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ABSTRACT
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis is an important early manuscript of the Greek New Testament, whose Gospel text has received relatively limited attention. Because Matthew was
the most widely used Gospel among the first Christian communities, the study of its
textual form is of utmost significance for the understanding of the early transmission of
the New Testament.
The research proposed in this thesis is therefore to take a fresh look at the Bezan
text of Matthew. It will challenge the commonly accepted view of its readings as reflecting scribal reworking, albeit performed at an early stage. A principal ground for viewing
the text as secondary is the apparently extensive harmonisation between the Gospels.
The approach adopted here has been to thoroughly re-examine the Greek text of Matthew, comparing its form in Codex Bezae with that of Codex Vaticanus, a manuscript
generally accepted as having a greater claim to authenticity. After noting all the variant
readings and classifying them according to the type of material they represent, the study
pays particular attention to the significance of word order differences, applying the tools
of discourse analysis. Thereafter, the focus of the thesis is on the issue of harmonisation,
as all the instances of the feature noted in the current edition of the Greek New Testament are systematically scrutinised.
The results of this work suggest that the judgement that the Bezan text of Matthew has a harmonising tendency is predominantly based on external criticism, or on the
choice of the particular passage with which there is alleged harmonisation. It will be
suggested that the existence of common material in Codex Bezae where it is absent in
other manuscripts may not be only a consequence of genuine harmonisation but also of
the simple fact that the text was originally in agreement.
It is hoped that the research presented in this thesis may serve to advance the
study of Matthew’s Gospel, in particular with reference to harmonisation, in the field of
New Testament textual criticism as well as in the related field of Synoptic studies.
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ABSTRACT IN FRENCH, MY NATIVE LANGUAGE
Le Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis (Codex de Bèze) est un des manuscrits grecs du Nouveau Testament les
plus anciens et les plus importants ; or ses évangiles n’ont que peu retenu l’attention. Pourtant, l’évangile
de Matthieu étant le plus largement utilisé dans les premières communautés chrétiennes, il est du plus
haut intérêt d’étudier sa forme textuelle si l’on veut comprendre comment, à l’époque, fut transmis le
Nouveau Testament.
L’objet de cette thèse est d’examiner d’un œil neuf le texte de Matthieu dans ce manuscrit. Elle
reconsidère la tendance courante consistant à croire que ses leçons variantes ne résulteraient que de
l’activité de scribes des premiers siècles. Une des raisons principalement invoquées qui font prendre le
Codex de Bèze pour un texte tardif est la fréquente utilisation du « phénomène d’harmonisation » entre les
évangiles. L’approche adoptée a donc consisté à réexaminer minutieusement le texte grec de Matthieu, en
comparant sa forme textuelle à celle du Codex Vaticanus, manuscrit auquel on reconnaît généralement
grande valeur d’authenticité. Après avoir relevé toutes les leçons variantes et les avoir classées selon leurs
spécificités, nous avons cherché, en utilisant les outils de l’analyse du discours, à comprendre l’importance
conférée à l’inversion de l’ordre de certains mots. L’étude s’est focalisée ensuite sur le problème même des
harmonisations, en passant en revue systématiquement tous les cas mentionnés dans l’édition courante du
Nouveau Testament grec.
Les données de ce travail suggèrent que c’est avant tout sur l’application de critères externes, ou
sur le choix autoguidé du passage des synoptiques en fonction de l’harmonisation présumée, que les leçons variantes du texte de Matthieu dans le Codex de Bèze sont identifiées comme harmonisantes. Entre
autres, nous suggérerons que, si le Codex de Bèze présente des expressions communes avec les synoptiques là où d’autres manuscrits ne les ont pas, c’est en fait la conséquence, non pas d’harmonisations
proprement dites, mais de ce que les évangiles étaient, en ces endroits, textuellement identiques.
Exprimons l’espoir que le travail de recherche exposé ici puisse faire progresser l’étude de
l’évangile de Matthieu, notamment sur la problématique des harmonisations, que ce soit dans le domaine
de la critique textuelle, ou dans le domaine connexe des études synoptiques.

ABSTRACT IN POLISH, MY HEART’S LANGUAGE
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis (Kodeks Bezy z Cambridge) to wczesny, ważny a zarazem stosunkowo mało
znany Grecki rękopis Nowego Testamentu. Ponieważ Ewangelia Św. Mateusza była najczęściej używanym
tekstem w pierwszych wspólnotach chrześcijańskich, badanie jej tekstowych zapisów ma ogromne
znaczenie dla zrozumienia wczesnego przekazu Nowego Testamentu.
Zaproponowana w niniejszej pracy badawczej teza, pozwala na inne - świeże spojrzenie na zapisy
Św. Mateusza w Kodeksie Bezy. Podejmuje ona wezwanie wobec powszechnie przyjętego poglądu i
odczytanie go na nowo, a odnoszącego się do ręcznie naniesionych w późniejszym okresie poprawek
manuskryptu. Fundamentem pierwotnym do postrzegania tego tekstu jako wtórnego jest wyraźne,
obszerne współbrzmienie pomiędzy Ewangeliami (tzw. ‘harmonizacje’). Przyjęte tutaj podejście dotyczy
ponownego, dokładnego zbadania greckiego zapisu tekstu Św. Mateusza, porównując ich formy w
Kodeksie Bezy z powszechnie uznanym jako rękopis bardziej zbliżony do autentycznego czyli Kodeksem
Watykańskim. Po przejrzeniu wszystkich wariantów pisowni i odpowiednim ich zakwalifikowaniu,
poddano szczególnej analizie znaczenie kolejności wyrazów w odniesieniu do narzędzi analitycznych
przyjętych w niniejszym badaniu. Dalszym etapem pracy była ocena zgodności jako dyskursu wystąpienia
danej cechy odnotowanej w bieżących wydaniach greckiej wersji Nowego Testamentu.
Wyniki tej pracy sugerują, że w Kodeksie Bezy tekst Św. Mateusza ma tendencję do zgodności
opartej przeważnie na tzw. zewnętrznej krytyce lub na wyborze tych poszczególnych pasaży w których jest
domniemana zgodność. Praca sugeruje istnienie wspólnych płaszczyzn w Kodeksie Bezy a nieobecnych w
innych rękopisach, co może być nie tylko konsekwencją pierwotnej zgodności - harmonizacji, ale także
prostego faktu posiadania tego samego tekstu.
Podjęte założenia w zaprezentowanej pracy badawczej mogą służyć dalszemu rozwojowi studiów
nad Ewangelią Św. Mateusza w szczególności w odniesieniu do oceny zgodności – harmonizacji tekstu
Nowego Testamentu jak również na polu pokrewnych studiów synoptycznych.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION1

I.

New Testament Manuscripts

In the quest for the origins of the New Testament, the first documentary evidence of
early Christianity available today is manuscripts, whether as scrolls or book-form codices, on papyrus or parchment.
Apart from papyrus fragments dating from the 2nd and 3rd centuries, the earliest
more substantial manuscripts in Greek date from the mid to end 4th century. Among the
first Greek parchment codices written in uncial script, Codex Bezae appears to be one of
the earliest witnesses to the New Testament, written around 50 years after Codex Vaticanus (B.03, 350 CE) and Codex Sinaiticus (ℵ.01, 360 CE).2 Identified as D.05 in the
Gregory-Aland numbering,3 Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis is a bilingual Greek/Latin codex on vellum currently housed in the University of Cambridge (United Kingdom) and
retrieved from Lyons (France) by the Protestant scholar Theodore Beza in 1562. It contains the four Gospels and Acts with lacunae, a small fragment of the Third Epistle of
John, and can be dated to around 400 CE.4 Written in one column per page, it contains
406 parchment sheets (26 x 21.5 cm) out of, perhaps, an original 534.5
The large amount of manuscripts of the New Testament (more than 5,000 available in Greek today) soon called for their classification and a study of their relationships.
Until recently, it was customary to divide manuscripts into text-types: Alexandrian, Byzantine, Caesarean6 and ‘Western’ – with Codex Bezae belonging to the latter.7 ‘Western’
1

I would like to acknowledge the assistance provided by Dr. Jody Barnard in correcting the English of this thesis. I take the responsibility for any mistakes remaining in the final draft.
2
The dates are proposed by Cavallo in a 1967 contribution for both Codex Sinaiticus and Codex
th
Vaticanus, while Kenyon proposes 4 c. CE. See J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘T.C. Skeat on the Dating and Origin of Codex
Vaticanus,’ in J.K. ELLIOTT (ed.), New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of Thoroughgoing Principles. Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation (NovTSup 137; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2010) 65–78
[65].
3
Gregory’s somewhat arbitrary numbering (1908) divides all manuscripts into four groupings (papyri, majuscules, minuscules, and lectionaries). This codification is still used today. See ALAND–ALAND, Text,
72–3.
4
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 281.
5
ALAND–ALAND, Text, 109–10. Interestingly, the major lacunae of 67 missing folios (ff. 348–414) between Mark 16 and 3 John in Codex Bezae was tentatively identified by French scholar Amphoux as being
James, 1-2 Peter, Hebrews, 1-3 John; cf. C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘La grande lacune du Codex de Bèze,’ FilNeo 17
(2004) 3–25.
6
The existence of the Caesarean text-type is debated: G.D. FEE, ‘Textual Criticism in the New Testament,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 7–8). The term was coined by B.H. STREETER (The Four Gospels, A Study of
Origins Treating of the Manuscript Tradition, Sources, Authorship and Dates [London: Macmillan, 1924]
69). Most recent works on the Caesarean text-type can be read in C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘Qu’est-ce que le type de
texte “césaréen”?,’ in C.-B. AMPHOUX, B. OUTTIER and J.K. ELLIOTT (eds), Textual Research on the Psalms
and Gospels – Recherches textuelles sur les psaumes et les Evangiles. Papers from the Tbilisi Colloquium on

Page | 1

CHAPTER 1
witnesses always attracted interest because of their highly distinctive variant readings
when compared with other manuscripts, especially Codex Vaticanus. Actually, ‘Western’
is something of a misnomer, as it neither designates a text-type – i.e. with inner consistency among the witnesses – in itself but a group of texts, nor are its witnesses confined to the West: the label was originally linked to variant readings often attested in the
Vetus Latina (Old Latin) or Latin Church Fathers (Cyprian, Tertullian) or Irenaeus, as
well as in manuscripts that circulated in North Africa, Italy and Gaul.8 However it
should not be forgotten that certain Syriac and Palestinian manuscripts and texts found
in Egypt (প66, or parts of Codex Sinaiticus [Jn 1-8] and Codex Washingtonianus [Mk 15], majuscule 0171) and other regions are also grouped in the ‘Western’ category, thereby offering testimony from a wide geographical area. Nevertheless, the term ‘Western’
will be used in this work for the sake of convenience.
Because of the significant amount of variant readings in Codex Bezae compared
with the manuscripts of the Alexandrian tradition, D.05 is identified as the chief representative of the ‘Western’ group of texts. It is also the only Greek manuscript of any size
in the group. Although it is an early representative of the NT textual tradition, Codex
Bezae is regularly neglected in the search for the ‘original text’ or the ‘reconstruction of
the earliest attainable text.’9 Most of the time, and specifically since Westcott and Hort’s
overt preference for the Alexandrian text-type, Codex Bezae is considered to transmit a
late and highly corrupted text,10 although some scholars have challenged this conclusion
and regard Codex Bezae as a valuable witness with early or even authentic readings.11

the Editing and History of Biblical Manuscripts – Actes du Colloque de Tbilisi, 19-20 septembre 2007
(NovTSup 142; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2012) 73–87; D. LAFLEUR, ‘Les relations, au sein du groupe “césa45
13
réen”, entre le Papyrus Chester Beatty (প ) et la Famille Ferrar (f ), dans L’Évangile de Marc,’ in ibid., 289–
306; D. LAFLEUR, ‘Le Codex de Koridethi (Θ.038) et la famille 13: une nouvelle collation de L’Évangile de
Marc,’ in ibid., 89–112.
7
This designation is still found in most scholarly papers although since the publication of Epp’s
1988 paper there has been a shift from speaking about ‘text types’ that bear geographical overtones to speak75
ing about ‘A-text-group’ (i.e. the majority type or Byzantine text-type), B-text-group (including প and Co45
dex Vaticanus, i.e. the Alexandrian text-type), C-text-group (প , W and others, i.e. the Caesarean text-type),
D-text-group (including Codex Bezae, i.e. the ‘Western’ group). See E.J. EPP, ‘The Significance of the Papyri
for Determining the Nature of the New Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual
Transmission,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 274–97). I will stick to the older designation of text-types bearing in
mind the absence of adirect geographic link.
8
B.M. METZGER and B.D. EHRMAN, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
th
and Restoration (4 edn; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) 277.
9
In recent years, the study of the variant readings by textual critics shifted from the identification of
the ‘original’ to the ‘initial text’ (Ausgangstext in German) or the ‘best attainable text’ selecting thereby variants that are more likely to be original. See M.W. HOLMES, ‘From “Original Text” to “Initial Text”: The Traditional Goal of New Testament Textual Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,’ in EHRMAN-HOLMES, The
Text of the New Testament, 637–8 and ELLIOTT, Thoroughgoing Eclecticism, 127.
10
See specifically Hort’s comment on the characteristics of the Western text, quoted in C.-B.
nd
AMPHOUX, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (2 edn; trans. Jenny READ-HEIMERDINGER;
English ed. amplified and updated by Amphoux–Heimerdinger; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991) 150.
11
Without naming them specifically, Parker notes ‘a minority of scholars have maintained that Codex Bezae is not a free text, but the oldest and most authentic.’ Others have argued that it sometimes pre-
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The difference in views for or against Codex Bezae sometimes arises from the
methods that are used to determine whether a reading is more likely to be original or
secondary. As Epp summarises, there have been several scientific attempts in the quest
for the original text: the historical-documentary method, ‘thoroughgoing eclecticism’
and ‘reasoned eclecticism.’12
The first method gives emphasis to the external evidence (manuscript quality)
and can still be found in comments on the ‘overall quality’13 of the Alexandrian witnesses
in general and Codex Vaticanus in particular. Furthermore, their often common readings with the early papyri (specifically প75 with Codex Vaticanus)14 have given cumulative credit to their possible originality.15 Conversely, since Codex Bezae appears to be so
consistently different from Codex Vaticanus, and since its readings can potentially be
mostly explained as free changes from earlier witnesses, and usually contravene the
aforementioned canons,16 Codex Bezae is customarily regarded as secondary. However,
when Codex Bezae supports Codex Vaticanus against other manuscripts, D.05 is regarded as an early and important manuscript of distinctive quality.
The second methodology, championed by Kilpatrick and Elliott,17 gives less emphasis to external evidence to the profit of internal evidence, i.e. the importance of the
author’s language or the underlying theology. As a consensus, ‘reasoned eclecticism’18
corresponds to a third method that seeks to give equal importance to both external and
internal evidence.
Beyond these three methods, other scholars have selected Codex Bezae as a manuscript in its own right and sought its inner coherence, examining each variant reading
finding not so much scribal emendation as editorial choice.19

sents ‘the best text’ (D.C. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels [Cambridge/New York/Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 1997] 201).
12
E.J. EPP, ‘Decision Points in Past, Present, and Future New Testament Textual Criticism,’ in EPP–
FEE, Studies, 17-44 [32–6].
13
B.D. EHRMANN, Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 33; Leiden/Boston:
E.J. Brill, 2006) 5.
14
75
66
G.D. FEE, ‘প , প , and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,’ in EPP–FEE,
Studies, 247–73.
15
Petzer summarises ‘the vast majority of textual scholars today agree that the Alexandrian text is
most probably the closest representative of the original text available today.’ See J.H. PETZER, ‘The History of
the NT Text – Its Reconstruction, Significance and Use in New Testament Textual Criticism’ in B. ALAND
and J. DELOBEL (eds), New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and Early Church History. A Discussion
of Methods (CBET 7; Kampen: KOK Pharos, 1994).
16
‘The chief characteristic of Western readings is fondness of paraphrase. Words, clauses, and even
whole sentences are freely changed, omitted, or inserted. Sometimes, the motive appears to have been harmonization, while at other times it was the enrichment of the narrative by inclusion of traditional or apocryphal material,’ in METZGER, Commentary, 6*.
17
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism,’ in B.D. EHRMAN
and M.W. HOLMES (eds), The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status
Quaestionis (NTTSD 42; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2013) 321–3.
18
EPP, ‘Decision Points in New Testament Criticism,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 34.
19
See e.g. J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis to
Textual Criticism (JSNTSup 236; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002) 26–63.
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II. Codex Bezae: A Manuscript and its Text
As a late 4th-early 5th c. CE manuscript, Codex Bezae is regarded by most scholars as a
late manuscript by definition, as opposed to Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus or
the early papyri. However, it should be remembered that the majuscules ℵBD are roughly contemporaneous, a fact that should encourage us to value all three manuscripts
equally when determining the development of the New Testament text. Moreover, there
should be no confusion between the copy of Codex Bezae that dates around 400 CE, and
the text of Codex Bezae that is per se earlier.
Among scholars who do not have an a priori preference for the Alexandrian text,
there is a general consensus on a date before 200 CE for at least a significant part of the
text reproduced in Codex Bezae: Amphoux speaks of a date ‘before 150,’20 which is confirmed by Petersen’s work on Tatian’s Diatessaron, since pre-200 CE authors like Justin
Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, Irenaeus and Marcion, ‘frequently cite the canonical
gospels in the form of [the] ‘Western’ text.’21 For the specific case of the Bezan text of
Acts, Read-Heimerdinger and Rius-Camps have argued for a date within the first century, without going as far as to suggest that the text ‘transmits the original autograph of
Luke.’22 Although Epp regards an early 2nd c. date for the text of Codex Bezae as ‘quite
inconceivable,’23 he accepts that প29, প38, প48 (3rd c.) are ‘pre- or proto-D texts akin to
the D-text.’24
III. The Traditional Text-Critical Rules and their Challenges
The existence of variant readings in the New Testament text has naturally led scholars to
establish a series of principles or ‘canons’ to determine which reading is most likely to be
‘original.’25 Such canons devised by Bengel and expanded by Griesbach and others at the
end of the 18th c.26 are referred to as ‘axioms,’ ‘rules’ or ‘principles’ that aim to offer
guidance in the selection of readings rather than a firm conclusion. Nevertheless, in
most cases and on these grounds, Alexandrian readings appear ‘more likely’ to be original than the alternative ‘Western’ ones, specifically those found in Codex Bezae. Although they do not lead to firm conclusions, these principles continue to be used by

20

C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘La révision marcionite du “Notre Père” de Luc (11,2–4) et sa place dans l’histoire
du texte,’ in R. GRYSON and P.-M. BOGAERT (eds), Recherche sur l’histoire de la Bible latine (CRThL 19;
Louvain-la-Neuve: Publications de la Faculté de Théologie, 1987) 105–21 [106].
21
W.L. PETERSEN, Tatian’s Diatessaron Its Creation, Dissemination, Significance, and History in
Scholarship (SVigChr 25; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994) 11.
22
J. RIUS-CAMPS and J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae. A Comparison
with the Alexandrian Tradition. Volume 1. Acts 1.1-5.42: Jerusalem (JSNTSup 257; London/New York: T. &
T. Clark, 2004) 3
23
EPP-FEE, Studies, 29. However see a different conclusion in D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the
New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) 314.
24
Ibid., n. 42.
25
See note 9 on the use of this term in inverted commas.
26
E.J. EPP, ‘The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symptom?,’ in
EPP–FEE, Studies, 141–73 [142].
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scholars to identify ‘original’ readings as opposed to modified readings. Among these
principles, lectio difficilior potior (‘the more difficult reading is the stronger’),27 and lectio brevior potior (‘the shorter reading is the stronger’) remain well-established rules,
although specifically the latter has recently been challenged, if not invalidated.28
IV. The Choice of Matthew
Because the manuscripts that differ the most from one another are Codex Vaticanus and
Codex Bezae, the comparison of these two manuscripts constitutes an ideal test-case in
the process of understanding the history of the New Testament text. Although the entire
New Testament would make the most ideal sample, Codex Bezae does not contain the
entire New Testament, and such a study would be beyond the scope of this work. Consequently, I have selected one Gospel only, Matthew, and compared its text in B.03 with
that of D.05. Matthew has a unique status in the early Church as the most widely used
Gospel. It is also the lengthiest gospel in the New Testament thereby providing a large
‘battlefield’ in one block, and it is part of the Synoptics and therefore constitutes a fruitful ground for potential harmonisations. In the overview of scholarship in the next chapter, I will therefore first review the existing scholarship on Bezan Matthew in the light of
the broader research on Codex Bezae.
V. The Variant Readings in the Bezan Text of Matthew
Throughout the present work, I will use the widely adopted Greek text of the New Testament that is available from the 28th edition of Nestle-Aland’s Novum Testamentum
Graece. Its text reflects the application of the above mentioned principles and its critical
apparatus conveniently lists a large number of variant readings and their support. Its
authority is immense, since all readings that differ from the one selected in the main
text, are judged as secondary by the majority of textual critics, and therefore exegetes, as
we will see this throughout this work. However, the criteria for selecting the preferred
reading are not always clear and have been challenged29 and this work will suggest some
weaknesses with particular reference to the choice to present certain variant readings as
harmonisations in particular.
When comparing manuscripts, an objective way is to speak about differences in
terms of the use of (i) more words or (ii) less words, or (iii) a different word, or (iv)
words in a different order, or in Parker’s words for the three first classes (i) the presence

27

ALAND–ALAND, Text, 281.
Royse proposed to be careful with this long-believed axiom specifically in early papyri where the
longer reading is more likely to be original. Elliott broadened this conclusion to all the manuscripts. See J.R.
ROYSE, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2008);
more generally, Elliott revisits the lectio brevior principle in suggesting that ‘it is more common to find that
an originally longer text was accidently shortened than that an originally short text was deliberately expanded e.g. out of a desire to add explanatory glosses’: ELLIOTT, Thoroughgoing Principles, 276.
29
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘A New Edition of Nestle–Aland, Greek New Testament,’ JTS 64 (2013) 47–65.
28
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of text in one witness or more which is absent in one or more other witnesses, (ii) the
absence of text in one witness or more which is present in one or more other witnesses,
(iii) a different word than those found in one or more other witnesses.30 However, due to
the popularity of the aforementioned canons, such variant readings are more commonly31 identified as (i) additions or (ii) omissions or (iii) substitutions, (iv) word order
changes,32 terminology which subconsciously implies that the other manuscript has been
classed a priori secondary and that the first one is original or ‘more likely to be original.’
Such judgements are in evidence in most, if not all, exegetical works, since they are
based on the Greek text of Nestle-Aland. E.C. Colwell was one of the first scholars to
pave the way to the question of what a variant truly is:
‘When one speaks of variant readings, he is immediately confronted with
the question, “variant from what?” The very words ‘variant’ implies a deviation or change from something less taken for a norm.’33

A further consideration, giving rise to a fifth class of variant reading, is when the
alternative wording is closer to a parallel passage (whether the Septuagint or the Gospels) than it is to the selected reading. This type of variant is usually identified as a
‘harmonisation,’ and is typically regarded as secondary. Indeed, it is assumed that
scribes would naturally tend to correct and align readings rather than deliberately dissimilate.
The first four categories of variant reading will be examined in Chapter 3 while I
will dedicate more space to the last class, harmonisation (Chapters 4-6), as presented in
the following sections.
Present, Absent and Alternative Material

V. 1.

As a result of the aforementioned classification, my first step was to set out side by side
the two texts of Matthew in both manuscripts to assist in the identification of variant
readings.34 All the variant readings are discussed in Chapter 3 sections I-III according to
their nature, whether orthographic, lexical or grammatical. However, I use the less subjective terminology of presence and absence instead of additions and omissions in order
to avoid the implicit assumption that one of the readings is secondary. Likewise, I have
categorised and ordered the differences between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03 that correspond

30

PARKER, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 159.
A fifth one potentially exists (transposition) but is actually an overlap of the three first ones as described in EPP‒FEE, Studies, 63.
32
G.D. FEE, ‘On the Types, Classification, and Presentation of Textual Variation,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 62-79 [63-64].
33
E.C. COLWELL, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1969) 96.
34
I had initially based the identification of variant readings in Mt B.03 contra Mt B.03 from my own
side-by-side layout of these two texts. This preliminary work will not be presented here as originally thought
because of the publication of a similar synopsis in the meantime: J. READ-HEIMERDINGER and J. RIUS-CAMPS,
A Gospel Synopsis of the Greek Text of Matthew, Mark and Luke. A Comparison of Codex Bezae and Codex
Vaticanus (NTTSD 45; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2014).
31
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to alternative wording, instead of naming them substitutions as usually referred to, because of the implicit assumption that one of the readings corresponds to a deliberate
correction of the other.
The Special Case of Word Order Differences

V. 2.

In a class of its own are differences in word order between two readings, which are not
always mentioned in text-critical works or even in the critical apparatus of NA28. These
will be examined in Chapter 3. IV. on the basis of recent developments in linguistics, i.e.
the tools of discourse analysis. This branch of linguistics analyses how a discourse is
constructed, and analyses the articulation of words, connectives and other linguistic
markers at the extrasentential level as opposed to an atomistic consideration of variant
readings. The tool has proven useful in such things as the identification of words that,
despite their apparent interchangeable character with others read by other manuscripts,
may reflect the very conception of a text or discourse by its author as he addresses his
audience. Applied to the text of the New Testament, it offers a possible explanation as to
why one word is preferred over another in certain textual traditions.35
In this thesis, discourse analysis will be applied to the word order differences between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03 in order to assess the potential underlying reason for there
being a different word order, specifically when the meaning remains unaffected, a phenomenon that is usually unexplained in text-critical studies.
A Systematic Approach to Harmonisations

V. 3.

The last angle for approaching and understanding the various classes of variant readings
between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew will lead to a fifth class which
involves all the aforementioned possible differences: harmonisations (Chapters 4-6). It
involves the four other categories when, as happens frequently, the alleged harmonisation may have more or fewer words or differences in lexis or grammar or, indeed, word
order.
With the extensive editing activity in the 2nd c. CE,36 it is said that interactions
between parallel narratives (‘harmonisation’) crept naturally into the final manuscript37
as a consequence of editorial vitality rather than of deliberate corruption.38 The verbal
proximity within the synoptic Gospels makes inter-Gospel cross-contamination inevita-

35

I summarised a few characteristic examples of this kind in the review of J. Read-Heimerdinger’s
and Rius-Camps’ four volume study of the Bezan form of the book of Acts in L. PINCHARD, ‘Review of J. Rius-Camps and J. Read-Heimerdinger, The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae. A Comparison with the Alexandrian Tradition (4 vols),’ FilNeo 25 (2012) 164–84.
36
See L.W. HURTADO, ‘The New Testament in the Second Century: Text, Collections and Canon,’
in J.W. CHILDERS and D.C. PARKER (eds), Transmission and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and
Exegetical Studies (TaS.ThS 4; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2006) 3–27.
37
J.R. ROYSE, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Boston: E.J. Brill,
2008) 690–8.
38
‘Le texte de la Bible est, par essence, un texte variant; parce qu’il est le reflet et l’expression d’une
traduction vivante, c’est un texte en perpétuelle évolution,’ in C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘Les premières éditions de
e
Luc, I, L’histoire du texte au II siècle,’ ETL 68 (1992) 38–48 [47].
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ble, a process which textual critics call harmonisation.39 Specifically, Codex Bezae is generally understood to be highly harmonistic,40 or at least more harmonised than any other
manuscript.41
An influential study published by Vogels in 1910 reviewed 1,278 readings in Codex Bezae identified by the author as harmonisations, among these 220 in Matthew.42 He
classifies them into four types: harmonisations in objective difference, in transition passages, parallel variants, others. While his identification goes far beyond the critical apparatus of Nestle-Aland, his classification is quite subjective in assigning almost every
Bezan reading to a potential assimilation; this is an inevitable result given the large
amount of shared wording in the Synoptics. Besides, it plainly assumes the printed text
of the Westcott and Hort as the reference point. His investigation in fact encompasses a
compendium of harmonistic readings listing Bezan variants whose origin is explained by
an influence from a harmony:
Der Beweis dass der Bezatext durch eine Evangelienharmonie beeinflusst
wordern ist, wird noch viel eindrucksvoller durch die Beobachtung dass an
vielen Stellen Lesarten eines der vier Evangelien, die offenbar nicht in den
Text hineingehoeren, an einer Parallelestelle im Cantabrigiensis, wo sie
ebenso wenig Existenzberechtigung haben, wieder auftauchen.43

His work is regarded as a leading one on the subject of harmonisation in Codex
44

Bezae.

Conversely, Delobel, while recognising the harmonising tendency of Codex Bezae
as a ‘well-known phenomenon especially in Luke,’ finds in Mt D.05 only a ‘few variants,’
and concludes ‘one can hardly speak of harmonisation [in Matthew].’ He counts as harmonistic variants readings as few as six in Matthew, eight in Mark, 21 in Luke and only
two only in John: ‘the degree of harmonisation in the narrative material is scanty in Mt,
more extensive in Mk, and very strong in Lk.’ 45

39

G.D. FEE, ‘Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem: On the Problem of Harmonisation in the Gospels,’ in EPP‒FEE, Studies, 174–82 [175].
40
B.F. WESTCOTT, and F.J.A. HORT, The New Testament in the Original Greek (Harper & Bros:
New York, 1882) 124–5; M.W. HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX,
Codex Bezae, 124;; PARKER, Codex Bezae, 189; J. DELOBEL, ‘The Sayings of Jesus in the Textual Tradition.
Variant Readings in the Greek Manuscripts of the Gospels, in ibid. (ed.), Logia, les paroles de Jésus, the
Sayings of Jesus (BETL 59; Leuven: 1982) 431-57 [442].
41
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 133, n.33 for further references, and specifically Vogels’s comment ‘Der Evangelientext des Codex Cantabrigiensis ist durch eine Evangelienharmonie – ein Diatessaron –
stark beeinflusst’ (VOGELS, Harmonistik, 2).
42
H.J. VOGELS, Die Harmonistik im Evangelientext des Codex Cantabrigiensis (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1910) 45-55.
43
Ibid., 12.
44
BIRDSALL, ‘After Three Centuries of the Study of Codex Bezae,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex
Bezae, xxvi; W.L. PETERSEN, Tatian’s Diatessaron. Its Creation, Dissemination, Significance and History in
Scholarship (VCSS 25; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994) 158.
45
DELOBEL, ‘Sayings,’ ibid. (ed.), Sayings of Jesus (BETL 59; Leuven: 1982) 443 n. 38.
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Other scholarly works draw on Vogels’ thesis on the harmonistic tendency of Codex Bezae and it is not uncommon to read text-critical comments describing a variant as
being ‘obviously’ or ‘naturally’ a harmonisation from e.g. Luke or Mark to describe a,
most of the time, non-Alexandrian assimilation.46
More recently, Paulson concluded his study on scribal habits in Matthew in early
codices including Codex Bezae by saying that ‘many of the singular readings seem to
have been influenced by the preceding text, rather than remote gospel harmonization.’47
Defined as a scribal tendency aimed at reconciling parallel passages where they
would have been originally discordant, and therefore producing readings more likely to
be secondary,48 harmonisations constitute a combination of grammatical, lexical and
word order differences–which will be reviewed in chapter 3–between manuscripts as well
as more or less material. While Holmes dedicated an entire chapter to the subject in his
dissertation, it appears that he concentrated only on verses ‘of representative length’;49 in
contrast, the present study seeks to bring a more holistic approach to all potential harmonisations in Mt D.05 as noted by NA28.
In order to achieve such an analysis, I consider the question of the methodology
to be used for approaching harmonisation in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 will detail the agreements within Matthew (‘vertical harmonisation,’ my own designation, i.e. harmonisation
with the immediate or intermediate context) and between Bezan Matthew and a parallel
passage of a single Gospel only (i.e. a ‘horizontal harmonisation’ in Luke and Mark),
while those allegedly harmonising with more than one Gospel will be examined in Chapter 6. Each variant reading will be investigated from an external (manuscripts) and internal (context, language) point of view. Further, the exact correspondence between the
verse in Matthew and its parallel will be discussed in terms of its verbatim or partial
agreement, and whether the parallel itself contains variants or not. The reason for such a
study is that text critical studies tend to conclude that a variant reading is a harmonisation when that reading ‘resembles’ the one in a parallel passage but without studying
further how close it is in actual fact and whether the parallel passage itself contains variants or not. Indeed, it is quite usual to read that a variant is ‘clearly imported’ from e.g.
Luke or ‘an obvious harmonisation’ with e.g. Mark. It is plain that it is common among

46

See e.g. ‘The bulk of these [minor interpolations], some 75%, are obvious harmonisations to a
parallel passage […].’ in F. WISSE, ‘Redactional Changes in Early Christian Texts,’ in W.L. PETERSEN (ed.),
Gospel Traditions in the Second Century. Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission (CJAS 3; Notre
Dame, University of Notre Dame Press, 1989) 39–53 [48–9]. He lists fifteen references in Matthew: Mt 5.44,
5.13, 17.21, 18.11, 19.9, 20.16, 20,22–23, 21.44, 23.14, 25.13, 26.39, 27.35,49.
47
G.S. PAULSON, ‘Scribal Habits in Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Ephreami, Bezae and Washingtonianus in the Gospel of Matthew’ (Ph.D. diss., University of Edinburgh, 2013) 126. Accessible from
https://www.era.lib.ed.ac.uk/bitstream/1842/8957/2/Paulson2013.pdf
48
‘The harmonization of the Evangelists, whether done by scribes deliberately or unconsciously, is
by definition a secondary process.’ in METZGER‒EHRMAN, The Text of the New Testament, 335.
49
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 138.
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studies of the Synoptics to find that some inter-Gospel textual interactions50 and ‘harmonistic tendencies’ are deduced from external criteria alone.
In no way does the present work seek to demonstrate any preference for either
Codex Bezae or Codex Vaticanus; on the contrary, it will look at both manuscripts as
bearers of readings in their own right. The reasoning that a variant reading is to be accepted or rejected because either it is more likely that Codex Vaticanus has not undergone textual variation during the transmission process, or that Codex Bezae is more likely to have been subject to scribal emendation, will not be used.
VI. Interest for Academia
This work will reconsider the status quo with regard to the Bezan readings in Matthew
as an alternative form of text, without presupposing its secondary or primary character,
and with a focus on intra- and inter-Gospel harmonisations. While a wide range of
methodologies were developed by scholars in order to identify the most likely original
form between several variant readings (‘historical-documentary method,’ ‘rigorous eclectic method,’ ‘reasoned eclectic method’),51 the goal here will be to challenge the alleged
objectiveness of the secondary character of variant readings in Bezan Matthew by reviewing them in a detailed manner.
Finally, and as Fee notes, textual criticism is intricately linked to the Synoptic
problem.52 The present study will reinforce this very point in claiming that the secondary character of the Bezan text of Matthew is not as obvious as it seems. As an illustration of the application of its findings to Synoptic studies, it may be mentioned that the
hypothetical document called ‘Q,’ corresponding to the possible source of the common
material shared by Matthew and Luke, is reconstructed from the text of the Nestle-Aland
edition;53 and it is worth keeping in mind that its form would be different if, for instance, the Bezan text of Matthew and Luke were used as a base. The delineation of Matthew, Luke and Mark in their Bezan forms may raise further question marks as to how
the texts interacted during the early transmission of the Gospels, and call into question
the notion that harmonisations are simply the consequence of scribal emendation aimed
at bringing one passage into conformity with another.

50

G.D. FEE, ‘Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem: On the Problem of Harmonization in the Gospels,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 174–82 [174].
51
E.J. EPP, ‘Decision Points,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 17–44 [32–34].
52
G.D. FEE, ‘Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 174.
53
28
See ‘The text [=NA ] is presented as if this were the text of the New Testament’ (S.E. Porter,
‘Reconstructing Early Christianity from its Manuscripts,’ in S.E. PORTER and E.J. SCHNABEL, On the Writth
ing of New Testament Commentaries: Festschrift for Grant R. Osborne on the Occasion of His 70 Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 2013) 43.
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Chapter 2
OVERVIEW OF THE SCHOLARSHIP ON
MATTHEW’S GOSPEL IN CODEX BEZAE

I.

Introduction

While a sizeable body of literature has been produced on either the Gospel of Matthew1
or Codex Bezae as a manuscript,2 specific research dedicated to the Bezan text of Matthew is scarce; where it does exist, it is generally incorporated into more extensive commentaries on the Gospels, whether these represent redaction-critical or literary-critical
approaches.3 Notable exceptions are two separate studies conducted by M.W. Holmes4 in
1984 and C.-B. Amphoux5 in 1996. However, considering the importance of the first

1

We refer the reader to the impressive bibliography given by DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew and D.
SENIOR, What Are They Saying about Matthew? (New York: Paulist Press, 1996) xxi–xlvii. For other key
works on Matthew, see M.-J. LAGRANGE, L’Évangile selon Saint Matthieu (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1923); D.J.
HARRINGTON, The Gospel of Matthew (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1991); R.H. MOUNCE, Matthew
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1991); C. BLOMBERG, Matthew (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992);
L. MORRIS, The Gospel According to Matthew (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1992); J. GLINKA, Das Matthäusevangelium (2 vols; Freiburg: Herder, 1992–93); D.A. HAGNER, Matthew 1–13 (Word Biblical Commentary; Dallas: World Publishing, 1993); C.S. KEENER, Matthew (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
1997); T.G. LONG, Matthew (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1997); R.T. FRANCE, Matthew:
Evangelist & Teacher (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1998); L.J. FRANCIS and P. ATKIN, Exploring
Matthew’s Gospel: A Guide to the Gospel Readings in The Revised Common Lectionary (London: Mowbray,
2001); U. LUZ and H. KOESTER, Matthew (4 vols; trans. J.E. Crouch; Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress
th
Press, 2001–2007); P. BONNARD, L’Évangile selon Saint Matthieu (4 edn; Geneva: Labor et Fides, 2002);
D.C. ALLISON, Matthew: A Shorter Commentary (New York: T. & T. Clark, 2004); F.D. BRUNER, Matthew: A
Commentary (Rev. and expanded edn; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2004); R. PREGEANT, Matthew (St.
Louis: Chalice Press, 2004); U. LUZ, Studies in Matthew (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005); J. NOLLAND,
The Gospel of Matthew: A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005); B.E. REID,
The Gospel According to Matthew (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2005); R.T. FRANCE, The Gospel of
Matthew (NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Cambridge, Eerdmans, 2007).
2
Parker’s ground-breaking review Codex Bezae on D.05 as a manuscript offers a detailed bibliography which the reader can be referred to. No further extensive work on Codex Bezae as a manuscript has
been published in a monograph after this one.
3
Although not directly linked with my subject, we refer the reader to key redaction critical works in
Matthew (i.e. the contribution of the evangelist to the text) by Bornkamm (G. BORNKAMM, G. BARTH and
H.J. HELD, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew [transl. Percy Scott; Philadelphia, PA: Westminster
Press, 1963], and literary critical aspects in Matthew by Stanton (G.N. STANTON, ‘The Communities of Matthew,’ Interpretation, 46 [1992], 379–91).
4
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity’ which is summarised in ibid., ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the
Gospels,’ in PARKER‒AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, E.J. Brill,128–60.
5
AMPHOUX, Matthieu, which is entirely dedicated to the Greek text of Matthew in D.05, and ibid.,
‘La composition de Matthieu inscrite dans dix prophéties de la Bible grecque,’ in G. DORIVAL and O.
MUNNICH (eds), Κατὰ τοὺς Ο’ – Selon les Septante. Mélanges offerts à Marguerite Harl (Paris: Les Editions
du Cerf, 1995) 333–69, which detects a visible literary structure in the Bezan text of Matthew as opposed to
the Alexandrian text.
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Gospel in the early Church6 and the singularity of Codex Bezae as the main representative of the so-called ‘Western’ text, the study of the Bezan text of Matthew has attracted
by contrast meagre interest.7 The book of interest in Bezan studies is predominantly the
Acts of the Apostles because of the huge differences between its text and the one printed
in the Nestle-Aland, or our vernacular translations.8 In addition to the uniqueness of
some variant readings in this MS, its bilingual status has lent itself to further considerations of the potential linguistic interdependence or independence between the Latin and
the Greek columns as well as to individual studies on one or the other language.9 Therefore, we shall first evaluate the scholarship on Codex Bezae, then the Gospel of Matthew
in particular to identify some key developments in this context before moving to the core
parts of this thesis.
II. Key Works on Codex Bezae
Three ground-breaking works on Codex Bezae will be introduced before moving to the
studies in the Bezan text of Matthew: F.H. Scrivener’s late 19th c. Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis, D.C. Parker’s Codex Bezae, and the 1994 colloquium on Codex Bezae in
Lunel, France.

6

Matthew was the most widely used Gospel by the early Church (see H. KÖSTER, Synoptische Überlieferung bei den apostolischen Vätern [TUGAL 65; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957] and É. MASSAUX,
L’influence de Matthieu dans la Littérature chrétienne avant St. Irenée [Louvain: Publications Universitaires
de Louvain, 1950]).
7
Since Holmes’ 1984 dissertation, only one recent doctoral work bearing on Bezan Matthew, though
included in a larger study of singular harmonisations on scribal habits in early majuscules (ℵ.01, B.03, C.04,
D.05, W.032), has been written (G.S. PAULSON, ‘Scribal Habits in Codex Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi,
Bezae, and Washingtonianus in the Gospel of Matthew’ [unpublished Ph.D. diss.; University of Edinburgh,
2013). It examines the text as a manuscript from the angle of a scribe as opposed to the consideration of an
inner textual and contextual cohesion.
8
The text of Acts of the Apostles in Codex Bezae is overall 6.6% longer than the corresponding Alexandrian text of Codex Vaticanus but of equal significance to the length difference is the large amount of
alternative material and the sustained criticism of the apostles. (J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of
Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis to Textual Criticism [JSNTSup 236; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2002] 6). Read-Heimerdinger, alone or in collaboration (J. RIUS-CAMPS and J. READ-HEIMERDINGER,
The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae. A Comparison with the Alexandrian Tradition [LNTST; 4 vols; London/New York: T. & T. Clark, 2006–9]) has suggested the complex allusions to Jewish traditions together
with the linguistic coherence as reasons for identifying the Bezan text as preceding that of Codex Vaticanus,
while E.J. Epp had earlier identified it as a late, corrupted text, which incorporates anti-Judaic features (E.J.
EPP, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts [SNTSMS3; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966]). Epp’s contribution remains to date influential in the scholarship and his theories
are still assumed among textual critics despite his own corrections in a later contribution stating enhancement rather than clear anti Judaic bias (‘Anti-Judaic Tendencies in the D-Text of Acts: Forty Years of Conversation,’ in T. NICKLAS and M. TILLY [eds], The Book of Acts as Church History: Text, Textual Traditions and
Ancient Interpretations/Apostelgeschichte als Kirchengeschichte: Text, Texttraditionen und antike
Auslegungen [BZNW 120; Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 2003] 111–46 [134]).
9
See PARKER, Codex Bezae, 50–63, 194–249 ; J. RIUS-CAMPS, ‘Le substrat grec de la version latine
des Actes dans le Codex de Bèze,’ in PARKER‒AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 271-95.
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Scrivener’s Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis

II. 1.

After a series of various studies on Codex Bezae in the 17th and 19th centuries,10 Scrivener performed the first holistic study of Codex Bezae in a work eventually presented to
the Reverend Edward Harold, Bishop of Ely, in 1864.11 Presented as an exact copy in
‘ordinary type’ of the manuscript,12 the edition is supplemented by an introduction to
the history of the MS, its palaeography, the specific stichometry of the Greek text, a dedicated discussion to the Latin and Greek pages, and a detailed list of all corrections that
were introduced by secondary hands.
On the Bezan text itself, a special focus of Scrivener’s study is to point out the
linguistic influences naturally inherent to the bilingual character of the Codex: in his
view, the Latin text has not influenced the Greek which has a standalone origin claiming
thereby that the bilingual tradition originated from separate and independent texts. By
comparing the Latin and Greek columns, Scrivener estimated that, although bilingual,
they were brought together, based on independent translations, which points to Gaul
(mainly due to orthographic peculiarities specific to a Celtic milieu)13 as the origin of
Codex Bezae, a view that is no longer shared.14 With regard to textual criticism, Scrivener briefly reviewed two groups of variant readings of interest, namely ‘interpolations’
and ‘principal omissions and textual variations.’15
Although Scrivener’s work specifically reviews the Greek and Latin columns in
order to determine the genesis of the MS, there are some shortcomings in the conclusions with respect to date, place of origin and treatment of the variant readings, as well
as some errors in the text itself. Also, while some notable variant readings of each book
of the NT in its Bezan edition are commented upon, this contribution is very brief and
relies exclusively on the external evidence. I will however use his Greek transcription,

10

Ussher (1657); Leclerc (1686); Simon (1689); Mill (1707); Bentley (1707); Wettstein (1716); Dickinson (1732); Bengel (1763); Semler (1764); Michaelis (1767); Matthaei (1786); Griesbach (1787); Kipling
(1793); Marsh (1795); Hug (1808); Middleton (1808); Scholz (1820); Schulz (1827); Scholz (1830); Credner
(1832).
11
SCRIVENER, Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis. xxvii n.1 and xxxi.
12
Only the supplementary leaves are relegated to the end of the document instead of their place in
the manuscript. Parker will correct the few mistakes in his work on Codex Bezae (198–203 and 250–8).
Scrivener’s edition will be my source for the text of Matthew based on the uncorrected version (referred to as
D*).
13
SCRIVENER, Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis, lxiv. Also see J.R. HARRIS, Codex Bezae: A Study of the
So-Called Western Text of the New Testament (Cambridge: University Press, 1891) 17.
14
On review on hypotheses on the origin of Codex Bezae, see K.E. PANTEN, ‘A History of Research
on Codex Bezae, with Special Reference to the Acts of the Apostles: Evaluation and Future Directions’ (unpublished
Ph.D.
dissertation;
Murdoch
University,
1995)
289–308,
accessible
from
http://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/244 (accessed 28.02.2014), summarised in ibid., ‘A History of
Research on Codex Bezae,’ TynB 47 [1996] 185–7.
15
Ibid., xlix–l gives 4 ‘interpolations’ in Matthew (Mt 1.16d, 20.28D, 24.41D, 25.1D), 4 in John, 17
in Luke, 5 in Mark for the Gospels; and lix–lx, 6 ‘principal omissions and textual variations’ in Matthew (Mt
1.8, 5.4-5, 6.1, 10.2, 21.31, 26.39, 28.19), 3 in John, 6 in Luke, 4 in Mark. These pages actually discuss both
Latin and Greek variant readings.
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checking for errors against the digitalised copy of Codex Bezae16 to explore and study
the text.
Parker’s Codex Bezae: A Modern Introduction to D.05

II. 2.

140 years later, Parker conducted the most systematic and complete study of Codex
Bezae since Scrivener, expanding and correcting points on palaeography, codicology and
textual criticism. He plainly advanced the study and classification of the many correctors
and annotators of the codex.17 With a wealth of detail, Parker suggests that Codex Bezae
was copied in Beirut18 around 400 CE by a single scribe conflating two bilingual copies,
one of which was a single column of Acts, the other, the four Gospels in the so-called
‘Western’ sequence Mt-Mk-Jn-Lk.19 Explaining its formation further, Parker proposed
that each Gospel text was originally the result of the work of two scribes bringing together individual Greek texts and Latin translations whose final sequence was eventually
altered – for unknown reasons.20 The codex resulted in the collation of a Greek text and
a Latin version which itself was a shorter version of the Greek eventually paired by
adapting the Latin to the Greek. This demonstration is intended partly to explain the
heterogeneity of the text mainly in terms of variant orthography of proper nouns
throughout the manuscript e.g. Ἰωάννης vs. Ἰωάνης,21 or of the irregular way of writing
̅ M
̅ ̅ in Jn-Lk vs DM
̅ N
̅ ̅ in Mt-Mk-Ac.22
the nomina sacra, e.g. DO
Beyond the discussion on the text and its nature, Parker suggests that the manuscript reflects the end of a textual process corresponding to a free ‘genre,’ rich in additions, harmonisations and conflicting interactions between the Latin and the Greek.
While Parker offers a highly detailed presentation of the MS, some key elements on its
genesis echoing earlier work performed by Birdsall and republished a few years ago,23
nevertheless call for further text-critical considerations: indeed, while Parker’s work offers a laudably objective presentation of a single manuscript, there is still a need for discussion of all the aspects that make Codex Bezae a distinctive witness in early Christianity. A similarly objective study of its variant readings would also be necessary across the
books of the NT in Codex Bezae with regard to distribution rather than in the content of

16

http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-NN-00002-00041/7 (accessed 04.01.14)
Secondary hands (referred by Scrivener as correctors A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, J, K and L, not classith
th
fied by chronological order) rank from 5 c. to 12 c. (ibid., 35–49 and 123–65).
18
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 278. This hypothesis is no longer accepted. See PANTEN, ‘History of Research on Codex Bezae,’ 380.
19
Ibid. 114–16. Amphoux finds Parker’s work appealing but regrets the lack of discussion on and
the unconvincing character of the question of the ‘Western’ order of the Gospels in Codex Bezae (C.-B.
AMPHOUX, ‘Review of Parker’s Codex Bezae,’ NovT 35 [1993] 411–13).
20
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 112; ALAND‒ALAND, Text, 79.
21
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 109.
22
Ibid., 97–106.
23
J.N. BIRDSALL, ‘The Geographical and Cultural Origin of the Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis: A Survey of the Status Quaestionis, Mainly from the Palaeographical Standpoint,’ in ibid. (ed.), Collected Papers
in Greek and Georgian Textual Criticism (TaS.ThS 3; Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2006) 109–23.
17
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the text itself. Such an analysis was made possible by a colloquium on the subject a few
years later, to which we now turn.
A Modern Scholarly Discussion of Codex Bezae: The Lunel Symposium

II. 3.

In 1994, Parker and Amphoux organised a colloquium in Lunel, France, dedicated to
Codex Bezae in order to review the current research and bring together the scholarly
perspectives.24 During this event, palaeographers, early Church historians and textual
specialists reviewed and offered skilful scholarship on the manuscript.25 While disagreements concerning the status of the manuscript, i.e. whether late and corrupted or
bearing true original readings, are plain from this collection of papers, it has the merit of
comparing views on a variety of disciplines pertaining to codicology, textual criticism,
history of the text, exegesis and comparison with early Greek witnesses or versions.
The two editors demonstrated a similar interest in Codex Bezae, but while Parker
is well-known as an international scholar, Amphoux is more familiar within France
where he has been a successor of the French pro-’Western’ textual critics, Vaganay and
Duplacy. Opposite views are discussed in their distinct contributions to the collection of
papers, and will now be presented in succession.
II. 3. 1.

