24; Luke 18:23

(Strom. 5.28.3) 

Matt 19:23, 24; Mark 10: 23, 24, 25; Luke 18:24, 25 
μ   (Paed. 3.37.3) 

μ
  (Paed. 2.38.5)  

Matt 19:24; Mark 10:25; Luke 18:25 (cf. textual variants)
, μ μ

  (Strom. 2.22.3)  

, μ μ
  (Quis div. 2.2)   

μ
  (Quis div. 26.7)  

Matt 19:25; Mark 10:26; Luke 18:26 
, ;  (Quis div. 20.4) 

                                                                                                    
38 In this and the following reference, the phrase  is found in several 

of the variant readings for Matthew. 
39 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 
  (Quis div. 2.2) 

  (Quis div. 21.1) 

Matt 19:27; Mark 10:28; Luke 18:28 
μ μ μ   (Quis div. 21.5) 

Matt 19:29; Mark 10:29 
:

μ
μ  μ , μ   (Strom. 4.15.4) 

Matt 19:30; Mark 10:31 
  (Quis div. 26.1) 

Matt 20:22–223; Mark 10:38–39 (cf. Matt 26:39; Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42;  
John 18:11) 

  (Paed. 1.46.1) 

(Strom. 4.75.1) 

(Strom. 4.75.2)

Matt 20:28; Mark 10:45 
, , , .

μ , μ μ
  (Paed. 1.85.1) 

  (Quis div. 37.4) 

Matt 21:8–9; John 12:13 
μ , ,

,
, μ μ μ   (Paed. 1.12.5)

Matt 21:12–13; Mark 11:15–17; Luke 19:45–46; John 2:14–16 
, μ μ

μ μ
  (Paed. 3.79.2) 
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Matt 21:22; Mark 11:24 
 μ μ

  (Paed. 3.40.2) 

 [ ] μ   (Strom. 7.41.4) 

Matt 22:20; Mark 12:16
; + (Exc. 86.1) 

Matt 22:21; Mark 12:17; Luke 20:25 
 K  K

(Paed. 2.14.1) 

 K  K   (Paed. 3.91.3)  

  (Ecl. 24.2) 

+ K   (Exc. 86.1) 

Matt 22:30; Mark 12:25; Luke 20:35 
μ , , μ μ   (Strom. 3.47.3) 

μ μ   (Strom. 3.87.1) 

μ μ  μ μ   (Strom. 6.100.3) 

μ μ  (Strom. 6.140.1) 

Matt 22:32; Mark 12:27; Luke 20:38; Acts 10:42; Rom 14:9 
  (Quis div. 42.20) 

Matt. 22:37, 39; Mark 12:30–31; Luke 10:27; Deut 6:5; Lev 19:18 
  (Protr. 108.5) 

  (Paed. 1.59.2) 

 (Paed. 2.6.1) 
,   (Paed. 2.43.1) 

,

 (Paed. 3.88.1) [Ad] 
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: (Strom. 2.71.1) 

  (Paed. 3.78.1) 

  (Paed. 3.81.2) 

  (Strom. 4.10.3) 

  (Strom. 4.111.2) 

μ
μ μ   (Quis div. 27.5) 

 … :
  (Quis div. 28.1) 

Matt 23:4; Luke 11:46 
  (Strom. 6.44.3) 

Matt 23:12; Luke 14:11; 18:14
,

(Paed. 3.92.1) 

 (Strom. 2.132.1) 

μ  μ μ
 μ ,

  (Quis div. 1.3) 

Matt 23:13; Luke 11:52 

  (Strom. 7.106.1) 

Matt 23:37; Luke 13:34
I μ I μ,

μ   (Paed. 1.79.2) 

I μ I μ,
  (Strom. 1.29.4) 
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Matt 23:38; Luke 13:35
μ μ  + (Paed. 1.79.3) 

Matt 23:39; Luke 13:35
+ 40 μ ,  μ  μ , , μ

μ μ  (Paed. 1.79.3) 

Matt 24:19; Mark 13:17; Luke 21:23 

μ   (Strom. 3.49.6) 

Matt 24:24; Mark 13:22 
, ,  μ   (Exc. 9.1) 

Matt 24:37–339; Luke 17:26–30 
μ  N , μ μ ,

μ , , μ  L ,
  (Strom. 3.49.4) 

Matt 24:42; 25:13; 26:38, 41; Mark 13:35, 37; 14:34, 38 
  (Strom. 4.139.4) 

:   (Strom. 5.106.1) 

Matt 24:45; 25:21 
, μ .