Amphoux’s Proposal of Bezan Priority

Building on previous publications on the structure of prophecies displayed in the Matthean text of Codex Bezae,26 Amphoux demonstrates by means of literary analysis that
there is an inner consistency to the manuscript. With regard to Matthew, he argues that
a deliberate choice of specific words made by the editor/author of the manuscript corresponds to an inner textual structure that vanishes in the later alterations evidenced in
other text-types. The literary structure that appears in Codex Bezae reveals numerous
symmetries, while later text corruptions reduce the significance of vocabulary choices
and blur the editorial intentions.
As an illustration of this literary analysis taken from his earlier publications, he
shows that the finite verb τίκτω, ‘bear,’ appears five times (Mt 1.16,27 21, 23, 25; 2.2) in
the infancy narrative in a symmetric arrangement, which places the prophecy of
Mt 1.23a: Ἰδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει καὶ τέξετ<αι> υἱόν (‘behold, a virgin shall conceive
and bear a son’) in the central position. Indeed in all other manuscripts, there are only
four occurrences of this verb (Mt 1.16 ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη Ἰησοῦς ὁ λεγόµενος χριστός).
Secondly, Amphoux explains the two variant readings in Mt 1.22D.05 (presence
of διὰ Ἠσαΐου) and 2.17D.05 (presence of ὑπὸ κυρίου) as a visible reference to ten prophecies around the leitmotiv ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν (ὑπὸ κυρίου) διὰ (Ἠσαΐου) τοῦ προφήτου
λέγοντος (‘to fulfil what had spoken [by the Lord] though the prophet [Isaiah] the
24

PARKER, ‘Introduction,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, ix.
AMPHOUX, ‘Le Texte,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 337–54.
26
Ibid., 345
27
Mt D.05 is lacunose in 1.16 but d5 has peperit instead of genuit. Since D.05 and d5 are generally
in good agreement, Amphoux concludes that τίκτω may have been used on the Greek page. Mt 1.16B.03 has
ἐγεννήθη (ibid., 345).
25
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prophet saying…;’ the brackets showing variant readings), which disappeared with later
textual rearrangements. As a result, the Bezan numerical symmetry 1-2-3-4 making ten
prophecies (one refers to Jesus, two to Jeremiah, three to the Lord, four to Isaiah)28 in
Matthew highlights a ‘peculiar geometry’ around Jesus as a focal point in Mt 2.23 (ὅτι
Ναζωραῖος κληθήσεται, ‘he will be called a Nazarene’).
Thirdly, although five closing formulae (Mt 7.28; 11.1; 13.53; 19.1; 26.1) – often
understood in Matthew as mirroring the five books of the Torah29– repeat the pattern
καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε ἐτέλεσεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοὺς λόγους τούτους (‘finished’ [‘saying’]) designating the
fulfilment of Jesus’ sayings,30 Amphoux claims that the unique ‘Western’ and apparently
asymmetric reading of the fourth formula καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοὺς λόγους
τούτους (‘spoke’) in Mt 19.1 (attested by D it boms), once again refers to a central point
between Jesus’ two ministries, first in Galilee, then in Judah. Amphoux argues that from
an internal perspective, the substitution of ἐλάλησεν by ἐτέλεσεν is more convincingly
explained by a desire to restore the plain symmetry than to break an existing one. With
these four variants, he aims to demonstrate that text critical work cannot be discussed
outside a contextual discussion and that the entire text of the Gospels has to be considered. According to him, the text of Codex Bezae reflects an écriture savante (i.e. ‘learned
writing’),31 full of numeric features that later corrections or different traditions attenuated or blurred in order to make the text correspond to a more liturgical or smoother reading.32
This feature of a coherent and at times numerical structure in Codex Bezae is a
leitmotiv in Amphoux’s contributions and the author continues with two further main
aspects in D.05: in Mark, he analyses the longer ending of the Gospel (Mk 16.9-20),33 a
portion of text which is absent in many early manuscripts (mainly ℵB) but present in
some, including Codex Bezae (A C D W Θ f 13 33 2427 ै), as an epilogue to the Four

28

Ibid., 345
The attractive theory of five books of the Torah visible in the main Matthean discourses chap. 5–
7, 10,13,18, 24–25 and alternating with narrative prices was proposed by Bacon in B.W. BACON, Studies in
Matthew (London: H. Holt & Co., 1930). For a summary on the critic and refinement of this theory, see Y.S.
CHAE, Jesus as the Eschatological Davidic Shepherd. Studies in the Old Testament, Second Temple Judaism,
and in the Gospel of Matthew (WUNT.2 216; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006) 373–7.
30
Ἐτέλεσεν appears four time in the Alexandrian text, three times in Bezan Matthew: Mt 7.28B.03
(D.05 lac.), 11.1B.03/D.05, 13.53 B.03/D.05, 19.1B.03 (vl 19.1D.05 ἐλάλησεν).
31
‘Pour autant qu’on y ait accès, le texte courant primitif est d’une écriture savante (italics mine),
adaptée à une lecture plus théologique que liturgique,’ (C.-B. AMPHOUX, Introduction à la critique textuelle
nd
du Nouveau Testament [2 edn; Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1986] 145 and idem, An Introduction to New
nd
Testament Textual Criticism [2 edn; transl. J. Read-Heimerdinger; English ed. amplified and updated by
Amphoux and Heimerdinger; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991] 110). Interestingly, in her
translation, Read-Heimerdinger translates écriture savante by ‘written language’ which may have less impact
than Amphoux’s French formula, and could be more favourably translated by learned or coded language as
in J. DELOBEL, ‘The Text of Luke-Acts, A Confrontation of Recent Theories,’ in J. VERHEYDEN (ed.), The
Unity of Luke-Acts (BETL 142; Leuven: University Press & Peeters, 1999) 93.
32
AMPHOUX, ‘Le Texte,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 345.
33
Ibid., 348.
29
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Gospels.34 Intimately linked with this observation, he notices that the Pericope of the
Adulteress (Jn 7.53–8.11 in the canonical place but absent in many early witnesses35 or
relocated to a different place in some others36) stands in Codex Bezae37 in the exact middle of the Four Gospels – note that the Gospel of John appears in the second position in
the ‘Western’ order – and constitutes further evidence of a coherent Bezan structure.38
Amphoux’s conclusions are highly valuable because of their uniqueness and consistency in both their demonstrations and striking conclusions, but at the same time it is
easy to identify reasons why the reception of his ideas in the scholarly world has not
been more favourable. Firstly, Codex Bezae is mostly accepted as a paraphrasing text,
rich in harmonisations and lengthy additions, mainly because it differs widely from the
assumed purity of the readings attested in the Alexandrian tradition. In this respect,
Amphoux tries to break this somewhat circular argument by looking afresh at the manuscript in its entirety rather than taking isolated verses or using, somewhat mechanically,
the principles of textual criticism, and he thereby shows an inner consistency that could
not have appeared haphazardly. A second, apparently minor consideration, is the absence of any of Amphoux’s publications in English39 thereby limiting the propagation of
his theories, even if they are understood at all.40 Furthermore, Amphoux finds in numerous other occasions41 an explanation of Bezan variants reflecting the theory of the
so-called ‘proportion du simple au double’ (symmetry between elements found in the
34

This theory, originally published in C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘La finale longue de Marc: un épilogue des
quatre Évangiles,’ in C. FOCANT (ed.), The Synoptic Gospels. Source Criticism and the New Literary Criticism (BETL 110; Leuven: Leuven University Press; Peeters, 1993) 548–55, is summarised in AMPHOUX, ‘Le
Texte,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 348. This view is invalidated by most of the textual criticis be75
cause there is one page in the early papyrus প which contains the end of the Gospel of Luke and the beginning of John, showing this order.
35
66.75
vid
vid
txt
Omitted in প
ℵ A B C L N Π W ∆ Θ Ψ 0140 0211 33 565 1241 1333 1424* 2768 al a f l q
2
pt
mss
sy sa ac pbo bo ; Or Hier
36
1
13
s
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37
The manuscripts having the Pericope of the Adulteress at the same place as Codex Bezae are ै lat
pt
mss
mg
bo ; Hier (cum obel. S 1424 al, cum obel ab 8.2 vl 8.3 E Λ al).
38
Ibid., 348. This work will – unless explicitly said differently – use the Eusebian order Mt-Mk-Lk-Jn
for convenience.
39
Amphoux only publishes in French – the only exception is his Introduction to Textual Criticism,
translated by Read-Heimerdinger (op. cit.) – with more than 100 articles and reviews. It is interesting to
listen to Jongkind’s comment reviewing the Lunel proceedings mentioned earlier mention not without irony:
‘Both approaches have a respectable pedigree, though in the Anglo-Saxon world the voice of the Western
priority approach is not very often heard, perhaps because of the language barrier. In the book under review
most, but not all, contributions assuming Western priority are in French. At times, one is led to wonder
what the reason is why some people end up in one school of thought and some in the other. It cannot simply
be because one happens to be taught by a professor who holds one or the other opinion, can it?’
(D. JONGKIND, ‘Review of The New Testament Text in Early Christianity/Le texte du nouveau Testament au
début du christianisme: Proceedings of the Lille Colloquium, July 2000,’ TC 12 [2007] 1–5).
40
On the perception of the English scholarly community, Birdsall gives a harsh comment concluding his review on Amphoux’s work: ‘For my part, I do not find his exegesis either clear, nor, when I understand them, convincing’ (J.N. BIRDSALL, After Three Centuries of the Study of Codex Bezae,’ in PARKER‒
AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, xxix).
41
See e.g. C-B. AMPHOUX, ‘Le Canon du Nouveau Testament avant le IVe Siècle,’ FilNeo 21 (2008)
9-26 [17]; ‘Les lieux de rédaction des lettres de Paul d’après la tradition manuscrite,’ BABELAO 2 (2013) 87104.
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proportion of 1:2) which could appear as somewhat forced. Despite the documented
origin of this literary process,42 almost any occurrence above 2 may be understood as
being in a single-to-double proportion: technically, the single to double proportion, numerically written as n+2n or n+1+2n where n is an integer gives the mathematical progression un= {3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10,…} whereby almost43 any literary symmetry can be explained by a 1:2 proportion.
Although Amphoux is a less familiar figure within the scholarly world of textual
criticism than other researchers, the examination of his theories, especially with regard
to the consistency and the somewhat objective structure of the text, nevertheless demands consideration.
Other publications in the Lunel volume, though not directly linked to Matthew,
reflect similar conclusions regarding a coherent text, testifying thereby to an earlier, if
not original, text, or at least one well attested in the 2nd c. CE, which was gradually altered in later recensions.44
II. 3. 2.

The ‘Mainstream View’ on Codex Bezae

Other textual critics at Lunel view Codex Bezae as a secondary text. In so doing, some
but not all follow the theory developed by Westcott and Hort at the end of the 19th c.
and which prioritised the Alexandrian text, a theory later taken over by E. Nestle, then
B.M. Metzger and K. and B. Aland.45
While scribal corruption is an evident phenomenon in early manuscripts, and
Codex Vaticanus46 is no exception, it is regarded as more manifest in the case of Codex

42

While the 1:2 proportion is Greek construction taken from Plato’s Timaeus and assigning a fixed
1:2 ratio between the divine and earthly world, Amphoux suggests this proposition is still apparent in the
composition of the NT. See C.-B. AMPHOUX and A. SΙRANDOUR, ‘La composition de Jérémie LXX d’après les
divisions du Codex Vaticanus (B),’ in M.K.H. PETERS (ed.), XIII Congress of the International Organization
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies. Ljubliana, 2007 (SBL.SCSt 55; Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008) 3–21 [19 n. 7] and C.-B. AMPHOUX et al., Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament.
Introduction générale (Bruxelles: Safran, 2014) 276-7.
43
Few numbers are de facto excluded as not belonging to the series, i.e. 2 [per se], 5, 6 and 9 for integers under 10.
44
Especially E. GÜTING, ‘Weakly Attested Original Readings of the Manuscript D.05 in Mark,’ in
PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 217–31; W. HENDRIKS, ‘Leçons pré-alexandrines du Codex Bezae dans
Marc,’ in ibid., 232–9; D. ROUGER, ‘Celse et la tradition évangélique du Codex de Bèze,’ in ibid., 240–7; J.
READ-HEIMERDINGER, ‘The Seven Steps of Codex Bezae: A Prophetic Interpretation of Acts 12,’ in ibid., 303–
10.
45
See Westcott’s and Hort’s summary on ℵB: ‘[…] it is our belief (1) that readings of ℵB should be
accepted as the true readings until strong internal evidence is found to the contrary, and (2) that no readings
of ℵB can be safely rejected absolutely, though it is sometimes right to place them only on an alternative
footing, especially where they receive no support from the Versions or the Fathers.’ (quoted in
ALAND─ALAND, Text, 18).
46
‘… so called [by Westcott and Hort] because it manifests no particular tendency. [Westcott and
Hort claim that] It is basically the primitive text, preserved by good fortune in at least a relatively pure state,
if not in its original form. Unfortunately its representatives are rare: B.03 and S.01 [ℵ.01], but especially B.03’
nd
(C.-B. AMPHOUX, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism [2 edn; transl. J. ReadHeimerdinger; English ed. amplified and updated by Amphoux and Heimerdinger; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991] 150.

Page | 18

CHAPTER 2
Bezae. Indeed, as Petzer summarizes,47 most scholars see the ‘Western’ text as an early
derivative of the Alexandrian text and therefore, Codex Bezae in its particularity is, specifically since Westcott and Hort, seen as the result of a corruption.48 The largely accepted Munster theory of the origin of the Western text49 is understood as a gradual process
culminating in a major recension (‘Hauptrezension’) in the 2nd and 3rd c. in Syria after a
‘pre-Western’ period (Barbara Aland’s language) witnessed to by 2nd c. Church Fathers,
specifically Justin Martyr and Irenaeus.50
Recensions, i.e. the revision of a text on the basis of a critical examination of
sources, are themselves reflecting corrections. While Codex Vaticanus has long been
understood as one,51 the discovery of papyri sharing a high level of similarity with B.03,
like প75, a papyrus which predates it by at least a century, confirms that such agreements point to a careful transmission since the early times of scribal activity. This B.03প75 agreement does not only eliminate the idea of a recension that would have given
birth to the Alexandrian text but also allows to see in Codex Vaticanus traces of the initial text. On the opposite hand, agreements between early papyri and Codex Bezae have
not been able to yield any similar conclusion until recently.52 In this environment, Bezan
readings identified as harmonising, and often differing from B.03, are generally regarded
as secondary by textual critics. As a result, the ‘Western’ reading is usually rejected when
it departs from the Alexandrian reading.
As an illustration, Birdsall reviews the status quaestionis of Codex Bezae in the
introduction to the Lunel colloquium, within the scholarly discussions around the priority of Codex Bezae and confesses that he is not convinced by the arguments whereby Codex Bezae would be closer to the initial text than Codex Vaticanus is.53 Ehrman discusses
Bezan readings and puts them in the perspective of the 2nd c. CE social and theological
context.54 While he does not take a stand on the originality or secondary character of the
manuscript’s variants, he confirms that the Bezan readings reflect 2nd c. questions. He
analyses some variants as potentially original or at least not descending from an Alexan-

47

J.H. PETZER, ‘The History of the New Testament Text, Its Reconstruction, Significance and Use in
New Testament Textual Criticism,’ in ALAND‒DELOBEL (eds), New Testament Textual Criticism, 22.
48
See AMPHOUX, Introduction, 150.
49
B. ALAND, ‘Entstehung, Charakter, und Herkunft des sog. westlichen Textes: Untersucht an der
Apostelgeschichte,’ ETL 62 (1986) 5–65 [5,20]. Aland uses the term ‘D-text’ for the ‘Western’ text.
50
PETZER, ‘History of the New Testament,’ 22.
51
This view is currently hotly debated as the usually accepted Egyptian recension due to a high ho45
mogeneity across the Alexandrian text-types can be hampered by the newly found agreements between প
and Codex Vaticanus: such agreements can equally reflect a simple and careful textual transmission. See E.J.
EPP, ‘A Continuing Interlude in the New Testament Textual Criticism?,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 105 and G.D.
75
66
FEE, ‘প , প and Origen: the Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,’ in ibid., 247–73.
52
Read-Heimerdinger and Rius-Camps have recently detailed the agreements between papyri and
Codex Bezae (‘Tracing the Readings of Codex Bezae in the Papyri of Acts,’ in C. CLIVAZ and
J. ZUMSTEIN (eds), Reading New Testament Papyri in Context –Lire les papyrus du Nouveau Testament dans
leur contexte (BETL 242; Leuven/Paris/Walpole, MA: Uitgeverij Peeters, 2011) 307-38.
53
J.N. BIRDSALL, ‘After Three Centuries of the Study of Codex Bezae,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex
Bezae, xix–xxx.
54
B.D. EHRMAN, ‘The Text of the Gospels at the End of the Second Century,’ in ibid., 96–122.
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drian archetype. For his part, Elliott studies the papyrus evidence available in the 2nd c.
but sees only scarce evidence for Bezan priority.55 Holmes summarises his dissertation
on Bezan Matthew as seeing all variants as scribal and therefore secondary emendations.56 Finally, Parker sees in the results of the contributions of other participants of the
colloquium reasons to believe contra Amphoux that Codex Bezae is a corrupted text despite being a true early witness in the development of the New Testament.57
III. Individual Studies of the Greek Text of Matthew in Codex Bezae
Because of Holmes’ extensive initial work on Bezan Matthew in his dissertation, a description of his doctoral work will be introduced in detail in section III. 1.58 Amphoux’s
specific work on the same text59 will be discussed in the next section (III. 2).
A Text-Critical Approach: Holmes’ Study on Bezan Matthew

III. 1.

This original work on the analysis of Bezan Matthew establishes an in-depth classification of the major variant readings, concluding that they represent an early editorial – i.e.
secondary – activity on the part of the Bezan editor in the recension of the Gospel of
Matthew. To reach this conclusion, Holmes classifies the variants, using Weiss’s classical
listing of ‘errors,’60 into six categories: ‘alternative forms of texts,’ ‘additions,’ ‘omissions,’ ‘harmonisations,’ ‘various types of improvement and corrections,’ and ‘theologically motivated changes,’61 suggesting as a result the secondary character of Bezan Matthew in comparison with the Alexandrian tradition. He then applies ‘reasoned eclecticism’ defined as the application of
all relevant criteria for a given case (external and internal) and attempts a
resolution by weighing (over against one another) the various criteria, once
again invoking the phrase, relying on “the balance of probabilities” when
trying to decide on the most likely original reading.62

Before addressing these points, it is important to recall that the concept of ‘additions,’ ‘omissions’ and ‘harmonisation’ presupposes the somewhat subjective position of
the textual critic: an ‘addition’ – except dittography – or an ‘omission’ – except homoioteleuton – already implies that the text in question is the result of a corruption of a

55

J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Codex Bezae and the Earliest Greek Papyri,’ in ibid., 162–82.
M.W. HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in ibid., 123–60.
57
D.C. PARKER, ‘The Paleographical Debate,’ in ibid., 335–6.
58
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity’
59
AMPHOUX, Matthieu.
60
‘The classes of errors which Weiss identified are: (a) harmonisation among the Gospels; (b) the
interchange of words; (c) omissions and additions; (d) alterations of word order; (e) orthographical variation.’ See B.D. EHRMAN and W.M. HOLMES, The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research:
Essays on the Status Quaestionis (NTTSD 42; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2013) 138.
61
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 70.
62
E.J. EPP, ‘Textual Criticism in the Exegesis of the New Testament,’ in EPP, Perspectives, 461–95 [493].
56

Page | 20

CHAPTER 2
‘good’ text.63 This implication is partly due to the fact that when a verse or portion of a
verse is present in a few manuscripts only and absent in many, the said verse/portion of
verse is generally viewed as an ‘addition’ on the grounds that the authentic reading
would have been the more widely copied. A telling example that will illustrate the problem is Mt 20.28D.05, which reads an extra 61 words compared to almost the entire textual tradition,64 leading Holmes to assign this verse to the group of additional variants,
since the vast majority of texts do not have this reading. Commenting on the decision of
the committee of the Greek New Testament to treat the words as secondary, Metzger
clearly stated that this passage is ‘inserted’65 and that ‘this interpolation is a piece of
floating tradition, an expanded but inferior version of Lk 14.8-10.’66. In actual facts, calling this verse an ‘addition,’ which makes little sense within the passage, is not a satisfactory hypothesis, and raises yet further questions (for example, if this is a case of harmonisation with Luke, why is the wording so different?).67 Therefore, as previously explained, in this thesis the use of the words addition/omission will be carefully avoided in
order to preserve neutrality during discussion.
Now that this is clarified, I will proceed to the examination of the variants of
Mt D.05 discussed in Holmes’ dissertation.
III. 1. 1.

Alternative Forms of Texts68

Holmes describes eight examples69 in the Bezan text of Matthew as alternative forms.
The analysis performed shows a wealth of detail and references to previous works in the
fields of external and internal criticism, with the aim of both evaluating the variant readings and determining their original or secondary status.
Holmes recognizes at the end of the evaluation that all variant readings point to a
very early form of text but cannot be objectively regarded as either original or late.
Moreover, since the Bezan readings outlined are not supported either by Alexandrian or
by other non-‘Western’ witnesses, their originality is consistently disputed, which also

63

As J. Keith Elliott correctly mentions ‘words like ‘add’ or ‘omit’ are loaded in favour of the view
that we know precisely what the original text contained’; cf. J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Singular Readings in the Gospel
45
Text of প ,’ in C. HORTON (ed.), The Earliest Gospels: The Origins and Transmission of the Earliest Chris45
tian Gospels – The Contribution of the Chester Beatty Gospel Codex প (JSNTSup 258; London: T. & T.
Clark, 2004) 122–31 [125].
64
There is some support from the Latin tradition and one Greek witness (Φ.043). See Chapter 5 III. 2.
65
B.M. METZGER and B.D. EHRMAN, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
th
and Restoration (4 edn; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) 71.
66
METZGER, Commentary, 43. Interestingly, Amphoux proposed a different approach leading him
to see the ‘Western’ reading as the earlier, a conclusion that he develops by looking into the reasons why this
longer text was deleted, that is to say by drawing on the evidence taken from internal criticism (AMPHOUX,
L’Évangile de Matthieu, 254–5).
67
Amphoux, despite lack of a definite conclusion, claims that the reading is a diatessaronic variant
nd
(from Tatian’s 2 c. Gospel harmony). This point is surely of importance and diatessaronic variants may be
found in Codex Bezae but we may argue with Harris, that while ‘we may be sure that Tatian’s text was Western [it is still unknown] whether it was Western in cause or effect, or both in cause and effect’ (AMPHOUX,
L’Évangile de Matthieu, 255).
68
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 70–89.
69
Mt 5.11, 10.11, 10.42, 16.16, 22.13, 23.27, 25.41.
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shows the limitations of relying solely upon external considerations. Even so, it is recognised that ‘singularity is no proof of lateness,’70 and the early character of the Bezan
readings is further evidenced in the quotations of the Church Fathers, a fact that cannot
be dismissed.
The eight variants studied by Holmes lead to a somewhat circular reasoning, that
is, in the absence of conclusive internal evidence, the assumed superiority of ℵB will decide in favour of the Alexandrian readings against Codex Bezae. In Holmes’ work the
Bezan variants are always found to be the outcome of an editorial (hence secondary) effort taking place in the 2nd c. CE or ‘very early in the textual transmission.’
III. 1. 2.

Additions71

It is largely recognized, although at times disputed, that Codex Bezae is characterised by
‘free additions (and occasional omissions) of words, sentences and even incidents.’72
Holmes’ work clearly illustrates this point by evaluating eight ‘additions.’73 Interestingly,
out of these eight, two are claimed to be original74 or ‘not a Bezan addition but rather an
(essentially) “Egyptian” omission.’75 Holmes reviews the entire scholarship on these ‘additions’ and recognizes that neither pure external nor internal criticism, nor the use of
speculative arguments (e.g. ‘due to a now lost document,’ ‘some independent source’)
can set aside the complexity in objectively judging the originality of the presence of a
word/clause/phrase. He is often unable to propose a source for the variant but appears
to invoke the Alexandrian reading by virtue of the lectio brevior potior (i.e. ‘the shorter
reading is preferred’) text-critical principle, and systematically concluding that it has
been deliberately inserted by the Bezan editor (understood as the author of Codex Bezae,
not the later 400 c. CE scribe). However, his detailed proposals with regards to additions, lack a further development, on the reason why a substantial ‘extra’ piece of material could have been withdrawn to generate the shorter reading: as an illustration, the
reason for the long ‘addition’ of Mt 20.28 (61 words) discussed in his dissertation76 fails
to seek a possible reason for which it was withdrawn.77
70

Ibid., 83.
Ibid., 89–101.
72
‘Longer and shorter additions and […] certain striking omissions’ (METZGER‒EHRMAN, The Text
of the New Testament, 309) and ‘[the ‘Western’ group] is related by hundreds of unusual readings, sometimes found in one or several, sometimes in others, but apparently reflecting an uncontrolled, sometimes
‘wild,’ tradition of copying and translating. This text-type is particularly marked but some long paraphrases
and long additions, as well as by harmonistic tendencies and substitutions of synonyms’ (G.D. FEE, ‘Textual
Criticism of the New Testament,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 7).
73
Mt 10.23, 17.21, 19.25, 20.28, 25.1, 27.32; of particular interest and studied separately are 12.47
and 16,2b–3 (HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 89–103). The quotes used here reflect the earlier introduction on the concept of additions/omissions vs. presence/absence (Chapter 2 III. 1).
74
Mt 12.47D.05 and 16.2b–3D.05 (ibid., 107)
75
Ibid., 114.
76
Ibid., 89–94.
77
Amphoux alludes to this point but does not conclude on the reason for its absence (AMPHOUX,
L’Évangile de Matthieu, 254). Similarly, Black identified a Semitic text behind Mt 20.28D.05 from the inconsistencies evidenced in the Greek but did not propose why other manuscripts would have deleted it; see M.
rd
BLACK, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (3 edn; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1998) 171.
71
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III. 1. 3.

Omissions78

Like additions, the term ‘omission’ is a slightly subjective way of reading an absence of
words (here: in Codex Bezae) as opposed to their presence in other manuscripts. Holmes
discusses nine omissions in Matthew by examining them in detail in terms of internal
and external criticism with the aim of explaining the reason for their absence. In the
evaluation of nine omissions, he concluded that the Bezan variant is always secondary
and reflects a deliberate scribal activity but at the same time recognised that ‘the precise
motivation for this activity remains obscure.’79
Within the class of omissions there are some instances traditionally known as
‘Western non-interpolations’ and defined by Westcott and Hort as ‘a number of passages
which appear in nearly all manuscripts but are omitted by Codex Bezae, part of the Old
Latin, usually part of the Old Syriac, usually some of the Church Fathers, and occasionally another Greek manuscript.’80 Holmes rejects the originality of two ‘Western noninterpolations’ (Mt 9.34, 21.44),81 before accepting four82 others (Mt 6.15, 23.19,26,
27.49). His argument, on Mt 21.44, the omission of ‘and whosoever shall fall on this
stone shall be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him to powder,’ in
the Parable of the Wicked Tenants, is particularly interesting for this thesis. Holmes
surprisingly contradicts Hort’s view of this verse as secondary. His rationale is based on
firstly earlier scholarship83 which had identified an allusion to the book of Daniel in Mt
21.44. Holmes suggested that the verse was deliberately omitted by Codex Bezae because
of the ‘illogical sequence’84 in the progression from Mt 21.43 to Mt 21.44 thereby echoing an inverted progression from Dan. 2.44 to its preceding verse Dan. 2.43. Similarly,
and as a second argument, the corresponding parallel passage Lk 20.17–18 mirrors Mt
21.42,44 but the theme developed in Mt 21.42,44 is expected to appear before v. 43 to
follow exactly the Lukan sequence: the Bezan editor would have avoided this apparent
inconsistency deliberately and omitted the verse. The demonstration shows interesting
features with regard to the omission.85 These paradoxical conclusions highlight the interest in understanding the genesis and history of Codex Bezae vis-à-vis the Diatessaron.
The remaining omissions are claimed to be homoioteleutons, which, on the one
hand, releases Codex Bezae from the charge of editorial change but, on the other, fa-

78

HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 126–31.
Mt 4.4; 5.30; 9.24; 13.33; 16.12; 21.44; 22.17; 23.34; 26.44; cf. ibid., 115–31.
80
The term was coined by Westcott and Hort in B.F. WESTCOTT–J.A.F. HORT, The New Testament
in the Original Greek (London: Macmillan, 1907) 175–7 and METZGER, Commentary, 164-5.
81
On the concept of ‘Western’ non-interpolations, see K.R. SNODGRASS, ‘Western NonInterpolations,’ JBL 91 (1972) 369–79.
82
Mt 6.25 is not discussed in Holmes’ dissertation.
83
R. SWAELES, ‘L’arrière-fond scripturaire de Matt 21,43 et son lien avec Matt 21,44,’ NTS 6 (1960)
310–3.
84
Ibid., 122.
85
Amphoux counter-proposes this view in suggesting that the verse was originally absent in the tradition of the separated gospels, but Mt 21.43–44 and Lk 20.17–18 were conflated in the Diatessaron
(AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Matthieu, 256).
79
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vours the original existence of the readings as attested in the Alexandrian tradition, for
example.
III. 1. 4.

Harmonisations86

Holmes noticed a relatively scanty number of such readings in Mt D.05 with a study of
25 examples of Bezan readings which he believed can be considered as reflecting assimilation to parallels.87 He selected harmonisations according to their length of variant and
their original degree of difference.88 Despite the beauty of the detailed classification,
backed up by a consideration of the conclusions of earlier scholarship, any possibly original reading in Codex Bezae is systematically rejected according to the text-critical principle which advocates the most discordant readings, i.e. ‘the reading which makes a passage less like its parallels’ as Parker’s concisely summarises.89 Furthermore, since the text
of Codex Vaticanus is predominately chosen as the point of reference, any variant reading differing from it and that is closer to a different Gospel will be identified as harmonistic and will confer an intrinsically higher probability in favour of B.03 being exempt
from harmonisation. Both approaches, therefore, systematically or even mechanically
favour the Alexandrian Tradition contra Codex Bezae and they exhibit some circular reasoning.
III. 1. 5.

Various Types of Improvement and Corrections90

Holmes divides these readings into (a) clarifications and corrections91 (b) stylistic alterations92 and concludes that a genuine correction of the scribe is aimed at improving the
text by adding more precision. This is an interesting evaluation of the reasons why the
Bezan scribe has used a synonym instead of the word attested by other manuscripts.
While the question is a genuine one, Holmes’ concludes that Codex Bezae systematically
‘corrects’ the text but he does not address why these instances are sporadic or why they
are only localised in certain parts of the Gospel. Moreover, the apparent inconsistencies
of the text need prior evaluation to prove how a (the same?) scribe can insert grammatical mistakes and at the same time ‘improve’ the text of his exemplar. The synonyms are
deemed by Holmes to reflect stylistic improvement, at least an intentional change aimed
at adapting the text, thereby proving its later character. A rarely attested word which is
not supported in the rest of the tradition may naturally point to a Bezan editorial
86

HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 132–69.
Mt 5.32; 9.15; 9.17; 9.29; 10.12f; 12.18?; 13.13; 13.14; 14.2,3,6; 16.21; 17.23; 18.10; 19.25. 19.9;
22.45; 24.31; 24.41; 25.3; 26.23; 26.42; 26.70; 26.73; 27.28; 28.7.
88
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 138. This method differs from Colwell’s segregation into harmonisations (a) to the context (b) to the general usage (c) to parallels, which should be preferred as offering
a more objective description rather than a subjective degree of intentionality (E.C. COLWELL, Studies in
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament [Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 1969] 112–4).
89
D.C. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press,
1997) 111.
90
Ibid., 168–99.
91
Mt 17.12b-13; 21.7; 26.15; 1.22; 10.4; 26.14; 10.3; 11.2.
92
Mt 2.6; 2.8-21; 5.36; 6.5; 9.9; 9.15; 12.44; 14.8; 14.19; 15.8; 15.14; 15.27; 16.5; 17.2; 17.14; 17.15;
21.18; 22.34; 24.33; 25.21,23; 25.24; 27.44; 27.49; 27.53; 27.65f. Cf. ibid., 178–99.
87
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change, rather than the other way round. However, that the changes have occurred in
individual places without any consideration of a more global structure given by the editor demands a complementary evaluation. One word order change (Mt 9.9 ἐκεῖθεν ὁ
Ἰησοῦς in D.05 vs. ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐκεῖθεν in B.03) is examined and understood as smoothened
Greek text, but a quick count of all word order differences between Mt D.05 and Mt
B.03, reaching a relatively impressive number of 158 instances (See Appendix 2. VI. 3),
challenges the more global approach to word order change as will be shown later in this
work.93 Finally, Holmes’ explanations regarding substitutions like ὄχλοι/ὄχλοι πολλοί or
ὄχλος/ὄχλος πολύς94 would deserve a more systematic approach than using only the external evidence.
III. 1. 6.

Theological Implications of Variant Readings in Bezan Matthew

Westcott and Hort were convinced that ‘even among the numerous unquestionably spurious readings of the New Testament there are no signs of deliberate falsification of the
text for dogmatic purposes.’95 Other scholars have however identified several potentially
theological reasons explaining variant readings, which will now be briefly reviewed.
Harris argued for the existence of underlying Montanistic traces in many Bezan
variants.96
In the 1960s, Epp explains the variant readings in Codex Bezae as typically antiJudaic which contrasts with earlier attempts to account for the characteristic Bezan readings.97 In short, Epp suggests that the ‘Western’ text ‘excuses’ the Romans for Jesus’s
execution because they were ‘ignorant’ (‘ἠγνοήσαµεν,’ hence the formula ‘ignorance motif’) and the fault is consequently projected on the Jews.98
The author, however, updated his views almost forty years later99 and tempers his
conclusions by suggesting an enhancement of anti-Jewish thoughts rather than a malicious attack. Finally, he confesses that his conclusions were overestimated by scholars
and that
‘the point was not to prejudge the relationship of the two rival texts [i.e.
Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae] but to point out, as objectively and conveniently as possible, their differences in conception and portrayal.’100
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He also confirms that whilst ‘the tendency to anti-Judaism from a few passages’ is
clearly apparent, ‘this [tendency in Codex Bezae] cannot be called as either special or a
general tendency throughout the D-text.’101
Be that as it may, Epp’s views on the anti-Judaic views in Codex Bezae have been
to date both influential in the scholarship and are often accepted. Only ReadHeimerdinger and Rius-Camps have extensively challenged the idea, and suggested that,
on the contrary, the Bezan text (of Acts) reflects a close familiarity with Jewish oral traditions and exegetical techniques, consistent with a situation where Jews and Christians
were still a single – though schismatic – religious movement.102
Epp’s research on the Bezan text was taken further by his student Rice in the case
of the book of Luke.103 He too identified specific features in Lk D.05 that confirmed an
anti-Judaic bias within a pro-Gentile pattern, exalting Jesus on the one hand and Peter
among the other disciples on the other hand.104
In contrast to Epp, Holmes did not find any convincing traces of an ‘anti-Judaic
bias’ in Bezan Matthew with only 13 – slightly far-fetched – examples arising mainly in
Jesus’ trial,105 and only 7-9 out of 13 could, in that author’s view, potentially qualify as
anti-Judaic. On ‘Christological variants,’106 i.e. alternative readings magnifying Jesus’
name, and ‘theological variants,’107 he also acknowledged that no sure outcome can be
proven from the detailed analysis in Matthew:
Clearly, […], Bezae in Matthew has not been affected by this bias in the
same way or to the same extent as have Luke and Acts: 7-9 anti-Judaic biases and five Christological appraisals.108

The study of anti-Judaic tendencies in the Bezan text of Matthew, therefore, is inconclusive, and recent work suggests that the question is somewhat inappropriate.
III. 1. 7.

Conclusions

Holmes concluded his dissertation by regarding the variant readings of Bezan Matthew
as a ‘punctiliar event rather than a linear process’ driven by a 2nd c. editor ‘whose work
has left its mark on the text-type found today in Codex Bezae and other manuscripts
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standing within the “Western” textual tradition.’109 Holmes’s study is an impressive,
well-structured work that discusses the ‘main’ variant readings in the Bezan text of Matthew supported by the available literature at that time. It shows the difficulty of finding a
way between external support – in order to escape from circular reasoning when a Bezan
variant is found to contradict the so-called superior Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus –
and internal evidence, which focuses on the atomistic consideration of individual variant
readings. This difficulty points to the need to revisit the text viewed as broader discourse
units.
A Literary Analysis Approach: Amphoux’s Évangile de Matthieu – Codex de
Bèze

III. 2.

In 1996 Amphoux edited a bilingual Greek-French version of the Bezan text of Matthew110 which was intended to be the first book of a complete edition of the Four Gospels in Codex Bezae. Regarding the text itself, the organization in sense-lines (στίχοι) is
carefully reproduced, the orthographic slips are corrected, the original readings are provided in the footnotes, and the text is supplemented with a critical study of selected variants. He concludes his work with an original and alternative proposal to the current
document hypothesis111 on the construction of Matthew, and the New Testament as a
whole, a work which I will now summarize and review.
III. 2. 1.

Reconstruction of the Text of the First Gospel

According to Amphoux, the careful study of Bezan variants lead him to conclude that the
Gospel of Matthew finds its composition from four sources in different states: one
source for Jesus’s sayings, two for narrative passages (one for the part common to Matthew, Mark and Luke, one for Lukan and Markan agreements), and one source for the
birth narrative(s).112 His hypothesis is based on a first source of Jesus’ logia exempt of
narrative, organised in seven discourses, five of which are concluded by the same characteristic sentence:113 a two-fold Galilean ministry (Mt 3-11 and 12,16-12), a central part of
the ministry (16,13-20), a two-fold Judean ministry (21-23 and 24-28); and two units
made up of the narratives common to Matthew, Mark and Luke.
Amphoux draws on both existing apocryphal documents and patristic quotations
to identify those documents available to Matthew during the composition of his Gospel:
Matthew would have organised his text into five phases delineated by seven discourses
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in Asia at the beginning of the 2nd c. CE by using various sources which he recomposed
by carefully following them.114 According to him, these sources are:
(a) the logia based on instructions and writings of wisdom (namely Doctrinae
Apostolorum, the first Christian writing dated 50 CE and attested by Pseudo-Cyprian in
the 2nd c., or called τῶν Ἀποστόλων αἱ λεγόµεναι διδαχαί, i.e. the Teachings of the Apostles, by Eusebius of Caesarea in the 4th c.),115 and also a second early writing dated 50
CE known as ‘Way of the Lord’ (‘Voie du Seigneur’), a halakhic text, which he claims to
be the source of the Gospel of Thomas, and the unification of the two, close to what we
now understand under the label ‘Q’;
(b) the first narrative tradition which came from the Doctrina Petri (according to
Origen and mistakenly understood as Gospel to the Hebrews by Jerome)116 transmitted
by Luke and Mark, and from which Matthew would incorporate around ten prophecies
(with the leitmotiv ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν διὰ τοῦ προφήτου λέγοντος,’ i.e. ‘in order to fulfil
what was spoken by the prophet’) by reducing them,, as well as drawing on ‘lettres
d’accompagnement,’ i.e. accompanying writings: 1 Peter for Mark, Hebrews for Luke;
(c) a book written by Ariston, modelled on John the Presbyter’s Acts of Pilate;117
(d) birth narratives, dated after 90 CE, which are themselves a collection of four
traditions (Bethlehem cave, magi, John son of Zachariah, the Gospel according to the
Hebrews), each being a specific theological response from several Asia Minor churches.
118

Based on this reconstruction, Amphoux explained Matthew’s text as a careful organisation of existing documents that he summarised as N + A + b + c + D, where N
represents the Infancy Narratives, A, the common source to Matthew, Mark and Luke, b,
the Lukan source, c, the Markan source119 and D, the logia as found in the Didache and
the Gospel of Thomas. This proposal is a unique theory that describes the editorial making of Matthew’s Gospel in the sense it uses all available and documented sources as
opposed to theories involving hypothetical authorities or oral roots.
III. 2. 2.

Variant Readings Discussed

By discussing 36 Matthean variants, Amphoux reaches the exact opposite conclusion to
what one usually finds from text-critical scholars, and argues that almost all Bezan read-
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ings are the source variants that explain the readings of the other manuscripts,120 thereby suggesting the priority of Codex Bezae. It is true that some ‘omissions’ are still explained as homoioteleutons (Mt 5.19b-20, 5.30, 10.19b, 10.37b, 10.41b, 18.18b), and, as
presented in Holmes’s work, Mt 12.20 is thought to be a true omission, and Mt 17.12b is
thought to have shifted place. The influence of the Diatessaron is a key feature in Amphoux’s rationale: because of the merger of all four Gospels into one in the 2nd c.
(Tatian’s Harmony), the process of returning to the status of separated Gospels can reveal mixes of pre-diatessaronic readings from the pre-170 period, and post-diatessaronic
ones. Identifying readings as pre- or post-diatessaronic is virtually impossible without
secure data on each reading: indeed, Amphoux’s theory is based on his earlier publications in which he shows that Codex Bezae is the pre-170 edition from Smyrna which
influenced the Diatessaron (hence the ‘Western’ character of Tatian’s Harmony). For
almost all other scholars, it is the opposite process that took place and Codex Bezae, as a
post-Diatessaron work, was influenced by previously interwoven passages. Nevertheless,
he admits that some verses attest diatessaronic readings, which is the case for the additional verses after 24.31 and 24.41, supposedly originating from Latin versions which
expand and explain.121 This book exhibits a proclivity to acknowledge readings in Bezan
Matthew as more likely to be original. While sometimes lending support to that conclusion, alternative explanations for the authenticity of Bezan readings will be proposed in
the following chapters of this thesis.
III. 2. 3.

Conclusions

Amphoux’s proposal is a unique reconstitution of the New Testament based on the analysis of Codex Bezae and on well-documented sources found in early Christian literature.
His aim was to show that the careful literary analysis of Codex Bezae leads to the isolation of a peculiar structure which vanished during a later recensional process. Carefully
detailing each of his assertions, Amphoux not only justified identifiable sources of Matthew (in contrast to ‘Q’ which has never been found as a document to date), he also suggests a possible construction of the books of the NT where Matthew is the first of a larger literary, theologically structured entity created in Asia in the 2nd c. CE.
Amphoux’s views are neither used nor quoted in current scholarship, most probably because of the entrenched confidence in the Alexandrian texts122 and the assumed
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understanding of Codex Bezae as transmitting a later text123 as well as the difficult-tounderstand or highly technical character of his (untranslated) publications in French.124
Other Text-Critical Works on Matthew in Codex Bezae

III. 3.

These few works confirm that studies on Bezan Matthew are scarce apparently, because
of (a) the preferred treatment of the text of the Gospels as an entity; (b) the attraction of
scholarly interest to the Bezan text of Acts in terms of textual criticism given the major
differences with the Alexandrian text; and (c) the apparently lower number of vll in
Bezan Matthew (642 out of 1071 verses are free of any variant between Codex Bezae and
Codex Vaticanus).125
A few remarks on the nature of the variant readings found in Bezan Matthew can
be read in various works dedicated to text critical observations but they are often relegated to conclusions reflecting a minor interest: Lagrange straightforwardly states in his
major work on the first Gospel ‘nous n’avons rien à dire de spécial sur la critique textuelle du premier Évangile.126 Martini, former holder of the Chair of Textual Criticism at
the Pontifical Biblical Institute, a member of the UBS committee and known for his work
on the textual comparison between 45 and Codex Vaticanus,127 devoted a chapter to the
textual criticism of Matthew.128 He reports 196 variant readings worthy of interest129 but
once focused on Codex Bezae, he concentrates his comments on the five Bezan readings
in Matthew within a footnote (!), which I reproduce here below:
‘A ce sujet, on peut poser la question de l’importance et de la signification
des variantes “occidentales” en Mt. Elles ne représentent pas en Mt un cas
particulièrement typique, et c’est pourquoi le premier évangile n’est pas le
terrain d’analyse le plus propice pour en découvrir les caractéristiques. Parmi les ajouts typiques de D en Mt se distingue la longue considération parénétique de XX, 28 (qui a des affinités avec Lc., XIV, 8-10). Parmi les
omissions, ont quelque importance IX, 34 (tout le verset est omis); XIII, 1
(omission de “de la maison” : peut-être pour harmoniser avec le parallèle
lucanien ?); XIII, 33 (omission de “il leur dit”); XXI, 44 (omission de tout le
verset : le texte court serait à préférer selon certains critiques). Parmi les
transformations du texte nous rappelons III, 17, ou le texte a été harmonisé
avec Mt I, 11. On voit comment il est difficile de caractériser la tendance de
ces variantes, dans la ligne par exemple de E.J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts, Cambridge, 1966. Une éva-
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luation de celle-ci pourrait seulement être faite en tendant compte du phénomène du texte “occidental” dans l’ensemble des Évangiles et des Actes.’130

Metzger explains the variants discussed within the United Bible Societies (UBS)
in his Commentary,131 which was aimed at justifying the choice of text to be printed in
the edition of the Greek text of UBS (4th edition) or NA27. Out of more than 3,000 vll
analysed in the Commentary within the entire NT, 216 deal with Matthew out of which
188 deal with the extant parts of Codex Bezae (my own calculations). In this respect,
none of the variants in Codex Bezae that do not agree with Codex Vaticanus are systematically rejected.
Finally, the doctoral work by Paulson on singular readings in early majuscules
(Codices Sinaiticus, Alexandrinius, Vaticanus, Ephraemi Rescriptus, Bezae, Washingtonianus) was recently completed and represents a preparatory work for the study of scribal habits in all books of the New Testament.132 The 259 singular readings in Mt D.05 are
discussed in a few pages and encompass mostly orthography and lexical changes.133 He
concludes that they are ‘last minute changes’ as opposed to a ‘drastic re-presentation of
Matthew.’134
IV. Studies of Matthew in Individual Manuscripts
Because my work will discuss the text of Matthew in Codex Bezae, it may prove helpful
to consider previous scholarship that has examined the first Gospel in particular manuscripts including Greek papyri and majuscules as well as versions.
IV. 1.