  (Strom. 2.27.3) 

Matt 25:21, 23 
 μ

μ μ

(Strom. 1.3.1) 

Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19 

:   (Strom. 1.46.1) 

                                             
40 Although the presence of the  is distinct to the Matthaean 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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Matt 26:41; Mark 14:38 
μ μ ,   (Strom. 4.45.4) 

Matt 26:48; Mark 14:44;Luke 22:48 
 I μ   (Paed. 2.62.4) 

Matt 27:29; Mark 15:17; John 19:2, 5 
μμ   (Paed. 2.73.3) 

μ  …   (Paed. 2.74.1) 

 μ   (Paed. 2.75.2) 

Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16; John 1:27 
I , μ μ μ

 (Paed. 2.117.4) 

μ μ μ
(Strom. 5.55.1)   

Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35 (cf. textual variants) 
 μ 41   (Paed. 1.97.2) 

Mark 10:17; Luke 10:25; 18:18 
μ   (Paed. 3.88.2) 

Mark 10:19; Luke 18:20; Luke 10:28  
:

( )   (Paed. 3.88.2)

Mark 10:30; Luke 18:30 
μ   (Quis div. 25.8) 

Mark 10:48; Luke 18:38–339
,  μ   (Strom. 6.132.4) 

Mark 12:30; Luke 10:27  

μ   (Quis div. 27.3)42

                                             
41 Stählin reads  μ . Marcovich follows F, not P and M. 
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Mark 12:41–44; Luke 21:1–4 
μ  μ

,
:  μ

μ ,   (Strom. 4.35.3) 

Mark 14:36; Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6 
  (Protr. 88.3) 

Luke 15:7, 10 
μ μ ,

 (Strom. 2.69.3) 

μ
μ

 μ   (Quis div. 39.3) 

Luke 15:23, 30 
 μ   (Exc. 9.2) 

Luke 19:38; John 12:13 (cf. textual variants)
 I

μ
μ   (Strom. 2.21.2) 

John 1:18; 6:46 
:  μ  μ   (Exc. 9.3) 

John 1:26, 29 
μ   (Paed. 1.24.4)43

John 3:8; 4:24 
μ ,   (Exc. 17.3)

John 5:26; 17:2 
 μ

μ μ , μ
  (Quis div. 6.4) 

                                                                                                    
42 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.

43 Nothing in the context indicates whether Clement is referring to John 1:29 or 36. 
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John 6:32–333, 41; 6:49, 58 
,   (Paed. 3.40.1) 

 μ   (Exc. 13.2) 

John 6:50–551, 54, 58 
μ   (Exc. 13.2) 

μ , μ
μ   (Quis div. 23.4) 

John 8:23; 3:31 
 I ,

 μ μ   (Protr. 59.3) 

John 10:2, 11, 14 
μ   (Paed. 1.84.1) 

John 10:7, 9 
μ  ( )  (Protr. 10.2)44

John 10:11, 14 
μ   (Protr. 116.1) 

μ   (Paed. 1.37.3) 

: μ μ   (Paed. 1.53.2) 

 μ μ μ   (Paed. 1.85.2) 

John 13:34; 14:2745

μ μ : μ μ μ    
(Quis div. 37.4) 

John 14:26; 15:26 
  (Protr. 85.3) 

John 17:11, 17 
, μ   (Exc. 9.3)46

                                             
44 As an isolated quotation, one cannot know if Clement omits the ending 

 after  in John 10:7 or is merely citing the shortened phrase in 10:9.  
45 Clement appears to have replaced  with  in John 14:27 and 

then conflated the passage with the reference to the new covenant in John 14:34. 
46 Clement conflates John 17:11, 17 by replacing  in 17:11 with 

from verse 17.  
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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.