Matthew in Greek Papyri

The importance of papyri is the result of the earlier character of many of them compared
to that of majuscules.135 Their study is therefore understood to provide insights into the
development of the text of the New Testament.136 In the 1980s, Martini counts in accordance with Metzger137 15 papyri dated before 400 CE for the first Gospel, 12 of which
are dated between 200 CE138 – the earliest being 64+67. In the mid-1990s, Metzger’s
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Kurzgefasste Liste139 listed 115 papyri and the Institute for New Testament Textual Research at the University of Münster, Germany, updated the list in 2010 by adding প116–
প127 but none of these newly discovered papyri contain any portion of Matthew.
To date, there are 23 papyri containing portions of Matthew (list on next page).
Access to the text of the papyri has been facilitated by the original work of Barret and
Comfort,140 Jaroš141 and the Centre for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts.142 The
text of all papyri that include Matthew can also be accessed from B. Aland’s doctoral
student K.S. Min.143
In his study of Bezan Matthew in 1985, Holmes selects four papyri, namely প19,
প25, প35 and প45, because of a larger amount of available text in Matthew may contain
and compares their variant readings with Mt D.05.144 As an excursus to his doctoral dissertation, he extended his work to a study of the textual relationships between the Chester Betty papyrus প45 in Matthew and other manuscripts including Codex Bezae due to
the papyrus’ prominent character for textual criticism145 and the development of the New
Testament.146 Despite the fragmentary state of the first Gospel (Mt 20-21 and 25-26),147
Holmes concludes, after carrying out a statistical study involving a wide selection of
139
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manuscripts on selected verses viz., Mt 20.29,26.22,23,26, that there is some textual
proximity between the readings of প45 and those in Codex Bezae. The papyrus is placed
in third position in terms of closeness with D.05 after প37 and the Old Latin Veronensis
b.148
Elliott broadens this list with eleven papyri dated 2nd/3rd to 5th c. CE.149 In 14
verses, there is agreement between the Matthean reading and the papyrus,150 while in
ten verses Codex Bezae is not supported by papyri.151 Again, the fragmentary character
of the papyri may lead to skewed conclusions, as he shows from singular readings in প45
in Mt 20–21 and 25–26 only, passages in which Matthew is read in parts.152 From this
analysis, he further concludes that, except for প38 and 0171,153 ‘no significant corpus of
Greek material seems to have been a precursor of the D-text’ of Matthew.154 He refines
his judgement later155 stating that the somewhat insignificant agreements between প21,
প37, প45 and D.05, along with the absence of agreements between the other papyri and
Bezan Matthew, lead to an uncertain consensus on early papyrus support of Mt D.05. In
a more recent study, he completed the landscape of early papyri (2nd/3rd c. CE) with প101104
and প70, as well as P. Oxy 4406 serving as amulet, where portions of Matthew are
involved.156
Further focus was given in Min’s above-mentioned work, who classified early papyri concentrating on Matthew only according to criteria of ‘strict,’ ‘normal’ and ‘free’
textual character and transmission,157 a refinement of Aland’s earlier criteria.158 Wasserman complemented Min’s work on 13 early papyri (প1.35.37.45.53.64+67 প70.77.101.102.103.104.110)
and majuscule 0171 thereby confirming most of earlier statements on the free transmission of Matthew. 159
I have added below some complementary data for the study of papyrus support in
the Bezan text of Matthew by providing a list of Papyri–Codex Bezae agreements in Matthew based on NA28 according to their age (century):
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157
On this classification, see P.W. COMFORT, Early Manuscripts & Modern Translations of the New
Testament (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale House, 1990).
158
B. ALAND, ‘Kriterien zu Beurteilung kleinerer Papyrusfragmente des Neuen Testaments,’ in A.
DENAUX, New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis. Festschrift J. Delobel (BETL 161; Leuven, Leuven
University Press, 2002) 1–13.
159
T. WASSERMAN, ‘The Early Text of Matthew,’ in C.E. HILL and M.J. KRUGER (eds), The Early
Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012) 83–107.
53
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c. 200 প64+67
2nd
প104
2nd/3rd প77
প103
3rd
প1
প45
প53
প70
প101
প102
4th
প25
প35
প62
প71
প86
প110
4th/5th প19
প21
5th/6th প105
6th
প83
প96
6th/7th প44
7th
প73

Mt 3.9,15; 5.20–22,25–28; 26.7–8,10,14–15,22–23,31–33
Mt 21.34–37,43–45(?)
Mt 23.30-39
Mt 13.55–56; 14.3–5
Mt 1.1–9,12,14–20
Mt 20.24–32; 21.13–19; 25.41–26.39
Mt 26.29–40
Mt 2.13-16; 2.22-3.1; 11.26-27; 12.4-5; 24.3-6,12-15
Mt 3.10–12; 3.16–4.3
Mt 4.11-12,22-23
Mt 18.32–34; 19.1-3,5-7,9-10
Mt 25.12–15,20-23
Mt 11,25-30
Mt 19.10-1,17–18
Mt 5.13-16,22-25
Mt 10.13–15,25–27
Mt 10.32–11.5
Mt 12.24–26,32-33
Mt 27.62-64; 28.2-5
Mt 20.23-25,30-31; 23.39-24.1,6
Mt 3.13–15
Mt 17.1–3,6–7; 18.15–17,19; 25.8–10
Mt 25.43; 26.2–3

Secondly, I have counted agreements between papyri and the early majuscules
Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus from the critical apparatus of NA28 in order to identify some tendency in the papyrus support.160 The reader can refer to Appendix 1 to see
the lists of all the variant readings with their support ordered by types of manuscripts.
The table below numerically summarises the results:
Type of Agreement
Number of Instances
BDপ
21
Dপ contra B
17
Bপ contra D
18
BD contra প
28
Bপ contra Dপ
4
Absence of agreement between B, D and প
5
Total
93
Table 1: Textual Agreements between Mt D.05, Mt B.03 and Papyri

160

28

I used the critical apparatus in NA , although it apparently does not list all variants in all papyri.
A more thorough evaluation using the text itself (as found in Min’s book or from the pictures found in Jaroš’s
database) would be necessary.
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From this grid it appears that there are 21 instances (i.e. 22% of the total instances where variant readings including papyri are mentioned in the critical apparatus)
where papyri support both Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew. In 17 instances (18%) there is papyrus support with Codex Bezae against Codex Vaticanus,
while in a roughly similar amount of instances (18, i.e. 19%) the papyri support the Mt
B.03 readings against Bezan Matthew. In 28 instances, papyri are different from
B.03/D.05 readings. In four, Codex Vaticanus agrees with some papyri when others
agree with Codex Bezae. Finally there are five instances in which none of the witnesses
agrees with another. In summary, one can conclude that from these data in Matthew
papyri are equally good early support for both Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae. Codex
Bezae agrees with pre-5th century papyri in half of the cases (where support of papyri is
indicated in the critical apparatus of Matthew), and the other half shows agreement between papyri and Codex Vaticanus. For some reason this agreement between the papyri
and Codex Bezae is often overlooked, whereas the agreement between the papyri and
Codex Vaticanus is well known and used as a further characteristic of the early character
of B.03, despite the approximation of the dates of both manuscripts.
IV. 2.

Matthew in Greek Majuscules161

Because specific works on Matthew in Greek minuscules are scarce, apart from work on
Matthew in families 1 and 13,162 I will briefly review the scholarship on Matthew in
Greek majuscules only in this section.
Martini selected 400 CE as a cut-off date for the inclusion of early manuscripts,163
which is why he only considered Matthew in the highly fragmentary majuscules 058,
0160 and 0212,164 and the more extensive codices ℵ.01 and B.03 only. On the basis of
this rationale, Martini rules out Codex Bezae from the manuscripts under consideration,
as an edited text dated to the 5th c.165 Martini rapidly brushes ‘Western’ variant readings
into a footnote (sic!), summarizing the lack of interest in a specific study, at least with
respect to Matthew alone:
‘On a plutôt l’impression que, jusqu’au IVème siècle, l’usage existait en
Egypte de transcrire l’Évangile de Matthieu séparément, et ce n’est pas sans
influence sur l’histoire de son texte. Une confirmation de ceci pourrait être
donnée par les autres fragments d’Évangile sur papyrus, qui sont presque

161

Parker proposes to use the term ‘majuscules’ to contrast these manuscripts with the minuscules,
arguing that the usual term of ‘uncials’ is of ‘uncertain origin’ and ‘more properly applied to various Latin
scripts in use at the same period’ (PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels, 9).
162
A.S. ANDERSON, The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew (Leiden: E.J. E.J.
Brill, 2004); J. GEERLINGS, Family 13–The Ferrar Group: The Text According to Matthew (SD 19; Salt Lake
City, UT: University of Utah Press).
163
MARTINI, ‘La problématique générale du texte de Matthieu,’ 131.
164
th
Majuscule 058, dated 4 c., contains a part of the Gospel of Matthew (18.18-19,22-23,25-26,28th
29), majuscule 0160, dated 4–5 c., contains Mt 26.25-26,34-36, lastly, majuscule 0212 (or Dura Parchment
24) has 2 verses in Matthew (Mt 27.56-57) revealing a ‘diatessaronic character’ (ALAND–ALAND, Text, 119,
123, 125).
165
MARTINI, ‘La problématique générale du texte de Matthieu,’ 133.
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toujours d’un seul Évangile. Mais ce problème n’a jamais été l’objet d’un
travail précis.’166

The fragmentary character of early majuscules could not help to fine-tune Martini’s conclusions.
In order to plot the availiblity of the text of Matthew in the first majuscules, I
have ordered majuscules witnesses of Matthew according to age, like I did in the section
dedicated to papyri:167
Date
c. 300
th
4

th

4 /5
5

th

5/6
6

th

th

th

MS
0171
ℵ.01
B.03
058
0231
0242
W.032
0160
A.02
C.04
D.05
071
0170
Σ.042
Φ.043
N.022

P.024
Z.035

7

th

7/8

166
167
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th

067
073
078
085
087
094
0237
0293
0102
0106
0107
0204
0275
0277

Portion of Text in Matthew
Mt 10.17-23,25-32
extant
extant
Mt 18.18-19,22-23,25-26,28-29
Mt 26.75-27.1,3-4
Mt 8.25-9.2; 13.32-38,40-46
extant
Mt 26.25-26,34-36
Mt 25.7-28.20
Mt (lac. 1.1-2; 5.15-7.5; 17.26-18.28; 22.21-23.17; 24.10-45; 25.30-26.22; 27.11-46;
28.15–20)
Mt (lac. 1.1-20; 6.20-9.2; 27.2-12)
Mt 1.21-24; 1.25-2.2
Mt 6.5-6,8-10,13-15,17
extant
extant
Mt (lac. 1.1-24; 2.7-20; 3.4-6,24; 7.15-8.1,24-31; 10.28-11.3; 12.40-13.4,33-41;
14.6-22; 15.14-31; 16.7-18.5; 18.26-19.6; 19.13-20.6; 21.19-26.57; 26.65-27.26,3428.20)
Mt 1.11-21; 3.13-4.19; 10.7-19; 10.42-11.11; 13.40-50; 14.15-15.3,29-39;
Mt 1.17-2.6,13-20; 4.4-13; 5.45-6.15; 7.16-8.6; 10.40-11.18; 12.43-13.11; 13.5714.19; 15.13-23; 17.9-17; 17.26-18.6; 19.4- 12,21-28; 20.7-21.8,23-30,37-45;
22.16-25; 22.37-23.3,13-23; 24.15-25; 25.1-11; 26.21-29,62-71
Mt 14.13-16,19-23; 24.37-25.1,32-45; 26.31-45
Mt 14.19-35; 15.2-8
Mt 17.22-18.3,11-19; 19.5-14
Mt 20.3-32; 22.3-16
Mt 1.23-2.2; 19.3-8; 21.19-24
Mt 24.9-21
Mt 15.12-15; 17-19
Mt 21.27-28,31-32; 26.2-12
Mt 21.24-24.15
Mt 12.17-19,23-25; 13.32; 13.36-15.26
Mt 22.15-23.14
Mt 24.39-42,44-48
Mt 5.25-26,29-30
Mt 14.22,28-29

Ibid., 132.
28
Data retrieved from NA (792–819).
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0281

8

th

8/9
th
9

10

th

th

Mt 6.24-30; 7.4-24; 8.11-14; 9.1-15; 10.7-14; 11.3-11; 11.27-12.4,13-29; 13.1923,25-31,52-58; 15.12-13,15-20,22-24,26-32; 16.12-19,25-28; 17.2,4-5,9,1718.8,14-27; 19.21-20.4; 20.25-33; 21.8-13,27-32; 22.13-21,40-23.4; 23.17-18.2230; 24.21-51; 25.39-44; 26.15-37,51-56; 26.64-71,73-27.4; 27.22-35
E.07
extant
L.019 Mt (lac. 4.22-5.14; 28.17-20)
0148
Mt 28.5-19
0161
Mt 22.7-46
0234
Mt 28.11-15
0298
Mt 26.24-29
H.013 Mt (lac. 1.1-15.30, 25.33-26.3)
K.017 extant
U.030 extant
∆. 037 extant
Θ.038 Mt (lac. 1.1-19; 1.21-4.4; 4.17-5.4)
0128
Mt 25.32-37,40-42,44-45
0271
Mt 12.27-39
S.028 extant
X.033 extant
Γ.036 Mt (lac. 5.31-6.16 ; 6.30-7.26 ; 8.27-9.6 ; 21.19-22.25)
0249
Mt 25.1-9

From this list, it appears that there are mainly lacunose or highly fragmentary
witnesses of Matthew within majuscules. Theoretically, and apart from codices Vaticanus, Sinaiticus and Bezae, only a few witnesses would be candidates for a text-critical
evaluation or comparison with the Bezan text of Matthew: E.07, K.017, U.030, W.032,
X.033, Σ.042, Γ.036, ∆.037, Θ.038 and Φ.043. Amongst these ones, Racine’s dedicated a
work on the quantitative evaluation of the text of Matthew in Codex Washingtonianus
W.032.168 He identifies Mt W.032 as Byzantine with a low if not any ‘Western’ influence.
From a discourse analytical perspective, he compares Mt 8.1-34 in Codex Washingtonianus with Codex Vaticanus and concludes that there is a greater cohesion in the former
than in the latter, inviting thereby for further analyses on the rest of Matthew. A further
study in Mt W.032 was presented by Prior on a specific study on its nomina sacra.169
Further work on the text of Matthew in later (groups of) majuscules can be referred to in family E.07170 and family Π,171 with mainly lists of variant readings. Lastly,

168

J.J. RACINE, ‘The Text of Matthew in the Freer Gospels, A Quantitative and Qualitative Appraisal,’ in L.W. HURTADO (ed.), The Freer Biblical Manuscripts. Fresh Studies of an American Treasure
Trove (SBLTCS 6; Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006) 123–46.
169
J.B. PRIOR, ‘The Use and Non-Use of Nomina Sacra in the Freer Gospels of Matthew,’ in
L.W. HURTADO, The Freer Biblical Manuscripts, 147–646.
170
R. CHAMPLIN, Family E and Its Allies in Matthew (SD 28; Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah
Press, 1966). Geerlings will conduct a similar study on Mark and Luke: J. GEERLINGS, Family E and Its Allies
in Mark (SD 31; Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1968); ibid., Family E and Its Allies in Luke
(SD 35; Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1968).
171
R. CHAMPLIN, Family Π in Matthew (SD 24; Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1964).
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the mention on a ‘Western’ variant of striking importance (Mt 20.28) in common with
Codex Bezae is discussed in Batiffol’s presentation of codex Beratinus (Φ.043).172
An exception is the highly fragmentary majuscule containing a fragment of Matthew: the 3rd c. manuscript 0171 discovered in 1912 as a majuscule of specific interest for
Matthew. The fragment, found in Egypt and containing (only) Mt 10 and Lk 22,173 has
distinctive ‘Western’ readings that prompted Hedley174 to qualify 0171 as a ‘pure D-text.’
It was then commented by the Alands as ‘paraphrastic’175 and confirmed by later studies
including Parker176 and, for the other fragment in Luke, Birdsall.177 In view of the 11
agreements and nine disagreements with Codex Bezae, Elliott, however, concluded that
0171 was not specifically ‘Western’ in character178 but that the agreements between 0171
and D.05 does not argue for its being ‘a precursor of the D-type.’179 My own review of
Matthew in 0171 suggests that the differences cannot all be systematically attributed to
scribal emendation or errors but rather reflect a difficulty for the scribe of what will become 0171 to choose what to copy from two existing exemplars, one akin to Codex
Bezae and one to Codex Vaticanus. Furthermore, its ‘paraphrastic’ character is most
probably only due to the presence of Lk 22.42-43, verses that are highly disputed with
regard to their originality.180 In this respect, 0171 would rather appear as a key witness
within the moveable transmission of Matthew in Egypt in the first centuries where at

172

th

Batiffol discusses the textual variants of 6 c. Codex Beratinus Φ.043 and classifies them as ‘foncièrement occidental’ quoting the addition after Mt 20.28 as ‘une intrusion propre à D, à l’Itala et à la version
Cureton, exclusivement’ (P. BATIFFOL, ‘Evangeliorum codex Graecus purpureus Beratinus Φ,’ MAH 5 (1885)
358–76 and ibid., Les manuscrits grecs de Berat d’Albanie et le Codex Purpureus Φ [Paris: Editions Imprimerie nationale, 1886] 19). By deciding for a ‘Western’ character of Φ.043 in this passage as well as some distinctive others, Batiffol does not explain how Codex Φ can have been textually influenced to this extent by
Codex Bezae. There is no newer extensive research on this codex after Battifol’s study.
173
Apparently 0171 was overlooked in the first editions of the Nestle-Aland and the first study of the
verses in Mt 10 was published in 1966. See K. ALAND, ‘Alter und Entstehung des D-Textes im Neuen Testa69
ment. Betrachtungen zu প und 0171,’ in B. KÖSTER, H.U. ROSENBAUM and M. WELTE (eds), Supplementa
zu den neutestamentlichen und den kirchengeschichtlichen Entwürfen. Kurt Aland: zum 75. Geburtstag
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1990) 72–96; D.C. PARKER, Manuscripts, Texts, Theology. Collected Papers 1977-2007
(Βerlin/New York: de Gruyter, 2010) 41.
174
C. HEDLEY, ‘The Egyptian Text of the Gospels and Acts,’ CQR 118 (1934) 223.
175
K. ALAND, ‘Alter und Entstehung des D-Textes im Neuen Testament. Betrachtungen zu P69 und
0171,’ in B. KOSTER, H.U. ROSENBAUM and M. WELTE (eds), Supplementa zu den neutestamentlichen und
den kirchengeschichtlichen Entwürfen. Kurt Aland: zum 75. Geburtstag, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1990)
72–96.
176
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 258.
177
J.N. BIRDSALL, ‘A Fresh Examination of the Fragments of the Gospel of St. Luke in Ms. 0171 and
an Attempted Reconstruction with Special Reference to the Recto,’ in R. GRYSON (ed.), Philologia Sacra:
Biblische und patristische Studien für Hermann J. Frede und Walter Thiele zu ihrem 70. Geburtstag (VL 24;
Freiburg: Herder, 1993) 212–7.
178
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Codex Bezae and the Earliest Greek Papyri,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae,
165 n. 12.
179
Ibid., 182.
180
See e.g. B.D. EHRMAN, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993) 187 suggesting an underlying anti-docetic theology. For a holistic study on the question, see C. CLIVAZ, L'ange et
la sueur de sang (Lc 22,43-44). Ou comment on pourrait bien encore écrire l'histoire (BiTS 7; Leuven
/Paris/Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2010).
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least two types of texts would be available and considered of equal importance, discussion which should be resumed afresh.
Little would appear to be gained from a sustained comparison of Codex Bezae
with these manuscripts, apart from what has been already mentioned in the scholarship.
In actual facts, the portion of the Matthean text in these manuscripts is most of the time
as fragmentary as in the papyri if one departs from the early codices Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, Washingtonianus and Koridethi. Other majuscules have not attracted the same
attention in oart at least because of their later date.
Beyond Greek witnesses in Matthew, and as a valuable testimony to the biblical tradition, versions will be now considered, taking the languages that may interact with the
present work.
V. Early Versions of Matthew and Their Influence on the Greek Text of Codex Bezae
Versions with extant parts of Matthew and a distinctive ‘Western’ character can be found
in the Old Syriac,181 the Egyptian dialects (Bohairic Coptic, Sahidic Coptic and Middle
Egyptian mainly), and the Old Latin manuscripts182. Furthermore, these three languages
are attested in the second century.183 The textual proximity of Codex Bezae to Syriac,
Coptic and Latin versions184 has influenced research on its debateable origin as a manuscript,185 and has therefore also attracted attention to the nature of its Greek text.186 The
relationships between Codex Bezae, Coptic and Syriac are however not well documented
to the extent it should be and the ‘Western’ character of these Eastern witnesses is disregarded or lacking in conclusive research with regard to their kinship.
Intrigued by ‘unpure’ Greek or extra-Greek influences in Codex Bezae, certain
scholars have proposed solutions to (apparently) irrational mistakes,187 which the production of a bilingual, multi-layered manuscript inevitably renders likely. Multiple theories about these kinds of variants in Codex Bezae, though not necessarily in Matthew,
have been explained as (a) Latinisms (Middleton and Harris188 contra Scrivener, and

181

B.M. METZGER, The Early Versions of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977) 36–47.
182
Ibid., 99–152, 285–329.
183
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘The Nature of the Evidence Available for Reconstructing the Text of the New Testament in the Second Century,’ in ibid., Thoroughgoing Principles, 29–39 [32].
184
Kenyon established a list of agreements between the two versions, i.e. Old Latin and Old Syriac,
and Codex Bezae (F.G. KENYON, The Text of the Greek Bible [London: Duckworth, 1949], 213–24).
185
Metzger quotes South of France, southern Italy, Sicily, but confirms the hypothetical state of these affirmations (METZGER, Introduction, 88); Amphoux claims Smyrna (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Matthieu,
21); Parker, Beirut (PARKER, Codex Bezae, 278).
186
Harris calls these influences an ‘action and re-action between the Greek and Latin texts’ (HARRIS,
Codex Bezae, 46).
187
HARRIS, Codex Bezae, 50, n. 216.
188
G. Middleton (1808) paved the way to this field and Harris further developed his thesis with an
exhaustive list of 230 examples of such Latinised words or expressions, mainly in Matthew. See HARRIS, Codex Bezae, 41–6.
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more recently Auwers, Haenschen, McKenzie and Stone189); (b) Aramaisms (Chase,190
Harris,191 Torrey,192 Lagrange,193 Wensinck,194 Yoder,195 Black,196 Wilcox197); or (c) Atticistic influences (Kilpatrick198). No influence from the Coptic, as a language, has ever
been proposed, although similarities between the Coptic versions and Codex Bezae are a
known feature.199
Syriac

V. 1.

Aramaisms have led to some confusion with the existence of an underlying Hebrew substratum,200 specifically in Matthew.201 I will therefore briefly summarise the scholarship
on the Syriac text of Matthew within the overall presentation of versional support to Mt
D.05.

189

J.M. AUWERS, ‘Le texte latin des Evangiles,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 183–216; E.
HAENCHEN, ‘Schriftzitate und Textüberlieferung in der Apostelgeschichte,’ ZTK 51 (1954) 153–67 and ibid.,
Die Apostelgeschichte, kritisch exegetischer Kommentar über das neue Testament (Göttingen: Vandenheck
und Ruprecht, 1956) 49–51); R.S. MACKENZIE ‘The Latin Column in Codex Bezae,’ JSNT 6 (1980) 58–76;
R.C. STONE, The Language of the Latin Text of Codex Bezae (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1946).
190
F.H. CHASE, The Old Syriac Element in the Text of Codex Bezae (London/New York: Macmillan,
1893) on the Book of Acts and ibid., The Syro-Latin Text of the Gospels (London/ New York: Macmillan,
1895) on the Gospels pointing to a Syriac influence.
191
J.R. HARRIS, ‘Does Codex Bezae Syriacize?,’ in ibid., Codex Bezae, 178–90.
192
Torrey alleged that the text of the Gospels in the ‘Western’ manuscripts was a translation from
Aramaic (C.C. TORREY, ‘The Translations Made from the Original Aramaic Gospels,’ in D.G. LYONS–G.F.
MOORE (eds), Studies in the History of Religions Presented Howell Toy (New York: Macmillan, 1912) 269–
317.
193
M.-J. LAGRANGE, L’Évangile selon Saint Marc (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1947) lix-lx.
194
Wensinck suggested an influence on the ‘Western’ manuscripts by the Aramaic tradition during
the transmission of the text of Luke (A.J. WENSINCK, ‘The Semitisms of Codex Bezae and Their Relation to
the Non-Western Text of the Gospel of Saint Luke,’ BBC 12 [1937] 11–48).
195
J.D. YODER, ‘The Language of the Greek Variants of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis’ (unpublished
Ph.D. thesis; Princeton, NJ: Princeton Theological Seminary, 1958). Accessible from UMI microfilms.
196
rd
M. BLACK, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (3 edn; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1998).
197
M. WILCOX, ‘Semitisms in the New Testament,’ in W. HAASE (ed.), Vorkonstantinisches Christentum: Leben und Umwelt Jesu; Neues Testament, Fortsetzung [Kanonische Schriften und Apokryphen]
(ANRW; Principat 25.2.; Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1984) 978–1029; ibid., ‘The Aramaic Background of
the New Testament,’ in D.R.G. BEATTIE and M.J. MACNAMARA (eds), The Aramaic Bible Targums in their
Historical Context (JSOTSup 166; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 362–78.
198
G.D. KILPATRICK, ‘Eclecticism and Atticism,’ ETL 53 (1977) 107–12 (mainly on Acts) and ibid.,
‘Eclecticism and Atticism,’ in G.D. KILPATRICK and J.K. ELLIOTT (eds), The Principles and Practice of New
Testament Textual Criticism. Collected Essays (BETL 96; Louvain, Presses Universitaires, 1990) 73–9.
199
See section Chapter 2 V. 3.
200
On the consequences of the well-known statement by Papias (Ματθαῖος µὲν οὖν Ἐβαΐδι διαλέκτῳ
τὰ λόγια συνετάξατο, ἡρµήνευσεν δ’ αὐτὰ ὡς ἦν δυνατὸς ἕκαστος) reported by Eusebius in Historia Ecclesiastica,
3.39.13,16, see DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, I, 16.
201
See the comment in a manual of patristic studies: ‘Les études actuelles sur L’Évangile de Saint
Matthieu rejoignent ce que dit ici Papias : le premier Évangile a été écrit d’abord en araméen, puis diverses
traductions grecques en ont été faites.’ (D. BERTRAND, Les Écrits des Pères apostoliques [Paris: Les Editions
du Cerf, 2001] 323, note 13).
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It would not be too surprising to see local linguistic specificities reflected in the autograph text, without the text being necessarily a translation from Aramaic, although a
would-be Semitic Vorlage would have certainly left a footprint in the text.202
Chase specifically analysed passages in the Book of Acts in Codex Bezae and concluded that ‘the Bezan text seemed to imply a Syriac text different from, and older than,
that of the Syriac Vulgate’ and proposed that Acts D.05 is the result of assimilation of a
Greek to a Syriac text that preceded the Peshitta version.203 Subsequently, he pursued his
study with the Gospels (Matthew, Luke and John)204 along with a study of harmonistic
influences and their source(s) (Tatianisms, retranslation, Syriac influence). The passages
he studied in Matthew are Mt 1.16, 10.11-13,42, 15.26, 16.16, 17.27, 18.2,20, 20.28,
21.28ff, 22.34, 23.9, 25.41, 26.15,205 and a specific study on the harmonistic passages are
Mt 21.18, 24.31f, 26.59ff, 27.28.206
In the 1950s, Yoder devoted his doctoral dissertation on Syriacisms in Codex
Bezae to a thorough analytical description of the Greek variants, in which he confirms a
Greek origin207 and refuses the influences of Semitisms and Latinisms reveals that the
question is far from being easy to answer.208
By the end of the 20th c., Black underlined the paratactic style in other nonWestern witnesses or inconsistencies in the alleged influence of numerical correspondence of Latin and Greek words in either column.209 Beyond linguistic considerations on
Aramaic grammar and syntax reflected in the Greek text of Codex Bezae, he pointed out
that the text is not ‘syriacised’ as such, but that the Aramaic breeding ground of the NT,
especially as found in the Gospels, characteristically offers the testimony of a raw Greek
and points to the early state of its redaction rather than to a later influence. On the contrary, early majuscules where Syriacisms are relatively absent and the Greek is improved
would then in turn be later corrections:
[…] neither does evidence of a Syriac idiom or construction in D necessarily
mean that its source was a Syriac version or Gospel, even where the same
construction or idiom is found in the corresponding place in the version
[…] the fact that it is not found in the non-Western manuscripts need not
imply that the more respectable Syriacism is not present, or was the work of
the Evangelist; on the contrary, the Evangelist may himself have been guilty

202

On the ‘Aramaic Matthew,’ see the C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘Pour une approche documentaire des paroles de Jésus,’ BABELAO 1 (2012) 99–116 [102].
203
CHASE, The Old Syriac Element, ix.
204
c
Mark is eliminated because of ‘only a few verses’ in sy (CHASE, Syro-Latin Text, 1).
205
CHASE, Syro-Latin Text, 3–75.
206
Ibid., 76–100.
207
‘Codex Bezae is not “obviously un-Greek”‘ (YODER, ‘Language,’ 17).
208
YODER, ‘Language,’ 5.
209
BLACK, Aramaic Approach, 67.
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of the solecism, and the Syriac construction have been removed by later editors in the interests of a more polished Greek.210

Black however noted that these considerations of inter-linguistic contamination
lack distinction between textual affinities: linguistic influence may lead to a risk of confusion between Aramaic influence and Syriacism, which is a ‘clear distinctive feature in
D.’ Despite the ground breaking nature of this detailed work, the evidence of a Gospel
deeply rooted in the early times of Christianity betrayed by its language is not so surprising and this does not help in understanding any possible underlying message in the
Bezan text. Nevertheless, Black’s study will be decisive for this thesis in determining
Semitisms behind syntactical or grammatical ‘mistakes’ in Codex Bezae. On Matthew
specifically, Black identified such apparent ‘inconsistencies’ and could explain them by
having recourse to Aramaic.211
Finally, Williams investigates agreements between Codex Bezae and the Old Latin and Syriac as a crucial task of textual criticism.212 He discusses ‘Syro-Western’ agreements—between ‘Western’ (like Codex Bezae or the Old Latin) and ‘Eastern’ witnesses
(like Syriac)—in Mark and Luke. He suggests that the agreements with Syriac are nongenetic because of the existence of (too) many non-agreements,213 and that the agreements are the results of a Syriac translation technique.
Latin

V. 2.

Because of the bilingual character of Codex Bezae, the study of the Latin influences on
the Greek column of Codex Bezae has generated a sizeable body of scholarly interest.
Harris was the first to conclude that the two texts D.05 and d5 have independent
214
origins but it appears that the structurally bilingual state of the codex underwent further retro-influences (‘action and re-action’ in Harris’ words), including scribal activity
to obtain ‘verbal equality of Greek and Latin’ for the sake of correspondence, thereby
explaining ‘additions’ of words in Codex Bezae.215 Grammatical ‘mistakes’ in Greek (e.g.
use of genitives with verbs requiring the accusative or the other way round), verbal tense
differences (e.g. aorist where other manuscripts have imperfect), compound verbs instead of simple, or lexical variations are quoted and explained as Latinisms. Although it
is relatively old research, Harris’ conclusions are still interesting in terms of linguistic
influences and their consequences. ‘In any case, if one or two such [Latinizing] readings
210

Ibid., 33.
Black distinguishes Mt. 2.23, 7.6, 12.33 and Q passages Mt 6.11//Lk 11.3, Mt 8.22//Lk 9.60, or
from the triple tradition (Mk 4.12//Mt 13.13//Lk 8.10, Mk 6.8,9//Mt 10.10//Lk 9.3) which he qualifies ‘misinterpretations of Aramaic’ and Mt 10.42, 12.19, 16.16, 11.20, 20.21, 23.16, Mt 24.51//Lk 12.46, Mt 23.13//Lk
11.52, Mk 2.21//Mt 9.16//Lk 5.36. He claims Aramaic to be the cause for textual variants (BLACK, Aramaic
Approach, 186–270).
212
P.J. WILLIAMS, Early Syriac Translation Technique and the Textual Criticism of the Greek Gospels (TS3/3; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2004).
213
Ibid., 307–10.
214
Ibid., 46.
215
His chapter VIII gives reasons of modification of the Latin or Greek columns by targeting word
number correspondence in 8 instances in Mt D: 5.12; 11.28; 15.32; 17.2; 20.11; 25.25,34,41 (cf. ibid., 53–61).
211
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occur, that is no reason for despising the rest of the manuscript,’ noting that ‘Latinising’
Greek words216 are ‘natural accidents of the case’ [in a bilingual codex]. This point is
quite important since the alleged ‘bad Greek’ of Codex Bezae may occasionally be due to
later corruptions that should not hide the consistency of the manuscript itself. Nevertheless, although the study of influences and retro-influences between the Greek and the
Latin pages has allowed verbal criticism of the Bezan text, Latinisation of the Codex is
widely disputed with most scholars agreeing on Greek precedence.217 In this respect,
most of Harris’ conclusions on the Gallican origins of Codex Bezae have been rejected
for a long time now, but his 18th c. introduction on the Latin influences paved the way in
attempting to explain the ‘inconsistencies’ of the MS.
Auwers analyses the Latin pages of Bezan Matthew and shows that while each
Gospel reveals a different way of translating the Latin from the Greek, which points to
their independence, there is however a ‘mono-directional influence,’ i.e. from one manuscript to the other but not the other way round. By confirming that Mt D.05 shows striking agreements with the European Old Latin pre-Vulgate codices Bobbiensis k and/or Palatinus e only, he suggests that the Latin page is an ‘incomplete revision of Latin translations
originating from multiple sources.’218 Further research is needed on the provenance of the
Latin pages and its agreement with the Greek.
Ammassari published a modern edition of the Latin pages of Codex Bezae in Mat219
thew, along with the companion volumes including the other Gospels. It presents the
text and exegetical discussions of the Gospel, but the presence of many inconsistencies
and errors prevents one from taking this book as a reference source.
Parker draws on the consideration of orthographical variants and distribution
across the manuscript to conclude it was produced in a Latin Law school.220
By comparing both Greek and Latin pages of the Bezan text of Acts with the Alexandrian text, Rius-Camps suggests that it is the Latin page that harmonises with the
Alexandrian text, rather than d5 being a direct translation from the Greek. He further
argues that the Latin text was more subject to corrections because of its vivid use in the
4th c. as opposed to the Greek part which was no longer understood and as a result, kept
in its more original form. 221
216

Harris quotes λεπρώσος for leprosus instead of λεπρώς, φλαγγελλώσας for flaggelatum instead of
φραγελλώσας and Σαµαριτανῶν for Samaritorum instead of Σαµαριτῶν (ibid., Codex Bezae, 46). Other cases
have been identified even earlier with Mill’s work: Latinised Greek forms of Ἡρώδους, Ἰωάννους, Mt 5.24,
offeres προσφερεῖς, 3.16 καταβαίνοντα for descendentem, 11.22,24, ἢν ὑµεῖν for quae vobis instead of ἢ ὑµεῖν,
15.18,20 ἐκεῖνα κοινώνει). See J. MILL, Η Καινη ∆ιαθηκη, Novum Testamentum Graecum, cum lectionibus
variantibus manuscripts. Exemplarium, Versionem, Editionum, SS. Patrum et Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum,
et in easdem notis (Studio et Labore Joannis Millii, S.T.P. Oxonii, e Theatro Sheldoniano, 1707) civ.
217
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 186.
218
AUWERS, ‘Le texte latin des Évangiles,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 183–216 [195,216].
219
A. AMMASSARI, Il Vangelo di Matteo nella colonna latina del Bezae codex Cantabrigiensis: note di
commento sulla struttura letteraria, le punteggiatura, le lezioni e le citazioni bibliche (Vatican City: Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1996).
220
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 272.
221
J. RIUS-CAMPS, ‘Le substrat de la version latine,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 271–295
[294].
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Further to the consideration of the bilingual interactions in Codex Bezae, Jordaan
specifically reviewed the word order differences between the two columns in Bezan Luke
and concluded that each page originates from a different archetype and that Latin word
order was mostly assimilated to the one in Greek.222 His preliminary work will be scrutinised further in chapter 2 of the present work.
Beyond Codex Bezae, Matthew was studied by McNamara in the 6th/11th c. Latin
Codex Ambrosianus I 61 from the point of view of non-vulgate readings.223
Coptic

V. 3.

Lastly, because of the often agreements between Codex Bezae and the early Coptic versions, a brief account on the status of scholarship of Matthew in this(es) language(s) can
be proven interesting.
As one of the other early versional languages, Coptic224 is of major interest for its
use in our understanding of the liturgy in Egypt at the beginning of Christianity (4th
c.).225 The Coptic Codex Glazier G67 text of Acts (1.1–15.3)226 has been particularly scrutinised because of its frequent agreement with Codex Bezae.227 Works on Coptic Matthew are mostly limited to the study of Codex Schøyen228 (manuscript 2650; containing

222

G.J.C. JORDAAN, ‘The Word-Order Differences between the Greek and the Latin Text in Codex
Bezae,’ in J.H. PETZER and P.J. HARTIN (eds), A South African Perspective on the New Testament. Essays by
South African New Testament Scholars Presented to Bruce Manning Metzger During His Visit to South
Africa in 1985 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1986) 99–111.
223
M. MCNAMARA, ‘Non-Vulgate Readings of Codex Ambrosianus I 61 sup. The Gospel of Matthew,’ in R. GRYSON, Philologia Sacra, 177–92.
224
This section will include the key main dialects of Coptic, i.e., Bohairic and Sahidic. Middle28
Egyptian is usually understood as a Coptic dialect (NA , Introduction, 73*). Middle-Egyptian is in actual
facts a precursor to Coptic but because of the widely spread inclusion as a Coptic language, this section will
follow this habit. See J.P. ALLEN, Middle Egyptian: An Introduction to the Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) 1.
225
C. ASKELAND, ‘The Coptic Versions of the New Testament,’ in EHRMAN–HOLMES, The Text of the
New Testament, 201–29.
226
H.-M. SCHENKE, Das Matthäus-Evangelium im mittelägyptischen Dialekt des Koptischen (Codex
Scheide) (TUGAL 127; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981; reprinted MSC.CP 2; Oslo: Hermes Publishing,
2001); ibid., Apostelgeschichte 1,1-15,3 im mittelägyptischen Dialekt des Koptischen Codex Glazier (TUGAL
137; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1991); E.J. EPP, ‘Coptic Manuscript G67 and the Role of Codex Bezae as a
Western Witness in Acts,’ in ibid., Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism. Collected Essays,
1962-2004 (NovTSup 116; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2005) 15–39; H.-M. SCHENKE, ‘Codex Glazier – ein
koptischer Zeuge des “westlichen” Actatextes,’ in R. SCHENKE, G.SCHENKE and U.L. GESA-PLISCH, Der Same
Seths. Kleine Schriften zu Gnosis, Koptologie und Neuem Testament (NHMS 78; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill,
2012) 846–53.
227
EPP, Theological Tendency, 11; RIUS-CAMPS‒READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Message of Acts in Codex Bezae, vol. 1, 7.
228
A. SHISHA-HALEVY, ‘Middle Egyptian Gleanings: Grammatical Notes on the “Middle Egyptian”
Text of Matthew,’ in Chronique d’Egypte 58 (1983) 311–29; U.-K. PLISCH, ‘Die Perikopen über Johannes den
Täufer in der neuentdeckten mittelägyptischen Version des Matthäus-Evangeliums (Codex Schøyen),’ NovT
43 (2001) 368–92; M.E. BOISMARD, ‘Étude sur le papyrus copte de l’Évangile de Matthieu provenant de la
collection Schøyen,’ RB 110 (2003) 387–98; ibid.,, L’Évangile selon Matthieu d’après le papyrus copte de la
collection Shøyen: analyse littéraire (Paris: J. Gabalda, 2003); T. BAARDA, ‘Mt 17:1-9 in Codex Schøjen,’ NovT
46 (2004) 265–87; N. BOSSON, ‘Le Codex Schøyen (Évangile de Matthieu). Études pour servir à
l’identification d’un nouveau dialecte de Moyenne-Égypte,’ in L.P. PAINCHAUD and P.-H. POIRIER (eds), Coptica – Gnostica – Manichaica. Mélanges offerts à Wolf-Peter Funk (BCNH.E 7; Québec: Les Presses de
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Mt 5.38–end) and Codex Bodmer XIX (Mt 14.28–end) due to substantial portions of the
First Gospel.
The textual affinity between Coptic (specifically Sahidic and Bohairic) and Codex
Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus with some ‘Western’ readings is a well-known feature.229
At the end of his dissertation, Holmes conducted a study on Coptic Codex Schøyen in
Matthew but confessed that the lack of solid evidence prevents conclusions about its
similarity with any of the ‘Western’ or Byzantine text-types and considers it a ‘mixed
text.’230 Lastly, other fragments containing Matthew in Coptic were identified but are not
analysed against Codex Bezae.231 The topic deserves further research because it still remains unexplained why readings in Coptic agree with Codex Bezae.
V. 4.

Singular or Near-Singular Readings in Mt D.05 with Versional Support

To complete the picture of the closeness of Codex Bezae with early versions, the striking
support of Syriac, Coptic and Latin with Codex Bezae can be summarised in chart-form.
Matthew bears fewer singular or sub-singular readings232 listed in the apparatus of NA28.
From the critical apparatus, I have counted 32 such readings,233 which can be broken
down into singular Bezan vll, readings that agree with the Vetus Latina, readings that
agree with Syriac manuscripts, or readings that agree with one or two other non’Western’ manuscripts, as we can see from the grid below.
Witnesses
Singular readings (D)234

D.05
alone
75

D.05
+1-2 MSS
47

l’Université Laval; Louvain/Paris: Editions Peeters, 2006) 19-79; T. BAARDA, ‘The Reading “Who Wished to
Enter” in Coptic Tradition, Mt 23:13, Lk 11:52 and Thomas 39,’ NTS 52 (2006) 583–91; Ibid., ‘“…Thereafter
He Shut the Door”: Matthew 25.10c in the “Schøjen Codex” – A Short Note,’ NTS 54 (2008) 275–81; H.-M.
SCHENKE, ‘Ein anderes Matthäusevangelium im Dialekt M. Bemerkungen zum Codex Schøyen,’ in SCHENKE‒
SCHENKE‒PLISCH (eds), Der Same Seths, 942-52. More recently, a Ph.D. dissertation by J.M. Leonard investigates further the text of Matthew in Coptic in a particular passage (J.M. LEONARD, ‘Codex Schøyen as an
Alternative Gospel of Matthew: A Consideration of Schenke’s Retroversion of Mt 12:2–14’ [unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation; University of Cambridge, 2007]).
229
METZGER, The Early Versions of The New Testament, 99–152; ibid., ‘An Early Coptic Manuscript
of the Gospel according to Matthew,’ in J.K. ELLIOTT (ed.), Studies in New Testament Language and Text:
Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1976) 93–104 [99,100]; AMPHOUX, Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament, 113-4.
230
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 284–310 [288].
231
C.W. HEDRICK, ‘An Unpublished Coptic Fragment of the Gospel of Matthew,’ JCS 3 (2001) 149–
51.
232
By definition, singular and sub-singular Bezan readings are found in one or two other manuscripts. These two words are ‘dangerous’ as Elliott says since the ‘vast majority of their manuscripts, especially minuscules have not been read in their entirety’ (ELLIOTT, ‘Singular Readings in the Gospel Text of Papyrus 45,’ in ibid., Thoroughgoing Principles, 53–64 [55]).
233
27
My calculation is based on the critical apparatus of NA . A study would be nonetheless needed
27
for all truly D-singular or sub-singular readings including those that are not included in NA .
234
Mt 2.3; 4.7; 5.20,25,40; 6.4; 9.22,28; 10.6,8,11,13,14,16,18,25,41; 11.5; 12.11,18, 21,36,40,44,50;
13.13,17, 40,48,49; 14.6,8,11,14x2,16,19,28; 15.11x3,14,22,30,32; 16.3,13,22; 17.1, 7; 18.9,12,16,21;
19.10,16,17,20; 20.10; 1.22; 22.24; 23.10,27,32; 24.19,30; 25.17,28; 26.1,55,60 x3; 27.51; 28.18.
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Witnesses
Singular readings (D*)235
D+Latin
D+Syriac
D+Coptic
D+Latin+Syriac
D+Latin+Coptic
D+Syriac+Coptic
D+Latin+Syriac+Coptic

D.05
alone
9
51
8
4
34
15
3
14

D.05
+1-2 MSS
1
29
5
10
17
13
4
23

Table 2: Near-Singular Agreements in Mt D.05 with Versional Support
The first column describes the singular agreements and agreements between Mt
D.05 and versions (Latin, Syriac or Coptic) excluding any other support. The second
counts near-singular readings (one to two manuscripts support) and ‘near versional support,’ i.e. where Mt D.05 agrees with one or more versions among the three versional
languages along with 1-2 manuscripts. While 80 ‘pure agreements’ with the Latin are
quite unsurprising, and even gave rise to the misnomer ‘Western’ text type, early versional support in Syriac and Coptic confirm the traces of a ‘Western’ archetype in Syria
and Egypt before its migration to Gaul in the form of Codex Bezae. It should nevertheless be noted that the numbers mentioned in the table above do not count all the agreements where there is no variant readings. This means that agreements sound to be
counted only when the Bezan reading differs from the text printed in the Nestle-Aland.
In addition, there may well be further agreements between D.05 and early versions not
recorded in NA28.
Now that this scholarly works have been presented, I will turn to the study of the Greek
text of Matthew in Codex Bezae as delineated in chapter 1, beginning with a study of the
nature of the variant readings found in Codex Bezae in comparison to Codex Vaticanus,
which will help to give a solid ground on which to look at the issue of harmonisation.

235
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Mt 2.16; 5.36; 6.18; 11.3; 12.20,47; 15.32; 16.16; 18.14.

Chapter 3
LINGUISTIC CONSIDERATIONS ON THE VARIANT READINGS BETWEEN CODEX
BEZAE AND CODEX VATICANUS IN THE GREEK TEXT OF MATTHEW
Because of the fluctuating state of Koine Greek, variant readings may appear in different
states, one of which will be understood as ‘correct’ by classical standards, while others
will be described as ‘bad’ Greek because of its rare use. In order to evaluate or at least
segregate variant readings reflecting the evolving character of Koine Greek in the first
centuries, I have chosen the chief representatives of the ‘Western’ and Alexandrian texts,
namely Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus respectively, for this analysis because they
differ by definition the most between all text-types.1
Because of the evolving character of Greek in the first centuries, the status of the
language will be introduced first (section I). Variant readings between the two manuscripts in Matthew will be ordered according to orthographical (including nonsense
readings), lexical and grammatical differences, corresponding to the usual term of ‘substitution,’ the latter implicitly leaving the impression that the Bezan form is naturally
secondary (section II).2 Section III will list the words that are present in Bezan Matthew
as opposed to Codex Vaticanus and vice versa. The last category of variants, the one involving word order, will be far more detailed (section IV), because of its rare treatment
in the field of textual criticism, drawing on recent research in discourse analysis as a tool
for the field.
It will be seen that there is a number of variant readings between the two manuscripts that arise because of the changes in Greek that took place over time. These are
rightly considered to be insignificant for the meaning or purpose of a text, and they can
be discarded when discussing the contribution of variant readings to meaning. In the
following sections, they will be principally found in Section I and II.1, although some
possible exceptions will be pointed out. From section II.2 onwards, the potential contribution of the variant meaning is much greater, as will be seen.

1

See Chapter 2 I.
E.J. EPP, ‘Toward the Clarification of the Term “Textual Variant”,’ in J.K. ELLIOTT (ed.), Studies in
the New Testament Language and Text (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976) 153–73.
2
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I.

The Flexibility of Koine Greek
Introduction to Koine Greek3

I. 1.

The language used in the New Testament is usually referred to as the Koine form of
Greek or post-classical Greek,4 and was widely spoken during the transitional period of
300 BCE to the 6th c. CE, more precisely, from Alexander the Great to Justinian (335
BCE-565 CE).5 It follows the classical Attic and precedes the Modern Greek language.
Hellenistic Greek is an (artificial) sub-division of post-classical Greek (300 BCE-300 CE)
and Koine Greek can be considered as Late Hellenistic,6 which overlaps with the Greek
of the New Testament. The transitional nature of the development of Greek in the first
centuries inevitably affected early Christian writers and may well have influenced scribes
in the copying activity of the New Testament, whether in terms of pronunciation,
grammar or vocabulary.
Textual critics usually discard them as theologically ‘insignificant’ because of their
absence of impact on the understanding of the initial text of the New Testament, however there is no specific way of identifying them objectively, the reasons for which they will
be studied in this section.
Atticistic Forms

I. 2.

Atticism as a literary movement within the Greek Empire started around the 1st c. BC
and was aimed at differentiating it from spoken Greek.7 Caragounis sees for Atticism not
an only cultural but a political origin.8 The impact of textual criticism is that a variant
reading involving a Koine word and an Atticistic one would be seen as a deliberate stylis-

3

General reference books on Koine Greek can be referred to, esp. D.B. WALLACE, Greek Grammar
beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of New Testament Greek (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996); H.
KÖSTER, Introduction to the New Testament. History and Literature of Early Christianity, vol. 2 (New York:
Walter de Gruyter, 2000); C.C. CARAGOUNIS, The Development of Greek and the New Testament: Morphology, Syntax, Phonology, and Textual Transmission (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2006); A.F. CHRISTIDIS, A
History of Ancient Greek. From the Beginnings to Late Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007.
4
CARAGOUNIS, ibid., 5; WALLACE, Greek Grammar, 15.
5
CARAGOUNIS, ibid., 5.
6
Ibid., 39-41.
7
H. KÖSTER, Introduction to the New Testament. History, Culture, and Religion of the Hellenistic
Age, Vol. 1 (New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1995) 104–14; J. WISSE, ‘Greeks, Romans, and the Rise of Atticism,’ in G. NAGY (ed.), Greek Literature in the Roman Period and in Late Antiquity Greek Literature (London: Routledge, 2001) 65–82; S.A. ADAMS, ‘Atticism, Classicism, and Luke-Acts: Discussions with Albert
Wifstrand and Loveday Alexander,’ in S.E. PORTER and A.W. PITTS (eds), The Language of the New Testament. Context, History, and Development (LingBS 6; ECIHC 3; Leiden/Boston: E.J. Brill, 2013) 91-111 [93].
8
‘Atticism […] was a multifaceted movement with a cultural and linguistic agenda sometimes undergirded by politically inspired motivation directed at what was perceived to be the disastrous effects of
Roman power. Recovering from the initial shock of the Roman occupation, and realizing the cultural and
linguistic inferiority of the Romans, the upholders of the Atticist movement concentrated on the most representative and glorious period of Greek history – the Mycenaean age being too far away and too unreal. Since
military action was out of question all other means available were used to assert Greek independence and
superiority: culture, sciences, language, and art’ (CARAGOUNIS, The Development of Greek and the New
Testament, 121)
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tic alteration of an original form and would be classified as secondary. After Kilpatrick’s
ground work on Atticistic forms in textual criticism,9 Elliott notes:
‘If we accept the rule of thumb enunciated by Kilpatrick which says that the
scribes were more likely to alter Koine Greek to Attic Greek than the reverse, then, whenever we are confronted with variations in the MS. tradition between an Atticism and an non-Atticism, we will accept as original the
non-Attic reading, other things being equal.’10

Fee puts any general comment into perspective:
‘All of this does not exclude Atticism as a possible cause of corruption. But
it is only a possible cause, and in all of these cases not the most probable
one.’11

This principle of selecting the less Atticistic form between two variant readings can mislead text critical conclusions. Indeed, I found that there is one example in Bezan Matthew where this principle is verified and one where it is invalidated: on the one hand, all
manuscripts have, in Mt 15.14, the Koine Greek βόθυνος, pit, except Codex Bezae (and f
1
) which reads the Attic form βόθρος and is therefore understood as a choice made by the
Bezan scribe ergo it should be considered as secondary.12 On the other hand, a few chapters earlier (Mt 12.11) Codex Bezae (as well as the entire textual tradition) reads the Atticistic form βόθυνος. Actually, both forms do coexist as their occurrence in the Jewish
Scriptures shows, although βόθρος appears to be more widely used (22 times)13 than its
synonym βόθυνος (9 times).14
Unusual Forms

I. 3.

There are other variant readings between Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae in Matthew
that reflect the flexibility of Koine Greek. Bezan Matthew shows the confusion evidenced
in the first centuries of weak aorist endings in thematic verbs where the ending -ο- is
gradually displaced:15

9

G.D. KILPATRICK, ‘Atticism and the Text of the Greek New Testament,’ in J. BLINZER, O. KUSS
and F. MUSSNER (eds.), Neutestamentliche Aufsätze (Regensburg: F. Pustet, 1963) 125–37.
10
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Moeris and the Textual Tradition of the Greek New Testament,’ in ibid. (ed.), Studies in New Testament Language and Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion on His
Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976) 144–52 [145].
11
G.D. FEE, ‘Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism – Which?,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 136.
12
See ‘βόθρος ἀττικόν· βόθρος κοινόν’ (Moeris in BDAG, s.v. βόθρος) and HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 183.
13
Jos. 8.29, 1 Sam. 13.6, Ps. 7.16; 56.7; 93.13, Prov. 22.14; 26.27, Eccl. 10.8, Sir. 12.16; 21.10; 27.26;
Amos 9.7; Zech. 3.9; Ezek. 26.20; 31.14; 32.18.21–22.24.29–30. Interestingly, the phrase είς βόθρον appears
nine times in Ezek. 31–32LXX (equivalent of the Hebrew )בור.
14
2 Sam. 18.17, 2 Ki. 3.16, Isa. 24.17–18;47.11;51.1, Jer. 31.28.43–44.
15
MOULTON, Grammar, 214.
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D.05
ἔβαλαν
εἶπαν
ἔκραζαν
ἐξέβαλαν
εὗραν
ἤλθαµεν
προσῆλθον

B.03
ἔβαλον
εἶπον
ἔκραζον
ἐξέβαλον
εὗρον
ἤλθοµεν
προσῆλθαν

Ref.
13.48
21.27; 27.2116
27.23
21.39
22.10
25.39
5.1 ; 9.28 ; 13.36 ; 14.15

Similarly, strong aorist endings in ε from the 3rd p.sg. contaminated the ones in
other persons where α is expected.17 This feature is further evidenced in Mt D.05:
D.05
B.03
Ref.
ἀπεκάλυψες
ἀπεκάλυψας
11.26
ἀφήκατε
ἀφήκετε
23.23
ἐγείρατε
ἐγείρετε
10.8
ἐκέρδησες
ἐκέρδησας
18.5
ἐλθάτω
ἐλθέτω
6.10
ἐπληρώσατε
πληρώσετε
23.32
ἔσπειρες
ἔσπειρας
13.27
παρέδωκες
παρέδωκας
25.22
Finally, rare but possible alternative morphological forms can be found in Bezan
Matthew:
D.05
ἅλα
ἠδυνήθηµεν
ηὐνουχίσθησαν
θαρρεῖτε
κλείς
ῥεριµµένοι
ἑστήκει
16

B.03
ἅλας
ἐδυνήθηµεν
εὐνουχίσθησαν
θαρσεῖτε
κλεῖδας
ἐριµµένοι
εἱστήκει

Ref.
5.13
17.1918
19.12
14.2719
16.19
9.3620
13.221

Interestingly, the form εἶπαν is overwhelmingly found in Bezan Matthew against εἶπον but the reverse happens as well: εἶπον D]εἶπαν B: Mt 2.5; 9.3; 12.2; 13.10; 16.14; 25.8; 27.49.
17
MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 215.
18
28
Mt 17.19D.05 is the form printed in the NA contra B.03. Specifically, both forms of the aorist of
28
δύναµαι can be found in NA : ἠ- in Mt 17.16;19, Mk 4.33; 6.19;7.24; 9.28; 14.5; Lk 8.19; 9.40; 19.3, Jn 9.33,
12.39, Acts 13.38, 1 Co 3.1, Heb 3.19 for Mt 17.16, ἐ- in Mt 22.46; 26.9, Mk 5.3; 6.5; Lk 1.22, Jn 11.37, Acts
26.32, 1 Co 3.2, Heb 11.34, Rev 5.3; 7.9; 14.3; 15.8 for Mt 22.46 (MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 188).
19
Both forms exits in early writings. It was specualted that ‘θάρσει, θαρσεῖτε, ‘cheer up,’ was a favourite phrase in Ionic: if that were so […] we could understand how the rest of the verb came from
θαρσεῖν, while the imperative phrase lived only in the ρσ form.’ (MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 104)
20
For the analogical reduplication of the initial ρ for the particle perfect passive of ῥίπτω, see
MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 192.
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While Mt D.05 contains forms that are not impossible, this fact raises at least the
question of the form found in the exemplar and, if different from the Bezan form, the
reason why the scribe would have changed it into an alternative form which is neither a
synonym nor a different word. The other form found in Codex Vaticanus attests a more
common morphology that could well reflect a correction.
Now that alternative forms that developed historically have been presented, I will
now turn in detail to the orthographical, lexical and grammatical differences in Matthew
in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus.
II. Orthographical, Lexical and Grammatical Differences
The present section will describe the differences in words between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03
as long as they appear differently. This type of difference is typically classified as a ‘substitution’ but this term may imply that one manuscript is superior to the other and that
Codex Bezae would have ‘changed’ the word in some way, either into another word, or
with regard to its orthography, or its grammatical status (e.g. tense, case).
Orthographical Differences

II. 1.

When the early Greek manuscripts of the first few centuries CE were being written, the
language was still evolving and the orthography was far from being standardised. To
illustrate this fact, one may refer to the inscription concerning Jewish seats in the Theatre at Miletus stating ‘Τόπος Εἰουδέων τῶν καὶ Θεοσεβίον,’ i.e. ‘Place of the Jews, who also
are called God-fearing,’ inscription that involve a relatively free spelling of relatively
common Greek words (ειουδεων vs ιουδεων, θεοσεβιον vs θεοσεβιων).22 Such differences
would typically be called ‘spelling mistakes’ to judge by classical standards.
There are 668 variant readings (corresponding to 435 forms) in the Bezan text of Matthew involving orthography when compared to Codex Vaticanus, which will be listed in
the following sections II. 1. 1 to II. 1. 3.
II. 1. 1.

Itacisms or Iotacisms

With regard to orthographic variance, strictly speaking iotacism is a tendency to pronounce certain vowels or diphthongs (η, υ, ει, ηι, οι, υι) as a iota and as a consequence
they tend to be spelt in manuscripts either ι or ει. Itacism is the similar process for the
sound eta (η).23

21

On the pluperfect of ἵστηµι with different augments, see MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 188, 190.
C.-B. AMPHOUX et al., Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament. Introduction générale (Bruxelles: Safran, 2014) 219-30.
23
nd
L. VAGANAY and C.-B. AMPHOUX, Introduction à la critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament (2
edn; Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1986) 56. Scholars broaden the concept of itacism to all ‘inconsistencies of
nd
spelling involving vowels’ (J. GREENLEE, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism [2 edn.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995] 57). Other confusions include αι/ε, ε/ει, ε/η, ε/ον, ω/ο, ι/α, η/ει, η/ει/ι/υ/ε etc.
22
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Codex Bezae and other early NT majuscules are known for their number of itacistic forms.24 In a major contribution to the understanding of the Greek language in Codex Bezae, Yoder25 examined this tendency, assuming however that the ‘correct’ spelling
is the one which is found in Codex Vaticanus. Prominent cases of orthographic differences are a phenomenon falling under this first category of itacisms.
Codex Vaticanus is understood by scholars to have fewer cases of itacisms, thereby showing that ‘the scribe was a very careful and capable scribe’26 which has often led to
the conclusion that the greater number of such inconsistencies in Codex Bezae points to
a less capable scribe.27 However, one could also argue that the lack of scribal activity in
D.05 reveals the deliberate absence of ‘correction’ (also known as diorthosis28) and reflects the earlier form of the text. Itacisms and other orthographic differences have been
studied in individual manuscripts and books of the NT,29 and specifically in Matthew,30
but they are not compared with the patterns displayed in other manuscripts and the result may lead to general conclusions on scribal habits in Codex Bezae, without comparison with other manuscripts of the same period.
To illustrate the topic, I have listed in Appendix 2 all itacistic differences between
Mt B.03 and Mt D.05. Both texts exhibit tendencies towards the fuller form ‘ει,’ as opposed to the usual dictionary form in ‘ι’. In 45 occurrences (41 forms), Mt D.05 reads a
‘ι’-form as opposed to the usual dictionary form in ‘ει’ read in Mt B.03. Conversely, in 59
occurrences (19 forms), it is Mt B.03 which reads the fuller form as opposed to Codex
Bezae, were Mt B.03 has the longer form rather than the dictionary form. Finally, the
109 occurrences of fuller forms (‘ει’) in both Mt D.05 and B.03, where the dictionary
form is in ‘ι,’ show that itacism was a natural scribal habit, although it is more pronounced in Codex Bezae (in 302 occurrences, Mt D.05 would still read ει) in comparison
with Codex Vaticanus.
The table below summarises these findings:

All cases are detailed at length in MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 65–89. The present work will use the word
‘itacism’ for all these cases.
24
J.D. YODER, ‘The Language of the Greek Variants of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis’ (Ph.D. dissertation; University of Princeton, NJ, 1958) 343.
25
YODER, ‘Language,’ 27–43.
26
HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 126
n.12.
27
th
‘Its spelling and accuracy [are] lamentable’ according to 17 c. scholar Bentley (collator of Codex
Bezae), as quoted in PARKER, Codex Bezae, 1.
28
R.B. STEWART, The Reliability of the New Testament. Bart D. Ehrman & Daniel B. Wallace in Dialogue (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2011) 198 n. 59. M.W. HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the
Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 123–60 [144].
29
Á. URBÁN, ‘Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis [D]: intercambios vocálicos en el texto griego de Lucas y
Hechos,’ CCO 3 (2006) 269–316; J. VOELZ, ‘The Greek of Codex Vaticanus in the Second Gospel and Marcan
Greek,’ NovT 47 (2005) 209–49. PARKER, Codex Bezae, 107–11.
30
URBAN, ‘Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis [D]: intercambios vocálicos en el texto griego de Mateo,’
CCO 5 (2008) 325–360.
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Dictionary form in ει
Dictionary form in ι

Mt D.05 and Mt
B.03 have ει
n/a
103 occ. (66 forms)

Mt D.05 has ει contra
Mt B.03
6 occ. (5 forms)
298 occ. (155 forms)

Mt D.05 has ι contra
Mt B.03
45 occ. (41 forms)
59 occ. (19 forms)

Table 3: Distribution of Itacistic Forms in Mt D.05 and Mt B.03
Finally, it should be borne in mind that the presence of itacistic forms in Bezan
Matthew is not necessarily due to the scribal habit of the copyist but may indicate that
the exemplar itself had such forms and that the scribe carefully transmitted the text.31
Beyond ει/ι alternations, there are other itacistic forms that result in a difference
in meaning: the first and second person plural pronouns (ἡµῖν/ὑµεῖν and derivates) are a
prime case; furthermore, the indicative future –σει sounds like the subjunctive present –
σῃ. It is noteworthy that both phenomena occur in both Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus and that there is no particular bias in either of them, as the following list of occurrences in Matthew illustrates:
•

Apparent difference in persons
D.05
ἡµῶν
ὑµεῖν

•

References
6.25; 21.42
25.832

Apparent difference subjunctive present in D.05/indicative future in B.03
D.05
διαρπάσῃ
ἀπαρνήσῃ

•

B.03
ὑµῶν
ἡµῖν

B.03
διαρπάσει
ἀπαρνήσει

References
12.29
26.35

Apparent difference indicative future in D.05/subjunctive present in B.03
D.05
λύσει
βληθήσει
ἀπολέσει
ἀρκέσει

B.03
λύσῃ
βληθήσῃ
ἀπολέσῃ
ἀρκέσῃ

References
5.19
5.25
16.25
25.9

There are further spelling differences between the two manuscripts in Matthew,
which will now be examined.

31

PARKER, Codex Bezae, 107–11.
While Mt 25.8D.05 seems clearly to be a mistake, Mt 21.42 is less obvious. It is possible that this
latter verse uses the wording of Ps 117.23LXX (ἐν ὀφθαλµοῖς ἡµῶν) and the Masoretic text (118.23 )בעינינו
but adapted the Psalm to the audience and deliberately changed ‘our eyes’ into ‘your eyes.’
32

Page | 53

CHAPTER 3
II. 1. 2.

Assimilation of Consonants

The phenomenon of conversion of the consonants κ, γ, χ into the letter ν before λ, β, µ,
π, φ, κ, χ as well as the substitution of /s/ with /z/ (σµ- and σβ- by ζµ- and ζβ- ). Assimilation was common in Koine Greek.33 I have catalogued the 12 different types of assimilation in Mt D.05 where the manuscript shows affinity with non-assimilation compared
to the impeccable regularity of Codex Vaticanus. In this section the Bezan form will be
mentioned first, along with the corresponding one in Codex Vaticanus and its reference
in Matthew. If both forms are the same but not having the more regular form, the word
will be specified once only.
•

νπ–µπ

The combination µπ is spelt νπ with a high consistency in Mt D.05 except the solitary
instance of Mt 22.5D.05 where ἐµπορείαν is spelt with µπ, perhaps a less common word
that required a higher level of attention from the copyist or else was generally known in
his culture with the older spelling. Conversely, the common word ἔµπροσθεν is systematically spelt ἔνπροσθεν in Mt D.05, i.e. in its non-assimilated form. The cases where Mt
D.05 differs from Codex Vaticanus are as follows:
D.05
B.03
References
ἔνπροσθεν
ἔµπροσθεν
5.16, 5.24, 6.1, 6.2, 10.32, 10.33 x2, 11.10,
11.26, 17.2, 18.14, 23.13, 25.32, 26.70, 27.29
ἐνπέσῃ
ἐµπέσῃ
12.11
ἐνπόρῳ
ἐµπόρῳ
13.45
ἐνπαῖξαι
ἐµπαῖξαι
20.19
ἐνπτύσαντες ἐµπτύσαντες
27.30
ἐνπαίζοντες ἐµπαίζοντες
27.41
•

νµ–µµ

The only non-assimilated form νµ–µµ appears in the name Emmanuel (Ἐνµανουήλ]
Ἐµµανουήλ, Mt 1.23D.05) which will be discussed in the section dedicated to proper
nouns, II. 1. 4).
•

νχ–γχ

The combination γχ is spelt νχ in Bezan Matthew except in Mt 14.14 where ἐσπλαγχνίσθη
has the assimilated spelling:
D.05
ἐσπλανχνίσθη
ἐσπλαγχνίσθη
σπλανχνίζοµαι

33
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B.03
References
ἐσπλαγχνίσθη 9.36
14.14
σπλαγχνίζοµαι 15.32
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σπλανχνισθείς σπλαγχνισθείς
•

18.27, 20.34

νβ–µβ

The combination µβ is regularly spelt νβ in Bezan Matthew except in the case of the verb
λαµβάνω (and derivates), a verb which systematically exhibits the assimilated spelling
(Mt 4.5,8; 12.45; 17.1; παραλαµβάνει, 10.38 λαµβάνει, 13.20 λαµβάνων, 17.24
λαµβάνοντες, 17.25 λαµβάνουσιν, 24.40,41 x2 παραλαµβάνεται) and the rare verb in 22.24,
ἐπιγαµβρεύσει (‘to marry as next of kin’). Other non-assimilations occur as follows in the
two manuscripts in question:
D.05
B.03
References
ἐνβάντα
ἐµβάντα
13.2
ἐνβαίνει
ἐνέβη
15.39
ἐνβαπτόµενος ἐµβάψας
26.23
ἐνβῆναι
ἐµβῆναι
14.22
ἐνβλέψας
ἐµβλέψας
19.26
συνβούλιον
συµβούλιον 12.14, 22.15, 27.1, 28.12
•

νφ–µφ

Similarly, the combination µφ may appear erratically as µφ or νφ in Mt D.05
while Mt B.03 has systematically the dissimilated form:
D.05
B.03
References
νυνφίου
νυµφῶνος
9.15
νυµφίος
9.15; 25.10
νύµφην
10.35
νυµφίου
25.1,5
συνφέρει
συµφέρει
18.6, 19.10
συνφωνήσουσιν συµφωνήσουσιν 18.19
•

νξ–γξ

The unique form γξ has the assimilation in Bezan Matthew:
D.05
B.03
References
ἔλενξον
ἔλεγξον
18.15
•

νγ–γγ

There are eight places in D.05 where γγ is spelt νγ, which is surprising as one
may assume that such common words would be known to be spelt with assimilation by a
scribe:
D.05
B.03
References
ἄνγελον
ἄγγελον
11.10
ἄνγελοι
ἄγγελοι
13.39
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ἐγόνγυσαν
ἐνγύς
ἠνγάρευσαν
ἤνγικεν
παρανγείλας
σπόνγον

ἐγόγγυζον
20.11
ἐγγύς
24.32, 24.33, 26.18
ἠγγάρευσαν 27.32
ἤγγικεν
3.2, 4.17
παραγγείλας 15.35
σπόγγον
27.48

It is all the more surprising to find such occurrences when in most of the instances (38), Mt D.05 does assimilate νγ into γγ as in Codex Vaticanus. The list below will
firstly show ἄγγελος and its derivates, then other words.
ἄγγελος
1.24; 2.13,19; 28.2,5 (declined versions: 4.11; 18.10;
22.30; 24.36; 25.31 –οι; 4.6 –οις; 13.41; 24.31 –ους
16.27; 26.53 –ων)
ἀνήγγειλαν
28.11
ἐπαγγείλαται
2.8
ἀπαγγείλατε
11.4
ἀπαγγεῖλαι
28.8
ἀπαγγελλεῖ
12.18
ἀπήγγειλαν
14.12
εὐαγγέλιον
4.23 ; 9.35 ; 26.13
εὐαγγελίζονται
11.5
παραγγείλας
10.5
ἄγγια
13.48
ἀγγαρεύει
5.41
ἀγγείοις
25.3-4
ἐγγείζει
24.31
ἤγγικεν
10.7; 26.45,46
ἤγγισαν
21.1
ἤγγισεν
21.34
σάλπιγγος
24.31
φέγγος
24.29
The spelling νγ for γγ is usually considered the consequence of a Latin pronunciation, but it could simply be the usual 2nd c. CE spelling35 including in lento articulation.36
34

34

PARKER, Codex Bezae, 108.
nd
Caragounis illustrated a possible carelessness with a letter dated 2 century written on a papyrus
evidencing that non-assimilation was possible (the author of the papyrus quoted his own name with a nonassimilated –γγ-: Ἀντῶνις Λόνγος) even if it may well be considered as a pure mistake of a ‘ἀνορτογράφος’
(CARAGOUNIS, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, 43, quoting A. DEISSMANN, Light from
the Ancient East: The New Testament Illustrated by Recently Discovered Texts of the Graeco-Roman World
[New York/London: Harper & Brothers, 1922] 187–9).
36
MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 105.
35
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•

νλ – λλ

The assimilation of νλ into λλ never happens in Mt D.05 in verbs prefixed by συν-:
D.05
B.03
References
συνλαβεῖν
συλλαβεῖν
26.55
συνλέξωµεν
συλλέξωµεν 13.28
συνλέγοντες
συλλέγοντες 13.29
συνλέξατε
συλλέξατε
13.30
συνλέγονται συλλέγεται 13.40
συνλέξουσιν
συλλέξουσιν 13.41
•

νκ–γκ

The digraphs νκ/γκ, Bezan Matthew has the nine times the assimilated spelling as opposed to twice the dissimilated one:
D.05
B.03
References
ἀνάγκη
18.7
ἄνκιστρον
ἄγκιστρον
17.27
ἐνκατέλιπες ἐγκατέλιπες 27.46
ἠνάγκασεν
14.22
ἤνεγκεν
14.11
προσήνεγκα 17.16
προσήνεγκαν 2.11, 4.24, 14.35, 22.19
προσήνεγκεν 25.20
•

κν–κµ

The rare form in κµ is spelt κν in the only occurrence (ἀκνήν, ‘even yet’) in Bezan Matthew (Mt 21.44 has λικµήσει, ‘will crush,’ but that verse is absent in Codex Bezae):
D.05
B.03
References
ἀκνήν
ἀκµήν
15.16
•

χχ–κχ

There are two examples of possible assimilation of χχ into κχ. Once, Bezan Matthew assimilates (26.28) as does Codex Vaticanus and once, Mt D.05 does not assimilate contra
Codex Vaticanus. Interestingly, the phenomenon appears with the same word (ἐκχέω):
D.05
B.03
References
ἐκχυννόµενον 26.28
ἐχχυννόµενον ἐκχυννόµενον 23.35
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•

σβ–ζβ

Initial σβ- (or σµ-) is usually spelt with a zeta in Bezan Matthew (wherever σβ appears
within a word, as in πρεσβύτεροι, the spelling is consistently σβ):
D.05
ζµύρναν
ζβέσει
ζβέννυνται

B.03
σµύρναν
σβέσει
σβέννυνται

References
2.11
12.20
25.8

Concerning assimilation, it thus emerges that the trend is the absence of consistency, which cannot be accounted for with certainty since it can be explained as reflecting either a careless writer or the absence of a recension.
II. 1. 3.

Other Orthographic Variants

Other orthographic differences,37 i.e., metathesis of aspiration (spelling of θ as τ, φ as π,
κ as χ), non-elision (i.e. plain form ἀλλά before a vowel instead of ἀλλ’), avoidance of
hiatus through prodelision (i.e. elision of the initial vowel) and crasis (i.e. contraction in
which two vowels or diphthongs merge into one new vowel or diphthong), will be described below. The case of proper nouns bearing such alternative spelling will be illustrated in section II. 1. 4).
II. 1. 3. 1.

Metathesis of aspiration

Moulton details this class of alternative forms as an Ionic phenomenon that crept into
Koine Greek.38 There are a few examples in Mt with some variants found in Codex
Bezae:
•

θ–τ

D.05
καθ’ ἰδίαν
κατ’ ἰδίαν
µεθ’ ὅρκου
•

References
14.23
24.3
26.72

B.03
σπυρίδας

References
16.10

φ–π

D.05
σφυρίδα

37

B.03
κατ’ ἰδίαν
καθ’ ἰδίαν
µετὰ ὅρκου

For a broader discussion on spelling in the first centuries see MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 61–3
and for Codex Bezae specifically, YODER, ‘Language,’ 27–99.
38
MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 100.
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•

κ–χ

D.05
ῥαχά
ἐκθροί
ἐκθρός
ἐκθρούς
οὐκ εὗρον
•

References
5.22
10.3639
13.25
22.44
26.60

B.03
δίδράχµα

References
17.24

B.03
ῥάκους

References
9.16

γ–χ

D.05
δίδραγµα
•

B.03
ῥακά
ἐχθροί
ἐχθρός
ἐχθρούς
οὐχ εὗρον

κκ – κ

D.05
ῥάκκους

As in the preceding section, no specific bias can be determined: metathesis of aspiration can go both ways. Finally, these few examples hide the fact that in all other instances Mt D.05 and B.03 have the same spelling.
II. 1. 3. 2.

Elision and Non-Elision

Elision may or may
or D.05:
D.05
ἀλλὰ ἐπί
ἀλλὰ ἐποίησαν
ἀλλὰ ὡς
ἀλλ’ οἱ
ἀλλ’ οἷς
ἀλλ’ ὅς
ἀπὸ ἀλλήλων
µεθ’ ὅρκου
δὲ αὐτοί

not appear specifically in the form ἀλλά – ἀλλ’, whether in Mt B.03
B.03
ἀλλ’ ἐπί
ἀλλ’ ἐποίησαν
ἀλλ’ ὡς
ἀλλὰ οἱ
ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων
µετὰ ὅρκου
δ’ αὐτό

References
5.15
17.12
22.30
9.12
20.23
20.26
25.32
26.72
27.44

Everywhere else in Mt D.05 elision takes place in common with B.03. The phenomenon is therefore not systematic and no particular linguistic bias can be demonstrated.

39

From these examples there seems to be some tendency for Codex Bezae to write ἐχθρός with a κ,
except at 13.28, 39 where Mt D.05 has the more regular χ.
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II. 1. 3. 3.

Crasis

Crasis happens in both Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus but not consistently.
D.05
B.03
References
ἀπότε
ἀπὸ τότε
26.16
κἀγώ
καὶ ἐγώ
2.8;10.33;11.28;16.18;18.33;21.24
καὶ ἐγώ
κἀγώ
26.15
καὶ ἐκεῖ
κἀκεῖ
5.23
κἀκεῖνα
23.23
κἄν
26.35
κἀκεῖ
καὶ ἐκεῖ
10.11
κἀκείνοις
καὶ ἐκείνοις
20.4
From the above list, it appears that in four cases, crasis happens in Mt D.05,
twice it does not where it does in B.03, and lastly, rarer crastic forms (e.g. ἀπότε) are
read in Mt D.05.
In other instances, the absence of crasis is simply due to the absence of the linking preposition or the distant position of the words:
D.05
B.03
References
ἐκεῖνα (no καί) κἀκεῖνα
15.18
καὶ...ἐάν
κἄν
21.21
In two places, an apparent confusion between κ and ξ is evidenced in ἐκ – ἐξ,
which leads to a different meaning:
D.05
B.03
References
ἐκ οὗ
ἐξ σου
2.6
ἐξ οὗ
ἐκ σοῦ
21.19
In the latter example, ἐξ οὗ (‘from which’) as opposed to ἐκ σοῦ (‘from you’) may
reflect either scribal distraction or simply the consequence of external dictation or ‘dictée
intérieure’40 despite the resultant change in meaning. Interestingly, 2.6d5 and 21.19d5
both read ex te like the Alexandrian reading.
II. 1. 4.

The Case of Proper Nouns

The orthography of proper names in Bezan Matthew may at times vary in contrast to
more consistent forms in Codex Vaticanus. The present section will list all the proper
nouns that differ in their spelling at least once in Bezan Matthew. The first block (‘Inconsistent Agreements’) presents the Bezan form and that found in Codex Vaticanus. It
will be noticed that the readings sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. The second
group (‘Purely Orthographical Differences’) lists differences that are purely orthographic. The third block (‘Other Differences’) summarizes morphological changes (with the
40

Page | 60

rd

A. DAIN, Les Manuscrits (3 ed.; Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 22,44–6.

CHAPTER 3
exception of references to different entities).41 The names are in alphabetic order of the
proper nouns in Greek, the first word being the Bezan reading, the second one, that of
Codex Vaticanus. The reference of the Matthean verse in question appears in the third
column.
If the spelling is identical in both manuscripts, the second column will be replaced by a dash indicating the same spelling.
•

Inconsistent Agreements
D.05
Beelzebul
Βελζεβουλ
Βεελζεβουλ

B.03

References

Βεεζεβούλ42
Βεεζεβούλ

10.25
12.24,27

Bethlehem
Βεθλέεµ
Βηθλέαιµ
Βηθλέεµ

Βηθλέεµ
Βηθλέεµ
-

2.8
2.16
2.1,5,6

Bethany
Βηθανείαν
Βηθανίᾳ

Βηθανία
-

21.17
26.6

(Mount of) Olives
Ἐλεῶν
Ἐλαιῶν
Ἐλαιῶν
-

24.3
21.1; 26.30

Egypt
Ἐγύπτου
Αἴγυπτον
Αίγύπτῳ

Αἰγύπτου
-

2.15
2.13,14
2.19

Galilee
Ἀγιλειλαίας
Γαλιλαίας
Γαλιλαίαν
Γαλιλαίαν
Γαλιλαίας
Γαλειλαίας
Γαλειλαίᾳ

Γαλειλαίας
Γαλειλαίας
Γαλειλαίαν
Γαλειλαίᾳ
Γαλειλαία
-

27.55
2.22; 4.18; 15.29; 21.11
4.12; 26.32; 28.7,10,16
4.2343
4.1544
4.25; 19.1
17.22

41

See section II. 2. 1.
‘No explanation of this reading is suggested which would justify its originality: we must perhaps
assume a kind of assimilation based on the abnormality of the combination λζ in Greek’ (MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 105.
43
Considered as identically declined in two different ways.
44
The case in the phrase is different in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus.
42
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Γαλειλαίου

-

26.69

Israel
Εἰσραήλ
Ἰσραήλ

Ἰσραήλ
-

10.6; 15.24
2.6,20,21; 9.33; 10.23; 15.31; 19.28; 27.42

Zebedee
Ζεβεδέου
Ζεβεδαίου

Ζεβεδαίου
-

10.2; 20.20; 27.56
4.21; 26.37

Jeremaiah
Ἠρεµίου
Ἰηρεµείαν

Ἰερεµίου
Ἰερεµίαν

2.17
16.14

John45
Ἰωάννης
Ἰωάννην
Ἰωάννου
Ἰωάννους
Ἰωάννει
Ἰωάνου
Ἰωάνης
Ἰωάνην

Ἰωάνης
Ἰωάνην
Ἰωάνου
Ἰωάνου
Ἰωάνει
-

3.1,4; 4.12; 10.2; 11.2,18; 14.4; 21.32
4.21; 14.10; 16.14; 17.1; 21.26
11.7,11,13; 14.8; 17.13; 21.25
11.12
11.4
9.14
14.2
14.3

Elijah
Ἠλειέας
Ἠλείας
Ἠλείαν
Ἠλείᾳ

Ἠλείας
-

27.49
11.14; 17.3,11,12
16.14; 17.10; 27.47
17.4

Herod
Ἡρῴδους
Ἡρῴδης
Ἡρῴδην
Ἡρῴδου

Ἡρῴδου
-

2.1
2.3,7,13,16
2.12
2.15,19,22

Mary
Μαριάµ
Μαρία
Μαριάµ
Μαριά
Μαρίας

Μαρίάν
Μαριάµ
-

1.20
27.61
13.55
27.56; 28.1
2.11

45

The frequent doubling of –ν– is a distinctive feature of Codex Bezae. Statistics can be reviewed in
PARKER, Codex Bezae, 109–10.
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•

Nazareth
Ναζαρέθ
Ναζαρέθ
Ναζαρέτ

Ναζαρά
-

4.13
21.11
2.23

Nazarean
Ναζωρέος
Ναζωραίου

Ναζωραῖος
-

2.23
26.71

Nephtalim
Νεφθαλείν
Νεφθαλείµ

Νεφθαλείµ
-

4.15
4.13

Pilate
Πιλάτῳ
Πιλᾶτος
Πειλᾶτος
Πειλᾶτον

Πειλάτῳ
Πειλᾶτος
-

27.2
27.13,24
27.17,22,58,65
27.62

Sidon
Σιδῶνει
Σειδῶνι
Σειδῶνος

Σειδῶνι
-

11.21
11.22
15.21

Pharisees
Φαρισαῖοι

Φαρεισαῖοι

Φαρισαίων
Φαρισαῖε
Φαρεισαῖοι
Φαρισαῖοι

Φαρεισαίων
Φαρεισαῖε
-

9.11; 12.2; 15.1,12; 16.1; 19.3; 21.45; 22.15;
23.2,13,15,23,25,27,29; 27.62
3.7; 16.6,11,12; 22.41
23.26
12.14; 22.34
9.14

Canaanite
Χαναναῖος
Χαναναία

Καναναῖος
-

10.4
15.22

Purely Orthographic Differences
D.05
Ἀρχίλαος
Ἁρειµαθείας
Βαραχείου
Βεθσαειδά

B.03
Ἀρχέλαος
Ἁριµαθαίας
Βαραχίου
Βηθσαϊδάν

References
2.22
27.57
23.35
11.2146

Type of Change
ε–ι
ει–ι, ει–αι
ει–ι

46

Βεθσαΐδαν sounds like a mistake in Codex Vaticanus as no accusative form is relevant in the verse
in question and quite likely to be an assimilation to the previous form Χοραζίν ending in ν.
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Γεθσαµανεί
Ἐνµανουήλ
Ἰσάκ
Καΐφα
Καεΐφαν
Καισαρίας
Σιών
Χοραζαίν

•

Γεθσηµανεί
Ἐµµανουήλ
Ἰσαάκ
Καϊάφα
Καϊάφαν
Καισαρείας
Σειών
Χοραζείν

26.36
1.23
22.32
26.3
26.57
16.13
21.5
11.21

α–η
νµ–µµ
α–αα
αι–αια
ει–ι + α
ι–ει
ι–ει
αι–ει

Other Differences
D.05
Γεννησάρ
∆ανιήλου
Ηλει
Σαµαριτανῶν
Σκαριώτης

B.03
Γεννησαρέτ
∆ανιήλ
Ελωει
Σαµαρειτῶν
Ἰσκαριώτης

References
14.34
24.15
27.46
10.5
10.4; 26.14

Thus, in the case of proper nouns, it is seen that Codex Vaticanus rarely varies in
its orthography for proper nouns and a special care seems to have been taken by the
scribe to avoid any variation in the spelling. Exceptions are Nazareth; and Eli, Mary,
Daniel, which are found with a Hebraic, un-declined as well as Greek, declined form in
both codices.
Conversely, Bezan Matthew has differing orthographies (Bethlehem is spelt differently twice out of 5 in Mt, Olives, once out of three, Israel twice out of ten, Egypt,
once out of four, John spelt with two ‘ν’s three out of 21 out of 23, Elijah once out of
nine, Pilate three times out of eight, Pharisees 22 times out of 25). Inclusion of Aramaic
or Hebrew terms has resulted in differences between the two manuscripts that are apparently not meaningful for the reconstruction of the probable initial text. However, it
would be wrong to generalise for while the above mentioned differences are semantically
insignificant they have a potential theological impact as pointed out by a few scholars.47

47

As an illustration, variant readings involving a different orthography of proper nouns between
Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae have retained scholarly attention: Nazareth/Nazara in Matthew was challenged in H.P. RÜGER, ‘Nazareth, Nazara, Nazarēnos, Nazōraios,’ ZNW 72 (1981) 257–63 and J. RIUS-CAMPS,
‘“Nazareno” y “Nazoreo”, con especial atención al Códice Bezae,’ in R. PIERRI (ed.), Grammatica Intellectio
Scripturae: Saggi fi lologici di Greco biblico in onore di padre Lino Cignelli, OFM (Studium Biblicum Franciscanum, Analecta 68; Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 2006) 183–204. Similarly, the impact of orthography on theological bias was carefully studied in the Bezan text of Acts with regard to the spelling of Jerusalem in Greek (Ἱεροσόλυµα and Ἰερουσαλήµ) in J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis to Textual Criticism (JSNTSup 236; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002) 317
and J. ROSS, ‘The Spelling of Jerusalem in Acts,’ NTS 38 (1992) 474-6.
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II. 1. 5.

Nonsense Readings

Finally, there are a few words that apparently make no sense and can be confidently corrected without suspecting an intention behind such a slip. There are 62 such nonsense
readings in Mt D.05 that can be grouped as follows:48
•

Slip of Syllables

2.9 ἀκούσαν<τες>; 10.34 εἰρή<νη>ν; 12.41 <γε>νεᾶς; κα<τα>κρινοῦσιν; 13.30 ἀποθή<κη>ν; 16.26
κέρδή<σῃ>; 18.25 ἀπο<δο>θῆναι; 23.6 πρω<το>κλεισίαν; 27.54 <λέ>γοντες

•

Slip of Initial, Middle or Final Letter(s)

2.22 ἐφ<οβ>ήθη; 9.15 νηστεύ<σ >ουσιν; 9.20 τοῦ <ἱ>µατίου; 11.1 ἐτέλεσ<ε>ν; 11.20 α<ἱ>; 12.24
δαι<µ>όνια; 12.25 στ<αθ>ήσεται; 12.45 χείρον<α>; 13.38 υἱο<ι>; 14.24 ἦ<ν>; 15.1 προ<σ>έρχονται;
15.29 <ὄ>ρος; 16.16 το<ῦ> (σώζοντος); 17.8 ἐπέρ<α>ντες; 17.9 ὄρ<ου>ς; 21.21 ἀποκρ<ιθ>είς ; 21.46
προφ<ήτ>ην; 23.23 Φαρισαῖο<ι>; 23.38 < ὑ>µῶν; 25.15,24 ἕν<<α>>; 26.23 ἀποκρ<ιθ>είς; 26.34
νυκτ<ί>; 26.45 τού<ς>; 27.48 ὄξου<ς>; 27.66 τ<ῶ>ν φυλακ<ῶ>ν; 28.6 τόπο<ν>; 28.13 <α>ὐτόν

•

Haplography

26.1 ὅτ<ε ἐτ>ελεσεν

•

Dittography49

6.20 θησαυρούς≪ους≫; 10.15 ἔν<<η>>ἡµέρᾳ; 13.38 ≪τῆς βασ≫ τῆς βασιλείας 21.29
µετα<<µετα>>µεληθείς ; 23.3 πάντα οὖν << πάντα οὖν >>; 23.6 τὴν <<τήν>>; 25.21,23 ἐπί ≪ἐπ’≫
ὀλίγα; 26.12 σώ<<µατοσ>>µατός 27.60 προσκυλίσα<<λισα>>ς

•

Confusion of Letters (the Bezan writing precedes the one in Mt B.03 in this section)

γ/τ:50 2.21 τὴν/γῆν; 10.25 τένηται/γένηται
ε/α: 17.18 ἐθαραπεύθη/ἐθεραπεύθη; 11.8 ἠµφιασµένον/ἠµφιεσµένον; 2.6 ποιµενεῖ/ποιµανεῖ; 4.2
τεσσαράκοντα/τεσσεράκοντα; 14.2 ἐναργοῦσιν/ἐνεργοῦσιν
α/ω: 2.7,16 ἠκρείβασεν/ἠκρείβωσε

•

Other Slips

4.18 ἀµφίβληστρο≪ς≫<ν>; 13.1 Ἐ<<ς>><ν>; 12.22 πλούτου<<ς>>; 17.24 δίδραγµα<<τα>>51;
23.4≪ἀ≫δυσβάστακτα; 26.6 λεπρωσοῦ; 26.53 λεγειῶνης

48

The reconstructed, expected word is mentioned as found in Codex Bezae. The letters between the
signs <> are not read in Mt D.05 but should be read, the ones between ≪≫ appear in Mt D.05 but should
not be read. The combination of the two signs albeit difficult to read allows to see the original and rectified
orthography (cf. ἐ<<ς>> <ν>).
49
The case of Mt 23.7 where Codex Bezae reads twice Ῥαββεί Ῥαββεί as opposed to one in Codex
Vaticanus is not listed here as a dittography because it could be an authentic and deliberate repetition.
50
Confusion of majuscules Γ, Ι and Τ is considered as usual misreadings in majuscules.
51
The impossible plural δίδραγµατα (like a -µα, -µατος, τό stem) may have been influenced by the
disputed presence of the article τά (B rell, τό W sa, om. ℵ* D mae bo) before δίδραχµα.
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Conversely, Codex Vaticanus only occasionally displays an erroneous form according to usual standards against a correct form in Codex Bezae (26.59
ψευδοµαρτυρ<ι>άν; 15.30 αὐτοῦ<ς>, 26.53 δύνοµαι for δύναµαι). The case of Mt 26.52,
where Codex Vaticanus reads ἐν µαχαίρῃ as opposed to the Bezan form ἐν µαχαίρᾳ will
not be considered as a slip as it is documented as a fluctuating form during the Koine
period.52
Although it may be concluded that the omission of a syllable or a letter at the beginning, middle or end position is an accidental scribal inconsistency, called syncopation, some instances may actually reflect a phenomenon resulting from the accentuation
of the word in the evolving Koine language, known as ‘gradation’ or alternatively as
‘Kretschmer’s law,’ by which an ‘unstressed vowel after a liquid or nasal dropped out
when the same vowel stood in the previous syllable.’53 This phenomenon reflects what
Harris calls ‘a state of decay’ of the preposition, which is evidenced through a further
examination of prefixes: µε for µετά, ἀ for ἀνα, πε for περί.54 Moulton summarizes Harris’s discoveries of syncopation in D.05 as follows:
Harris lists κα(τα)φάγοντι in Lk 15.30, πε(ρὶ) τοῦ Ἰ. in Mk 5.27, ἀ(να)στάς in
Mk 10.1, ἀ(να)πτύξας in Lk 4.17, κα(τα)λῦσαι in Ac 5.39 and perhaps
ἐ(πι)πλή(σ)οντι in Lk 23.43. He observes that ℵ.01 in Hermias is not free
from such forms.55

Therefore κα<τα>κρινοῦσιν (Mt 12.41D.05) may well be similar to the case found
in Lk 15.3D.05 where καφάγοντι is written for καταφάγουντι and could be explained as a
transformation of κατά- into κα-. If accentuation is involved, it may indicate that the
scribe was still pronouncing the words correctly before writing them.
In addition to these occurrences of apparent orthographical nonsense readings,
there are also ‘grammatical’ nonsense readings, where the Bezan form may be possible
but is impossible in the context. The attraction from a word in the immediate context
can sometimes be argued as a potential reason for the reading.
•

Nonsense Readings Due to Attraction
D.05
ἀµφίβληστρος
ἢν ὑµεῖν
ἢν ὑµεῖν
θῆλυν
τόν
52

B.03
ἀµφίβληστρον
ἢ ὑµῖν
ἢ σοί
θῆλυ
τό

References
4.18
11.22
11.24
19.4
12.33

Immediate Context
εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν
ὑµῖν
ὑµῖν
ἄρσεν
δένδρον καλὸν

MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 1, 48.
Ibid., 56.
54
J.R. HARRIS, Codex Bezae: A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Testament (Cambridge: University Press, 1891) 147.
55
MOULTON, Grammar, vol.2, 92.
53
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χλαµύδα
µέγαν

•

χλαµύδαν
µέγαν

27.28
4.16

κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν
εἶδον

Grammatical Nonsense Reading
D.05
ἐµοῖ
ὃ δὲ
λέγοντες
τὸ δὲ αὐτο<<ί>>

B.03
ἐµοῦ
ὃν δὲ
λέγοντας
τὸ δ’ αὐτὸ

References
16.23
21.35
22.16
27.44

Immediate Context
εἶ ... ὅτι56
ἀπέκτειναν
τοὺς µαθητὰς
καὶ οἱ λῃσταί

As a summary on orthographical differences, it appears that the inconsistency in spelling
in Bezan Matthew is only relative. Slips echo the transitional period of Koine Greek and,
as a result, the stricter orthography in Mt B.03 is more likely to reflect an increased care
towards a more systematic orthography. Even if the exact differences listed above would
require more investigation from the development of Greek in the first centuries, I will
concentrate, in the rest of this chapter, on the variant readings in Mt D.05 compared to
Codex Vaticanus that do affect potentially the meaning.
The following section will now consider word differences between Mt D.05 and
B.03 whether they are lexical (II. 2) or grammatical (II. 3). Because of the high number
of differences, all variant readings are appended at the end of this work for further reference (Appendix 3) and only representative examples and general conclusions will be set
out in the following sections.
Lexical Differences

II. 2.

A variant reading between Mt D.05 and B.03 can involve different parts of speech:
nouns, verb, adverbs, pronouns, particles and prepositions. Traditional textual criticism
would characterise such isolated differences in words between two manuscripts as a
‘substitution,’ a conclusion which may convey the idea that one manuscript is ‘right’ and
the other manuscript has corrupted the text by substituting a word by another.
This section will comment on the lists displayed in Appendix 2 according to the
part of speech (nouns, adjectives, verbs, adverbs, pronouns, particles, prepositions).
II. 2. 1.

Nouns

A comparison between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03 reveals that alternative nouns are either
similar (e.g. 19.10 ἀνδρος D.05/ἀνθρώπου B.03; 24.5 θεραπείας D.05/οἰκετείας B.03; 9.29
ὀµµάτῶν D.05/ὀφθαλµῶν B.03) or refer to apparently different entities (e.g. Mt 14.6
Ἡρῳδιάς D.05/Ἡρῳδιάδος B.0357; Ἰωσήφ/Ἰωσῆ;58 Λεββέος/Θαδδαῖος.59), nevertheless with
some contextual similarity (e.g. 17.2 χειών D.05/φῶς B.03; 22.46 ὥρας D.05/ἡµέρας B.03).
56

οι, ι and ει are spelt [i] in Koine Greek.
Codex Bezae seems to refer to Herodias as Herod’s daughter (as in Mk 6.22), Codex Vaticanus as
Herodias’ daughter. The problem is much wider than just a simple harmonisation with Mark as pointed out
57
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Some nouns can be read as a different part of speech in Mt B.03 (e.g. Mt 5.11
δικαιοσύνης D.05/ἐµοῦ B.03, 5 occurrences in total).60
There are in total 45 such alternative forms occurring 50 times.
II. 2. 2.

Adjectives

Similarly to the list of alternative nouns that appear in both codices studied for Matthew,
there are 13 instances where synonymous adjectives are used (e.g. Mt 21.30 ἑτέρῳ
D.05/δευτέρῳ B.03; 24.39 πάντας D.05/ἅπαντας B.03; 26.7 πολυτείµου D.05/ βαρυτείµου
B.03) or five instances involving different entities (e.g. 11.3 ἐργαζόµενος D.05/ἐρχόµενος
B.03; 25.28 πέντε D.05/δέκα B.03) and three changes in parts of speech.
II. 2. 3.