Matt 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

(Frag. 58) [All] 

 μ μ
(Frag. 58) [Ad] 

Matt 6:9; Luke 11:2 
sanctificetur, inquit, nomen tuum  (Adumbr. Ep. 1 Petr. 3, 15; Frag. 24) [C] 

Matt 22:641

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] 

                                             
1 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 5:142

:
 μ   (Hyp. 6.12) [Ad] 

:
μ   (Hyp. 6.12) [Ad] 

Matt 13:32; Mark 4:32; Luke 13:19 

(Frag. 54) [Ad] 

Matt 26:17 
μ μ ; (Pasc. 28) 

Mark 1:44; Luke 5:14 
:

 μ   (Hyp. 12) [Ad] 

:
μ   (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 
μ

μ μ   (Frag. 57) [All] 

Luke 10:1 
μ  μ , μ μ  P

  (Hyp. 4) [All] 

Luke 22:69
proinde enim cum dicit a dextris dei  (Adumbr. Ep. Jud. 24; Frag. 24) [C]3

                                             
2 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  before .
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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 
+ in ipso, vita erat, et vita erat lux hominum  (Adumbr. 1 John 1, 2;  

Frag. 24) [C] 

John 2:19 
, , , μ

+  (Can. ec. 36) [C] 

John 2:20 
+  I ,

μ , μ ; +  (Can. ec. 36) [C] 

John 2:21 
+ μ  (Can ec. 36) [C] 

John 4:24 
, , μ  (Frag. 39) [C] 

John 16:7 
de quo dominus dixit: nisi ego abiero, ille non veniet  (Adumbr. Ep. 1  

Petr. 1, 12; Frag. 24) [Ad] 

John 18:28 
μμ  P

,  μ
μ ,   (Pasc. 28) [Ad] 

                                                                                                    
3 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 
μ μ μ   (Exc. 3.1) [C] 

μ μ   (Exc. 41.3) [C] 

Matt 5:42 
  (Strom. 3.27.3) [Ad] 

Matt 10:28 
, μ
μ   (Exc. 51.3) [Ad] 

Matt 10:38 
,  μ ,

 μ   (Exc. 42.3) [Ad]  

Matt 12:29 
  (Exc. 52.1) [Ad] 

Matt 13:25 

  (Strom. 3.34.3) [All]* 
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Matt 19:11 
: + (Strom. 3.1.1) [C]1

Matt 19:12 
+ ,  μ ,   (Strom. 3.1.1) [Ad]  

  (Strom. 3.1.4) Ad] 

  (Strom. 3.91.2) [Ad]2

Matt 25:1–2
μ   (Exc. 86.3) [All] 

Matt 26:32  
μ  ( ) μ

(Exc. 61.5) [Ad] 

Matt 28:19
: ,

μ
μ   (Exc. 76.3) [Ad]  

Luke 1:35 
μ  < >3  … μ

  (Exc. 60.1) [C] 

Luke 1:41, 44 
μ   (Exc. 50.2) [Ad] 

Luke 2:14 
:

(Exc. 74.2) [Ad] 

                                             
1 Clement attributes this and the first two references listed under Matt 19:11–12 

to the followers of Basilides. 
2 This is part of a saying Clement attributes to a book on celibacy by Julius 

Cassian, whom he designates as the founder of Docetism. 
3 Stählin’s text follows Friedrich Sylburg, who emended the text of L to include 

 on the basis of Luke (Friedrich Sylburg, Klementos Alexandreos ta 
heuriskomena [Heidelberg: Commelinus, 1592]). 
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Luke 2:40 
  (Exc. 61.2) [Ad] 

Luke 3:16, Matt 3:11 
,  H , μ

μ   (Exl. 25.1) [Ad] 

Luke 6:30 
  (Strom. 3.27.3) [C] 

Luke 10:19
  (Exc. 76.2) [Ad] 

Luke 11:7 
μ   (Exc. 86.3) [Ad] 

Luke 12:58 
, μ

μ :  (Exc. 52.1) [All]* 

Luke 23:46
μ μ  μ   (Exc. 1.1) [Ad] 

  (Exc. 62.3) [All] 

John 1:1 

(Exc. 6.1) [C] 

John 1:3 
,

(Exc. 45.3) [Ad] 

John 1:4 
  (Exc. 6.4) [C] 

John 1:9 
μ μ  (Exc. 41.3) [C] 

John 1:14 
 μ   (Exc. 7.3) [C] 
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John 1:18 
 μ , ,

  (Exc. 6.2) [C] 

μ   (Exc. 6.2) [Ad] 

John 3:29 
μ , μ μ ,

μ ,   (Exc. 65.1) [Ad] 

John 10:7 
μ   (Exc. 26.2) [C] 

John 10:30 
μ  (Exc. 61.1) [C] 

John 11:25 
: μ  (Exc. 6.4) [Ad] 

John 14:6 
,   (Exc. 6.1) [Ad] 

John 19:36 
, , +  (Exc. 62.2) [Ad]   

John 19:37 
+   (Exc. 62.2) [Ad] 
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CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF 
NA27 AND UBS4

The following two lists indicate readings where Clement’s witness should be 
cited or corrected in future editions of the apparatus of NA27 and UBS4. 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 txt (indicating 
agreement with the text of the edition) or v.1. (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 NA27.
Parentheses indicate that Clement’s reading differs slightly from the one 
cited in the apparatus.  

CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF NA27

 Matt 5:4    (txt )  npa 

 + Matt 5:9    (txt )

Matt 5:19 (  μ
)   (txt )  npa 

 + Matt 5:22    (txt)

 Matt 5:25  μ    (v.1.)

 Matt 5:25    (txt )

 Matt 5:28 μ    (v.2.)

 Matt 5:36 (  μ )   (v.3.)

 Matt 5:37    (v.2.)

 Matt 5:42    (txt )

 +Matt 5:42    (txt )  npa /    (v.1.)

Matt 5:44 μ μ ,
   μ  (v.1.)
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 Matt 5:48    (txt )  npa 

 + Matt 5:48    (v.1.)

 Matt 6:24    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 6:33    (v.2.)

 Matt 7:6    (v.1.)

 Matt 7:13    (txt)

 Matt 7:13    (v.1.)

 *Matt 7:14    (v.1.)1

 Matt 10:10   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 10:23    (v.1.)

 Matt 10:24    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 10:27    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 10:32    (v.1.)

 Matt 10:39   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 10:41 ( μ ,
   μ μ )   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 10:42 μ    (txt )  npa 

 Matt  11:27 (  μ ,  μ
   )   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 11:28 μ    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 11:29 μ    (txt)  npa 

 + Matt 12:36 ( )    (v.2.)

 Matt 13:13    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 13:13 
    ( )   (txt )  npa 
 Matt 13:34    (txt )
                                             

1 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    (indeterminable; cf. Mark 7:6; Isa 29:13)  

 *Matt 15:8 μ    (indeterminable; cf. Mark 7:6; Isa 29:13)  

 Matt 15:11    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 15:11 1   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 16:17    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 16:26    (v.1.)

 Matt 18:10  μ    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 18:10    (txt )  npa 

 +Matt 19:3    (v.1.)   

 Matt 19:11    (txt )   

 Matt 19:13 ( )   (txt )  npa 

 Matt 19:14    (txt )

 Matt 19:14 μ    (txt )  npa 

 +Matt 19:17 ( )2   (txt )

 Matt 19:21    (v.1.)

 Matt 21:16    (txt )  npa 

 +Matt 21:22  /    (v.1.)

 Matt 22:14    (txt)  npa 

 Matt  22:40    (txt )  npa 

 +Matt 23:8    (txt )

 Matt 23:9 μ    (v.1.)

 Matt 23:9 μ    (v.1.)

 Matt 23:9    (v.1.)

 Matt 23:25    (v.3.)

 Matt 23:26    (txt )

                                             
2 Clement alludes only to part of this variant unit.  
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 Matt 23:26    (v.2.)

 +Matt 23:27 ( μ )   (v.1.)

 Matt 23:27 , ( ) μ    (v.2.)

 Matt 23:37  ( ) (txt )

 Matt 23:37  Clempt (txt )  /  omit Clempt   (v.2.)

 *Matt 23:38 μ    (indeterminable; cf. Luke 13:35) 

 Matt 24:35    (txt )  npa 

 Matt 25:27    (v.1.)