Verbs

The differences in verbal forms are the largest in number (85 forms occurring 92 times).
Interestingly, although the rest of the sentence is equivalent, it appears that a verb can
be read differently in each manuscript, a phenomenon which is difficult to explain, especially if the meaning remains somewhat equivalent (e.g. Mt 10.18 σταθήσεσθαι
D.05/ἀχθήσεσθε B.03 ‘you will stand’ as opposed to ‘you will be brought to’) or, if despite
a change in tenses the verb has a different radical (e.g. Mt 14.8 εἶπεν D.05 ‘he said’/φησίν
B.03 ‘he says’). A detailed exegetical study of the passage in context would be necessary
to seek to identify what lies behind the variant.
As a particularity of the Greek language, verbs can convey a slightly different
meaning based on the presence or absence of prefixes (compound or simple verb). There
are 19 instances where a simple verb is read in Mt D.05 as opposed to a compound verb
in Mt B.03, 13 instances corresponding to the other way round and six have variant
readings in compound verbs formed with different prefixes in both manuscripts (see
Appendix 3, II. b). Such raw data help to avoid general statements that Codex Bezae uses
simplified verbal forms or ‘adds’ to simple verbs.
Since a prefix confers a further level of precision to the verb, it is theoretically
more likely that the variant reading originated from an editorial work rather than from a
mistranslation for this reason, as ‘adding’ a prefix reflects more a deliberate scribal act.
However, since there is no systematic move towards the prefixation of a verb or the contrary, any conclusion in this respect would not be holistic and therefore partial.

in Elliott’s discussion on choices in modern synopses: J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Resolving the Synoptic Problem Using
the Text of Printed Greek Synopses,’ in ibid. (ed.) New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of
Thoroughgoing Principles. Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation (NovTSup 137; Leiden/Boston: E.J.
Brill, 2010) 459–67.
58
See Metzger’s proposal on Ἰωσῆ as probably the Galilean pronunciation ( )יוֹסֵ יof the ‘correct Hebrew (( ’)יוסףCommentary, 34).
59
The two Alexandrian and ‘Western’ forms existed early in the textual transmission, as it can be
2
1
seen from the (later) hesitant conflated readings Λεββαῖος ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Θαδδαῖος, C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 22 565
p.h
lat
13
579 700 1424 ै f sy ¦ Θαδδαῖος ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Λεββαῖος 13 ¦ Λεββαῖος D k µ; Or ¦ txt ℵ B f 892 l2211 lat co
(and other minor variants).
60
This variant reading is discussed at length in HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 71–80.
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In the case of a reading involving a different verb, it is noteworthy that the meaning is often still contextually similar (e.g. Mt 24.38 γαµείζοντες D.05/γαµίσκοντες B.03; Mt
16.4 ζήτει D.05; αἰτεῖ B.03; Mt 9.15 νηστεύειν D.05/πενθεῖν B.03); in some few cases only,
is it unrelated (e.g. Mt 19.1 ἐλάλησεν D.05; ἐτέλεσεν B.03; Mt 16.16 σώζοντος D.05/ζῶντος
B.03)61. From these data, it appears that all the verbs are substantially either highly similar in both manuscripts or different but most of the time conveying a similar intent.
The reason for the difference can hardly be explained straightforwardly in any
case, but a ‘substitution’ by the Bezan scribe of the Mt B.03 reading cannot be defended
from a study of these differences and should therefore not be categorised in this way.
II. 2. 4.

Adverbs, Pronouns, Particles, Prepositions

With respect to adverbs, most of the differences (12/14) between Mt D.05 to B.03 reveal
an alternative wording with a similar meaning (e.g. Mt 2.16 κάτω D.05/κατωτέρω B.03,
14.21 ὡς D.05/ὡσεί B.03; 2/14 are changes in grammatical nature) which cannot be confined to a fanciful rewording as such, but would need further investigation.62
Similarly, a few (15) pronouns are read differently in both manuscripts, while a
change in parts of speech may occur as it the case in five instances. Interestingly, the rest
of the phrase is similar if not identical.63
In 44 instances, grammatical particles (δέ, καί, µητέ, γάρ, ἤ, ἀλλά etc.) are read
differently between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03, giving the impression of insignificant differences but, at the same time, reinforcing the question about the reason for the change.64
Truly, alternative readings implied by different conjunctions functioning as connectives
are commonly disregarded by most textual critics, as the meaning is apparently not affected. As an example, the particle ἄν is preferred ten times to vl ἐάν in Mt D.05, an apparent substitution that is a recurrent phenomenon in early manuscripts.65 Similarly, the
61

For the first variant reading, see Amphoux’s proposal in Chapter 2 II. 3. 2For the second variant
rd
reading, Black (An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [3 ed.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1998] 245) indicates the confusion between the two verbs to a possible parablesis on original Aramaic
words  דמחיand דחיי.
62
As an illustration, Read-Heimerdinger suggests that when the apparently synonymous forms
ὡς/ὡσεί (‘as’) are variant in the textual tradition, the editor (in her example, of Bezan Luke) signals a comparison of symbolic nature by using ὡς as opposed to a more factual one. The alternative variant readings corresponds to a lack of understanding of the symbol to a narrative flow (cf. J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, ‘Luke’s Use
of ὡς and ὡσεί: Comparison and Correspondence as a Means to Convey his Message,’ in PIERRI, Grammatica
Intellectio Scripturae, 251–74 [273]). Applied to Bezan Matthew, the three variant readings in Matthew are
9.16 (ὡς περιστεράν D.05/ ὡσεὶ περιστεράν B.03), 9.36 (καὶ ῥεριµµένοι ὡς πρόβατα D.05/ἐριµµένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα,
14.21 (ἄνδρες ὡς πεντακισχείλιοι D.05/ἄνδρες ὡσεὶ πεντακισχείλιοι B.03) and could well point to a theological
meaning.
63
Differences due to itacism and apparently resulting in a change in pronouns (e.g. ὑµεῖν D.05] ἠµεῖν
B.03) are not included here. See Chapter 3 II. 1. 1
64
The choice in particles can be analysed from a linguistic perspective in order to evidence an authorial purpose behind the specificity of the particles used in the discourse or narrative. See J. READHEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 202-53.
65
‘The particle ἄν indicating a prospective meaning after relative pronouns and relative adverbs, is
replaced by ἐάν in later Greek with the same function and position – a phenomenon caused by the fact that in
classical Greek instead of ἐάν (‘if’) people also wrote ἄν.’ (G. MINK, ‘Problems of a highly contaminated tradition: the New Testament,’ in P.T. VAN REENEN, A.A. DEN HOLLANDER and M. VAN MULKE [eds], Studies in
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case of καί/δέ interchange is usually either unnoticed or grouped en masse by textual
critics. However, linguists using discourse analysis as S.E. Runge, S.H. Levinson and J.
Read-Heimerdinger have challenged this view by demonstrating how the choice of conjunction, including καί and δέ, can affect the focus of the sentence or passage and therefore the underlying message. Beyond the example of καί/δέ, Read-Heimerdinger discusses the subject of connectives –which includes conjunctions – in her analysis of the differences between the Bezan text of Acts and Codex Vaticanus in a dedicated study.66 Runge
adds:
Greek connectives play a functional role in discourse by indicating how the
writer intended one clause to relate to another, based on the connective
used. Although the diversity of connectives provides valuable exegetical information about the writer’s intentions, it often has caused a good deal of
confusion regarding exactly how each one differs from the other.67

Identifying such apparently meaningless differences as insignificant scribal customs ignores the implication in terms of text coherence with a distinctive presentation of the
events. The reason for the presence of a conjunction instead of another in Matthew certainly deserves an entire study which cannot be produced here. Meanwhile, the above
mentioned variants should not be simply identified as fanciful changes driven by scribal
habit since the reasons behind the choice could in fact be determined.
In 12 occurrences (9 forms), subordinating conjunctions such as ὅπως, ἵνα, ὡς differ between Mt D.05 and B.03 and once there is a change in parts of speech.
There are 27 occurrences in Mt D.05 where the preposition differs from Codex
Vaticanus. From the detailed list in Appendix 2, one can infer that the variance is far
from being systematic since it represents less than 4% of the total number of prepositions in Matthew.68 It is also evident that Bezan Matthew tends to use a narrow choice of
prepositions where Codex Vaticanus would have a wider range at its disposal (to ἐν, ἐπί,
ὑπό, ὑπέρ in Codex Bezae correspond 11 prepositions in Codex Vaticanus) and one could
think of a poorer vocabulary reflecting originality before a recension, but the opposite
can equally be observed: to ἐν, ἐκ, εἰς, ἀπό in Mt B.03 correspond to 14 prepositions in
Codex Bezae. In 7 instances, Mt D.05 prefers a preposition in contrast to Mt B.03 and in
5 instances it is the other way round (e.g. Mt 22.16 πρὸς αὐτόν D.05/αὐτῷ B.03; Mt 4.23
ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν D.05/ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλειλαίᾳ B.03). It can be suggested that fortuitous

Stemmatology II [Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1996] 13–86 [28]). Also see Robertson’s comment: ‘[…] ἄν
[…] is undoubtedly [an] intensive [particle] whatever its actual meaning, whether it is blended with εἰ into
ἐάν or used with ὅς, ὅστις, ἵνα, ὅπως, ὡς etc. or used with the verb itself in the apodosis of a condition.’ (A.T.
rd
ROBERTSON, Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research [3 edn; New York:
George H. Doran, 1919] 1142).
66
READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 202–53.
67
S.E. RUNGE, A Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction for
Teaching and Exegesis (Bellingham, WA: Logos Research Systems Inc., 2010) 18.
68
28
A total of 724, based on my own count from NA .
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slips or scribal changes are therefore relatively unlikely but that they seem to be driven
by editorial thoughts to convey a discourse.
The above variations are linguistic differences, the individual discussion of which
goes beyond the scope of this work, but the fact that they are not more widespread than
one isolated case here or there suggests that they cannot be considered as insignificant
differences. At the same time, and for the reasons presented above, an accidental scribal
mistake in the midst of a relatively stable sentence is quite unlikely because of the closeness of the alternative wording involved, neither is a translation from a different language as Greek the case.
Grammatical Differences

II. 3.

Some variant readings between Mt D.05 and B.03 can be described as representing a
grammatical difference. This is true for verbs and nouns, which will be discussed now.
II. 3. 1.

Verbal Grammatical Differences

There are 148 instances where verbs are found in a different form in Matthew in Codex
Bezae and in Codex Vaticanus. They can be classified thus (the number of individual
instances is indicated in in brackets):
i.

Differences in person where the verb in Mt D.05 refers to a different person in
Mt B.03 (21) with the notable example of a verb in the plural with a subject in
the singular.69

ii.

Differences in tense (Mt D.05 vs Mt B.03, 63 instances): within indicative (47),
or imperative (6), or subjunctive (1), or participle (9)

iii.

Differences in mood (Mt D.05 vs Mt B.03, 51 instances):
a.

indicative vs participle (16), or imperative (3) or subjunctive (15) or infinitive (1)
b. imperative vs indicative (1)
c. participle vs indicative (2) or imperative (1) or infinitive (1)
d. subjunctive vs indicative (5) or participle (2) or infinitive (1) or imperative
(1)
e. optative vs subjunctive (1) or infinitive (1)
iv.

Differences in voice (Mt D.05 vs Mt B.03, 13 instances):
a. active vs passive (3) or middle (3)
b. middle vs active (2) or passive (2)
c. passive vs active (3)

69

Porter summarises ‘Grammarians are not decided why but it is frequently the case that neuter
plural subjects take singular verb forms. Some suggest that neuter items are by nature collective, while others
suggest that (in earlier times) the neuter plural ending was identical with a similar collective ending.’ (S.E.
PORTER, Idioms of the Greek New Testament [BLGS 2; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994] 73).
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It should be emphasised that despite the numerous variations in the grammatical
form of the verbs between the two codices, the verb remains the same and only tense,
mood or voice change. Whatever meaning ensues, the change from Mt B.03 to Mt D.05
or vice versa does not sound to be the result of a substitution due to a synonym or a preferred use of the language because of the absence of pattern and importance of the verbal aspect in Greek.70
II. 3. 2.

Grammatical Differences Affecting Nouns

Nouns can also be subject to variant readings in the codices, either in number (15 instances for singular in Mt D.05 against Mt B.03 and eight instances for the opposite
case) or morphology (five instances) when compared to Codex Vaticanus. A difference in
the dative form happens in the expression ‘on the day of Sabbath’ twice (12.1,12 σάββασιν
D.05/σαββάτοις B.03).
More specifically, nominal phrases can be subject to variation (35 instances): for
example, nouns are inflected differently according to the choice of preposition (e.g. Mt
10.18 ἐπὶ ἡγεµόνων D.05/ἐπὶ ἡγεµόνας B.03; Mt 14.19 ἐπὶ τὸν χόρτον D.05/ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου
B.03) or when the verb can govern several cases (e.g. Mt 9.25 ἐκράτησεν τὴν χειρά
D.05/ἐκράτησεν τῆς χειρός B.03). Finally, when the referent within a nominal phrase is
not unequivocal, variant readings arise (e.g. Mt 6.5 τὸν µισθὸν αὐτόν D.05/τὸν µισθὸν
αὐτῶν B.03; Mt 9.26 ἡ φήµη αὐτοῦ D.05/ἡ φήµη αὔτη B.03).
II. 3. 3.

Other Grammatical Differences

Apart from verbal and nominal differences in Bezan Matthew compared with Codex Vaticanus as delineated in the two previous sections, some differences may be the result of a
fully different phrasing. Such instances deserve a separate section as they are a mix of
grammatical, semantic or syntactical variations and will influence the further course of
this work.
There are 33 instances of syntactical differences in nominal phrases. Such a rewording keeps a similar meaning most of the time (e.g. Mt 6.8 πρὸ τοῦ ὑµᾶς ἀνοῖξε τὸ
στόµα D.05/πρὸ τοῦ ὑµᾶς αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν B.03) or substantially equivalent (e.g. Mt 23.9 ὁ ἐν
οὐρανοῖς D.05/ὁ οὐράνιος B.03) between the two texts, but may also induce a slight change
(e.g. Mt 16.22 ὁ Πέτρος ἤρξατο αὐτῷ ἐπειτειµᾶν καὶ λέγειν D.05/ὁ Πέτρος λέγει αὐτῷ
ἐπιτειµων B.03; Mt 13.17 οὐκ ἠδυνήθησαν εἰδεῖν D.05/οὐκ εἶδαν B.03).
Where Mt D.05 and B.03 have such variant readings, the meaning remains decidedly close and the reason for a change in phrasing merits a linguistic investigation that
goes beyond the scope of this work.
Conclusions

II. 4.

Spelling, lexical and grammatical differences were reviewed in this section by comparing
the text of Matthew in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus.
70

‘Aspect refers to the author’s or speaker’s subjective portrayal of an action’ (A.D. NASELLI, ‘A Brief
Introduction to Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek,’ DBSJ 12 [2007] 17-28).
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While spelling differences are a good indicator of the variability of Greek in the
early centuries, they are usually discarded in text-critical works because of their limited
relevance for evaluating the initial text, although it is generally acknowledged that moving orthography can be indicative of the dates and milieu of production of the documents.71
Furthermore, out of 541 vll discussed (corresponding to 485 forms) no systematic
pattern explaining a systematic change from Mt B.03 to D.05 or vice versa, suggesting
that hasty judgements may lead to unjustified downgrading of the Greek used in Codex
Bezae, a conclusion that should rather force scholars to find explanations on the reason
for changing apparently insignificant differences in parts of speech between both codices: such differences need to be further studied from a linguistic perspective aiming at
understanding the coherence of the text, specifically in most instances of unaltered
meanings. In any case, it seems unlikely from the study presented in this work that they
are due to any systematic scribal emendation.
III. Presence or Absence of Words
This section will list the differences in presence/absence of words in Mt D.05 against
B.03 in order of increasing length.
Presence of Words in Mt D.05 against Absence in Mt B.03

III. 1.

On 327 occasions, the text of Matthew in Codex Bezae reads words where Codex Vaticanus does not. Traditionally, this number would be expressed as ‘additions’ in Codex
Bezae, with the usual understanding that Codex Bezae is eager to paraphrase or explain,72 thereby highlighting its secondary character. There are 259 cases for the presence of one ‘extra’ word in Mt D.05 compared to Mt B.03. Figures go down to 39 cases
for the presence of two words in Mt D.05 contra Mt B.03, 11 cases of three words and
four cases of four words. Other ‘chunks’ of more than five words can be divided into: 10
cases of 5-12 words and four cases of more than 15 words (Appendix 2 lists all the occurrences in detail).
The occurrences where one73 or two74 words only are present in Mt D.05 as opposed to Mt B.03 therefore constitute the major portion of the variant readings while
more lengthier ‘additions’ are relatively scarce.
Despite the distinctive presence of the instances where Mt D.05 reads more than
3 words than Mt B.03, the majority of extra material remains confined to 1-2 words,

71

MOULTON, Grammar, vol.1, 22-56.
‘Harmonisation thus seems to account for a high proportion of the distinctive readings of Codex
Bezae.’ (D.C. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels [Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 1997]
42).
73
The long list can be summarised and ordered into: particles 60, articles 55, pronouns 51, verbs 21,
adjectives 18, prepositions 14, nouns 17, subordinating conjunctions 11, adverbs 9 and interjection 1.
74
Article+noun or pronoun 14, prepositional phrases 12, particle+verb 5, particle+noun or pronoun
4, negative verbal phrase 3, particle+adverb 1, verb+pronoun 1.
72
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which suggests a strict transmission of the text of the Gospels. The examination of such
raw data prevents the erroneous conclusion that Bezan Matthew reflects ‘fanciful additions’ since such variants are delimited to 1-2 words. Additionally, the presence of larger
portions of textual material when compared to Codex Vaticanus is relatively meagre in
number.
The same exercise needs to be run for the corresponding case where Codex Vaticanus could be considered to ‘add’ more words than Codex Bezae in Matthew. This will
be examined now. The overall distribution of presence/absence is given in the last section (III. 3).
Absence of Words in Mt D.05 against Presence in Mt B.03

III. 2.

There are 243 cases where Mt B.05 reads words that are absent in the Bezan text of Matthew. As noted in the previous section, these absences would be traditionally considered
as ‘omissions,’ an often mentioned ‘characteristic’ of Codex Bezae, which however runs
counter to the earlier mention that the manuscript is prone to paraphrase. Similarly to
the case above, the overwhelming majority of differences between Mt D.05 and B.03 are
in one75 or two76 words (see Appendix 2) while the instances of three (12) or four words
(1) occur more rarely, as do larger portions of five words up to the presence of 37 words
for Mt 5.19b-20 (8).
Conclusions

III. 3.

The table below summarises the previous two sections:
Number of Occurrences of Presence Number of Occurrences of Absence in
in D.05/Absence in B.03
D.05/Presence in B.03
One word
Two words
Three words
Four words
5-15 words
>15 words
Total occurrences
Total words

259
39
11
4
10
4
327
584

196
26
12
1
5
3
243
396

Table 4: Distribution of Word Presence or Absence in Mt D.05 vs Mt B.03
From these statistics and despite the obvious great number of word differences
between the two manuscripts in Matthew, it appears that the tendency (that I base on
the number of occurrences) of Bezan Matthew to ‘add’ is quantitatively comparable to its

75

Articles 57, particles 45, pronouns 34, adverbs 13, nouns 10, subordinating conjunctions 10, adjectives 11, prepositions 8, verbs 7, interjection 1.
76
Particle+noun or pronoun 8, article+noun or pronoun 8, prepositional phrases 6, noun+adjective
1, particle+verb 1, verb+pronoun 2, subject+object 1.
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tendency to ‘omit.’ Indeed the larger difference of words involved spelt out in the table
(584/396 words) are influenced by the larger amount of words (124) in Mt 20.28 (61
words), 16.2-3 (31 words), 12.47 (17 words), 24.31 (15 words) as opposed to the number
of ‘omissions’ that involve roughly half that number (65). Therefore, while the text of
Matthew cannot be seen as fully ‘fixed’ because of the number of variants, there is no
clear proclivity as such towards addition or omission. Rather there is a difference in
word choices, as it was shown in the two last sections (III. 1,2), although the extreme
closeness of the vocabulary suggests a relative firmness of the text that could be regarded as the archetype of both manuscripts.
Revisiting Holmes’ doctoral work, it was seen that in analysing variant readings
in terms of presence, absence, substitution of words or improvement of ‘the’ text, he
implicitly confers a secondary character on the variant readings of D.05 and inevitably
leads to a circular reasoning. The presentation carried out in this work has the merit of
not using such an implicit vocabulary, seeking as it does to present objectively differences between the two manuscripts. Conversely, it does not provide possible explanations to the source of all variant readings, though it does at least suggest that all the
Bezan variants in Matthew cannot be explained as easily as part of a corrupted text deriving from an Alexandrian archetype.
IV. The Specific Case of Word Order Differences
In this last section of the chapter dedicated to the analysis of linguistic differences of the
text of Matthew in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus, the often neglected area of word
order will be examined. One can usually read that, just like ‘additions’ and ‘substitutions,’ word order is understood as a scribal change when it differs from the text of reference. This section will not only seek to present different order in Bezan Matthew objectively (as opposed to a change in word order as if the Bezan order was implicitly a
secondary feature) but it will provide, based on current scholarly studies on the subject,
a revision of this rarely noticed feature. The reason for this is that a different word order
is either discarded or judged as insignificant since the meaning is apparently exactly the
same. Indeed, out of 157 differences in word order between Mt D.05 and B.03 that can
be counted from the manuscripts, only 45 are mentioned in the critical apparatus of the
NA28.
The Study of Word Order

IV. 1.

The study of word order in a language refers to the evaluation of the relative position of
syntactic constituents within a clause. Although it is common to analyse languages by
designating their syntactical order in a clause (‘subject’ [S], [finite] ‘verb’ [‘V’] and ‘object’ [‘O’]) by ‘fixed’ or ‘restrictive’ (SVO as in English, German; SOV as in Japanese,
VSO as in Biblical Hebrew)77 or ‘relatively free’ (French, German)78 or ‘free’ (Greek, Lat-

77

This supposes that we are talking about languages that have such categories.
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in), a more detailed examination of languages individually shows that this is not so
straightforward. It is frequently assumed that languages such as Greek or Latin have a
‘free’ word order meaning that a change in the syntactical order does not appear to affect
the meaning.79
Word order in Greek is generally designated as ‘free’ because order variation is technically possible. This equivalency is due to the phenomenon of inflection (declensions/cases, i.e. nominative, genitive, accusative, dative in Greek) where the inflected
word indicates its grammatical function and hence its role in the sentence. Nonetheless,
as a consequence of the ‘free’ word order, traditional grammars of NT Greek80 and previous studies of Greek word order in the NT81 have failed to agree on the question of
basic constituent order, although some consensus is found around the verb-initial clauses, at least in narratives, which will be taken as a principle in this chapter.82
Word Order in NT Greek

IV. 2.

Word order has been studied in Ancient Greek (Dunn,83 Cervin,84 Dover85), NT Greek
(Wieland, Friberg, Levinsohn, Pitts)86 or both (Caragounis87) and recently, within individual books of the NT from the edited text of Nestle-Aland (Kwong for the Gospel of
Luke88) and in particular manuscripts (Yoder in Codex Bezae,89 Jordaan in a comparison

78

Order changes may change in each language: French has a SVO order in an independent clause
unless a pronoun is involved (‘je vois le chat’ but ‘je le vois’); German has SVO in main clauses, but verb-final
order in subordinate clauses (‘ich vertraue keinem Menschen auf der Erde’ vs. ‘die Ansage, daß ich keinem
Menschen auf der Erde vertraue, ist relativ pessimistisch.’).
79
On NT Greek word order, Porter comments: ‘The flexibility of Greek syntax because of its inflected endings and its various ways of forming clauses does not mean that the order of various elements makes
no difference. […] Greek has several well-established patterns’ (PORTER, Idioms, 289).
80
G.B. WINER, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek: Regarded as a Sure Basis for
rd
New Testament Exegesis (trans. and rev. W.F. Moulton, 3 edn; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1959) 684–702.
81
See e.g. ibid., 684-702 and T. ROBERTSON, Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of
rd
Historical Research (3 edn; New York: George H. Doran, 1919)417-25.
82
Porter recalls that ‘Many of the reference grammars of the Greek of the NT are convinced that
standard NT Greek ‘word order’ is verb-subject-object. One of the major problems with such analyses is
caused by the failure to recognise that the majority of Greek clauses do not express all of the elements used
in the formulation.’ (PORTER, Idioms, 293).
83
G. DUNN, ‘Syntactic Word Order in Herodotean Greek,’ Glotta 66 (1988) 63–79.
84
R.S. CERVIN, ‘Word Order in Ancient Greek: VSO, SVO, SOV, or All of the Above?’ (Ph.D. thesis;
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, 1990). Available from http://hdl.handle.net/2142/ 21810 (accessed
02.05.14).
85
K.J. DOVER, Greek Word Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960; repr. 2010).
86
D.J. WIELAND, ‘Subject Verb Object Relationship in Independent Clauses in the Gospels and Acts’
(Ph.D. thesis, University of Chicago, 1946); T. FRIEBERG, ‘New Testament Greek Word Order in Light of
Discourse Considerations’ (Ph.D. thesis, University of Minnesota, 1982); S.H. LEVINSOHN, Discourse Feand
tures of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information Structure of New Testament Greek (2
edn; Dallas: SIL International, 2000); A.W. PITTS, ‘Greek Word Order and Clause Structure: A Comparative
Study of Some New Testament Corpora,’ in PORTER‒PITTS, The Language of the New Testament, 311–46.
87
C.C. CARAGOUNIS, The Development of Greek and the New Testament: Morphology, Syntax,
Phonology, and Textual Transmission (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004).
88
I.S.C. KWONG, The Word Order of the Gospel of Luke: Its Foregrounded Messages (LNTS 298;
London: T. & T. Clark, 2005).
89
YODER, ‘Language,’ 481–506.
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of the Latin and Greek columns of Codex Bezae,90 Read-Heimerdinger in Codex Bezae,
Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus for the text of Acts91). With the support of these
studies, the idea of ‘free word order’ in Koine Greek is being revisited and now considered as bearing more significance than was previously recognised.
The Concept of Constituent Order and Markedness

IV. 3.

It is worth noting that a completely ‘free’ word order is not possible in Greek: εἰς ὑµᾶς
can be placed in various positions within the sentence but the order *ὑµᾶς εἰς is not possible: linguistically, the term of constituent order rather than word order should be used.
Although it may be disputed, NT Greek is generally understood as VSO and classical
Greek as SVO.92 What will be exposed here is that Greek may not have a basic word order that is syntactic in nature (i.e. order of subject, verb, object) but rather pragmatic.
Discourse analysis, a discipline of linguistics examining the articulation of a text
at the extra-sentential level, helps the understanding of these two concepts.93 In a handbook on discourse analysis94, Levinsohn illustrated the principles that describe the relative order of constituents within a clause.95 The present summary will first introduce the
default order of constituents following the verb in a verbal clause:96 pronouns, subjects
and objects, adverbial or prepositional phrases – analysed pragmatically as core and periphery, topic and comment (principles 1-4). By ‘natural word order,’ I will refer here to
the arrangement of the constituents in a clause as following the commonly acknowledged natural flow of information in a sentence, that is from ‘old/known information’ to
‘new information.’ Principles 5 and 6 will illustrate how the change in or violation of this
default order results in prominence given to one or more constituents. The examples will
be taken exclusively from the Gospel of Matthew in the texts of Codex Vaticanus or Codex Bezae when they differ. Finally, differences leading to exegetical considerations that

90

G.J.C. JORDAAN, ‘The Word-Order Differences between the Greek and the Latin Text in Codex
Bezae,’ in J.H. PETZER and P.J. HARTIN (eds), A South African Perspective on the New Testament. Essays by
South African New Testament Scholars Presented to Bruce Manning Metzger During His Visit to South
Africa in 1985 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1986) 99–111
91
J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, ‘Word Order in Koine Greek. Using a Text-Critical Approach to Study
Word Order Patterns in the Greek Text of Acts,’ FilNeo 9 (1996) 139–80; ibid., The Bezan Text of Acts, 62–
115.
92
See S.E. PORTER, ‘Word Order and Clause Structure in New Testament Greek,’ FT 12 (1993) 184–
5 for bibliographical data summarised in this conclusion. Noteworthy, Porter indicates that the examination
of the Greek of individual NT books or texts from other authors using Koine Greek shows preferences in the
syntactic order: VSO in Paul, SVO in Luke and SOV in Epictetus (idem, 185).
93
Porter gives a brief overview of this discipline in PORTER, Idioms, 298–307.
94
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 29–47.
95
Levinsohn cogently mentions that these principles are not rules and may vary from one author to
another but that they are generally applicable. Understanding these principles of default order will help the
marked constituent to be recognised and therefore the intention of the author of a text. Beyond this distinction, a variation in word order between two manuscripts may be explained by a different emphasis and
thereby by a different importance e.g. in the message conveyed if a pattern is found in the text.
96
Although other principles would guide word order within nominal phrase, we will stick to verbal
clauses in this present work.
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may occur due to a different order of the constituents between Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae will be considered.
An immediate consequence of the existence of a default order is the introduction
of the concept of markedness: disrupting the usual position of the words tells the hearer
or reader which ones are highlighted (or significant in the discourse).97 In this respect,
the unmarked order will be referred to here as ‘neutral order’ or ‘default order’ which
signals no specific feature in the sentence. This is the case when the sentence is descriptive and none of the constituents is highlighted. To take an example: while ‘Herod beheaded John’ is descriptive, there is a pragmatic way, by changing the word order, to
convey the message that ‘It is Herod who beheaded John (and not Pilate)’ (ὁ Ἡρῴδης
ἀπεκεφάλισεν τὸν Ἰωάννην) or ‘It is John whom Herod beheaded (and not someone else)’
(τὸν Ἰωάννην ἀπεκεφάλισεν ὁ Ἡρῴδης). These two latter examples illustrate the concept of
marked order (the two examples just cited) and unmarked order (ἀπεκεφάλισεν τὸν
Ἰωάννην ὁ Ἡρῴδης). The default position of the verb will be considered in the following
sections as clause-initial in narratives.98
The following sections will summarise the findings of Levinsohn, as a discourse
analyst who has written most systematically on the subjects, with regard to the default
(IV. 4) and marked order (IV. 5) in narratives, which will support my analysis of the
word order differences between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew.
Default Order Principles 1-4

IV. 4.

Levinsohn establishes that there are four default order principles in word order.
IV. 4. 1.

Principle #1: Pronominal Constituents–Nominal Constituents

Levinsohn refers to an unmarked or default order for pronominal constituents (henceforth ‘PC’) to follow the main verb immediately and to precede the nominal constituents
(henceforth ‘NC’).99 The default word order is therefore V–PC–NC which indicates that
there is no special feature in the clause. The PC may be either an independent pronoun
or a pronominal constituent in a prepositional or nominal phrase. This can be illustrated
in Matthew as follows:100
•

Examples where PC is a pronoun:

Ref

Verb

PC

NC

16.19B.03 δώσω

σοι

τὰς κλεῖδας τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν

97

Markedness is a linguistic term developed in the 1930s by the so-called Prague School or Prague
linguistic circle to, amongst other theirs, characterise binary oppositions and create hierarchy in words. Historical background and individual theories are summarised in H. ANDERSEN, ‘Markedness Theory – The First
150 Years’ in O. MISESKA-TOMIC (ed.), Markedness in Synchrony and Diachrony (Berlin/New York: Mouton
de Gruyter, 1989) 11–46.
98
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 38.
99
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 29.
100
28
The text of NA will be cited in the absence of variant word order. Since all examples will be taken from the Gospel of Matthew, ‘Mt’ will be omitted in the references.
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4.8
9.28

•

δείκνυσιν
καὶ λέγει

αὐτῷ πάσας τὰς βασιλείας τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τὴν δόξαν αὐτῶν
αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· πιστεύετε

Examples where PC is a prepositional phrase:

Ref

Verb

PC

NC

5.11D.05
12.45
21.33
26.36B.03

εἴπωσιν
παραλαµβάνει
καὶ ὤρυξεν
Τότε ἔρχεται

καθ’ ὑµῶν
µεθ’ ἑαυτοῦ
ἐν αὐτῷ
µετ’ αὐτῶν

πᾶν πονηρὸν ἕνεκεν δικαιοσύνης
ἑπτὰ ἕτερα πνεύµατα
ληνὸν

In these examples, the order of the constituents reflects the absence of any highlighted
features. The presence of a variant reading with a different order will be discussed in the
following sections.
IV. 4. 2.

Principle #2: Core Constituents –Peripheral Constituents

A sentence can be divided into two parts: a ‘core’ (i.e. a subject or an object or any other
nominal constituent which is not preceded by a preposition or an adjectival complement) and a ‘periphery’ (i.e. most generally prepositional phrases, adverbial phrases of
time and location). The second principle formulated by Levinsohn is that core constituents are typically ordered before peripheral ones.101 Some examples from Matthew can
be given:
Ref

Verb

Core

Peripheral

8.13
6.13
9.16
9.17

καὶ ἰάθη
µὴ εἰσενέγκῃς
αἴρει γὰρ
βάλλουσιν

ὁ παῖς [αὐτοῦ]
ἡµᾶς
τὸ πλήρωµα αὐτοῦ
οἶνον νέον

ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ
εἰς πειρασµόν
ἀπὸ τοῦ ἱµατίου
εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς

These examples show clauses starting with a verb and a subject, which both correspond to
the core; the peripheral phrase (introduced by prepositions) naturally follows it.
IV. 4. 3.

Principle #3: Propositional Topic –Nonverbal Constituents of the Comment

Because of the natural flow of information from old to new, linguists also identify two
parts within a sentence as a topic and a comment. The common order in NT Greek is to
have the theme or ‘propositional topic’ (‘PT’) come first, followed by the non-verbal constituents of the comment (‘NVCC’).102
An immediate consequence is that the subject (usually a propositional topic) precedes the (usually nonverbal) object.

101
102

LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 30.
Ibid., 31.
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Ref

Verb

12.45 καὶ γίνεται
13.41 ἀποστελεῖ

Propositional Topic

NVCC

τὰ ἔσχατα τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκείνου
ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου

χείρονα τῶν πρώτων
τοὺς ἀγγέλους αὐτοῦ

Propositional topic and nonverbal constituent of the comment broaden the more
familiar concept of ‘subject’ and ‘object’ as grammatical entities.
IV. 4. 4.

Principle #4: Verb–Supportive Constituent–Focal Constituent

It may well be that the three first principles do not help in giving enough information on
the relative word order, specifically when some constituents are grammatically equivalent. In such a case, the most important constituent of a comment is generally to be
found as far as possible towards the end of the sentence.103 This is the case of a clause
with two peripheral constituents, where the more important (‘more focal’) of the two will
be placed after the first one (‘less focal’). A couple of examples are indicated here below:
Ref
3.13

Verb
τότε παραγίνεται ὁ Ἰησοῦς

5.33
ἀποδώσεις δὲ
12.11D.05 και ἐνπέσῃ
12.36
ἀποδώσουσιν

Supportive
ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας ἐπὶ τὸν
Ἰορδάνην
τῷ κυρίῳ
τοῖς σάββασιν
περὶ αὐτοῦ λόγον

Focal
πρὸς τὸν Ἰωάννην104
τοὺς ὅρκους σου105
εἰς βόθυνον
ἐν ἡµέρᾳ κρίσεως

In all these examples, the first peripheral constituent supports the second one,
the latter receiving greater salience.
Because the above-mentioned ordering principles 1-4 correspond to a ‘neutral,’
‘default’ or ‘unmarked’ order of constituents, any order violating them may be understood as a deliberate attempt by the author to highlight the ‘displaced’ constituent or to
place it in marked focus. There are two principles that guide the altering of the constituent order. These will be examined now.
Marked Order Principles 5-6

IV. 5.

Levinsohn proposes two principles identifying a marked word order.

103

Ibid., 32.
In Mt 3.13, there are three PPs (ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας ἐπὶ τὸν Ἰορδάνην and πρὸς τὸν Ἰορδάνην) where
the focal constituent is John as a character, placed after the less focal ones, ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας and ἐπὶ τὸν
Ἰορδάνην. The focus here is the move towards John in order to be baptized and not to originate from Galilee
or to go to the Jordan.
105
The two core constituents τῷ κυρίῳ and τοὺς ὅρκους σου may be of grammatically equal importance; nevertheless, it is understood that τοὺς ὅρκους σου (‘your oaths’) is of greater importance (receives
more focus) by being placed at the end of the clause.
104
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IV. 5. 1.

Principle #5: Marked Instances of End of Sentence Focus

After describing the position of constituents in default order, Levinsohn discusses the
marked order in narratives. In Principle 5, Levinsohn stipulates that a constituent is
marked if it is placed at the end of the phrase where it is not anticipated to be (thereby
violating one of the aforementioned principles).106 The displaced constituents are typically (a) a pronominal phrase, (b) a subject or presentational articulation (c) a core constituent of the comment after a peripheral consitutent the verb which can be placed at
the end of the clause. All cases are examples reflecting markedness. The below examples
are presenting the case of prepositional phrases that are in the unexpected, hence
marked, order. In the first example though, the conflict between the prepositional
phrases allows to see the prepositional pronoun ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ as marked.
Case

Ref

Core

Periphery

Focused Constituent

(a)

3.6

καὶ ἐβαπτίζοντο

ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ ποταµῷ

ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ107

(b)

13.2

συνήχθησαν

πρὸς αὐτὸν

ὄχλοι πολλοί108

(c)

7.5

ἔκβαλε πρῶτον

ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλµοῦ σοῦ

τὴν δοκόν109

IV. 5. 2.

Principle #6: (Point of Departure) - Focal Constituent - Verb

The second way of highlighting a constituent corresponds to their fronting, i.e. moving
them nearer the front of the sentence and placing them before the main verb.110 Since
potentially all constituents can be fronted, as a result, all constituents in a preverbal position are not necessarily in marked focus. To help the distinction, linguist Simon Dik
identified two distinct pre-verbal positions as P1 and P2.111 P1 is classified as a point of
departure112 or a frame of reference113 for the narrative that follows. A point of departure
is a linguistic term that ‘signals discontinuities of situation, of reference, and sometimes
of action, viz., the placement at the beginning of a clause or sentence of an adverbial or
nominal constituent.’114 The P2 position, however, refers to a highlighted constituent,
i.e. marked position, where ‘newly asserted information is placed. We can cite a few examples:

106

LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 34-5.
This example and the last one violate principle 1 which stipulates that the prepositional pronoun
should be placed right after the verb in the default order.
108
The presentational See in contrast Mt 27.62 συνήχθησαν οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι πρὸς
Πιλᾶτον where the constituents are in default order.
109
The core follows a prepositional phrase against principle 2. Such a violation highlights ‘your eye.’
110
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 38.
111
S. DIK, The Theory of Functional Grammar: Part I: The Structure of the Clause (FGS9: Dordrecht/Providence, RI: Foris Publications 1989) 363 quoted in RUNGE, Discourse Grammar, 190 n.27. On
clarifications of P1 and P2 position see RUNGE, Discourse Grammar, 192–5.
112
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 8.
113
RUNGE, Discourse Grammar, 190.
114
LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 7.
107
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Ref

Verse

16.19D.05 σοι δώσω τὰς κλεῖς τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν
15.14B.03 ἀµφότεροι εἰς βόθυνον πεσοῦνται
6.11
τὸν ἄρτον ἡµῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡµῖν σήµερον

Principle
Violated
#1
#2
#3

Marked
Constituent
σοι115
εἰς βόθυνον
τὸν ἄρτον ἡµῶ

Any work on word order must be aimed at carefully identifying if a preverbal
constituent is in P1 or P2 position and therefore if it is in marked focus or simply acts as
a point of departure.
Summary

IV. 6.

Although word order is an often neglected area in exegesis and textual criticism, the absence of its consideration may hide the force and aim of a discourse or a narrative and
relegate the associated study of variant readings to an unnoticed or barely studied feature.116 Furthermore, variant readings consisting of different word order may be omitted
thereby reducing the number of variants, but likewise their inclusion is not regarded as
either significant or explainable. The six principles proposed above help to refine the
postverbal word order more systematically, and to distinguish a default from a marked
order in a clause.
The last section will apply the principles described to text-critical investigations
within the Bezan text of Matthew compared with Codex Vaticanus.
Application to Variant Word Order in Mt D.05/B.03

IV. 7.

Now that the preceding principles have been set out, this section will consist of two
parts: I have counted 158 instances of word order differences between Mt D.05 and
Mt B.03. 155 can be broken down into verbal clauses (IV. 7. 1) and nominal phrases (IV.
7. 2). A third category, accounting for three instances (IV. 7. 34.), includes a different
kind of word order variation that goes beyond the level of the sentence and involves the
transposition and/or reorganisation of entire clauses. This latter class is not a word order
variation within a clause as defined in the earlier sections and will be only briefly described at this end of this section.
It is important to keep in mind that not all word order differences are listed in the
critical apparatus of NA28. Out a total of 155 genuine word order differences between
Mt D.05 and B.03, 68 (i.e. 41%) are not included in NA28. Such absence of references
will be asterisked in the following sections as well as in Appendix 2 VI. 3. When they are
mentioned in the apparatus, the words are indicated in the text either by S-shaped symbols (⸉ ⸊) around the words appearing in different order in other manuscripts, and/or by

115

In this example, Codex Bezae places the pronoun σοι before the verb, highlighting thereby the act
of giving the keys of the Kingdom of Heavens to Peter and to nobody else. Codex Vaticanus does not give
such a specific emphasis by having the default order δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν.
116
LEVINSOHN, ‘The Relevance of Greek Discourse Studies to Exegesis,’ Journal of Translation 2
(2006) 11–21.
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the use of numbers in the apparatus corresponding to their position in the clause within
a particular manuscript or sets of manuscripts.
IV. 7. 1.

Word Order Differences in Verbal Clauses

The differences in word order within a verbal clause will be classified in this section according to whether they are dependent or independent clauses. In such cases and as described in the previous section, the highlighted constituent in the clause is ‘fronted,’ i.e.
in preverbal position when the word order deviates from the default pattern. As it is typical with any writing in Greek, the editors of Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae use these devices so that the highlighted constituents attract the audience’s attention as we shall
see below. However, since this work will present only the instances where they differ,
conclusions about broader authorial intentions will require a discourse analysis of the
entire passage, which is beyond the scope of this initial study.
This section will discuss word order differences between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03
with respect to their positions vis-à-vis the verb: such differences will be divided between the cases of fronted words, i.e. transposed words from the default post verbal order to P2-position (IV. 7. 1. 1) and post-verbal rearrangements within verbal clauses (IV.
7. 1. 2).117
IV. 7. 1. 1.

Fronted Words in Verbal Clauses

Predominantly, it is independent (a.) and dependent clauses (b.) that offer a wide range
of word order variation with respect to the verb. Although there are instances where variations in the verbal form occur as well (viz. a different tense is used), these will be set
aside in order to consider how the word order depicts emphasis: any variation in the
words inverted will be disregarded as not directly relevant for this particular study. The
highlighted constituent will be mentioned in boldface. For the sake of simplicity, independent interrogative clauses will not be examined as the same principles apply.118
(a) Independent Clauses
In independent clauses, the principles discussed in the earlier sections of this chapter
will apply and the following lists show a different way of ordering the words with respect
to the verb (fronted or default) in both manuscripts (i. and ii.). There are instances
where it is not immediately obvious, which one of the constituents that appear in a different order is fronted (iii.). In this latter case, Levinsohn suggests that the marked status of one order vs the other cannot be determined with certainty and that this should be
discussed individually within the context of the passage. In any case it is worth mentioning such instances because of the fact that the question remains why the order is different if all other things are equal, hence the classification as ‘variation in the choice of or117

Words in P1 position will not be discussed because of their status of points of departure/frame of

reference.
118

Levinsohn presents constituent order in information interrogatives as focus-preposition articulation where the question word is naturally the focal position. Therefore, preverbal constituents are understood as marked focus. The interrogative pronoun is naturally in the first place (ibid., 53).
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der.’ As mentioned earlier, an asterisk next to a reference means that the word order difference is not indicated in the critical apparatus of NA28.
i.
Ref.
2.13
4.4*
4.16*
5.36
11.26*
12.46
13.13
13.28
14.25*
15.14
15.15*
16.4
17.16*
19.13*
19.16
20.26
20.27
21.26
22.13
25.38*
25.40*
26.50*
27.23
28.20

Codex Bezae
φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ τῷ Ἰωσήφ
ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν
εἶδον φῶς µέγα≪ν≫
οὐ δύνασαι ποιεῖν τρίχα µείαν λευκήν
ἐγένετο εὐδοκεία ἔνπροσθέν σου
ζητοῦντες λαλῆσαι αὐτῷ
λαλεῖ αὐτοῖς
λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ δοῦλοι
ἀπῆλθεν περιπατῶν πρὸς αὐτούς
ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης
ἀµφότεροι ἐνπεσοῦνται εἰς βόθρον
εἶπεν αὐτῷ
(γενεὰ πονηρὰ) ζήτει σηµῖον
οὐκ ἠδυνήθησαν θεραπεῦσαι αὐτόν
ἐπιθῇ τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῖς
λέγει αὐτῷ
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµεῖν µέγας γενέσθ<αι>
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµεῖν εἶναι πρῶτος
ἔχουσιν τὸν Ἰωάννην ὡς προφήτην
εἶπεν ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῖς διακόνοις
εἴδοµεν σε ξένον
ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς ὁ βασιλεύς
εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς
λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ ἡγεµών
εἰµι µεθ’ ὑµῶν πάσας τὰς ἡµέρας
ii.

Ref.
4.24*
12.1*
13.30*
14.28
16.1*
16.5b
16.13
16.19
17.3
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Default Order in Mt D.05, Marked Order in Mt B.03
Codex Vaticanus
κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη τῷ Ἰωσήφ
ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν
φῶς εἶδεν µέγα
οὐ δύνασαι µίαν τρίχα λευκὴν ποιῆσαι
εὐδοκία ἐγένετο ἔµπροσθέν σου
ζητοῦντες αὐτῷ λαλῆσαι
αὐτοῖς λαλῶ
οἱ δὲ αὐτῷ λέγουσιν
ἦλθεν πρὸς αὐτούς περιπατῶν
εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν
ἀµφότεροι εἰς βόθυνον πεσοῦνται
αὐτῷ εἶπεν
(γεν. πον. καὶ µοιχαλεὶς) σηµεῖον αἰτεῖ
οὐκ ἠδυνηάσθησαν αὐτόν θεραπεῦσαι
τὰς χεῖρας ἐπιθῇ αὐτοῖς
αὐτῷ εἶπεν
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ µέγας ἐν ὑµεῖν γενέσθαι
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ εἶναι ἐν ὑµεῖν πρῶτος
ὡς προφήτην ἔχουσιν τὸν Ἰωάνην
ὁ βασιλεὺς εἶπεν τοῖς διακόνοις
σε εἴδοµεν ξένον
ὁ βασιλεύς ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς
ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ
ὁ δὲ ἔφη
µεθ’ ὑµῶν εἰµι πάσας τὰς ἡµέρας

Marked Order in Mt D.05, Default Order in Mt B.03

Codex Bezae
πάντας ἐθεράπευσεν
ἤρξαντο τούς στάχυας τίλλειν καὶ αἰσθίειν
ἄφετε ἀµφότερα συναυξάνεσθαι
αὐτῷ Πέτρος εἶπεν
αὐτὸν ἐπηρώτησαν
ἐπελάθοντο οἱ µαθηταὶ ἄρτους λαβεῖν
τίνά µε οἱ ἄνθρωποι λέγουσιν εἶναι
σοι δώσω τὰς κλεῖς
ὥφθη αὐτοῖς Μωϋσῆς καὶ Ἠλείας

Codex Vaticanus
ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτούς
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν στάχυας καὶ ἐσθίειν
ἄφετε συναυξάνεσθαι ἀµφότερα
ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ
ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτόν
ἐπελάθοντο λαβεῖν ἄρτους
τίνα λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι
δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας
ὥφθη αὐτοῖς Μωϋσῆς καὶ Ἠλείας

CHAPTER 3
[µετ’ αὐτοῦ συνλαλοῦντες
20.22* δύνασθε τὸ ποτήριον πιεῖν
24.40 τότε δύο ἔσονται ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ
27.17* ὑµεῖν ἀπολύσω
26.26 ὁ Ἰησοῦς λαβὼν ἄρτον
26.55* ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν τοῖς ὄχλοις

iii.
Ref.
4.9*
9.6*
9.11
18.35*
19.8*
21.31*
24.51*
26.55

Variation in the Choice of Order of the Fronted Constituents

Codex Bezae
πάντα σοι δώσω
ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐξουσίαν ἔχει
ὁ διδάσκαλος ὑµῶν µετὰ τῶν
ἁµαρτωλῶν καὶ τελωνῶν ἐσθίει
ὑµεῖν ποιήσει ὁ πατήρ µου ὁ οὐράνιος
πρὸς τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν ὑµῶν
[ἐπέτρεψεν ὑµεῖν Μωϋσῆς
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο
[τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πατρός ἐποίησεν
µέρος αὐτοῦ θήσει µετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθήµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ
iv.