 Matt 25:39    (txt )

 Matt 25:40  μ   Clem   (txt )  npa  

 +Matt 25:41 μ  ( )   (v.2.)

 +Matt 26:23 μ μ  ( )   (v.2.)

 +Matt 26:29    (v.1.)

 +Matt 27:46    (txt )

 Mark 10:19 μ  μ  μ    (v.1.)

 Mark 10:19 μ    (v.1.)

 +Mark 10:19    (v.1.)

 +Mark  10:20  ( )   (v.1.)

 Mark  10:21    (v.1.)

 Mark  10:21 μ    (txt )

 Mark  10:24 μ    (v.1.)

 Mark  10:25 bis   (txt )

Mark  10:25 μ    (txt )  npa   

 Mark 10:25    (v.1.)

 Mark 10:26 omit Clemvid   (v.2.)
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 Mark 10:28 μ    (v.1.)

 Mark 10:29 (  I )   (v.4.)

 Mark 10:29    (txt ) npa 

 Mark 10:30    (txt ) npa 

 Mark 10:31    (txt )

 Luke 3:22  μ  ( ), μ
      (v.1.)

 Luke  4:13 ( )   (txt)

 Luke 6:29    (v.1.)

 Luke 6:29    (txt)  npa 

 Luke 6:30    (v.1.)

 Luke 6:31    (txt )

 *Luke 6:31 omit μ    (indeterminable, see apparatus) 

 Luke 6:36    (v.1.)

 +Luke 6:37    (v.1.)

 +Luke 6:38  μ    (txt )

 Luke 6:38 μ    (txt)

 Luke 6:43    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 6:45    (txt)

 Luke 6:45    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 6:45 ( )   (v.1.)

 Luke 6:46    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 7:25    (v.1.)

 Luke 7:28 ( )   (v.2/3.)

 Luke 9:62 
      (v.2.)
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 Luke 9:62    (txt )

 *Luke 10:1 omit    (indeterminable cf. Luke 10:17)3

 *Luke 10:17 omit    (indeterminable, see Luke 10:1) 

 Luke 10:21 μ    (v.3.)

 Luke 10:21    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 10:37    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 10:42 M    (v.1.)

 Luke 10:42    (txt )

 *Luke 11:33  μ    (indeterminable, cf. Matt 5:15;  
   Mark 4:21; Luke 8:16) 

 Luke 11:43    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:8 μ    (txt )

 Luke 12:8    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:11    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:11    (txt )  npa 

 Luke  12:11 ( μ μ )   (v.2.)

 Luke 12:11    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:19 ( μ )   (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:20    (txt )

 Luke 12:22 μ    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:22 μ   Clempt   (v.1.) / omit  Clempt   (txt )

 Luke 12:23    (txt )

 Luke 12:24    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:24    (txt )

                                             
3 While Clement refers to the μ  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 12:24    (txt )

 Luke 12:24    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:24 μ    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:27    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:27    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:28 μ    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:29    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:30 ( )   (v.1.)

 +Luke 12:31    (v.1.)

 Luke 12:35 μ μ    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 12:48    (txt)  npa 

 Luke 12:49    (txt)  npa 

 Luke 13:32    (txt )

 Luke 13:32    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 14:8 μ    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 14:13    (v.1.)

 Luke 14:15 μ    (v.1.)

 Luke 14:15    (txt )

 Luke 14:16    (v.1.)

 Luke 14:20 μ    (txt )  npa 

 +Luke 14:26    (v.2.)

 Luke 14:26    (v.1.)

 Luke 16:9    (v.1.)

 Luke 16:9 μ μ    (txt )  npa 

 +Luke 16:16 (μ )   (txt )

 Luke 16:20    (txt )  npa 
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 Luke 16:20    (txt )

 Luke 16:21 ( )   (txt)

 Luke 16:21    (txt )  npa 

 Luke 17:3 μ    (txt )

 Luke 17:4    (v.1.)

 Luke 17:4    (txt )

 Luke 17:4    (txt )

 Luke 19:8 μ    (v.1.)

 Luke 19:9    (txt)  npa 

 Luke  20:34 μ    (txt)  npa 

 +Luke 22:31 ( )   (v.1.)

 Luke 24:42 μ    (txt )

 John 1:3    (txt)  npa 

 John 1:4   Clempt   (txt )  npa  /  Clempt   (v.1.)

 John 1:18  μ    (v.1.)

 John 1:18  μ    (v.2.)

 +John  1:27 μ    (v.1.)

 John  1:27    (txt )  npa 

 John  3:19    (txt )  npa 

 John  3:19  μ    (txt)  npa 

 John 4:34    (txt )

 John 6:27    (v.1.)

 John 6:32    (v,1.)

 John 6:33    (txt)  npa 

 John 6:40    (v.1.)
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 John 6:40    (txt )

 +John 6:47    (txt )

 John 6:51    (v.1.)

 John 6:51  μ μ   (txt)  npa 

 John 6:51    (txt )   

 John 6:55    (txt )

 John 6:55    (txt )  npa 

 John 8:24    (txt )  npa 

 +John 8:34    (v.1.)   

 +John 8:35    (v.1.)

 John 8:36    (txt )  npa 

 John 8:44    (txt )  npa 

 John 8:44    (v.1.)

 John 8:44    (txt)  npa 

 John 8:44    (txt )  npa 

 John 8:56    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:2 μ    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:2 μ    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:7    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:8    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:11    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:16    (txt )  npa 

 John 10:27    (v.1.)   

 John 13:33 μ    (txt )

 John 15:2 ( )   (v.1.)

 John 15:2 ( )   (txt )
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 John 15:12    (txt )  npa 

 John 16:7    (v.1.)  Clemlat

 John 17:21    (txt )

 John 17:21 μ    (v.1.)

 John 17:21    (txt)

 John 17:22    (v.1.)

 John 17:22    (txt )  npa 

 John 17:22 2   (txt )  npa  

 John 17:23 1   (txt )  npa 

 John 17:24    (txt )

 John 17:24    (v.1.)

 John 17:24 μ    (txt)  npa 

 John 17:24 2   (v.1.)

 John 17:25    (txt )

 John 20:29    (txt )  npa 

 +John 21:4    (v.1.)

CLEMENT IN THE APPARATUS OF UBS4

 Matt 5:44(1) Apparatus correct 

 Matt 5:44(2) Apparatus correct 

 Matt 6:33 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 7:13 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 7:14 Apparatus correct4

 Matt 10:23 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 11:27 Apparatus correct 

                                             
4 See n. 1 above.  
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 Matt 13:13 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 13:35(2) Apparatus correct 

 Matt 19:11 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 23:9 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 23:25 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 23:26 Apparatus correct 

 Matt 23:38 Apparatus incorrect (indeterminable; cf. Luke 13:35) 

 Mark 8:38(1) Apparatus correct 

 Mark 8:38(2) Apparatus correct 

 Mark 10:19 Apparatus correct 

 Mark 10:21 Apparatus correct 

 Mark 10:24 Apparatus incorrect5

 Mark 10:25 Apparatus correct 

 +Mark 10:26 omit    (v.3.)   

 Mark 10:31 Apparatus correct 

 Luke 3:22 Apparatus correct 

 Luke 6:31 Apparatus correct 

 +Luke 7:28 ( )6   (v. 1/2.)

 Luke 9:62(2) Apparatus correct 

 *Luke 10:1 Apparatus incorrect7

 *Luke 10:17 Apparatus incorrect8

                                             
5 Clement attests v.3, not v.4. The apparatus of UBS4 is incorrect for this variant 

reading.
6 The apparatus of UBS3 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 incorrect9

 Luke 12:27 Apparatus correct 

 Luke 16:21(1) Apparatus correct 

 Luke 16:21(2) Apparatus correct 

 Luke 17:3 Apparatus correct 

 Luke 20:34 Apparatus correct 

 +Luke 22:31 ( )   (v.1.)
 Luke 24:42 Apparatus correct 

John 1:3–4 Apparatus correct 

 John 1:4 Apparatus correct 

 John 1:18 Apparatus correct 

 +John 6:47    (txt )

 +John 8:34 omit μ    (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. 
9 It is indeterminable whether Clement refers to Luke 11:33; Matt 5:15; Mark 

4:21; or Luke 8:16.
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