[συνλαλοῦντες µετ’ αὐτοῦ
δύνασθε πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον
τότε ἔσονται δύο ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ
ἀπολύσω ὑµῖν
λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον
εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοῖς ὄχλοις

Codex Vaticanus
σοι πάντα δώσω
ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
µετὰ τῶν ἁµαρτωλῶν καὶ τελωνῶν
ἐσθίει ὁ διδάσκαλος ὑµῶν
ὁ πατήρ µου ὁ οὐράνιος ποιήσει ὑµεῖν
Μωϋσῆς πρὸς τὴν σκλ. ὑµῶν
[ἐπέτρεψεν ὑµῖν
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο ἐποίησεν τὸ θ. τοῦ πατρός
µέρος αὐτοῦ µετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν θήσει
καθ’ ἡµέραν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην

Discussion of a Few Examples

In order to provide a discussion of effective differences due to word order alteration, the
case of δύο in Mt 24.40D.05 from group ii can be taken as an example. As the subject, it
is in preverbal – P2 – position (τότε is the ‘frame of reference’ or ‘point of departure,’ i.e.
in P1 position) in Codex Bezae unlike Codex Vaticanus. In this position, the repeated
comparison two/one (in preverbal order all the time in Codex Bezae) is clearly highlighted as a discourse device in the entire passage of Mt 24.40-42.
24.40D.05 [a] τότε δύο ἔσονται ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ· [b] εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφείεται
24.41D.05 [a] δύο ἀλήθουσαι ἐν τῷ µύλωνι
[b] µεία παραλαµβάνεται· καὶ µεία ἀφείεται
24.42D.05 [a] δύο ἐπὶ κλείνης µειᾶς·
[b] εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται
Moreover, the parallel which displays an easily visible structure could indicate an
original reading in the presence of the three verses against the absence of Mt 24.42 in
Codex Vaticanus.119
Mt 9.11, from group iii, offers a second example where both sentences in whichever order make sense in both manuscripts. However, in terms of the force of the discourse, Codex Vaticanus highlights only the eating with the tax collectors and sinners, a

119

This variant is discussed in Chapter 5 III. 2.
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good ‘forward-pointing’ reference120 towards the answer ‘those who are well have no
need of a physician, but those who are sick.’ (9.12). Codex Bezae also highlights the subject matter, i.e. ‘your teacher,’ but anticipates the question starting with διὰ τί + subject +
verb from John’s disciples in 9.14 (‘Why do we and the Pharisees fast…’). In Codex
Bezae, the passage is more concerned with who Jesus is rather than what he does.
Likewise, the fronting in 19.8D.05 in group iii of the prepositional phrase πρὸς
τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν ὑµῶν (‘for your hardness of heart’) only, as opposed the double fronting (with Μωϋσῆς) in Codex Vaticanus, may well reveal a purely Jewish milieu where the
mention of Moses did not need to be marked, while the reference to the hardness of the
hearts is fronted, because of the common prophetic addresses to the Jewish people (viz.,
‘stubbornness,’ ‘hardness of the heart,’ ‘stiff-necked people’). It could be concluded that
it is unlikely that a later scribe ‘back-engineered,’ to borrow a scientific term, the text in
adding a Jewish flavour.
For the same reason, the natural order of ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ in 26.55D.05 (group ii) as
opposed to its marked position in Codex Vaticanus can be explained as a reference in
Codex Bezae to a customary religious activity which had no need of a specific emphasis
in Jesus’ time.121
(b) Dependent Clauses
As opposed to independent clauses, there are few (14) instances of dependent clauses
where the word order is variant between Mt D.05 and B.03. Similarly to independent
clauses the positions of constituents will be understood to follow the same principles as
described in the previous sections.
i.

Default Order in Mt D.05, Marked Order in Mt B.03

Ref.
5.18*
6.4
9.21
9.28
15.31*

Codex Bezae
ἕως ἂν γένηται πάντα
ὅπως ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη σου ᾖ
ἐὰν ἅψωµαι µόνον
ὅτι δύναµαι τοῦτο ποιῆσαι
ὥστε τὸν ὄχλον θαυµάσαι βλέποντας
[κωφοὺς λαλοῦντας
27.13* τόσα καταµαρτυροῦσιν σου

ii.
Ref.
2.13*

Marked Order in Mt D.05, Default Order in Mt B.03

Codex Bezae
ἕως ἂν σοι εἴπω

120

Codex Vaticanus
ἕως πάντα γένηται
ὅπως ᾖ σου ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη
ἐὰν µόνον ἅψωµαι
ὅτι τοῦτο δύναµαι ποιῆσαι
ὥστε τοῦς ὄχλους βλέποντας
[θαυµάσαι κωφοὺς ἀκούοντας
ὅσα σου καταµαρτυροῦσιν

Codex Vaticanus
ἕως ἂν εἴπω σοι

See Runge’s definition of ‘forward-pointing’ references as grammatical or discourse features ‘attracting extra attention to the thing to which it refers’ (RUNGE, Discourse Grammar, 61).
121
This specific word order is discussed later in the work (see section Chapter 6 II. 1).
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6.18

ἵνα µὴ φανῇς τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων ὅπως µὴ φανῇς νηστεύων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις

iii.

The Special Case of Genitive Absolutes

The specific case of genitive absolutes can be isolated: while the natural order in the genitive absolute is for the participle to precede the subject,122 Mt D.05 has the marked order three times, thereby highlighting the subject, while Mt B.03 highlights the subject in
one further occurrence.
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
2.13* αὐτῶν δὲ ἀναχωρησάντων
ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν
17.22* αὐτῶν δὲ ἀναστρεφοµένων
συστρεφοµένων δὲ αὐτῶν
26.26 αὐτῶν δὲ ἐσθιόντων
ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν
Ref.
12.46

Codex Bezae
λαλοῦντος δὲ αὐτοῦ
iv.

Codex Vaticanus
ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος

Discussion of a Few Examples

Without giving over-signification to any type of word order, but still keeping in mind
that it is actually unlikely that a scribe ‘inverted’ words for no reason, two points can be
discussed:
In Mt 6.18B.03, the default order is probably in line with the passage on fasting
(Mt 6.16-18) and gives more importance to fasting as a rite. The Bezan marked order
rather reflects the importance of distinguishing activities for the Father from those for
men (praying, fasting). This statement is well in line with the flow of discourse starting
from the Lord’s Prayer, where behaviour towards men as opposed to the Father is highlighted.
In a second example, the use of the default order in the genitive absolute found in
Mt 12.46D.05 (λαλοῦντος δὲ αὐτοῦ, ‘while he was still speaking’) as opposed to the subject-focused αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος in Codex Vaticanus could well appear as an insignificant
feature. Actually, the fact that Mt 12.47 is absent in few manuscripts including Codex
Vaticanus (ℵ* B L Γ ff1 k sys.c sa) may be due to a scribe wanting to reduce the apparent
repetition (12.47D.05: ‘Then one said unto him, Behold, thy mother and thy brethren
stand without, desiring to speak with thee’123). The texts are as follows:
12.46D.05 Λαλοῦντος δὲ αὐτοῦ τοῖς ὄχλοις
ἔξω ζητοῦντες λαλῆσαι αὐτῷ

ἰδοὺ ἡ µήτηρ καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοὶ αὐτοῦ εἱστήκεισαν

122

Matthew has more often the verb first (Mt 1.20, 2.13, 8.1,5, 17.22, 24, 18.24,25, 24.3, 25.10,
26.26, 27.19, 35, 28.11; the references to the variant readings where Codex Bezae has the different order are
underlined) than the subject first, once: Mt 9.32 and 12.46).
123

This translation of Mt 12.47 is from the King James Version since the RSV is not translated at

this verse.

Page | 87

CHAPTER 3
12.47D.05 Εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ · ἰδοὺ ἡ µήτηρ σου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί σου ἑστήκεισαν ἔξω ζητοῦντές
λαλῆσαι σοι
12.46B.03 Ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος τοῖς ὄχλοις ἰδοὺ ἡ µήτηρ καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοὶ αὐτοῦ ἱστήκεισαν ἔξω
ζητοῦντες αὐτῷ λαλῆσαι.
12.47B.03 om.
As a result, the marked order (αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος) signalling a highlighted genitive
absolute in Codex Vaticanus may indicate a scribal activity aimed at avoiding the repetition of v.47 and merging vv. 46-47. This would suggest that 12.46D.05 and 12.47D.05
correspond to the reading closer to the original.
As in the previous section we have seen that it is the prepositional clause involving a pronoun that changes place, as well as the position of the object right after the
main verb.
IV. 7. 1. 2.

Post-Verbal Rearrangements of Nominal Constituents in Verbal Clauses

It happens that the constituents placed after the main verb in Mt D.05 when compared
to B.03 exhibit different orders. The principles presented earlier can suggest which order
is more marked than the other (i. and ii.). The principles governing default word-order
in verbal clauses help to identify marked elements within a clause by the relative position
of nominal constituents. Like in the preceding subsection, there are instances where the
nature of the order cannot be straightforwardly identified. Indeed, while the pronoun is
expected to directly follow the verb, a prepositional phrase and an object are both expected to be peripheral: as a result, their relative position is unsure to suggest whether
they are in default or marked order. The authorial perspective is therefore key in the understanding of which order is more likely to be original or displaced and further work on
the context would be needed.
i.

Default Order in Bezan Matthew as Opposed to Codex Vaticanus

Almost all instances involve a pronoun, whether as a prepositional phrase or a simple
pronoun.
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
5.11
εἴπωσιν καθ’ ὑµῶν πᾶν πονηρόν εἴπωσιν πᾶν πονηρόν καθ’ ὑµῶν
14.4
ἔλεγεν γὰρ αὐτῷ Ἰωάννης
ἔλεγεν γὰρ ὁ Ἰωάνης αὐτῷ
14.16 δότε ὑµεῖς φαγεῖν αὐτοῖς
δότε αὐτοῖς ὑµεῖς φαγεῖν
26.36 ἔρχεται ὁ Ἰησοῦς µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἔρχεται µετ’ αὐτῶν ὁ Ἰησοῦς
27.59* παραλαβὼν Ἰωσὴφ τὸ σῶµα
λαβὼν τὸ σῶµα ὁ Ἰωσὴφ
In the last example the order difference could have arisen from the possible
wrong understanding of ‘taking Joseph’s body’ (*παραλαβὼν τὸ σῶµα Ἰωσὴφ). While it is
not certain which constituent in the above list is highlighted, the question still remains
as to why the order was changed and/or the article added in the two manuscripts.
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ii.

Marked Order in Bezan Matthew as Opposed to Codex Vaticanus

There are two examples where the prepositional phrase stands immediately after the
verb, highlighting thereby the pronoun:
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
18.21 ἁµαρτήσει καθ’ ὑµῶν ὁ ἀδελφός µου ἁµαρτήσει ὁ ἀδελφός µου εἰς ἐµέ
21.32 ἦλθεν γὰρ πρὸς ὑµᾶς Ἰωάννης
ἦλθεν γὰρ Ἰωάνης πρὸς ὑµᾶς
iii.

Conflicting Principles/Variation in the Choice of Order of the Fronted Constituents

Where pronouns or pronominal phrases appear in a different place within a clause, it is
not straightforward to identify which position is marked or unmarked if at all, as there
seems to be an editorial, deliberate choice of order. This is the case in six instances:
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
13.29* ἐκριζώσητε ἅµα καὶ τὸν σεῖτον σὺν αὐτοῖς ἐκριζώσητε ἅµα αὐτοῖς τὸν σῖτον
18.16 παράλαβε µετὰ σοῦ ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο παράλαβε ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο µετὰ σοῦ
20.10 ἔλαβον δὲ καὶ αὐτοί ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ ἔλαβον ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ αὐτοί
26.22 ἤρξαντο λέγειν εἷς ἕκαστος αὐτῷ<<ν>> ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος
26.23 ὁ ἐνβαπτόµενος τὴν χεῖρα µετ’ ἐµοῦ ὁ ἐµβάψας µετ’ ἐµοῦ τὴν χεῖρα
27.51 ἐσχίσθη εἰς δύο µέρη ἀπὸ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω ἐσχίσθη ἀπ’ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω εἰς δύο
iv.

Discontinuous Constituents

When words that are expected to be contiguous are split by another constituent, Levinsohn speaks of discontinuous constituents.124 The main linguistic device involved here
is the prominence of the split constituents. This appears for verbal clauses (including
interrogatives) and non-verbal (nominal, adjectival, pronominal) phrases:
Ref.
•

Codex Bezae
Verbal

1.20*
13.39*
22.28
25.23
27.40
•

Codex Vaticanus

τὸ …γεννηθὲν ἐκ πνεύµατός ἁγίου ἐστιν
ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ὁ σπείρας αὐτά ἐστιν ὁ διάβολος
τίνος ἔστε τῶν ἑπτὰ γυνή
ἐπὶ ὀλίγα ἦς πιστός
εἰ υἱος εἶ τοῦ θεοῦ

τὸ …γεννηθὲν ἐκ πνεύµατός ἐστιν ἁγίου
ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ἐστιν ὁ σπείρας αὐτά ὁ διάβολος
τίνος τῶν ἑπτα ἔσται γυνή
ἐπὶ ὀλίγα πιστός ἦς
εἰ υἱος θεοῦ εἶ

Non-Verbal

12.4*
18.24
22.36*
26.22

ὃ οὐκ ἦν ἐξὸν αὐτῷ
προσήχθη αὐτῷ εἷς ὀφειλέτης µυρίων ταλάντων
ποία ἐντολὴ ἐν τῷ νόµῳ µεγάλη;
ἤρξαντο λέγειν εἷς ἕκαστος αὐτῷ<<ν>>
124

ὃ οὐκ ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ
προσ. εἷς αὐτῷ ὀφειλ. µυρίων ταλάντων
ποία ἐντολὴ µεγάλη ἐν τῷ νόµῳ;
ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος

Ibid., 57.
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27.15* ἀπολύειν ἕνα δέσµιον τῷ ὄχλῳ
v.

ἀπολύειν ἕνα τῷ ὄχλῳ δέσµιον

Discussion of a Few Examples

It is difficult to ascertain which of the two prepositional phrases is in marked focus in Mt
27.51 because either can be identified as supportive/less focal or highlighted. Furthermore, one can wonder why there is such a difference in word order in one of the texts.
How important is it that the temple’s curtain was divided into two parts from top to bottom or from top to bottom into two parts? A harmonisation with Mk 14.38 (B.03:
ἐσχίσθη εἰς δύο [+µέρη, D.05] ἀπ᾽ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω) could be the reason (although such a
reference to a harmonisation is surprisingly not indicated in the critical apparatus of
NA28).
In such a case, the difference in order in Matthew raises the reason for an inversion. If Levisohn’s principles can help, it could be argued that Codex Bezae is highlighting the two parts as Jewish features common in many episodes of the Jewish history
(crossing of the Red Sea etc.….) where Codex Vaticanus highlights the cutting from the
top as God’s sign. In summary, rather than being the result of an accidental inversion,
the word order may well bear some underlying message. Further investigation into the
first century cultural context would be needed to determine if this is the case.
Finally, the proximity of Mt 26.23 with the Markan parallel Mk 14.20 (ὁ
ἐµβαπτόµενος µετ’ ἐµοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον) could explain the use of the present middle participle as opposed to the active aorist participle in Codex Vaticanus. However, the word
order in Bezan Matthew shows that the prepositional phrase was emphasised by having
the subject immediately follow the verb, indicating a gesture with the person, rather
than the default ordering, signalling a gesture to the dish. It could therefore well be possible that the Jewish reader/audience would be familiar with the ‘table etiquette’ described in Sirach 31.14 (οὗ ἐὰν ἐπιβλέψῃ µὴ ἐκτείνῃς χεῖρα καὶ µὴ συνθλίβου αὐτῷ ἐν
τρυβλίῳ, ‘Do not reach out your hand for everything you see, and do not crowd your
neighbour at the dish’), where the order in Mt 26.23D.05 would be an indication of. The
other order in Codex Vaticanus would then be a focus on the scene of Judas dipping his
hands in the dish at the same time as Jesus.
Now that these differences in word order involving the verb (whether main or subordinate) have been set out, I will turn to the consideration of word order in nominal
phrases.
IV. 7. 2.

Word Order Differences in Nominal Phrases

Within nominal phrases (66) words also appear in a default or marked order. The word
order differences within a nominal phrase will be discussed according to the part of
speech involved: adjectives (IV. 7. 2. 1), adnominal genitives (IV. 7. 2. 2), other instances of nominal phrases (IV. 7. 2. 3) will be followed by a discussion of a few examples in
text-critical terms (IV. 7. 2. 4).
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IV. 7. 2. 1.

Adjectives

Adjectives are in their default order when they follow the noun.125 As a result, adjectives
in prenominal position are highlighted.
i.

Numeral Adjectives

Numerals can be in postnominal (default) order or in prenominal order (marked) and
Mt D.05 and B.03 display both positions. In the case of numeral adjectives, because the
ordinal adjective naturally carries emphasis within its meaning, it is naturally expected
to be in prenominal position but can be postnominal when no specific attention from
the readrer/audience is expected.126 The cardinal adjectives are usually in prenominal
position when describing an intrinsic quality or of particular importance.127
•

cardinals

Ref.
4.2
17.4
19.6
21.24

Codex Bezae
τεσσαράκοντα νύκτας
τρεῖς σκηνάς
µεία σάρξ
ἕνα λόγον

Codex Vaticanus
νύκτας τεσσεράκοντα
σκηνάς τρεῖς
σὰρξ µία
λόγον ἕνα

Ref.

Codex Bezae

Codex Vaticanus

5.36 τρίχα µείαν
18.28* δηνάρια ρ̅ (ἑκατόν)
•

µίαν τρίχα
ἑκατὸν δηνάρια

ordinals

Ref. Codex Bezae
27.45* ἐνάτης ὥρας

Codex Vaticanus
ὥρας ἐνάτης

Ref. Codex Bezae
20.3* ὥραν τρίτην
20.5 ὥραν ἕκτην καὶ ἐννάτην
27.64* (ἕως τῆς) ἡµέρας τρείτης

Codex Vaticanus
τρίτην ὥραν
ἕκτην καὶ ἐνάτην ὥραν
(ἕως τῆς) τρίτης ἡµέρας

ii.

Demonstratives

Variance in the position of the demonstrative occurs several times between the two
manuscripts in some common expressions such as ‘all these’ (πάντα ταῦτα/ταῦτα
πάντα)128 or many crowds (πολὺν ὄχλον/ὄχλον πολύν):
125

READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 90.
Ibid., 97.
127
Ibid., 95.
128
On the differences and variant readings involving πάντα ταῦτα/ταῦτα πάντα, see J. READHEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 98.
126
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Ref. Codex Bezae
18.10* τούτων τῶν µεικρῶν
23.36 ταῦτα πάντα
24.33 ταῦτα πάντα
24.34 ταῦτα πάντα

Codex Vaticanus
τῶν µεικρῶν τούτων
πάντα ταῦτα
πάντα ταῦτα
πάντα ταῦτα

Ref. Codex Bezae
13.56* πάντα ταῦτα
20.14* τῷ αἰσχάτῳ τούτῳ
24.2* πάντα ταῦτα
24.14* τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦτο

Codex Vaticanus
ταῦτα πάντα
τούτῳ τῷ ἐσχάτῳ
ταῦτα πάντα
τοῦτο τὸ εὐαγγέλιον

Ref. Codex Bezae
14.14* ὄχλον πολύν

Codex Vaticanus
πολὺν ὄχλον

Individual studies on the most frequent positions of the pronoun would be needed here but is beyond the scope of this initial work. The aim here is to highlight word
order differences as a significant feature of variation that is worthy of consideration in
evaluating variant readings.
IV. 7. 2. 2.

Adnominal Genitives and Pronouns

Some forms involving nouns in the genitives in relationship with other nouns are particularly variant in Mt D.05/B.03. When the genitive involves a pronoun, the latter can
be in pre- or postnominal position.
•
Ref.
2.22
14.33*
23.9
•
Ref.
5.29*
9.30*
10.30
12.13*
20.13
20.34
28.9*
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Genitives of Relationship
Codex Bezae
Ἡρῴδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ
υἱὸς θεοῦ
ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν

Codex Vaticanus
τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ηρῴδου
θεοῦ υἱός
ὑµῶν ὁ πατήρ

Partitive Genitives
Codex Bezae
ὁ ὀφθαλµός ὁ δεξιὸς σου
[σκανδαλίζει σε
οἱ ὀφθαλµοί αὐτῶν
καὶ αἱ τρίχες τῆς κεφαλῆς ὑµῶν
τὴν χεῖρα σου
ἑνὶ αὐτῶν
τῶν ὀµµάτων αὐτῶν
τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ

Codex Vaticanus
ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου ὁ δεξιὸς
[σκανδαλίζει σε
αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλµοί
ὑµῶν δὲ καὶ αἱ τρίχες τῆς κεφαλῆς
σου τὴν χεῖρα
αὐτῶν ἑνί
αὐτῶν τῶν ὀµµάτων
αὐτοῦ τοὺς πόδας

CHAPTER 3
•
Ref.
4.24*
19.29
23.2
•

Subjective Genitives
Codex Bezae
αὐτοῦ ἡ ἀκοή
τοῦ ὀνόµατός µου
τῆς καθέδρας Μωϋσέως

Codex Vaticanus
ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ
τοῦ ἐµοῦ ὀνόµατος
τῆς Μωϋσέως καθέδρας

Possessive Genitives

Ref. Codex Bezae
6.4
ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη σου
16.18* τὴν ἐκκλησίαν µου
18.31* οἱ σύνδουλοι αὐτοῦ

Codex Vaticanus
σου ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη
µου τὴν ἐκκλησίαν
αὐτοῦ οἱ σύνδουλοι

The above lists indicate that there is variability of order, seemingly with no impact on the meaning, but certainly suggests an editorial act. Interestingly, Mt D.05 has
more often the default order than Mt B.03.
IV. 7. 2. 3.

Other Nominal Phrases

This last subclass of nominal phrases includes mostly independent words that are linked
or not linked to a coordinating particle (καί, ἤ), where no markedness seems to be involved. Runge reminds us that ‘the narrative events that are added one to another are
judged by the writer to be of equal status.’129 Thus, there is apparently no reason for
having A and B or B and A, although one must nevertheless ask why the word order
would have been changed. The occurrences are listed below:
Ref. Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
14.21 παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν
γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων
15.38 παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν
γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων
15.30 τυφλούς, κυλλούς
κυλλούς, τυφλούς
16.12 Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων Σαδδουκαίων καὶ Φαρεισαίων
18.8 χωλόν ἢ κυλλόν
κυλλὸν ἢ χωλόν
A specific consideration of word order in coordinated nouns and on their importance in the message conveyed has been already discussed.130
IV. 7. 2. 4.

Interpretation of Word Order Differences in Nominal Phrases

As an illustration of the possible meaning of markedness due to word order, Mt 4.2D.05
shows Jesus brought to the desert and tempted by the devil where he fasted for forty
days and forty nights, νηστεύσας ἡµέρας τεσσαράκοντα καὶ τεσσαράκοντα νύκτας. Codex
Vaticanus has the natural order καὶ νηστεύσας ἡµέρας τεσσεράκοντα καὶ νύκτας
τεσσεράκοντα. While the reference to forty nights is exclusively Matthean (Mark and

129
130

RUNGE, Discourse Grammar, 26.
READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 76–7, 82–5.
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Luke have ‘forty days’ only), the additional reference to forty nights is most probably a
Jewish feature because of its reference to the Jewish Scriptures.131 However, the order
found in the LXX consistently has the prenominal order, i.e. τεσσαράκοντα ἡµέρας καὶ
τεσσαράκοντα νύκτας, a direct import from the same word order in Hebrew ( ארבעים יום
)וארבעים לילה. Therefore this unique order in Bezan Matthew could be construed as an
original wording aiming at drawing the attention of the reader/audience to certain biblical figures (Moses in Exodus, Elijah in Deuteronomy) or divine events (creation in Genesis). For this reason, the Bezan formulation is more likely to be earlier than the Alexandrian one, while the default order reflects a straight forward narrative account of the
event.
Reasons might be found in the local context of 1st c. Judaism but it might be no
longer possible to access this with sufficient precision to arrive at an answer.
IV. 7. 3.

Other Types of Word Order Differences

This final section will focus on examples that I deliberately discarded as they cannot be
technically classified as grammatical differences of word order, but instead, reflect a different syntax due to a different formulation. There are two such groups, one where the
wording is different lexically or syntactically or both or where the wording implies a
change in nature of the words, and one where the words are similar but the place of the
verb is different. A third group corresponding to the inversion due to grammatical constraints will not be listed because it is irrelevant: καί as a connective will always be in the
first position while δέ will systematically be in the second position. This section is slightly at the crossroads of constituent order and different rephrasing and will not be examined.
IV. 7. 3. 1.

Change of Position of Conjunctions/Adverbs

In the following 29 instances, the conjunction or adverb is at a different place whether in
Mt D.05 or Mt B.03. Nuances are brought in the intensity of the discourse but would
require further linguistic exploration:
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
9.9
καὶ παράγων ἐκεῖθεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶδεν
καὶ παράγων ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐκεῖθεν εἶδεν
9.33* οὐδέποτε οὕτως ἐφάνη
οὐδέποτε ἐφάνη οὕτως
18.19 δύο ἐὰν συνφωνήσουσιν
ἐὰν δύο συνφωνήσουσιν
21.21* καὶ τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ ἐὰν εἴπητε
κἄν τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ εἴπητε
18.20 οὐκ εἰσιν γάρ δύο ἢ τρεῖς συνηγµένοι
οὗ γάρ εἰσιν δύο ἢ τρεῖς συνηγµένοι
24.30 καὶ κόψονται τότε πᾶσαι αἱ φυλαί
καὶ τότε κόψονται πᾶσαι αἱ φυλαί
26.53 ὅτι οὐ δύναµαι ἄρτι παρακαλέσαι
ὅτι οὐ δύνοµαι παρακαλέσαι τὸν
[τὸν πατέρα µου καὶ παραστήσει µοι πλείω
[πατέρα µουκαὶ παραστήσει µοι ἄρτι πλείω
25.27 ἔδει οὖν σε βαλεῖν
ἔδει σε οὖν βαλεῖν

131

Page | 94
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Each occurrence would need a specific study to determine whether Codex Bezae
is more inclined to poetic or sophisticated or emphatic phrasing or if the alternative
wording reflects a poor knowledge of Greek, for example.
IV. 7. 3. 2.

Syntactical Rearrangements

In this section, the syntax in both manuscripts is close but somewhat different. The
question of the reason for a change again is raised though it will probably remain unanswered without further development in linguistic and/or cultural studies.
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
5.11
διώξουσιν ὑµᾶς καὶ ὀνιδίσουσιν
ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑµᾶς καὶ διώξωσιν
9.17
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται
10.11
ἡ πόλις εἰς ἣν ἄν εἰσέλθητε εἰς αὐτήν
εἰς ἣν δ’ἄν πόλιν ἢ κώµην εἰσέλθητε
11.9
εἰδεῖν; προφήτην;
προφήτην ἰδεῖν;
13.23* ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν τὴν καλήν
ἐπὶ τὴν καλὴν γῆν
13.24* τῷ ἰδίῳ ἀγρῷ
τῷ ἀγρῷ ἑαυτοῦ
14.8
εἶπεν, δός µοι
δός µοι, φησίν
16.22
ἤρξατο αὐτῷ ἐπειτειµᾶν καὶ λέγειν
λέγει αὐτῷ ἐπιτειµῶν
17.24*
(…λαµβάνοντες) καὶ εἶπαν τῷ Πέτρῳ
(…λαµβάνοντες) τῷ Πέτρῳ καὶ εἶπαν
17.4
καὶ Μωϋσεῖ µείαν καὶ Ἠλείᾳ µείαν
καὶ Μωϋσεῖ µίαν καὶ µίαν Ἠλείᾳ
17.8*
εἶδον εἰ µὴ µόνον τὸν Ἰησοῦν
εἶδον εἰ µὴ αὐτὸν Ἰησοῦν µόνον
22.7
ἐκεῖνος ὁ βασιλεὺς ἀκούσας ὠργίσθη
ὁ δὲ βασιλεὺς ὠργίσθη
23.10
ὅτι καθηγητὴς ὑµῶν εἷς ἐστιν ὁ Χριστός
ὅτι καθηγητὴς ὑµῶν ἐστιν εἷς ὁ Χριστός
24.3*
τῆς παρουσίας σου
τῆς σῆς παρουσίας
24.30*
(µετὰ δυνάµεως) πολλῆς καὶ δόξης
(µετὰ δυνάµεως) καὶ δόξης πολλῆς
25.15* τὴν δύναµιν αὐτοῦ
τὴν ἰδίαν δύναµιν
26.50
ἐφ’ ὃ πάρει, ἑτεραι
ἑταῖρε, ἐφ’ ὃ πάρει
The concept of markedness is less visible here and may involve stylistic preferences (e.g.
probable chiasm in the case of 17.4B.03 καὶ Μωϋσεῖ µίαν καὶ µίαν Ἠλείᾳ); no systematic
pattern stands out.
IV. 7. 3. 3.

Differences Resulting in a Different Meaning

In the following cases, the word order difference implies a different emphasis or meaning. For this reason, these word order differences are classified separately from the other
sections:
Ref.
Codex Bezae
Codex Vaticanus
6.14* ἀφήσει ὑµεῖν καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ οὐράνιος
ἀφήσει καὶ ὑµῖν ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ οὐράνιος
13.48 ὅτε δὲ ἐπληρώθη ἀνεβίβασαν αὐτὴν
ἣν ὅτε ἐπληρώθη ἀναβιβάσαντες
16.5a* καὶ ἐλθόντες εἰς τὸ πέραν ἐπελάθοντο
καὶ ἐλθόντες οἱ µαθηταὶ εἰς τὸ
[οἱ µαθηταὶ ἄρτους λαβεῖν
[πέραν ἐπελάθοντο λαβεῖν ἄρτους
18.9
τὸ αὐτὸ εἰ καὶ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου σκανδαλίζει σε
καὶ εἰ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου σκανδα<λί>ζει σε
20.17 παρέλαβεν τοὺς ι̅β̅ κατ’ ἰδίαν ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ καὶ εἶπεν παρέλαβεν…καὶ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ εἶπεν
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20.12
21.39

ἴσους αὐτοὺς ἡµεῖν ἐποίησας
ἀπέκτειναν καὶ ἐξέβαλαν ἔξω τοῦ ἀµπελῶνος

ἴσους ἡµῖν αὐτοὺς ἐποίησας
ἐξέβαλον ἔξω τοῦ ἀµπ. καὶ ἀπέκτειναν

To take an example, the adverbial καί before ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν means ‘even your Father [will forgive you]’ in Mt 6.14D.05, while when it is placed before ὑµῖν it means
‘[your heavenly Father] to you also [or even you will forgive].’ As a result, it is neither a
question of markedness nor default order which has guided the scribe but a difference in
meaning.
IV. 7. 3. 4.

Reordering of Verses

A final matter must be considered before drawing the study of word order to a close.
There are three cases where entire verses of Bezan Matthew appear in a different position to Mt B.03. Although these differences are discussed among scholars, there is no
consensus about the original order.
The first two verses are Mt 5.4,5 for which Metzger proposed quite surely ({B}grade) that an inversion had taken place due to a deliberate symmetric re-organisation of
the text:
If verses 3 and 5 had originally stood together, with their rhetorical antithesis of heaven and earth, it is unlikely that any scribe would have thrust ver.
4 between them. On the other hand, as early as the second century copyists
reversed the order of the two beatitudes so as to produce such an antithesis
and to bring πτωχοί and πραεῖς into closer connection.132

The next case of verse inversion is Mt 17.12b-13 traditionally ignored in commentaries (e.g. Metzger and Davies-Allison). Holmes describes this inversion as an editorial improvement of the text aimed at avoiding an ‘awkward switch of subjects.’133 Interestingly, there are no variant readings (except a minor one: νῦν is added in a few
manuscripts) apart from the different place of the verses.
The last case can be found in Mt 21.29-31 (Parable of the Two Sons) where there
is more than a change in position of the words or a verse, and the passage may reflect a
completely different purpose. Indeed, the analysis and possible reasons for so many variant readings can be reduced to three standalone forms of texts, discussion of which goes
beyond the scope of this work although views can be found in the scholarship.134

132

METZGER, Commentary, 10.
HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 128–9.
134
In summary, Metzger describes three main states of the text whether the first and second son
c.p.h
agree or not (a) ‘yes’ –’no’ – ‘the first’ as in ℵ C* K W ∆ Π c q vg sy
al (b) ‘no’ – ‘yes’ – the last one as in D
2
s
a b d e ff h l sy al (c) ‘yes’ – ‘no’ – ‘the last’ (with four variants whether ‘the first’ or ‘the second’ or ‘the last’
13
pal
[the latter has itself two variants] as in B Θ f 700 sy arm geo al (Commentary, 44-6) and concludes with a
meaningless articulation in Codex Bezae, the Old Latin and the Syriac. Amphoux, based on an earlier work
published by Michaels (J.R. MICHAELS, ‘The Parable of the Regretful Son,’ HTR 62 [1968] 15–26) revises this
conclusion and proposes the Bezan text to reflect a typically Stoic-Cynic rhetoric which explains the other
two traditions (‘Les contextes de la parabole des deux fils [Mt 21,28-32],’ LOAPL 3 [1991] 215–248). Elliott
summarizes all views in J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘The Parable of the Two Sons. Text and Exegesis,’ in A. DENAUX (ed.),
133
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IV. 8.

Conclusions

The question of word order differences in manuscripts is largely overlooked among textual critics, despite the acknowledgement of it as a category of its own when talking
about variant readings. The temptation to mention only word order differences (and not
word order ‘changes’ as often read in text-critical studies) between the text of reference,
i.e. Nestle-Aland, and a given manuscript fails to identify reasons for such a difference
and to conclude systematically that the reading of the manuscript under study is variant
hence secondary. Furthermore, the temptation is to appeal to the ‘free word order’ status
of Koine Greek and thereby disregard a genuine reason for the construction of a discourse, where word order is used to highlight some elements in contrast to others.
Therefore, an exhaustive list of all word order differences between the two texts
of Matthew in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus was first drawn up from NA28 but
complemented by the consultation of Scrivener’s edition, bringing to light a much higher number of instances than originally identified from NA28 alone.
While proposing which of the above 156 variant readings are more likely to be
original is a task which goes beyond this work – although a couple of examples were
identified with immediate text-critical conclusions – further study is needed. The prime
purpose of this section was to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that, while there is
often no obvious reason for modifying word order given the flexibility of the Greek language, word order differences are likely to be more significant than is usually realised,
not to identify a difference in meaning but a difference in focus or emphasis.
When talking about word order in Codex Bezae, even Harris’ work on Codex
Bezae overlooked the significance of such changes. Yoder checked variant readings involving word order changes with a focus on the Greek and Latin columns and concluded
that ‘the multiplicity and variety of transpositions of words in a sentence testifies to an
atmosphere of freedom: whether licet or illicet, one is unable to determine.’135 Only
more recently, works have received increased interest in word order in the texts of New
Testament but the essence of the variation is hardly commented on or in text-critical
discussions. And yet, the overall interest in studying word order outside of unapplied
linguistics resides, as Levinsohn mentions, in its interest for exegesis136 for which the
choice of text is critical.
It has been shown that from what we can see in Mt D.05 and B.03 scribes followed principles of marked and default order in a natural manner, and that the same
message could have been conveyed by ordering the sentence differently but the focus
would have been different. Interestingly, when the word order is different in
Mt D.05/B.03, Codex Bezae tends to have the default order. Though speculative, this

New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis. Festschrift J. Delobel (BETL 161; Leuven/Paris/Sterling/Virginia: Peeters Publishers and Leuven University Press, 2002) 67-78 (reprinted in
ELLIOTT, Thoroughgoing Principles, 359–71).
135
YODER, ‘Language,’ 351.
136
S.H. LEVINSOHN, ‘The Relevance of Greek Discourse Studies to Exegesis,’ Journal of Translation 2
(2006) 20.
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study has also suggested a few readings that appear to be closer to the context of an audience rooted in 1st c. Judaism. This initial exploration presented here may help further
work on the subject to be able to identify a reason for word order change rather than
simply indicating (or not) a different word order from the ‘text of reference.’
Now that the presence or absence of words, alternative wording and word order
differences between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03 have been presented (totalising 1,266 differeces if one exludes the 668 instances of orthographical difference), a last case of variant
readings that combines all these types, harmonisations, will now be presented in the
next three chapters.
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METHODOLOGY IN THE CONSIDERATION OF HARMONISTIC READINGS IN THE
BEZAN TEXT OF MATTHEW

I.

Review of the Preceding Chapters, Limitations

As we have seen above from the history of research (Chapter 2), the Bezan text of the
Gospels, especially Matthew, has been relatively underappreciated. Concerning a textcritical analysis of the variant readings in Mt D.05 specifically, the most thorough study
to date remains that of Michael Holmes.1 Holmes summarised all the Bezan variants in
Matthew by classifying them into omissions, additions, substitutions, harmonisations
and general improvement and concluded that they were secondary in character, resulting
from the many corrections that took place during the early stages of the transmission
process. His conclusions support the general understanding of the ‘Western’ text as a
whole as a paraphrasing text,2 which is fond of textual expansions and striking omissions,3 and, with particular reference to Codex Bezae, a ‘harmonising’ tendency,4 i.e. as
the most distinctive manuscript in this group, ‘it exhibits a tendency to reduce discordant parallels across the Gospels by amending the text and making them agree.’5 Indeed,
one of the standard principles of textual criticism stipulates that one should adopt the
reading which makes a passage less like its parallel,’6 the most discordant reading is
more likely to be original, because scribes have a tendency to reduce discordance between the Gospels rather than the other way round.7 Consequently, the ‘harmonising’
reading is customarily regarded as a correction of the ‘non-harmonising’ one.8
1

HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity.’
B.W.F. WESTCOTT and F.J.A. HORT, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction, Appendix (London: Macmillan, 1907) 122.
3
rd
N.R. LIGHTFOOT, How We Got the Bible? (3 ed.; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2003) 58.
4
[The harmonising tendency of Codex Bezae is] ‘a well-known phenomenon, especially in Luke (J.
DELOBEL, ‘The Lord’s Prayer in the Textual Tradition. A Critique of Recent Theories and Their View on
Marcion’s Role,’ in J.-M. SEVRIN (ed.), The New Testament in Early Christianity. La réception des écrits
néotestamentaires dans le christianisme primitif [BETL 86; Leuven: Peeters/Louvain: University Press, 1989]
293-30 [303 n. 38]); a ‘distinctive characteristic of the whole manuscript’ (HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 124); ‘a high proportion of distinctive readings of
Codex Bezae’ (D.C. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels [New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997]
42; E. J. EPP, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966) 74; ‘a hallmark of the Western and Byzantine traditions’ (G.D. FEE, ‘Modern Textual
Criticism and the Synoptic Problem: On the Problem of Harmonization in the Gospels’ in EPP–FEE, Studies,
175).
5
According to Tischendorff’s fourth principle of textual criticism, ‘in parallel passages the tendency
of copyists would be to make the readings agree, and therefore, in such passages, testimonies are to be preferred which are not in precise accordance’ (summarised in J. FINEGAN, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts: A Working Introduction to Textual Criticism [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1974] 63.
6
PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels, 111.
7
On the shift from the search of the ‘original’ text to the ‘best available’ text, see E.J. EPP, ‘The Multivalence of the Term “Original Text” in New Testament Textual Criticism,’ HTR 92 (1999) 245–81 (246).
2
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My classification of variants in Bezan Matthew in Chapter 3 as a mixture of presence or absence of words, lexical/grammatical differences, can sometimes be awkward
and difficult simply because the readings in question reflect harmonisation, i.e. where
the scribe or editor of a manuscript seems to have (inadvertently?) borrowed the language from a parallel passage and inserted it into the text. Let us take Mt 9.17D.05/B.03
as an illustration as it bears all the above mentioned features:
Codex Bezae
Οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς
εἰ δὲ µήγε ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ↑ ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοι·
βάλλουσιν δὲ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς
καὶ ἀµφότεροι τηροῦνται

Codex Vaticanus
οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή, ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται·
ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται

If one follows the comparison of the two texts according to the classification done
in the preceding chapter, words appear in different order when comparing Codex Bezae
to Codex Vaticanus (ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοι/καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται) and are either omitted (om./ἐκχεῖται), added (ὁ νέος/om.; τοὺς ἀσκούς/om.) or substituted (ῥήσσει/ῥήγνυνται;
δέ/ἀλλά; τηροῦνται/ συντηροῦνται) however the lexical proximity of Mt 9.17D.05 with Mk
2.22 (καὶ οὐδεὶς βάλλει οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή, ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος τοὺς ἀσκοὺς καὶ ὁ
οἶνος ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί· ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς) can be prima facie regarded
as a harmonisation with Mark. Actually, Mt 9.17D.05 ‘resembles’ to the NA28 form of Mk
2.22, the verse in Mark is highly variant. Therefore, concluding into a harmonisation
ignores the question of the original form of Mk 2.22.9 This is the reason why concluding
into a harmonisation may be a partial statement and needs exploring further.
Specifically, the phenomenon of harmonisation raises the question of how or why
a scribe, having in front of him a specific reading, would not copy but amend the text,
thereby substituting the reading in front of him for an ‘equivalent’ reading found in one
of the other Synoptic Gospels. In his short essay on how scribes worked, Dain talks
about a dictée intérieure which consists in memorising the verse or portion of verse and
writing it down the best he could.10 This copying exercise therefore is likely to generate
inadvertent changes as well as reflecting systematic scribal errors as Baarda mentions:

Throughout his article Epp uses the term ‘original text’ in inverted commas to highlight the difficulty in
identifying what is really behind the quest of textual criticism. Barbara Aland and Joël Delobel follow Petzer’s
proposal that ‘the twenty first century research will have to solve the two remaining riddles: the problem of
the second century text, and even to the first century text including the nature of the ‘original’ text and its
relation to the ‘autographs’ (B. ALAND–J. DELOBEL [eds], New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis and
Church History: A Discussion of Methods [CBET 7; Kampen: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1994] 8).
8
K. ALAND and B. ALAND, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions
and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (trans. E.F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1995) 262.
9
The variant reading of Mt 9.17D.05 (par. Mk 2.22) is discussed in Chapter 6 II. 2.
10
rd
A. DAIN, Les Manuscrits (3 ed.; Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 22, 44–6.
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Textual harmonisation was most probably one of the attempts to remove or
neutralise the disagreements among the Gospels. Apart from an amount of
unconscious assimilation by the scribes who inadvertently reproduced the
text of the Gospel with which they were most familiar, and not the text of
the exemplar being copied, they are certainly deliberate alterations, omissions or additions. Scribes consciously altered their manuscripts and made
it conform it to that of the other Gospels, especially when these latter texts
stood in high esteem in their community because of their archaic character
or supposed apostolic origin. This process of harmonization was not necessarily limited to the canonical Gospels, but extended also to documents that
were later labelled as apocryphal Gospels.11

As a result, the scribes’ knowledge of the Scriptures comes into play at the moment where a verse or portion of verses ‘resembles’ more a different Gospels that the
assumed text to be copied. Conversely, there is general consensus that it is a priori relatively unlikely that a scribe would ‘de-harmonise’ the wording common to two (or more)
Gospels.
Scholars have addressed since long this question of diorthosis,12 a phenomenon
whereby a scribe amends the biblical text in formation, either by accident or deliberately,
resulting in an ‘orthodox corruption,’ as Ehrman strikingly describes it.13 The question
still remains as to why a scribe would naturally add to or ‘correct’ the text that he may
have anticipated to be missing or ‘wrong,’ or why a word or clause or phrase with apparently no difference in meaning would be deliberately substituted by taking from the parallel passage.
Regarding the harmonisations in Codex Bezae, earlier scholarship on harmonisation as a scribal activity in early manuscripts (section II.1) and in Mt D.05 (section II. 2)
will be briefly reviewed. I will then describe a methodology on how such harmonisations
can be identified from the Nestle-Aland apparatus in order to comment on the Bezan
text of Matthew (section III).
II. History of Research on Harmonistic Variants
While harmonisation is introduced in any major work of textual criticism,14 the study of
specific instances of harmonistic readings in the Gospels are rare.15 Beyond individual

11

T. BAARDA, ‘∆ιαφωνια–Συµφονια: Factors in the Harmonization of the Gospels, Especially in the Diatessaron of Tatian,’ in ibid. (ed.), Essays on the Diatessaron (CBET 11; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1994) 29–47.
12
On the phenomenon of diorthosis, see e.g. R.B. STEWART, The Reliability of the New Testament,
Bart D. Ehrman and Daniel B. Wallace in Dialogue (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2011) 76. On its application
to the Bezan text of Matthew, see M.W. HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–
AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 150–2.
13
B.D. EHRMAN, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993).
14
See e.g. J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘Textual Criticism, Assimilation and the Synoptic Gospels,’ in ibid. (ed.),
New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of Thoroughgoing Principles. Essays on Manuscripts and
Textual Variation (NovTSup 137; Leiden/Boston: Brill) 2010, 417–30; D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the
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studies, the importance of textual criticism in the broader scholarly context of synoptic
studies is nonetheless consistently advocated as unavoidable although rarely discussed in
detail.16 To help supplement this area of research, the phenomenon of harmonisation as
a scribal habit will be first introduced (II.1) before a specific development on alleged
harmonistic variants in Bezan Matthew will be presented (II.2).
II. 1.

Harmonisation as a Scribal Habit

Without mentioning directly scribal activity, the 19th c. scholar Burgon, who maintained
an ideological preference for the Byzantine text, differentiates between harmonisation
and the related phenomenon of assimilation.17 Harmonisation is an intentional circumstance reflecting
a tendency to bring the Four Records (the Gospels) into one harmonious
narrative, or at least to delete or to vary statements in one Gospel which
‘appeared’ to conflict with parallel statement in another.18

Furthermore he concludes that the possibility of an ‘Evangelical Diatessaron,’ or
Harmony, or combined narrative now forgotten,’ appears to have influenced the Gospels.19 In contrast, he defines assimilation as the case where ‘sometimes the expression
of one Evangelist gets improperly transferred to another.’20
This latter understanding continues to be the definition of harmonisation in current scholarship. In his manual on the textual criticism of the New Testament, Metzger
gives several examples of harmonistic corruptions and summarizes the assumption as
follows:
Since monks usually knew by heart extensive portions of the Scriptures, the
temptation to harmonise discordant parallels or questions would be strong

New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) 338-41. For
a wider consideration of biblical manuscripts, see E. TOV, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis, MI: Fortress Press, 2001); ibid., ‘The Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts,’ JSOT 31 (1985) 3–29.
15
A few articles are of interest in suggesting of a probable original reading after internal and external consideration: J.W WENHAM, ‘How Many Cock-Crowings: The Problem of Harmonistic Text-Variants,’
NovT 25 (1979) 523–5; ibid., ‘Why Do You Ask Me about the Good: A Study of the Relation between Text
and Source Criticism,’ in NTS 28 (1982) 116–25; H.-W. BARTSCH, ‘Über den Umgang der frühen Christenheit mit dem Text der Evangelien. Das Beispiel des Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis,’ NTS 29 (1983) 167–82;
M.W. HOLMES, ‘The Text of the Matthean Divorce Passages: A Comment on the Appeal to Harmonization in
Textual Decisions,’ JBL 109 (1990) 651–64; J.R. SHAFFER, ‘A Harmonization of Matt 8:5-13 and Luke 7:1-10,’
TMSJ 17 (2006) 35–50; E.F. HILLS, ‘Harmonizations in the Caesarean Text of Mark,’ JBL 66 (1947) 135–52;
R.L. OMANSON, ‘A Question of Harmonization – Matthew 9:18–25,’ Bible Translator 42 (1991) 241.
16
J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘L’importance de la critique textuelle pour le problème synoptique,’ RB 96 (1989)
56–70; G.D. FEE, ‘Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem: On the Problem of Harmonisation in
the Gospels,’ in EPP–FEE, Studies, 174–8.
17
J.W. BURGON, The Causes of the Corruption of the Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, being
the Sequel to ‘The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels’ (Reprint 1998; London: G. Bell, 1896) 44–58.
18
Ibid., 44.
19
Ibid., 44.
20
Ibid., 49.
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in proportion to the degree of the copyist’s familiarity with other parts of
the Bible.21

Beyond the scribe’s knowledge of the Scriptures potentially creating harmonistic
readings accidently, the dislike of disagreeing sacred texts made the process at times
intentional.22 As a result, textual critics suggest that the most discordant reading between two variant readings should be taken as the one which is more likely to be original. However, as Delobel admits, ‘the harmonistic corruption lies on the border between
accident and purpose,’ and he confesses ‘it turns out to be very difficult to decide [between the two].’23 This remark should not be forgotten in assessing a (potentially) harmonising variant so that the text critical principle does not turn out to be applied mechanically.
In his study on scribal habits in early papyri (প45.66.75),24 Colwell formalised his
conclusions on the causes of harmonisations. He classified the latter into harmonisations
to the immediate/intermediate context (the latter being defined as four or five verses
immediately before or after the reading),25 to usage (i.e. adaptation to common words or
phrases or to well-known passages) and to a parallel passage from another Gospel.26
Colwell showed that the scribes were more inclined to harmonise to the immediate context rather than to parallels or to general usage.27
Further, James Royse pursued Colwell’s work with a comprehensive study on the
scribal habits in six early and extensive Greek NT papyri প45.46.47.66.72.74, concluding that
the most common form of corruption is harmonisation, normally to the immediate context.28 He concludes that the tendency of scribes was to omit rather than to add text,
which undermines the text-critical principle that the shorter reading should be preferred.

21

B.M. METZGER and B.D. EHRMAN, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
th
and Restoration (4 edn; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) 262.
22
‘But again it could also be intentional, because it was impossible that sacred texts should not be in
agreement’ in ALAND–ALAND, Text, 290.
23
DELOBEL, ‘The Sayings of Jesus in the Textual Tradition. Variant Readings in the Greek Manuscripts of the Gospels,’ in ibid., Logia, 431–57 [441].
24
E.C. COLWELL, ‘Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the Corruption of the Text,’ in J.P.
th
HYATT (ed.), The Bible in Modern Scholarship. Papers Read at the 100 Meeting of the Society of Biblical
Literature, December 28-30, 1964 (Nashville: Abington Press, 1965) 370-89.
25
The immediate context is defined as the four or five verses immediately before or after the reading, the intermediate context as anything up to one or two chapters before or after the reading, and harmonisation to general usage as adoption common words or phrases, or to well-known passages’ summarised in D.
JONGKIND, Scribal Habits of Codex Sinaiticus (TaS.ThS 5; Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2007) 140.
26
As introduced by Hernandez, this position is a methodological one. See J. HERNÁNDEZ, Scribal Habits and Theological Influences in the Apocalypse: The Singular Readings of Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and
Ephraemi (WUNT2 218; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006) 52; JONGKIND, Scribal Habits of Codex Sinaiticus, 143.
27
B.D. EHRMAN and M.W. HOLMES (eds), The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Questionis. A Volume in Honor of Bruce M. Metzger (SD 46; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1995) 246.
28
J.R. ROYSE, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: E.J. Brill,
2008) 360; more generally on scribal habits see ibid., ‘Scribal Tendencies in the Transmission of the Text of the
New Testament,’ in EHRMAN‒HOLMES, The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 239–52.
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Textual critics identify harmonistic readings where variants seem to be textually
closer to other passages. This method of identification is deeply rooted mainly due to
the fact that it apparently makes good sense (it is more likely that two parallel readings
are brought closer than de-harmonised) and is usually based on a relatively subjective
and approximate analysis of the variant reading, which is seen as ‘quite similar’ to a parallel passage or ‘with no doubt’ pointing to a harmonistic reading. In order to test this
usual procedure, the aim in this work will be to compare the exactness of the variant
reading with the parallel reading and specifically within the two selected manuscripts. In
contrast to Holmes who restricted his study to the harmonistic variants only,29 the present work will list all readings claimed as harmonistic.
Finally, harmonisations are considered in the scholarship as the result of professional scribal activity conducted in scriptoria but it has been far from firmly established
how the early texts of the New Testament were copied in the two first centuries. This is
particularly highlighted in the form of canons in Parker’s presentation of the difficulties
to approach harmonisations, without being though able to identify their genesis.30
Vogels’ Approach on Harmonisations in Bezan Matthew

II. 2.

As mentioned earlier (Chapter 1, V.3.), Vogels’ 1910 monograph examines the alternative, and allegedly harmonistic, wording of Codex Bezae (1,278 references from the Gospels, of which 229 in Matthew) in relation to Nestle’s text,31 the so-called ‘right text’ (‘der
richtige Text’),32 and concludes that a Gospel Harmony stands behind the Bezan text.
While such an idea is not new,33 his work systematically lists all variant readings in Codex Bezae along with the wording from parallel sections within the Gospels that appear
to display similarities. He then classifies such readings under four categories in sections
§§1-4 of his monograph.
Section §1 is dedicated to what Vogels calls ‘harmonisation in objective differences’ (‘Harmonistik in sachlichen Differenzen’).34 In this section, he lists 15 harmonising variants in Codex Bezae (among which three are in Matthew), where ‘D’35 would
have deliberately smoothened (‘gemildert’) a reading in order to match the parallel
wording. Section §2 deals with ‘harmonisation in transition passages’ (‘Harmonistik in

29

HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 131.
D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008) 339-40.
31
At the time when Vogels published his monograph, his ‘Nestle text’ corresponded to the first
edition (1898) which Eberhard Nestle generated from the compilation of the editions of Tischendorf,
Westcott-Hort and Weymouth (after 1901 he replaced the latter with Bernhard Weiß’s 1894/1900 edition).
th
See A.J. FORTE, ‘Observations on the 28 Revised Edition of Nestle-Aland's Novum Testamentum Graece,’
Biblica 94 (2013) 268-92 [269].
32
VOGELS, Harmonistik, 12.
33
F. H. CHASE, The Syro-Latin Text of the Gospels (London: Macmillan, 1895) 76-100.
34
VOGELS, Harmonistik, 8-11.
35
It is unclear in his use of ‘D’ whether Vogels refers to the scribe who copied Codex Bezae and
generated the alternative readings, or to the editor of Codex Bezae who a Gospel Harmony. In the absence
of evidence, I will assume that he means ‘D’ to refer to the scribe copying Codex Bezae.
30
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Übergängen’),36 that is, text lying at the very junction of two pericopes, an apparently
ideal position for harmonisation according to Vogels. In this section, he lists 50 such
instances in Mt-Mk-Lk (of which 15 instances are in Matthew alone).37 Section §3 examines ‘parallel variant readings’ (‘Parallel Varianten’),38 a lengthier part of the study compared to §§1-2. In this section, he identifies the passages that are present in Codex Bezae
against the Nestle text in a context where they ‘seem’ to be ‘out of place’ (‘nicht offenbar
in den Text hineingehören, […], wo sie ebenso wenig Existenzberechigung haben’).
Within the list of all Gospel texts of this last section, Vogels notes 97 examples in Matthew where the reading of Mt D.05 agrees with the one in the Bezan form of the parallel
passage, a feature that he relates to the influence of a harmonising text. In the final and
longest section, §4, Vogels lists by chapter and verse all the readings that he considers as
being harmonising in Codex Bezae but not belong to any of the categories described in
the previous sections (‘Liste der harmonistischen Lesarten’).39 In this latter section, Vogels neglects to comment on any of these readings, however, and simply indicates the
parallel verse that exhibits a similar or identical wording.
Despite the effort made in exhaustively documenting harmonistic variants to
support the thesis that a harmonising text lies behind the Bezan text, the listings remain
unconvincing and appear to be somewhat tainted with an enthusiastic subjectivity.40
More specifically, on the content of Vogels’ analysis, the variant readings consist of an
heterogeneous mix of orthographical resemblances in parallel gospels in Codex Bezae
(e.g. ῥάκκους vs. ῥάκους in Mt 9.16B.03//Mk 2.21D.05), factual but minor differences that
cannot be taken as decisive (e.g. τὸ ἀργυριόν µου in Mt 25.27D.05//Lk 19.23D.05;
εἰς τὸ πλοῖον in Mt 13.2D.05//Mk 4.1D.05), or longer assimilations (cf. Mt 18.11D.05//Lk
19.10 ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ζητῆσαι καὶ σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός). These shortcomings
severely limit the validity of Vogels’ study which ultimately fails to substantiate the central thesis. As a result, his monograph merely demonstrates a resemblance between the
Synoptic Gospels, an unremarkable feature that is entirely typical of parallel episodes.
Further, for each Bezan reading that differs from the Nestle text, it appears that a parallel text can always be identified, by the very nature of synoptic texts, as a potential ‘import’ of wording from the parallel text. On this last point, it can be noticed that many vll
are explained as an ‘import’, which Vogels justifies by relating them to Luke, Mark or
John, or a combination thereof.
Finally, even though the evidence of interwoven wording involving different
Gospels is interpreted by Vogels as diatessaric readings, Vogels actually never quotes the

36

VOGELS, Harmonistik, 12-22.
VOGELS, Harmonistik, 13.
38
VOGELS, Harmonistik, 22-62.
39
VOGELS, Harmonistik, 62-107.
40
Most of the arguments that Vogels brings to the reader’s attention are, in his own words, ‘evident’ (‘augenscheinlich’), or else he claims that ‘nobody will doubt (‘wird niemand bestreiten wollen’) that
[such changes] are obviously (‘offenbar’) and only (‘nur’) due to harmonistic tendencies’. He also notes
that the variations at passage junctions are of striking importance (‘vondurchschlagender Bedeutung’)
(VOGELS, Harmonistik, 17), but without further comment.
37
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Diatessaron and therefore fails to compare Codex Bezae with the Diatessaron text, insofar as it may be reconstructed with some confidence in any of the instances.
The main issue with Vogels’ approach is that the distinction between seeing the
text of Codex Bezae as resulting from a harmonising archetype, on the one hand, and
from a scribe smoothening the differences, on the other, gets gradually blurred in the
monograph. Indeed, the explanation that it is a derivation from a harmonising text ultimately conflicts with the idea that it arises from deliberate scribal activity aimed at
‘matching’ the parallel text, namely by harmonisation. This point is particularly reflected
in the unclear identification of ‘D,’ whether this reflects the activity of a scribe or the
trace of a diatessaric text.
In view of the above comments, I decided against using Vogels’ data for the purposes of this present study, and that on three grounds: the lists of Bezan readings with
their source in other texts, despite their exhaustive character; the use of the eclectic Nestle text as an exclusive point of reference (‘the right text’); and the diverse references to
variant Gospel passages with no consistent pattern to explain the Bezan readings. I
judged these flaws to be sufficiently significant to make his thesis, though interesting,
unsuitable for the kind of textual criticism envisaged here where external and internal
evidence must be weighed.
It is worth noting that even though Vogels’ pioneering work has not been taken
further in a formal publication, his results have combined with the predominant role of
the Nestle (then Nestle-Aland) text in textual criticism to contribute to the understanding of Codex Bezae as a harmonising text (even if at times that understanding is either
unspoken or unconscious).
Holmes’ Approach to Harmonisations in Bezan Matthew

II. 3.

As presented in Chapter 1, the only study dedicated to harmonisation in the Bezan text
of the Gospel of Matthew is a chapter in Holmes’ dissertation. He lists 14 instances of
harmonisation in Bezan Matthew based on a series of criteria.41 These instances involve
other passages in Matthew, the immediate context or more distant passages. While he
restricts harmonisations to passages of ‘decent length’—his point here is that there
should be ‘enough material’ for the claimed harmonistic reading to be regarded as a
harmonisation to a different Gospel—I will study all the variant readings indicated in
the NA28 as detailed in the next section.
In order to attempt to include all variant readings allegedly harmonistic, the natural reference of the critical edition of NA28 will be appealed to.
III. Methodology for the Identification of Harmonistic Variants in NA28
The introduction of the various sigla used in the critical edition of NA28 are explained in
the Introduction.42 Two different ways seem to refer to the principle of harmonisations:
41
42

HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 140.
28
NA , Introduction, 60*-61*.
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first, a ‘p)’-sign, standing for Parallelstellen (Germ. parallel reading), is assigned next to
a variant in the case of a harmonisation with a ‘parallel passages in the Gospels […] listed
in the margins at the beginning of the pericopes’.43 Second, a biblical cross-reference in
brackets identifies an intra- or inter-Gospel parallel reading. Because it seems that the
p)-sign apparently refers explicitly to a parallel passage (‘P’ for ‘Parallel’), hence a harmonistic reading, I will call it an explicit indication of harmonisations, instance which
will be discussed (section III. 1) and the biblical cross-reference will be referred to as an
implicit indication of harmonistic readings (section III. 2).
Explicit Indications of Harmonistic Readings in NA28

III. 1.

Coming back to the use of variant readings referred to as harmonisations in NA28, my
own count of references in NA28 where a p) is attached to a variant reading in the Bezan
text of Matthew leads to a result of 52.44
When taking representative text-types of the other early Greek witnesses, viz.,
W.032 for the pre-5th c. state of the Byzantine text (in Matthew),45 ै (Majority Text) for
its post-5th c. state,46 Θ.038 for the Caesarean text, ℵ.01 and B.03 for the Alexandrian
text, my own count from the critical apparatus of NA28 gives that Matthew exhibits 17
harmonistic readings in ℵ.01/B.03, 48 in W.032, 53 in ै and 51 in Θ.038. The following
table displays a comparison across the Synoptic Gospels.
Gospel
Matthew
Mark
Luke
Total

B
17
10
10
37

ℵ
17
38
45
100

D
52
70
171
293

W
48
59
64
171

ै
53
49
73
175

Θ
51
66
76
193

Table 5: Harmonistic Readings in Early Manuscripts Indicated with a p)-Sign
According to the above statistics, it is clear that D.05 is supposed to be far more
harmonistic (293 instances in total) in the Synoptics than any of the manuscripts chosen. Also, Bezan Luke seems to have a greater proclivity towards harmonisations than
the other Gospels in other manuscripts. Finally, Codex Sinaiticus offers a good deal of
harmonistic tendency and, as expected, Codex Vaticanus shows very little since any
similarities between Gospels in this manuscript are assumed to reflect the author’s intention.

43

Ibid., 61*.
For sake of comparing, Bezan Mark has 70 potentially harmonistic variants and Bezan Luke, 171.
45
Codex Washingtonianus shows affinity to different text-types according to the Gospels: W.032 is
‘Western’ in Mark 1-5, Caesarean in Mark 5-16, but Byzantine in Matthew and in Luke 8-24, and Alexandrina
in Luke 1-8, mixed in John. Epp classifies it as C-text, formerly Caesarean, because it stands between B (Codex Vaticanus) and D (Codex Bezae). See EPP, ‘Textual Criticism in Exegesis of the New Testament,’ in S.E.
PORTER (ed.), Handbook to Exegesis of the New Testament (NTTS 25; Leiden; New York: E.J. Brill, 1997)
70-1.
46
EPP, ‘Textual Criticism in Exegesis,’ 66.
44
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However, these conclusions are based on the count of explicit references to p)
contained in the critical apparatus of NA28 hence the question comes back to ascertaining if assigning a harmonistic reading to a certain variant reading is justified. I will be
seeking to test this question by examining the occurrences of p) assigned to the readings
of D.05 in Matthew.
As a summary, the 52 references in question are as follows:
•

Presence in Mt D.05 contra txt
1. Mt 4.19
⸆p) γένεσθαι
2. Mt 5.25
⸆p) σε παραδώσει
3. Mt 5.44
⸆p) εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς µισοῦσιν
ὑµᾶς
4. Mt 9.15b ⸆p) ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµεραῖς
5. Mt 12.1
⸇p) τούς
6. Mt 13.9
⸆p) ἀκούειν
7. Mt 14.15 ⸆p) αὐτοῦ
8. Mt 16.13 ⸆p) µε
9. Mt 17.21 ⸇p) τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ
νηστείᾳ
10. Mt 19.20 ⸆p) ἐκ νεότητός
11. Mt 22.27 ⸆p) καί
12. Mt 24.31 ⸆1p) ἀρχοµένων δὲ τούτων γίνεσθαι ἀναβλέψατε καὶ ἐπάρατε
τὰς κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ ἀπολυτρώσις ὑµῶν
13. Mt 24.41 ⸆p) δύο ἐπὶ κλίνης µιᾶς εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται
14. Mt 26.28 ⸇p) καινῆς
15. Mt 26.55 ⸆p) πρὸς ὑµᾶς
16. Mt 26.70 ⸆p) οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι
17. Mt 26.9
⸇p) τοῖς
18. Mt 27.28 ⸆p) ἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καί

•

Absence in Mt D.05 contra txt
19. Mt 16.4
20. Mt 26.73

•
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⸋p) om. καὶ µοιχαλίς
o
p) om. καί

Alternative Wording in Mt D.05 contra txt
21. Mt 3.17
⸂p) συ εἶ
22. Mt 4.18
⸀p) παράγων
23. Mt 5.29
⸀p) ἀπέλθῇ
24. Mt 5.32
⸂p) ὃς ἃν ἀπολύση
25. Mt 5.39
⸁p) ἐπί
26. Mt 9.15a ⸁p) νηστεύειν

CHAPTER 4
27. Mt 9.17
⸂p) ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς
28. Mt 9.17
⸄p) ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί
29. Mt 9.27
⸀p) υἱέ
30. Mt 9.6
⸀p) ἔγειρε καί
31. Mt 11.19 ⸂p) τῶν τέκνων
32. Mt 13.13 ⸄ p) ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ ἀκούσωσιν καὶ
µὴ συνῶσιν µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν
33. Mt 13.34 ⸀p) οὐκ
34. Mt 15.36 ⸄p) τῷ ὄχλῳ
35. Mt 16.4
⸂p) ζήτεῖ σηµῖον καί
36. Mt 16.20 ⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν
37. Mt 16.21 ⸄p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας ἀναστῆναι
38. Mt 16.23 ⸀p) ἐπιστραφείς
39. Mt 17.23 ⸂p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
40. Mt 19.9
⸂p) ὃς ἂν
41. Mt 20.19 ⸀p) ἀναστήσεται
42. Mt 20.26 ⸀p) ἐστίν
43. Mt 20.30 ⸀p) υἱέ
44. Mt 20.31 ⸁p) υἱέ
⸀
45. Mt 21.1
p) πρός
46. Mt 21.13 ⸀p) ἐποιήσατε
47. Mt 24.17 ⸁p) τι
48. Mt 24.29 ⸀p) ἐκ
49. Mt 24.45 ⸀p) θεραπείας
50. Mt 25.27 ⸂p) τὸ ἀργυριόν
51. Mt 26.7
⸀p) πολυτίµου
52. Mt 28.8
⸀p) ἐξελθοῦσαι
Implicit Indications of Harmonistic Readings in NA28

III. 2.

Interestingly, yet confusingly, some further references in Mt D.05 may qualify as harmonisations although they are not referred to with the sign p) in the critical apparatus of
Nestle-Aland. In a significant number of cases, the critical apparatus mentions the reference of the verse in question without any p) sign, where the vl matches linguistically the
verse or portion of verse from another Gospel. The present section deals with this other
way of noting harmonisation which is defined as ‘implicit’ as opposed to ‘explicit,’ as was
the case of the preceding section. Apparently, the symbol ⸆ (and the equivalent symbols
⸇ ⸆1 ⸆2)47 along with the reference in question is used in the critical apparatus where
additional material is close to the wording of a different Gospel or is highly similar to
the immediate or intermediate context. Likewise, some vll, typically accompanied by a
reference to the Scriptures, reflect words or a group of words that appear to be substitut-

47

28

NA , Introduction, 57*
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ed for the ones in the printed text. In this case, the critical apparatus indicates these ones
by using the symbols ⸂ and ⸃.48 The reason for which the apparent harmonisation is not
indicated by the p)-sign is not explained. Such cases occur for apparent harmonisation
(a) with the Septuagint, (b) within Matthew and (c) with Lukan parallels as will now be
shown.
There are 18 implicit harmonisations indicated in the critical apparatus of NA28 in
Matthew:
•

Presence in Mt D.05 contra txt

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Mt 2.18 ⸆(Jr 38.15) θρῆνος καί
Mt 4.10 ⸆(16.23 p) ὀπίσω µου
Mt 13.14 ⸆(Isa. 6.9) πορεύθητι καὶ εἰπὲ τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ
Mt 18.10 ⸆(18.6) τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ
Mt 18.10 ⸇(Lk 19.10) [11] ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός
Mt 20.16 ⸆(22.14) πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί
Mt 20.28 ⸆(cf. Lk 14.8‒10) ὑµεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε· ἐκ µεικροῦ αὐξήσαι καὶ ἐκ µείζονος
ἔλαττον εἶναι. εἰσερχόµενοι δὲ καὶ παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι µὴ ἀνακλείνεσθαι εἰς τοὺς
ἐξέχοντας τόπους, µήποτε ἐνδοξότερός σου ἐπέλθῃ καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ εἴπῃ
σοι; ἔτι κάτω χώρει, καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ. ἐὰν δὲ ἀναπέσης εἰς τὸν ἥττονα τόπον καὶ
ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων, ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ· συνάγε ἔτι ἄνω, καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο
χρήσιµον
8. Mt 22.45 ⸆(43) ἐν πνεύµατι
9. Mt 24.37 ⸆(39) καί

• Absence in Mt D.05 contra txt
10. Mt 24.39 ° (37) καί
• Alternate Wording in Mt D.05 contra txt
11. Mt 1.23 ⸀(cf. Isa. 7.14) καλέσουσιν
12. Mt 1.25 ⸀(Lk 2.7) τὸν υἱόν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον
13. Mt 9.29 ⸀(20.34) ὀµµάτων
14. Mt 10.35 ⸀(Mi 7.6) υἱός
15. Mt 17.2 ⸂(28.3) χιών
16. Mt 20.3 ⸀(6) εὗρεν
17. Mt 20.31 ⸁(34) υἱέ
18. Mt 25.3 (4) ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν

48

Ibid.
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From this list, one element immediately demands attention: ‘cf.,’ the Latin abbreviation for confere, ‘compare,’ is not explained in NA28 as bearing a specific meaning in
cross-references.49 It appears, however, 17 times in the critical apparatus of the four
Gospels50 without any distinctiveness in the references alluded to being pointed out.
Specifically, since all cross-references imply by essence a parallel verse which should be
referred to, the mention of ‘cf.’ is of little value.51 I will, however, mention it whenever it
occurs, to match the NA28 apparatus.
Secondly, Mt 13.13 has variant readings involving Codex Sinaiticus and Codex
Bezae where it is not obvious if the p)-sign applies to both Codex Sinaiticus and Codex
Bezae. This will be discussed in an excursus to Chapter 6.
Thirdly, Mt 4.10 appears with both a p)-sign and a cross reference, as will be discussed in the section below (III.3). The reason for this unusual dual reference to a harmonisation is unclear but will be classified in the explicit harmonisations in order not to
count it twice.
These implicit harmonistic readings need to be added to the previous grid to fill
out the picture of the entire harmonistic tendencies of the six selected manuscripts
which is reflected as follows:
ै
Gospel
B
ℵ
D
W
Θ
Matthew
24
24
70
60
67
63
Mark
10
40
78
67
58
73
Luke
12
49
187
70
81
84
Total
46
113
335
197
206
220
Table 6: Combined Implicit and Explicit Harmonistic Readings in Early Manuscripts
The tendencies are similar to those observations in Table 5 but display the entire
potential harmonistic tendencies of the six manuscripts, since they include all the variants classified as such in the critical apparatus. The present work will aim at listing and
discussing the 70 Bezan variant readings in Codex Bezae by classifying them in an ordered manner.
I will now turn to the successive forms of harmonisations and conclude by the
identification of criteria to use to analyse all such forms in Bezan Matthew thoroughly.
Special Cases: Harmonisation with the Septuagint and John

III. 3.

There are two cases within these 70 instances which will not be discussed in this work
because of their unique status with non-Synoptic Gospels: harmonisations with the Septuagint (III. 3. 1) and with the Gospel of John (III. 3. 2).

49

28

NA , 61* simply clarifies the abbreviation cf. as standing for confere.
Three times in Matthew, four times in Mark and Luke, six times in John: Mt 1.23; 20.28; 27.16;
Mk 7.31 ; 10.25 (x2); 13.9; Lk 7.28 (x2); 10.17; 14.19; Jn 4.35,36; 8.6,59; 19.4,19,20.
51
th
Forte, commenting on the 28 edition of Nestle-Aland, refers to cf. as ‘possible relations between variants’ (FORTE, ‘Observations,’ Biblica 94 [2013] 268-92 [269]).
50
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III. 3. 1.

Cases of Implicit Harmonisations with the Septuagint in Bezan Matthew

According to the indications of the critical apparatus of NA28 among the 70 occurrences
of harmonisations in Bezan Matthew there are four that are understood as harmonising
with the Septuagint. Two consist in a longer reading in Mt D.05 as opposed to a shorter
reading in Codex Vaticanus: Mt 2.15 – par. Jer. 38.15LXX and Mt 13.14 par. Isa.
6.9LXX. Two consist of alternative wording to Codex Vaticanus: Mt 1.23 – par. Isa.
7.14LXX as well as Mt 10.35-36 – par. Mic. 7.6LXX.
The issue of the use of the Septuagint in the New Testament is a topic of its own
and because the other 66 vll out of 70 are presented as harmonistic variants with a Gospel parallel, these four readings will not be analysed in this work.52
III. 3. 2.

A Case of Harmonisation with John

From the list of alleged harmonisations in Bezan Matthew delineated above, there is one
variant reading indicated in the critical apparatus as a harmonisation with John and potentially Mark (Mt 26.7//Jn 12.3 [par. Mk 14.3]). Since the relationship of John with the
Gospels is hotly debated53 the variant stands beyond the scope of this work. The study of
this variant reading will be published separately.
Therefore, this work will concentrate on the remaining 65 vll, i.e. once the four
harmonisations with the Septuagint and the one with John have been set aside. Further,
despite the fact there are parallels with the Synoptic Gospels that also have verbal or
contextual proximity with John, the verse from the fourth Gospel will not be quoted in
the present analysis but only indicated in a footnote if relevant, since all the remaining
variant readings are with Synoptic Gospels.
Cases of Mixed Implicit and Explicit Harmonisations in NA28

III. 4.

There are finally two examples of alleged harmonisation in the apparatus of NA28 that
may invalidate the idea that a harmonising reading is either cross-referenced or assigned
with a p)-sign.
The first one is at Mt 4.10, where the Bezan reading (Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω µου Σατανᾶ) is
referred to as p) combined with a cross-reference with Mt 16.23. .This variant reading,
discussed in Chapter 5 I. 2, appears to be an isolated case in the critical apparatus and
confirms that the difference between the p)-sign and a cross-reference is somewhat unclear.

52

I have submitted a publication elsewhere where they are discussed. See L. PINCHARD, ‘Four Variant Readings in Bezan Matthew Claimed as Harmonising with the Septuagint,’ BABELAO [pending]. On an
introductory presentation of the challenges of LXX quotations in the New Testament, see G. Dorival’s chapter in C.-B. AMPHOUX et al., Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament. Introduction générale
(Bruxelles: Safran, 2014) 195-210 [195].
53
A good entry point to the question of the relation between John and the Synoptics is the articles
and book of the specialists of the Synoptic Problem, F. Neirynck and D. Moody Smith: F. NEIRYNCK, ‘John
and the Synoptics: 1975-1990,’ in A. DENAUX (ed.), John and the Synoptics (BETL 101; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992) 3-62; ibid., ‘The Question of John and the Synoptics. D. Moody Smith 1992-1999,’ in F.
NEIRYNCK (ed.), Evangelica III. 1992-2000. Collected Essays (BETL 150; Leuven: Leuven University Press,
2001) 616–28 and ibid., ‘John and the Synoptics in Recent Commentaries,’ in ibid., 601–15.
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The second example is Mt 13.57 (‘a prophet is not without honour except in his
own country and in his own house’). Indeed, within the same variation-unit, two different variant readings are referred to separately as one being implicit (with Jn 4.44) and
one being explicit (assumed Mt 6.4, Lk 4.23-24). Because Mt D.05 is not harmonising
here, it will not be discussed in this work.
There are no further cases of this kind in the rest of the Gospel of Matthew.
IV. The Evolution Towards the Explanation of Variant Readings as Harmonisations in
NA28
The identification of two signs (p) and cross references) in NA28 to refer to harmonistic
readings needs some further explanation, which will be first discussed.
The Nestle-Aland Editions and Harmonistic Readings

IV. 1.

In order to achieve a more objective examination of potential harmonistic variants in
Bezan Matthew, it is more appropriate to work from the available identification of harmonistic variant readings in the edition of NA28. Clearly, it makes no claim to be exhaustive, but because of its convenient size and the ready-made selection in the critical apparatus, it is the successive editions of the Nestle-Aland text that the majority of New Testament exegetes have been using as their reference text for at least the last 50 years. The
evolution of the description of the apparatus symbols across the past editions of NestleAland is of particular interest, especially the successive explanations of the p) symbol
(what I have called ‘explicit harmonisations’) as well as the bracketed cross-references
(designated in this study as ‘implicit harmonisations’). It appears that the introduction
to the abbreviations used in the last three editions of Nestle-Aland presents a gradually
less explicit and more cautious description as to what the symbol p) and the cross references were intended to mean. The following transcripts of the introductions of the corresponding editions illustrate the development:
The 25th edition of Nestle-Aland (1963) states:
‘In the Gospels it is often intimated through a prefixed p) that the reading
in question has probably crept in from one of the other Gospels (Mt
5.39,44), it may be either under the influence of the early Harmony of Gospels of Tatian, or through later harmonising; also in other passages the presumed origin of a variant has been occasionally indicated by a Bible reference, as in Mt 6.13; 8.11.’54

In its 26th edition, the editors of NA26 (1979) modified the explanation to say:
‘If a reading is derived from a parallel passage (especially in the Gospels),
the sign p) is added (cf. Mt 3.10), or the particular source is given in parentheses (e.g. Mt 1.25, the reference to Lk 2.7 for the variants of υἱόν; Mt 1.23,

54

25

NA , 80*.
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to Is 7.14 for καλέσουσιν). Parallels within the same book and their variants
are also noted, e.g., Mt 2.13 the insertion of εἰς τὴν χώραν in Codex Vaticanus (B) is derived from v.12; the transposition κατ’ ὄναρ φαίνεται in C K
33 700 892 pc parallels the variant reading (v.l.) in C L W 0233 ै at v.19.
At times the reference is even more precise, e.g., at Mt 2.18 it is noted that
the insertion of θρῆνος καί in C D L W 0233 f 13 ै sys.c.h may be traced to the
Septuagint text of Jr 38.15.’55

In its 27th (1994) and 28th (2012) editions, the introduction makes first a general comment:
The following signs and annotations are placed immediately after the sign
of the critical
apparatus as an explanation of the corresponding variant
or variants.

Then, providing further detail on the various signs, it states:
‘p) refers to parallel passages in the Gospels, which are listed in the margin
at the beginning of the pericopes.’56
‘A parenthetical reference to a passage standing before a variant reading refers to a parallel passage in another New Testament book (cf. the reference
to Lk 2.7 at Mt 1.25⸀). If the parenthetical reference does not name a book,
e.g. (22.3), the parallel is found within the same book (cf. the reference to
Ac 22.3 at Ac 21.39 ⸂), or the same chapter (cf. the reference to verse 12 at
Mt 2.13⸆). A parenthetical reference to a verse with v.l. standing before a
reading suggests that the reading derives from a variant reading in the verse
indicated (cf. Mt 2.13⸂, which refers to the same transposition at 2.19). A
reference to a passage in the Septuagint standing before a variant suggests a
parallel expression in the Septuagint text (cf. the reference to Jr 38.15 ् at
Mt 2.18⸆).57

In view of this evidence, it may be deduced that a anyone using the Nestle-Aland
since its 25th edition is entitled, and liable, to understand that the signs of the critical
apparatus continue to indicate a reference to harmonistic readings (as a consequence of
a harmonising text,58 or from later harmonising [NA25 introduction]).59 Despite the
more cautious approach in the last two editions where these two references to harmonisation vanished, the dominant position over the past decades of the Nestle-Aland as the
55

26

NA , 46*.
27
28
NA , 15*; NA , 57*.
57
27
28
NA , 15*; NA , 61*.
58
See II. 2.
59
The importance of the Introduction to the N-A apparatus is pointed out in this review of the
latest edition: ‘The reader of the apparatus must be sufficiently acquainted with the pertinent sections of
the introduction to be able to find an explanation or a discussion of an editor’s critical choices and modus
th
interpretandi’ (A.J. FORTE, ‘Observations on the 28 Revised Edition of Nestle-Aland's Novum Testamentum Graece,’ Biblica 94 [2013] 268-92 [271]).
56
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reference Greek text of the Gospels, as well as the force of their introductory explanation
of the text critical symbols have naturally remained. Indeed, the original German wording of the introductory comments of the 27th and 28th editions is even more direct about
the role of the symbols to ‘explain the variants’, in saying they ‘geben Erläuterungen zur
der Variante zu der sie gehören’60.
Therefore, although mention of ‘harmonisation’ or ‘diatessaronic’ readings is no
longer explicitly made in these comments, scholars will nevertheless be inclined to understand the readings in the apparatus prefaced with p) or a cross-reference as harmonisations. In light of the successive introductions to NA25-28, and even though it may be
pointed out that Nestle-Aland no longer uses the term of harmonisations, it is not without justification to understand that any reading that is indicated in one of these two
ways in the critical apparatus is intended to be interpreted as a harmonistic reading.
In this work, and specifically in Chapters 4–6, I will often use language indicating
that the critical apparatus identifies a variant as harmonising when either p) or a cross
reference is added before the reading and its support. Because of its pocket format, the
NA28 has necessarily performed a selection of variant readings; more specifically, if there
are 70 instances (out of probably many more) where the editors of the Nestle-Aland text
have thought it worth providing information by way of explanation of certain variant
readings with two different symbols, it is fair to deduce that these 70 vll are singled out
because they are viewed by the editors as likely reflecting assimilation with their respective parallel passages.
Interaction between Vogels’ Harmonisitk and Nestle-Aland’s Suggestions of
Harmonistic Variants

IV. 2.

As an additional note, of the 70 vll extracted in this work from the critical apparatus of
NA28, 46 are discussed in Vogels’ Harmonistik and clearly tagged as harmonising. Out of
the 24 remaining readings not identified by Vogels, there are nine cases of intra-Mt readings61 and four cases of harmonisation with the LXX (Mt 2.18//Jer. 38.15, Mt 13.14//Isa.
6.9, Mt 10.35//Mic. 7.6 and Mt 1.23//Isa. 7.14), both types omitted from Vogels’ analysis
because they not result from inter-Gospel interaction. There thus remain 11 readings
that could have been counted as intra-Gospel harmonisations, but which go unnoticed
by Vogels either for a reason unknown (1–6), or perhaps because they are said by him to
involve a harmonisation due to usage (7–11):

60

#

Reference

Variant reading in D.05

Parallel

1

Mt 5.39

⸁p) ἐπί

Lk

28

NA , 15*.
61
There are actually 11 instances of intra-Mt readings thought to be harmonistic in the critical
28
28
apparatus of NA ; however, for two of them NA identifies the harmonisation as coming from the immediate or more distant context (Mt 18.10 ⸆[18.6] τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ and Mt 17.2 ⸂[28.3] χιών) while
Vogels claims they are inter-Gospel related (Mk 9.3 [VOGELS, Harmonistik, 27] and Mk 9.42 [ibid., 68]
respectively).
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#

Reference

Variant reading in D.05

Parallel

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Mt 9.17 [1]
Mt 9.17 [2]
Mt 16.20
Mt 21.1
Mt 24.29
Mt 5.29
Mt 20.19
Mt 20.31
Mt 20.30
Mt 9.27

⸂p) ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς
⸄p) ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί
⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν
⸀p) πρός
⸀p) ἐκ
⸀p) ἀπέλθῇ
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται
⸁p) υἱέ
⸀p) υἱέ
⸀p) υἱέ

Mk–Lk
Mk–Lk
Mk–Lk
Mk–Lk
Mk
Mt–Mk–Lk
Mt–Mk–Lk
Mt–Mk–Lk
Mt–Mk–Lk
Mt–Mk–Lk

Table 7: Unspecified References in Bezan Matthew in Vogels’ Work
Suggested as Harmonistic in NA28
From these facts, it may be concluded that it was Vogels’ thesis of a harmonising
text behind Codex Bezae that possibly prompted NA25 to adopt this explanation in its
introduction for the signs for indicating textual parallels.
A glance at the Commentary by B.M. Metzger shows how the editorial committee
28
of NA viewed at least some of the variant readings that are accompanied by p) or
cross-references. In fact, only 16 out of the possible 70 are discussed in the Commentary, suggesting that the significance of the others was plain enough not to need further
explanation. For those 16, Metzger presents the committee’s reasoning about the variant
readings in question, and demonstrates that the editors themselves did indeed think
harmonisation was responsible for each of them.62 In the absence of any alternative explanation to account for the other readings of parallel passages, it is legitimate and natural to conclude that when a parallel is listed in the apparatus its purpose is to indicate
that the variant is believed to have arisen through scribal assimilation or borrowing.
V. Conclusions on the Criteria for Harmonisation in Bezan Matthew
Now that the criteria for harmonistic readings in Mt D.05 are identified (i.e. variant
readings marked with the p)-sign in the critical apparatus or a scriptural crossreference), I will seek to answer the following questions aimed at delineating the exact
nature of the variant reading classified as a harmonisation in the critical apparatus:
(1) Which other Gospel(s) is (are) used for the assumed harmonisation,63 i.e. what is the
further breakdown of the 70 harmonistic readings in Mt D.05 (2) Is the Bezan reading
62

Wording varies with expressions like ‘recollection from a parallel passage’, ‘reference from
Luke, Mark’, ‘manifestly borrowed from e.g. Luke’, ‘apparently comes from the parallel passage.’ This is
the case of Mt 1.25, 2.18, 5.44, 11.19, 13.13, 17.21, 18.11, 19.9 (x2), 19.20, 20.16, 20.28, 20.30, 20.31,
26.28, 27.28, 28.8.
63
27
The parallel passage is usually indicated in the margins of the NA text. The sign p) however does
not mention which Gospel Mt D.05 would be assimilating with, neither does it which manuscript it is harmonising with.
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assimilating to the other Synoptic Gospel in its Bezan version or to a reading in a different MS in case it (the Bezan reading) is the result of a scribal activity and not the original reading (3) Is the parallel passage also subject to textual variation (4) Is the vl attested in Mt D.05 a characteristic ‘Western’ reading or is it more widely attested across the
textual tradition?
Since the purpose of this work is to formally address and discuss the variant readings in Bezan Matthew that are attached to either a p)-symbol or a cross reference in the
critical apparatus of NA28, a list based on the classical classification of chapters would
make little sense. There are several other classifications that may be considered here,
namely (1) harmonisations within (a) Mt-Mk (b) Mt-Lk (c) Mt-Mk-Lk passages (2) the
length of the harmonisations, i.e. from ‘omission’ to the presence of 61 words in the case
of Mt 20.28D.05 (3) text-types of witnesses supporting either D.05 or B.03, which accounts for 97% of the cases against 3% where a group of manuscripts support readings
against both D and B. There are objections to pursue the second and third possible classifications. Indeed, out of the 70 alleged harmonistic readings in Mt D.05, half involve
two or less than two words. Furthermore, pooling together variants according to texttypes would not offer significant novelty: Holmes already proposed to categorise the
Bezan variants according to their agreements with other text-types, grouping them into
readings found
‘only in D and the Latin tradition; [...] in D and a small cluster of other
Greek witnesses; [...] in D and the Byzantine tradition; [...] in D and the
Alexandrian tradition, among the possible combinations.’64

In order to further analyse the nature of harmonisations by taking into account
the possibility of multiple classifications, I will divide the passages found in Mt D.05
according to their relationship with the other Gospels. to achieve this I will analyse according to the cases where the vl in question (i) refers to Matthew only (‘vertical harmonisation’) (ii) is claimed in the critical apparatus to be harmonising with Mark (only) in
the cases where Mark is itself variant or secure (iii) is claimed in the critical apparatus to
be harmonising with Luke (only) in the cases where Luke is itself variant or secure (iv) is
claimed in the critical apparatus to be harmonising with both Mark and Luke passages.
The methodology immediately suggests potential conflicts or overlaps in two situations:
(1) the vl refers to a passage found in the three Synoptics but where Mark does not share
the same reading in Luke; such instances will be classified within the section dedicated
to harmonisations with Mark (Chapter 5 II.) (2) the vl refers to a passage found in the
three Synoptics but where Luke does not share the same reading in Mark; such instances
will be classified within the section dedicated to harmonisations with Luke (Chapter 5
III.).

64

HOLMES, ‘Codex Bezae,’ in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 126–7, 139.
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THE STUDY OF HARMONISTIC READINGS IN THE BEZAN TEXT OF MATTHEW
WITH PARALLELS IN ONE GOSPEL
This chapter will concentrate on variant readings in Bezan Matthew that are apparently
harmonising with only one Gospel passage, whether Matthew (‘vertical harmonisation’)
or Mark/Luke (‘horizontal harmonisation’). The initial section will address harmonisations apparently reflecting the influence of the immediate context, i.e. within Matthew
itself (I.). Then, the alleged harmonisations in Mt D.05 with Mark will be divided into
three parts: first the situation of the Gospel of Mark in relation to Matthew will be introduced (II. 1), secondly, variant readings that are similar to Mark in the instances where
Mark is itself firm (II. 2) or variant (II. 3) will be presented. In a further section (III.),
harmonisations with Luke will be examined following a similar pattern.
I have counted that four allegedly harmonistic readings are linked to the immediate context, while the remaining three are passages referred to by Colwell as ‘intermediate context’ but which I would rather qualify as ‘distant passages.’ The corresponding
verses will be reviewed now. From now on, the verse studied in all following sections
will appear in bold font, the claimed harmonistic variants will then be isolated and
printed beneath the verse in the format found in NA28, if there are other vll in the said
verse, they will be indicated after the phrase ‘further vll’ unless they can be considered
insignificant for the study. Then, the parallel verses involved in the potential harmonisation (in Matthew and/or Luke and/or Mark and/or John) will be printed in normal font
along with the corresponding critical apparatus from NA28.
I.

Harmonisations within Matthew

There are seven variants found in Codex Bezae indicated in the critical apparatus as
harmonising with another Matthean reference only in either the immediate or intermediate context (see Chapter 4 II. 1).
I. 1.

Reading Present in the Immediate Context

The following verses in Codex Bezae all involve potential harmonisation with the immediate context. In some instances, it will be shown that such alleged harmonisations within the immediate context can also involve parallel passages in the other Synoptics (e.g.
Mt 18.10) but the proximity of the verses in Matthew is probably far more in favour of
intra rather than inter harmonisation than assimilation hence their classification in this
section.
Mt 9.29 – par. Mt 20.34
Mt 9.29 τότε ἥψατο τῶν ⸀ὀφθαλµῶν αὐτῶν λέγων· κατὰ τὴν πίστιν ὑµῶν γενηθήτω ὑµῖν.
⸀(20.34) ὀµµάτων D Θ ¦ ὀφθαλµῶν B rell
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Mt 20.34 σπλαγχνισθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἥψατο ⸂τῶν ὀµµάτων αὐτῶν⸃, καὶ εὐθέως ἀνέβλεψαν ⸆
καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ.
⸂αὐτῶν (-Θ) τῶν ὀµµάτων B Θ ¦ p) τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν αὐτῶν ℵ1 (*αὐτοῦ) C K N
W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt (τῶν ὀµµάτων αὐτῶν) D L Z f 13
892; Or |⸆αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλµοί C K N W Γ ∆ 565 579 1241 1424 ै q syp.h
sams ¦ txt (om.) B D rell
While the two readings are found in two distant passages in the final organisation of the
Gospel, the context is highly similar, it is thus appropriate to discuss it in this section
rather than the following one.
In Mt 9.27-31, Jesus heals two blind men, which is paralleled in a slightly different way in Mark (Mk 10.46-52, Bartimaeus) and Luke (Lk 18.35-43, one blind man only).1 Also, in Mark and Luke, the healing itself is not described but only the recovery of
sight is mentioned. These synoptic parallels are closer to the other healing in Mt 20.2934 (also two blind men); in both Matthean passages the healing by touching the eyes is
mentioned before the recovery of sight and for this reason we will include this vl among
the harmonisations within D.05 only. The similarity in the description of the healings
has inevitably led to a possible interchange in the nouns designating the eyes (ὀµµάτοι,
‘eye’ or ‘eyelid’ vs. ὀφθαλµοί, ‘eye’).2
In terms of external evidence, only Codex Bezae and Koridethi attest the reading
ὀµµάτων while the rest of the tradition supports the reading ὀφθαλµῶν. Interestingly, a
similar but more complex textual conflict is evidenced in Mt 20.34, where, as seen in the
critical apparatus of this verse, ὀφθαλµοί and its variant reading ὀµµάτα are read with the
pronoun in either the default or the marked order:
Use of ὀµµάτα in Mt 20.34a
αὐτῶν τῶν ὀµµάτων
B
τῶν ὀµµάτων
Θ
τῶν ὀµµάτων αὐτῶν
D L Z f 13 892; Or
Use of ὀφθαλµοί in Mt 20.34a
τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν αὐτῶν
ℵ1 (*αὐτοῦ) C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै
Mt 20.34b
αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλµοί
1

C K N W Γ ∆ 565 579 1241 1424 ै q syp.h sams

‘The colorless story of Jesus healing two blind men has no true parallel in Mark and Luke and is
almost certainly a redactional creation’ (DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, II, 133).
2
Ὄµµα, ατος, τό 1. lit. eye, 2. fig. eye of the soul (τῆς ψυχῆς); ὀφθαλµός, οῦ, ὁ 1. lit. as an organ of
sense perception, 2. transferred from sense perception to mental and spiritual understanding (BDAG, s.v.
ὄµµα, ὀφθαλµός).
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B D rell

om.

It can be concluded that the external evidence is sharply divided as to which noun
to use but also as to whether the possessive adjectives should be mentioned and with
what force (default or marked order) for Mt 20.34. However, the apparently lower numerical weight of two manuscripts in Mt 9.29 leaves the reading τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν αὐτῶν
more likely to be original. The confusion in the use of ὀφθαλµοί or ὀµµάτα in Mt 20.34 as
well as the geographical distance between Codex Bezae and Codex Koridethi without
further contamination leaves the external evidence inconclusive.3
In terms of internal evidence, it is to be noticed that nouns designating concrete
parts of the body (in the dative) usually follow the verb ἅπτω (bone, flesh, ...) as a
‘means of conveying a blessing (divine working by a touch of the hand)’4 hence ὀµµάτων
may well be correct, and de facto may well be a correction to replace ὀφθαλµῶν. Conversely, the conflict between the act of touching (the eyelid) and the consecutive fact of
(eyes) seeing may well have been understood as pure synonyms and called for a replacement of the expression ἥψατο τῶν ὀµµάτων with a more casual ἥψατο τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν
αὐτῶν. Also, the rarity of the word ὄµµατα (found in Mk 8.23 and Mt 20.34D only, but 10
times in the Sapiential scriptures5) may be an argument for a later, harmonised use of
the more common ὀφθαλµός.
The disputed variant in both Matthean passages shows a conflict in the choice of
the Greek word for ‘eye,’ favouring the physical touching on the eyelid versus the eyes.
The weight of the external evidence attesting ὀφθαλµῶν in Mt 9.29 favours this reading
as more likely to be original. Also, ὀφθαλµῶν could be corrected to ὀµµατῶν in order to
specify the physical organ of sight. However, the equally divided support in Mt 20.34
cannot reduce the problem to harmonisation in three manuscripts since ὀµµάτα may
have been truly original: the reason for changing ὀφθαλµῶν to ὀµµατῶν may have been
caused by a harmonisation to usage since ὀφθαλµοί is a more common way of designating the eyes.
Mt 18.10 – par. Mt 18.6
Mt 18.10 Ὀρᾶτε µὴ καταφρονήσητε ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων·⸆ λέγω γὰρ ὑµῖν ὅτι οἱ ἄγγελοι
αὐτῶν ⸂ἐν οὐρανοῖς⸃ διὰ παντὸς βλέπουσι τὸ πρόσωπον τοῦ πατρός µου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς.⸇
⸆(18.6) τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ D it vgmss syc samss ¦ txt (om.) B rell

3

Holmes analyses this variant reading as a harmonisation (‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 167).
BDAG, s.v. ἅπτω.
55
13
The noun ὀµµάτων is scarcely found in the NT (9.29D.05; 20.34 in D L Z f 892; Or) and in the
healing of the blind man at Bethsaida (Mk 8.23, εἰς τὰ ὄµµατα αὐτοῦ) but is mentioned in the Jewish Sapiential literature (Prov. 6.4; 7.2; 9.18; 10.26; 23.5 ; Wis. 11.18; 15.15) and 4 Maccabees (4 Ma. 5.30; 6.26; 18.21).
As a point of comparison, ὀφθαλµός is mentioned more than 500 times in the Jewish Scriptures.
4
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Further vll: [10] ⸂ἐν τῷ (-33) οὐρανῷ B 33892 ¦ -Nc f1 aur e ff1 sys samss; Or
Eus | ⸇(Lk 19.10) [11] ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ (- ∆) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (+ ζητῆσαι καί
579 892c c syh bopt, + ζητῆσαι Lmg) σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός D K Lmg N W Γ ∆ Θc
078vid 565 579 700 892c 1241 1424 ै lat syc,p.h bopt ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B Ltxt Θ*
f1.13 33 892* e ff1 sys sa mae bopt; Or Eus
Mt 18.6 Ὃς δ’ ἂν σκανδαλίσῃ ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ, συµφέρει αὐτῷ
ἵνα κρεµασθῇ µύλος ὀνικὸς ⸀περὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ καὶ καταποντισθῇ ἐν τῷ πελάγει τῆς
θαλάσσης.
⸀ἐπί D 565 1424 ¦ εἰς K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 1241 ै ¦ ἐν (τῷ τραχήλῳ) 700 ¦ txt
(περί) ℵ B L N Z 0281 579 892; Did
Mt 18.10 comes at the end of the saying on True Greatness and Temptations to Sin and
before the Parable of the Lost Sheep, although these two verses may be included in the
latter passage because of the absence of v.11 in many manuscripts among which Codex
Bezae. Therefore, the two verses can be understood as either concluding or introductory
or transitional in Jesus’ discourse. There are two implicit harmonistic variants involved:
first, the longer reading ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ in D.05 against
the shorter reading ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων in B.03 can be explained as an assimilation to
the immediate context in Mt 18.6.6
In terms of external evidence, the longer reading is supported by all Latin versions, the Curetonian Syriac as well as some Sahidic manuscripts against the rest of the
tradition. This support could mean that the Bezan reading was copied before the readings were dispersed into separate geographical areas. It is nevertheless interesting that
there is significant geographical support for the attestation of the Bezan reading (Egypt,
Syria, Latin world), even though the external evidence numerically supports the shorter
reading.
The reference to the ‘little ones’ completed or not by ‘who believe in me’ is a rather Matthean feature (Mt: 4, Mk: 1, Lk: 1) but the phrase τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ also
occurs once in each of the parallel passages Mk 9.42 and Lk 17.2, again with some textual variation. The readings below from the external evidence will help to show at a glance
the variability of the phrase in the manuscripts, which points to a textual difficulty and
goes much beyond the potential harmonisation with Mt 18.6:
Matthew
10.42 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων
10.42 ἕνα τῶν ἐλαχιστων τούτων
18.6 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ

6

B rell
D latt
firm

This is the view of M.W. HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity and the Text of Codex Bezae in Matthew’ (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation; New Jersey: Princeton Theological Seminary, 1984) 159.
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18.10 ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων
18.10 ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ
18.14 ἕν τῶν µικρῶν τούτων

Mark
Mk 9.42 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων
Mk 9.42 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµε

Mk 9.42 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πίστιν ἐχόντων
Luke7
Lk 17.2
Lk 17.2

τῶν µικρῶν τούτων ἕνα
ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων

B rell
D it vgmss syc samss
ℵ B D L N 0281 33 565
(579) 892 e (εἷς K W Γ ∆ Θ 078
f 1.13 700 1241 1424 ै lat)
ℵ C*vid ∆ it
A B C2 K L N W Γ Θ Ψ f 1.13 28
565 579 700 892 1241 1424 (2542)
ै lat sy sa bopt
Da

ℵ* B L Ψ 579 892
ℵ2 A D K N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565
700 1241 1424 2542 ै

When isolated, Mt 18.10D.05 looks like an internal harmonisation with 18.6; if
put in perspective, both readings are paralleled in the Synoptics in different contexts.
Shorter, longer or even alternative readings can therefore be found. Therefore, concluding in a harmonisation with the immediate context ignores a part of the problem, which
is demonstrated by the multiplicity of textual variants across the Gospels.
In terms of internal evidence, the references to the ‘little ones’ four times in Matthew reveal a well-balanced rhythm a-b-b-a (‘a’ being the shorter reading, ‘b’ being the
longer one) which is more likely to be editorial rather than a re-arranged structure by a
scribe:
10.42 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων
18.6 ἕνα τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ
18.10D ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ
18.14 ἕν τῶν µικρῶν τούτων
Mt 10.42 might be considered to be a distant passage; however, the context of
general ethical statements on ‘whoever does’ (ὃς [δ’] ἂν), attributed to Jesus could well
have been rearranged by Matthew into a structured way centred on faith, hence the two
central presences of τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ. Conversely, a truncation leading to the
shorter reading could be the result of either a perceived syntactical redundancy or the
designation of a different group of ‘little ones.’

7

Lk 17.2 reads ‘It would be better for him if a millstone were hung round his neck and he were cast
into the sea, than that he should cause one of these little ones to sin.’ Here again, we have a later hand of
Codex Sinaiticus supporting Codex Bezae while the original hand supported Codex Vaticanus.
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Thus to conclude that the Bezan scribe would have deliberately added τῶν
πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ from an earlier occurrence reflects a too mechanical application of
text critical principles rather than a consideration of a potential Matthean original structure or, the other way round, a simplification of a lectio difficilior.
Mt 20.3 – par. Mt 20.6
Mt 20.3 καὶ ἐξελθὼν περὶ τρίτην ὥραν ⸀εἶδεν ἄλλους ἑστῶτας ἐν τῇ ἀγορᾷ ἀργούς
⸀(6) εὗρεν D 1424 it ¦ εἶδεν B rell
Mt 20.6 περὶ δὲ τὴν ἑνδεκάτην ⸆ἐξελθὼν εὗρεν ἄλλους ἑστῶτας ⸇καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Τί ὧδε
ἑστήκατε ὅλην τὴν ἡµέραν ἀργοί;
⸆ὥραν C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 33 565 579 892c 1241 1424 l844 ै it syh ¦ txt (om.)
ℵ B D L Θ 085 700 892* lat; Cyr |⸇ἀργούς C*.3 K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 579 1241 1424
l844 ै f h q syp.h ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B C2 D L Θ 085 33 565 700 892 lat sys.c co;
Or
This verse stands at the beginning of the passage of the Labourers in the Vineyard and
describes the encounter between the householder and the first group of idle men about
the third hour. In Codex Vaticanus and most manuscripts, the householder ‘saw others
standing idle’ (20.3) then ‘found others standing idle’ (20.6) while Codex Bezae ‘found
others standing idle’ in both places.
In terms of external evidence, the vl εὗρεν (‘he found’) is read only in Codex Bezae
and in the 9th-10th c. minuscule 1424 (mostly Byzantine with Caesarean readings)8 while
the rest of the textual tradition has εἶδεν (‘he saw’). The overwhelming support for the
reading εἶδεν tends to favour the Alexandrian reading as the original one, although the
single agreement between two independent manuscripts, D.05 and 1424, is interesting.
In terms of internal evidence, εὗρεν is found as a secure reading three verses later,
in 20.6, when the householder finds the group at the eleventh hour. The structure of the
parable may well have favoured a similar structure in the presentation of the situation
and called for the repetition of εὗρεν as found in Codex Bezae: the householder goes out,
finds/sees others standing idle and speaks to them, as can be seen from the synoptically
arranged texts below.
Mt 20.3-4NA28
καὶ ἐξελθὼν περὶ τρίτην ὥραν
εἶδεν (εὗρεν D.05) ἄλλους
ἑστῶτας ἐν τῇ ἀγορᾷ ἀργούς

8

Mt 20.6NA28
περὶ δὲ τὴν ἑνδεκάτην ἐξελθὼν
εὗρεν ἄλλους
ἑστῶτας

Codex 1424 is the oldest minuscule of a family of manuscripts grouped as family 1424 (7, 27, 71,
115, 160, 179, 185, 267, 349, 517, 659, 827, 945, 954, 990, 1010, 1082, 1188, 1194, 1207, 1223, 1293, 1391,
1402, 1606, 1675, 2191). Cf. METZGER, The Text of the New Testament, 65.

Page | 124

CHAPTER 5
Mt 20.3-4NA28
καὶ ἐκείνοις εἶπεν,
Ὑπάγετε καὶ ὑµεῖς εἰς τὸν ἀµπελῶνα κτλ.

Mt 20.6NA28
καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς,
Τί ὧδε ἑστήκατε ὅλην τὴν ἡµέραν ἀργοί;

Nevertheless, the presence of εὗρεν as a harmonistic variant would be more likely
to have occurred after a first occurrence, while εὗρεν in Mt 20.6 appears de facto later:
the second εὗρεν (firm, 20.6) can technically not have attracted the former. While there
is no apparent reason why an original εὗρεν in 20.3 would have been changed into εἶδεν,
Amphoux proposes an explanation. He analyses two specific groups of people where
classical exegesis9 usually mentions four groups (found at the third, sixth, ninth and
eleventh hour). He highlights that only these two are described in full with respect to
the householder going out, finding/seeing them and asking why they are idle.10 During
the evolution of the text, the liturgical use of this parable drew attention to the (assumed) refusal of the four groups to go into the vineyards,11 while the original text may
have pointed to the two groups of the third and eleventh hour only with a deliberate
chiastic symmetry καὶ ἐξελθὼν περὶ τρίτην ὥραν/περὶ δὲ τὴν ἑνδεκάτην ἐξελθὼν with the adversative δέ against the first consecutive καί enhancing the opposition, while the clause
εὗρεν ἄλλους ἑστῶτας remains stable. The passage in question could well have used εὗρεν
twice in the tightly structured composition, as the lay-out of the text above indicates,
and the repetition could therefore well be original. The reason for replacing εἶδεν with
εὑρεν would then have arisen once the narrative was thought of as involving different
groups of people where parallelism is not needed. The parable changed its significance
and the syntax was then adapted to a more narrative mode.
Mt 22.45 (Mt 22.43)
Mt 22.45 εἰ οὖν ∆αυὶδ ⸆καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον, πῶς υἱὸς αὐτοῦ ἐστιν;
⸆(43) ἐν πνεύµατι D K ∆ Θ 0281 f 13 565 1424 pm it vgmss syh** mae bopt ¦ txt
(om.) B rell
Mt 22.43 λέγει αὐτοῖς ⸆·πῶς οὖν ∆αυὶδ ἐν πνεύµατι ⸂καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον⸃ λέγων·
⸆ὁ Ἰησοῦς L Z 0281 f 1 33 892 1424 f ff1 r1 vgmss mae bo ¦ txt (om.) B rell |
⸂καλεῖ κύριον αὐτόν ℵ L Z 892 ¦ κύριον αὐτὸν καλεῖ K W Γ ∆ 0102 f 1.13 565
579 700 1241 ै e q syh ¦ αὐτὸν (-1424) κύριον καλεῖ 0161 1424 ¦ txt (καλεῖ
αὐτὸν κύριον) B(*).2 D (Θ) 0107vid 0281 33 l2211 lat sys.c.p
9

See DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, III, 72 and subsequent references.
AMPHOUX, L’Évangile selon Matthieu, 253–4.
11
Amphoux points out that only the first and last groups are present in the vineyards. This statement is consistent with the absence of any specific description of the two other groups: Mt 20.5 οἱ δὲ ἀπῆλθον.
1.13
565 700 1241 1424 ै it mae bo, but present in ℵ C D L 33 579
πάλιν [δὲ] (absent in B K W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f
h
892 l844 lat sy sa) ἐξελθὼν περὶ ⸉ἕκτην καὶ ἐνάτην ὥραν⸊ ἐποίησεν ὡσαύτως (⸉ὥραν ἕκτην καὶ ἐνάτην D f l (‘Going
out again about the sixth hour and the ninth hour, he did the same.’). See AMPHOUX, Matthieu, 253-4.
10
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Matthew 22 ends with a passage where Jesus and the Pharisees discuss the relationship
between the Messiah and David (Mt 22.41-46). Jesus dominates the conversation with a
series of questions. Two of them concerning the quotation of Ps 109.1LXX are expressed
in a similar way. In v. 43, all manuscripts read David ‘in [the] Spirit,’ ἐν πνεύµατι, while
in v. 45, some manuscripts, including Codex Vaticanus, do not.12
As in the previous example, one may ask whether the variant reading is a possible
vertical or horizontal harmonisation. Indeed, Luke has a similar passage (Lk 20.41-45)
but does not mention ‘David in the Spirit’ and Mark has the fuller form of ‘David in the
Holy Spirit’ (∆αυὶδ εἶπεν ἐν τῷ πνεύµατι τῷ ἁγίῳ [Mk 12.36]). If harmonisation has taken
place, it is therefore most likely due to the immediate context because of the great degree
of similarity between vv. 43 and 45, which is why it is included in the section dedicated
to Mt-Mt parallels only.
In terms of external evidence, the textual tradition is quite divided, although a
wide range of Greek witnesses representing diverse text-types (Western, e.g. D.05, Caesarean, e.g. Θ.038, 565, f 13, Alexandrian, e.g. 0281) and early versions support Codex
Bezae with the presence of the phrase against its absence in Codex Vaticanus and the
rest of the tradition. Mt 22.43 is more stable with the same words being present in all
manuscripts, though expressing καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον with three different word orders. Unless the weight of both Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus is taken as conclusive, the external evidence does not explain the two strands of tradition.
In terms of internal evidence, the similarity in construction (interrogative pronoun + οὖν ∆αυὶδ + ἐν πνεύµατι + καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον, the three last words being subject to
word order variation) and the closeness of the two verses could be responsible for scribal
alteration. The geographical variety of witnesses supporting the Bezan reading cannot
explain that the repetition occurred by chance but may well point to a common archetype. Equally, the evidence supporting the absence of the phrase as in B.03 and its support could also be the result of a simplification aimed at reducing the repetition. Indeed,
the withdrawal of ἐν πνεύµατι could have led to the multiple word order changes around
the clause καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον to underline one aspect or the other within the reasoning
between Jesus and the Pharisees and Sadducees.
As a result, the shorter reading could be due to stylistic improvement and the
longer one might equally be a literary device reflecting orality, using the deliberate repetition of the clause οὖν ∆αυὶδ ἐν πνεύµατι καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον.13 To conclude that
Mt 22.45D.05 is harmonising is again see to be no more than one explanation and by no
means necessarily the most satisfactory.

12

HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 159.
This agrees with Davies and Allison: ‘given the redactional parallels between vv. 43 and 45, we
deem the phrase original’ and see the omission as a ‘scribal harmonisation (cf. Mark and Luke)’ (DAVIES‒
ALLISON, Matthew, III, 252).
13
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Mt 24.37 – par. Mt 24.39
Mt 24.37 Ὥσπερ ⸀γὰρ αἱ ἡµέραι τοῦ Νῶε, οὕτως ἔσται ⸆ἡ παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
⸆(39) καί D K W ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 565 579 1241 1424 l2211 ै lat syh ¦ txt
(om.) ℵ B L Γ 33 700 892 it vgmss sys.p co
Further vll: ⸀δέ ℵ K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 l2211 ै lat
syp.h ¦ –565 boms ¦ txt (γάρ) B D 067 aur e r1 vgmss sys.hmg co
Mt 24.39 καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ἕως ἦλθεν ὁ κατακλυσµὸς καὶ ἦρεν ἅπαντας, οὕτως ἔσται °[καὶ] ἡ
παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
°(37) B D 892 l2211 it vgmss sys.p co ¦ txt (καί) ℵ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 33
565 579 700 1241 1424 ै lat syh
Mt 24.37 occurs at the beginning of a large passage on eschatological vigilance (Mt
24.36-25.30) dealing with the coming of the Son of Man within the wider context of ignorance.14 The two verses of Mt 24.37-38 are a clarifying explanation of v.36. An explicit
parallelism is shown by the words used15 which inevitably to harmonisation. This instance is of a particular nature, however, as the presence of καί in 24.37D.05 seems to be
claimed by the critical apparatus to be reflecting its presence in 24.39. The critical apparatus of NA28 does not use the sign p) but inserts square brackets around the connective
καί indicating thereby a high level of uncertainty regards its presence or absence in the
initial text. Interestingly, the verse is similar to a parallel found in Lk 17.26 which is secure across the textual tradition;16 nevertheless, the moderate verbal agreement between
Mt 24.27 and Lk 17.26 will allow the reading of Mt 24.37 to be considered as a purely
internal parallel in the present work.17
In terms of external evidence, the absence of the adverbial καί in v.37 is widely attested in early majuscules, minuscules as well as in versions (Old Latin and some manuscripts of the Vulgate, the Syriac and Coptic) as is its presence in Codex Bezae and other
majuscules, minuscules mixed Latin versions and the Harklean Syriac. The critical apparatus suggests that the absence is a harmonisation with the verbally similar v.39 where
καί is also absent in some manuscripts and where NA28 has retained the ℵ.01 reading.
The presence or absence of καί at the two places may be summarised as follows:
1. καί
καί
K W ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 565 579 1241 1424 ै lat syh

14

DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, III, 374.
Ibid., 380.
16
Lk 17.26: καὶ καθὼς ἐγένετο ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις Νῶε, οὕτως ἔσται καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
17
While the beginning of the sentence displays only partial verbal agreement (Lk: καὶ καθὼς ἐγένετο
ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις Νῶε, Mt: Ὥσπερ γὰρ αἱ ἡµέραι τοῦ Νῶε), the presence of ἔσται καί and τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου are
common to Mt and Lk while the Matthean ἡ παρουσία (παρουσία appears four times in the Gospels but all are
concentrated in Mt 24) is read as ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις in Luke (Mt: 4, Mk: 4, Lk-Ac: 26). The hypothesis that Luke
has drawn from Bezan Matthew would be interesting to examine further.
15
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2. καί
3. om. καί
4. om. καί

om. καί
καί
om. καί

D l2211
ℵ L Γ 33 700
B 892 it vgmss sys.p co

This comparison shows that καί may be present or absent in v.37/39 at the same
time or present in v.37 and absent in v.39 or vice versa leading to four different cases
according to manuscripts. Technically, and on the basis of the text-critical principle of
the less discordant reading being more likely to be original, the double absence of καί in
Mt 24.37,39B.03 could equally be analysed as a harmonisation within Codex Vaticanus.
Equally, the absence of καί in Codex Washingtonianus and allies could be seen as a harmonisation. The readings printed in the NA28 tend to simplify the hypothesis as if there
were only two possibilities: absence of καί in the first verse, presence in the second verse.
The quality of the manuscripts reflecting each of the potential readings shows that the
change occurred at an early stage of the textual transmission and that the vl in question
is not insignificant to the extent it generated such a large spectrum of variation. The
original reading is difficult to determine but to apply text-critical principle of choosing
the less discordant reading is here inappropriate.
In terms of internal evidence, the structure of Mt 24.37-39 is organised with an
obvious parallelism where the double presence or double absence highlights the symmetry:
[37] ὥσπερ γὰρ
αἱ ἡµέραι τοῦ Νῶε,
οὕτως ἔσται (vl καὶ) ἡ παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
[38] ὡς γὰρ
ἦσαν ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις [vl ἐκείναις] ταῖς …
[39]
οὕτως ἔσται [vl καὶ] ἡ παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
The Bezan reading displays a break in the symmetry with the presence of the first
καί and its absence in v.39 (a lectio difficilior if one expects either a double presence or
double absence) highlighting thereby the Coming of the Son of Man in Noah’s days at
the expense to the expected Coming of the Son of Man.18 This emphasis on the days of
Noah could point to an eschatological/apocalyptic milieu, which was expecting the Coming of the Son of Man any time soon.
Reporting an implicit harmonisation in Codex Bezae in the two verses hides the
reason for the irregular presence of καί across the textual tradition. Furthermore, NA28
reflects the text chosen from the most discordant readings.19 Finally, as suggested above,
only taking account of the context of 1st c. Judaism succeeds in providing exegetical support for identifying the reading from which all the other variants have arisen.

18

RSV translates the two clauses the same way ‘so will be the coming of the Son of man’ because of
the difficulty of rendering this in English. It is noteworthy that the French translation (Bible de Jérusalem)
translates the adverb: ‘Tel sera aussi l’avènement du Fils de l’homme.’
19
Actually both cases 2 or 3 in my development above address the question but case 3 has certainly
be chosen by the Committee because of the more important weight given to ℵ L Γ 33 700 as opposed to D
l2211.
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Mt 25.3 – par. Mt 25.4
Mt 25.3 αἱ γὰρ µωραὶ λαβοῦσαι τὰς λαµπάδας ⸀αὐτῶν οὐκ ἔλαβον µεθ’ ἑαυτῶν ἔλαιον⸆.
⸆(4) ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν D (ff1) ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Further vll: ⸀ἑαυτῶν Z f 1 ¦ –ℵ L Θ 700 lat ¦ txt (αὐτῶν) B C D K W Γ ∆ 0249
f 13 565 579 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै it vgmss
Mt 25.4 αἱ δὲ φρόνιµοι ἔλαβον ἔλαιον ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις ⸆ µετὰ τῶν λαµπάδων ⸀ἑαυτῶν.
⸆αὐτῶν C K W (Γ) ∆ 0249 f 13 565 579 1241 1424 ै lat syh ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B
D L Z Θ f 1 700 892vid l844 l2211 aur h q r1 sys.p | ⸀αὐτῶν D K L W Γ (cf. ⸆)
∆ Θ 0249* f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 l844 l2211 ै ¦ –C Zvid 1424 lat ¦
txt (ἑαυτῶν) ℵ B 0249c
Mt 25.3 stands at the beginning of the Parable of the Ten Bridesmaids (Mt 25.113) and describes the foolish virgins taking their lamps with them but they ‘did not take
with them oil.’ Codex Bezae reads ‘in their flasks’ after ‘oil.’
In terms of external evidence, a minority of manuscripts only (the visible part of
1424 and, to some extent,20 the Latin Codex Corbiensis I) as well as a few minuscules
read ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν after ἔλαιον. Because of the paucity of Bezan support, it can be
assumed that the longer reading was either shortened at a very early stage or was created
as an expansion in isolated cases.
In terms of internal evidence, the presence of extra words, specifically at the end
of a sentence21 and moreover in a minority of manuscripts, is usually construed as evidence of an addition. As in a previous example in this section (Mt 20.3), the harmonisation is nevertheless more likely to have happened after the first mention rather than the
other way round. The critical apparatus to Mt 25.3 refers to the presence of ἐν τοῖς
ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν in the immediately following verse which describes the wise virgins or
maidens with an evident parallelism: certainly, the presence of the words in Codex Bezae
may well be an addition, although a deliberate omission may equally have occurred to
avoid repetition in 25.4:
Mt 25.3NA28
Mt 25.4NA28
αἱ γὰρ µωραὶ
αἱ δὲ φρόνιµοι
λαβοῦσαι τὰς λαµπάδας ⸀αὐτῶν
ἔλαβον
οὐκ ἔλαβον
ἔλαιον ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις (αὐτῶν)

20

1

Codex ff does not have the pronoun after in vasis (‘stultae autem, acceptis lampidibus suis non
sustulerunt oleum secum in vasis’). See E.S. BUCHANAN, Old-Latin Biblical Texts: the Four Gospels from the
1
Codex Corbeiensis: (ff [or ff ]), Being the First Complete Edition of the MS. Now Numbered Lat. 17225 in
National Library at Library at Paris (vol. 5; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1907), ad. loc.
21
The presence of the prepositional phrase also happens at the end of a verse which could be seen as
the ideal place for an addition (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Matthieu, 258).
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µεθ’ ἑαυτῶν
µετὰ τῶν λαµπάδων ⸀ἑαυτῶν.
ἔλαιον (ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν)
The two verses chiastically arrange τὰς λαµπάδας αὐτῶν and µετὰ τῶν λαµπάδων
ἑαυτῶν around the main verb ἔλαβον (‘took flasks of oil with their lamps,’ hence the
cross-harmonisations between ἑαυτῶν/αὐτῶν leading to four different combinations), in
which case the phrase ἔλαιον ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις may well have been transposed in preverbal
position in v.4 as well, with the removal of αὐτῶν because of µετὰ τῶν λαµπάδων (αὐτῶν).
Further, v.4 has two prepositional phrases introduced by ἐν and µετά which have the
same grammatical role and could theoretically be positioned in either order. According
to principles elucided by discourse analysis, the first prepositional phrase is supportive
while the second, introduced by µετά, is focal, which is relevant for understanding the
vll.22 If we look at the story as a whole, three elements are described: the oil, the lamps
and the flasks. The rest of the pericope focuses on the oil and the lamps alone while the
flasks are mentioned only in 25.3D and 25.4, most probably because the oil is already in
the lamps and the flask does not require further mention. This is also consistent with
the focal position of µετὰ τῶν λαµπάδων (ἑαυτῶν) and the corresponding supportive position of ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις. The parable may also be understood here as an interpretation of
the oil-in-the-flask so to speak (ἔλαιον ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις) to show unity at the Coming of
the Son of Man23 which has gradually slipped into becoming a story about the maidens
and the lamps with less emphasis on the flasks, thereby making their double mention
obsolete.
Although ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν in v.3 may be a (secondary) addition, the repetition can also be seen to constitute a coherently structured doublet and the prepositional
phrase would have simply been removed due to the lack of importance of the flask and
the emphasis on the oil.
Reading Present in More Distant Contexts

I. 2.

The next three examples are a sub-class of apparent vertical harmonisation, where the
passages in question appear in an entirely different context, thus going beyond the Colwell-Tune classification of intermediate context. The possibility that a scribe has been
influenced by a totally different parallel needs to be examined in detail.
Mt 4.10 – par. Mt 16.23
Mt 4.10 τότε λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ὕπαγε⸆, Σατανᾶ· γέγραπται γάρ, Κύριον τὸν θεόν σου
προσκυνήσεις καὶ αὐτῷ µόνῳ λατρεύσεις.

22

S.H. LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information
nd
Structure of New Testament Greek (2 edn; Dallas: SIL International, 2000) 32.
23
See N.J. DUFF, ‘Wise and Foolish Maidens, Matthew 25:1-13,’ USQR 40 (1985) 55–8 (57).
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⸆(16.23)24 p) ὀπίσω µου C2 D L Z Γ 33 579c 892c 1241 1424 ै b h l*sy(s)c.h
samss bomss ¦ retro it; Irarm vid ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B C*vid K P W ∆ f 1.13 565 579*
700 892*vid f k vg syp sams mae bo; Irlat vid Or
Mt 16.23 ὁ δὲ ⸀στραφεὶς εἶπεν τῷ Πέτρῳ, Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω ⸁µου, Σατανᾶ· σκάνδαλον ⸂εἶ ἐµοῦ⸃,
ὅτι οὐ φρονεῖς τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ⸄ἀλλὰ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων⸅.
⸀p) ἐπιστραφείς D K L Θ f 13 565 1424 | ⸂εἶ ἐµοι D (⸉ 565) ¦ µου εἶ K L W Γ ∆
f 1 579 892 1241 1424 (⸉C Θ) ै syh ¦ txt (εἶ ἐµου) ℵ B f 13 700 |⸄ ἀλλα τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου D (ff1) q ¦ -e ff2 g1 r1
Mt 4.10 occurs in the Temptation pericope which is thematically shared by the other two
Synoptics, although the three successive temptations are described in Luke and Matthew
alone. However, the injunction to Satan as worded in Mt 4.10 and embedded within the
Temptation pericope is found in this passage in Matthew alone.25 The Bezan reading is
Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω µου σατανᾶ (‘Begone behind me Satan!’) instead of Ὕπαγε σατανᾶ (‘Begone,
Satan!’) in NA28. This longer expression is found verbatim in the different context of
Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi (Mt 16.23, par. Mk 8.33), where both Markan and
Matthean readings are firm in the pericope in question.26
In terms of external evidence, the absence of the prepositional phrase ὀπίσω µου
after the imperative Ὕπαγε is well supported with 18 Greek manuscripts, among which
Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus, and early versions (Old Latin, Syriac and Coptic). Despite the external weight in favour of the ℵB reading and the reasons for an addition by harmonisation with Mt 16.23, the longer reading is nevertheless supported by a
good number of witnesses (secondary Alexandrian, Western and early versions as the
Old Syriac and some Coptic dialects) and cannot be simply dismissed. Besides, an ‘addition’ would be intentional, which would be expected in a fewer number of witnesses or
at least a narrower spectrum.
In terms of internal evidence, the critical apparatus of NA28 and most commentators27 point to a vertical harmonisation with the passage of Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi? Technically, this interpolation would be a harmonisation neither with usage, nor with immediate/intermediate context, nor with another Gospel according to
Colwell’s principles. Metzger argues that the reason for which the two words would have

24

This is the only occurrence where the critical apparatus refers to both a reference and a p) sign for
the same variant reading. A second abnormality appears in Mt 13.57 for which two different readings are
considered in the critical apparatus as harmonisations, one with a biblical cross-reference, one with the p)sign (see Chapter 4 III. 3. 2). All other apparent harmonisations in Nestle-Aland have either one or the other
indication.
25
‘As Luke moved the last temptation to second place, he could not have retained the repudiation’
(DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, I, 372).
26
Significantly there is no exact syntactically close parallel in Luke in the sense that the three Synoptics have Peter’s confession at Caesarea-Philippi but Luke concludes at 9.21 by requesting silence.
27
See e.g. DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, I, 372, n.40
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been supplied to the verse can only be traced back to copyists ‘recall[ing] the words of
Jesus to Peter.’28 An alternative explanation could be that the longer reading in
Mt 4.10D.05 would have been seen by copyists as offensive to the supremacy of Peter,
resulting thereby into its deletion. Its removal would then be best explained by the ecclesiastical discomfort of comparing the leading disciple in early Christianity with Satan.29
Mt 17.2 – par. Mt 28.3
Mt 17.2 καὶ ⸀µετεµορφώθη ἔµπροσθεν αὐτῶν, °καὶ ἔλαµψεν τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ὡς ὁ ἥλιος, τὰ
δὲ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο λευκὰ ὡς ⸂τὸ φῶς⸃.
⸂(28.3) χιών D lat syc bomss ¦ τὸ φῶς B rell
Mt 28.3 ἦν δὲ ἡ ⸀εἰδέα αὐτοῦ ὡς ἀστραπὴ καὶ τὸ ἔνδυµα αὐτοῦ λευκὸν ⸁ὡς χιών.
⸀ἰδέα K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 1241 l844 pm ¦ txt (εἰδέα) ℵ(*).1 A B C D 700
892 1424 l2211 pm | ⸁ὡσεί A C L W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700 1241 1424
l844 l2211 ै ¦ txt (ὡς) প105vid ℵ B D K f 1 892
This passage is the second verse of the Transfiguration pericope (Mt 17.1-13) where the
vl refers to Jesus’ garments becoming as ‘white as snow’ (D.05) or ‘white as light’ (B.03).
‘White as snow’ is again found as a firm reading of a much later passage of the Gospel of
Matthew regarding the resurrection of Jesus (Mt 28.3 ‘His appearance was like lightning,
and his raiment white as snow’).
In terms of external evidence, Codex Bezae and the Old Latin as well as some early versions in Syriac and Coptic attest the reading ‘like snow’ against the rest of the textual tradition which is overwhelmingly verified. It cannot, however, be overlooked that
the location of the manuscripts supporting Codex Bezae are geographically widely
spread (Syria, Rome), which points to the early character of the variant as well as its early propagation. Interestingly, the beginning of Mt 17.2D.05 is also at odds with the bulk
of the textual tradition which reads a succession of first, an indicative aorist passive
(µετεµορφώθη), then an active one (ἔλαµψεν) bound by a consecutive καί before introduc-

28

Metzger grants a A-rating to the Alexandrian reading and details: ‘If the words ὀπίσω µου were
originally in the text, no satisfactory reason can be found to account for their omission. On the other hand, if
they were originally absent, copyists who recalled the words of Jesus to Peter, ὕπαγε ὀπίσω µου, σατανᾶ (Mt
16.23, where there is no variation of reading), would have been likely to supply them here.’ (METZGER,
Commentary, 10)
29
J. Read-Heimerdinger has documented the Alexandrian tendency to reduce the Apostles’ foibles
where ℵB see them rather as ‘inspired heroes enacting the will of God.’ (The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis to Textual Criticism [JSNTSup 236; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002]
354).
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ing the clause on the garments becoming white, while Codex Bezae has a participial (aorist passive) clause before the main one.30
In terms of internal evidence, the parallel in Mark, alluded to in Davies and Allison’s analysis,31 is verbally too distant (Mk 9.3 καὶ τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο στίλβοντα
λευκὰ λίαν) to explain any harmonisation with a parallel gospel. Also, both readings have
their internal logic: Davies and Allison see that Matthew assimilated his text to the previous clause (ὡς ὁ ἥλιος32), which is supported by the two comparatives found in the
same verse (ὡς ὁ ἥλιος and ὡς τὸ φῶς) and could account for a harmonisation on the basis
of the sense of the immediate context. The comparison between light and white is absent
from the rest of the Scriptures. Conversely, the comparison between white and snow is
not uncommon in the Jewish Scriptures33 and could be understood as a harmonisation
with usage. The critical apparatus in NA28 therefore calls for another locus, Mt 28.3 on
Jesus’ resurrection, where λευκὸν ὡς χιών is read.34 Although the passage is quite distant,
the expression may be seen as a deliberate (original?) catchword used in relation to the
Transfiguration seen as foreshadowing the resurrection.35
While the argument of an internal harmonisation is possible, the presence of φῶς
could just as well be a correction to reflect liturgical use in the early Church, where pericopes were taken independently from the Gospels and where the disconnection from
the resurrection would have favoured the writing of φῶς to parallel ἥλιος in the same
verse. Also, there might be the underlying idea that a face ‘like the sun’ would naturally
mean that a cloth as ‘white as snow’ would have melted, thus producing in the change to
‘white as light.’
Mt 20.16 – par. Mt 22.14
Mt 20.16 οὕτως ἔσονται οἱ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι καὶ οἱ πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι.⸆

30

Any conclusion referring to the Bezan preference with regard to parataxis needs to be evaluated
case by case: Yoder claimed that parataxis is favoured in the Bezan text of Acts but the opposite in Luke and
Mark (J.D. YODER, ‘Semitisms in Codex Bezae,’ JBL 78 [1959] 318–9.
31
DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, II, 696.
32
Ibid., 696.
33
Psalm 104.2 (103.2LXX) compares light and garments (ἀναβαλλόµενος φῶς ὡς ἱµάτιον, Heb. עטה־
אור כשׂלמה, ‘who coverest thyself with light as with a garment’). ‘White like snow’ is found in Psalm 51.7 ‘I
shall be whiter than snow’ (50.9LXX ὑπὲρ χιόνα λευκανθήσοµαι) as well as Exod. 4.6, Num. 12.10 and 2 Ki.
5.27. Isaiah (1.18) has ‘shall be as white as snow’ (RSV, literally will be made white as snow’: ὡς χιόνα
λευκανῶ) and Daniel (7.9) has ‘his raiment was white as snow ([ἔχων περιβολὴν] ὡσεὶ χιόνα), and the hair of
his head like pure [lit. white] wool (ὡσεὶ ἔριον λευκόν). Sirach (43.17b-18) shows a parallelism between white
and snow through indirectly ‘He scatters the snow (χιόνα) like birds flying down, and its descent is like locusts alighting. The eye marvels at the beauty of its whiteness (λευκότητος), and the mind is amazed at its
falling.’
34
METZGER, Commentary, 34.
35
See S.S. LEE, Jesus‘ Transfiguration and the Believers‘ Transformation. A Study of the Transfiguration and Its Development in Early Christian Writings (WUNT 2, 265; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009)
118.
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⸆(22.14) πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί C D K N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13
33 565 579 700 892c 1241 ै latt sy mae bopt ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B L Z 085 892*
1424 l844 sa bopt
Mt 22.14 πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν ⸆κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ⸆ἐκλεκτοί.
⸆bis οἱ L f 1 700 892 sa
Mt 20.16 is the concluding verse to the parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard as outlined earlier,36 which starts at Mt 20.1, according to the usual division of pericopes. The
variant reading in question corresponds to the presence of seven words (πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν
κλητοί ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί) in Codex Bezae and a number of other manuscripts after 20.16,
‘so the last will be first, and the first last’ and correspond almost verbatim to the last
verse of Matthew’s Parable of the Wedding Banquet (Mt 22.1-14, ‘For many are called,
but few are chosen.’) creating thus a two-fold conclusion to the Vineyard parable.
In terms of external evidence, the presence of these seven words is evenly divided, with early majuscules and minuscules, all Latin witnesses as well as other early versions (Syriac, Middle Egyptian and some Bohairic manuscripts) supporting the Bezan
variant, against mainly Alexandrian witnesses as well as early Coptic versions. The variant must therefore have occurred at a very early stage, most probably before the 2nd – 3rd
c. CE because of the Old Latin and Coptic. Metzger recognizes that the words might
have fallen out of the text through homoioteleuton (ἔσχατοι...ὀλίγοι), but goes on to state
‘it is much more likely that [the words] were added here by copyist who recollected the
close of another parable (22.14 where there is no significant variation of reading’37 with a
{A}-rating. The large number of manuscripts attesting the one and the other cannot help
to decide the originality. Although traditional textual critical tools will clearly favour the
weight of ℵB and the shorter reading, it is, however, difficult to explain that a great
number of independent manuscripts have deliberately added this verse. Its withdrawal,
on the other hand, can well be explained on the basis of the apparent strangeness of a
dual conclusion.
In terms of internal evidence, the presence of two concluding expressions, which
in substance are closely related to the Semitic phenomenon of nimshalim (parables,
comparison),38 does not occur elsewhere in the NT. That said, these two expressions
display a grammatically coherent structure introduced by οὕτως and concluded by a reason articulated by γάρ, a construction that may constitute a single conclusion: ‘for many
are called, but few are chosen, because many that are first shall be last and the last shall
be first.’ Because of its length, these words cannot have crept into the text accidently,
therefore must therefore be deliberate.
36

See Mt 20.3 in this section.
METZGER, Commentary, 41.
38
D. STERN, Parables in Midrash: Narrative and Exegesis in Rabbinic Literature (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1991) 16.
37
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By looking at the entire passage, the verse before 20.1 (i.e. 19.30 Πολλοὶ δὲ ἔσονται
πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι καὶ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι (‘But many that are first will be last, and the last first,’
firm across all manuscripts) is strikingly similar to 20.16bD.05, albeit in the reverse order (πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι, ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι vs. ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι, πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι), and could equally
represent as the start of the parable, which would then be embedded within this chiastically arranged saying. Indeed, the use of δέ in Mt 19.30 could be explained as the conclusion of the preceding pericope, but the connective γάρ introducing Mt 20.1 signifies a
link between the two passages and suggests that a new pericope begins with 19.30. In
the structure of the parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard, the adjective ἔσχατοι is
omnipresent (Mt 19.30, 20.12,16 x 2) and can be understood as a catchword, while the
second conclusion closes the parable as it started, the theme of on being chosen
(ἐκλεκτοί): the parable may then have emphasised not only the fact of being first or last,
but also that the group of people found (20.6D.05 εὗρεν, B.03 εἶδεν) was actually chosen.39
It is, in consequence, entirely plausible that the shorter reading is the result of a
later withdrawal due an apparent repetition, unconnected with the evolution of the story
of the labourers.
Conclusions

I. 3.

At first sight, contamination from the immediate context is a plausible explanation for
wording that is highly similar to that which appears within a short distance in the same
document. Indeed, the reverse process whereby a scribe would have deliberately changed
a word into a synonym is less likely. On the other hand, from the examples studied in
this section, it appears that harmonisations in Bezan Matthew in different contexts are
relatively unlikely. On the contrary, readings that may look like a ‘de-harmonisation’ in
other manuscripts may simply reflect a state where the Christian Scriptures were known
in the form of individual pericopes rather than as narrative or theological continuum
united within a single gospel, and the coherence would not have been apparent.
In the examples cited in this section, the shorter reading is thus more likely to
be the result of a syntactical simplification and the apparent repetitions in the longer
readings may well translate a deliberate force in the discourse, as well as serve as markers for the construction of the text. The Bezan text notably displays structural patterns
that are not so readily discernible, if at all, in Codex Vaticanus.
II. Harmonisations in Bezan Matthew with Mark Only
Validity of the Concept

II. 1.

The concept of Matthean harmonistic readings with Mark in Codex Bezae must first be
discussed in relation to the circulation of the Gospel of Mark in the first two centuries.
While such a harmonisation is technically possible (e.g. if the variant verse in Bezan

39

This point was examined in Mt 20.30 in the earlier section.
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Matthew is virtually identical to a parallel passage in Mark), it depends on the underlying assumption that the scribe of Matthew responsible for a harmonising reading was
familiar enough with the Markan text at the time he edited his copy to be able to make
the assimilation. Therefore, before concluding on any harmonisation of the Bezan text of
Matthew with Mark, the question of to which extent the Gospel of Mark was circulating
and was relatively well-known at the time of the edition of the Matthean text that generated Codex Bezae needs to be addressed.
In his influential work on the Christian literature before Irenaeus, Massaux concluded that, in contrast to Matthew, Mark was not used in the earliest Fathers.40 He sees
no literary influence of Mark in the writings of Ignatius of Antioch (c. 35-110), although
he used Matthew abundantly.41 Later, in Justin Martyr’s time (100–165), the Gospels
were used, mainly Matthew, but rarely Mark if at all.42 Agreements between the texts of
Justin Martyr and Codex Bezae are known to be significant,43 and demonstrate that traces of the Bezan text or of its ancestor can be identified in pre-200 writings. The problem
is complex and subject to on-going debate44 but it is vital to remember that similar
wording between Matthew and Mark cannot simply be taken as evidence for the ‘harmonisation of Matthew to Mark.’ In the case of a syntactic or lexical proximity between
Bezan Matthew and Mark the reason for the closeness requires a more rigorous analysis
to explain the phenomenon. Moreover, while the copying of Codex Bezae is dated to the
end of the 4th c., the support of witnesses for Bezan readings as early as 2nd c. suggests
that the exemplar may have arisen at a time when Mark was not widely available. As a
result, the concept of ‘harmonisation with Mark’ is in strong conflict with the low use of
40

‘At least until the end of the second century [the Gospel of Mark] remained in the shadow of the
Gospel of Matthew’ (É. MASSAUX, L’influence de L’Évangile de Saint Matthieu sur la littérature chrétienne
avant Saint Irénée (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1950) 647–54 (Engl. Translation: A.J.
BELLINZONI [ed.], The Influence of the Gospel of Saint Matthew on Christian Literature before Saint Irenaeus [3 vols.; New Gospel Studies 5.1-3; Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1990-3]). As for Justin, Massaux
mentions that ‘force est de constater l’absence de Marc et de Jean que Justin paraît ignorer’ (108). In an arnd
ticle on Origen’s comments on the 2 c Greek philosopher Celse who used the Scriptures against the Christians, Rouger notes that ‘bien que Justin semble connaître Marc, on a noté combien cet évangile est absent de
ses écrits, au contraire de Matthieu et Luc’ (D. ROUGER, ‘Celse et la tradition évangélique du Codex de Bèze,’
in PARKER–AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 246).
41
‘Saint Ignace d’Antioche connaît indubitablement l’évangile de Mt.; en plus d’un endroit, ses
lettres trahissent l’utilisation de cet évangile. […] Tout en ne recourant pas explicitement à Mt., et en ne
citant pas ses textes littéralement, plus d’une fois l’évêque d’Antioche s’y réfère et en dépend littérairement,
manifestant par là une très grande familiarité avec lui’ (MASSAUX, Influence de L’Évangile de Saint Matthieu,
106). This is a different view to Helmut Koester’s Synoptische Überlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vätern
(TUGAL 65; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1957), who explains the similarity of Patristic quotations with the
‘text’ of the Gospels as reflecting oral tradition - ‘text’ in quotation marks because of the Church Fathers
nd
before Irenaeus, i.e. before the 2 c. rather reflect the sources to the Gospels rather than the Gospels themselves).
42
É. MASSAUX, L’influence de L’Évangile de Saint Matthieu, 569.
43
See Klijn: ‘We only have to point to the agreements between Justin and the Old Latin, Marcion
and D, to readings found in the Diatessaron, the Old Latin and the Old Syriac’ (A.F.J. KLIJN, A Survey of the
Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts, II: 1949–1969 [NTS 21; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969]
67).
44
See J.-L. VIX, ‘L’école de rhétorique de Smyrne’ in ‘Irénée entre Bible et Hellénisme, ’ colloquium
th
nd
held in Lyons (France), 30 June-2 July 2014.
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the Markan text from which the scribes would have imported discordant wording. As a
matter of fact, to think of the Gospel texts as equally available and defined in the 2nd c. is
an undocumented assumption.45
With this provisio in mind, I will firstly deal with readings in Bezan Matthew that
allegedly harmonise with firm readings in Mark (II. 2). Then I will go on to look at possible harmonisation with Mark where the Markan reading is variant (II. 3).
Harmonisations in Mt D.05 with a Firm Markan Reading

II. 2.

In the following five examples, the cases where the reading in Mt D.05 is identified in
the critical apparatus of NA28 as a potential harmonisation with Mark,46 but where the
corresponding Markan reading is firm across the textual tradition, will be studied. As
such, a variant reading closer to the parallel wording could technically be a harmonisation; nevertheless, the following examples will show that this is by no means straightforward. To ease the identification of the Markan parallels for the reader, the Matthean
verse will be presented the same way as the Mt–Mt variants.
Mt 4.18 – par. Mk 1.16
Mt 4.18 ⸀Περιπατῶν δὲ παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν τῆς Γαλιλαίας εἶδεν δύο ἀδελφούς, Σίµωνα τὸν
λεγόµενον Πέτρον καὶ Ἀνδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ, βάλλοντας ἀµφίβληστρον εἰς τὴν
θάλασσαν· ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς.
⸀p) παράγων D it sys; Eus ¦ txt περιπατῶν B rell
Mk 1.16 Καὶ παράγων παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν τῆς Γαλιλαίας εἶδεν Σίµωνα καὶ Ἀνδρέαν τὸν
ἀδελφὸν ⸀Σίµωνος ⸁ἀµφιβάλλοντας ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ· ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς.
⸀τοῦ Σίµωνος A ∆ f 1.13 1241 pm ¦ αὐτοῦ D W Γ Θ 28 33 579 1424 2542 pm
lat sys.p bomss ¦ αὐτοῦ τοῦ (-l2211) Σίµωνος K l2211 pm syh ¦ txt (Σίµωνος) ℵ B
L 565 700 892 | ⸁ἀµφιβάλλοντας (ἀµφιβάλοντες Θ) τὰ δίκτυα D Θ f 13 28
565* (latt) syp ¦ p) βάλλοντας ἀµφίβληστρον Γ 579 892 1241 1424 ¦
ἀµφίβληστρον (ἀµφίβληστρα f 1) βάλλοντας f 1 700 2542 ¦ ἀµφιβάλλοντας
(ἀµφιβάλοντας K) ἀµφίβληστρον A K W ∆ 565c l2211 ै ¦ txt
(ἀµφιβάλλοντας) ℵ B L 33
Mt 4.18 and its parallel verse Mk 1.16 open the Galilean ministry of Jesus with a high
degree of verbal similarity in the two Gospels. Such a similarity may well explain the
45

Ehrman confirms that harmonisation with Mark is a ‘rare’ phenomenon and that therefore a harmonisation towards Mark is hardly possible. See B.D. EHRMAN, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: the
Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1993) 92.
46
There is no implicit reference to harmonisation with Mark, i.e. all alleged harmonisations with
28
Mark are indicated with the p) sign. Strictly speaking NA does not mention that the parallel passage in
question is Mark but I have identified it as being with Mark.
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switch from περιπατῶν to παράγων to reduce the discordance, thereby pointing to the
secondary character of παράγων. Codex Bezae reads the apparently firm Markan feature.
In terms of external evidence, the variant reading περιπατῶν in Mt 4.18 attested in
almost all the textual tradition outweighs the other verbal form παράγων supported by
Codex Bezae and the Old Latin. Interestingly, the testimony of an early version of the
Syriac and of the 4th c. Church Father Eusebius shows that the reading was also present
in the East in the first centuries. The critical apparatus of NA28 attests no variant reading
in Mark with regard to the form παράγων hence the inclusion on this section.47
In terms of internal evidence, both phrases represent good Greek since
περιπατῶν+παρά and παράγων+παρά are both possible, despite a different meaning
(περιπατέω: walk, go, παράγω: pass by, both introducing παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν)48 and neither can be preferred to the other per se. If the vl παράγων were the result of a harmonisation, the switch καί/δέ would still need to be explained as an editorial act.49 It is difficult to identify with certainty which reading gave rise to the other: on the one hand, the
verbal proximity may suggest that Matthew simply took from Mark; on the other hand,
scribes could well have changed παράγων into περιπατῶν because Jesus was already in
Galilee (and not departing from)50 as Lagrange suggests.51 The load of allusions behind
the verb περιπατέω signalling a divine activity and alert the audience to Jesus’ divinity,52
could explain the switch from παράγων into περιπατῶν. Conversely, it is quite unlikely
that such an amount of loaded allusions would have been missed by a scribe, at such an

47

The consultation of Codex Alexandrinius at Mk 1.16 reveals that the reading attested in this manuscript is περιπατῶν and not παράγων. The omission of this variant reading does not preclude the mention of
28
a harmonistic slip in NA : indeed, περιπατῶν could well be a Markan harmonisation with Matthew. This
error is the only one that I found in the critical apparatus of Matthew and its parallels where harmonisation
is suggested.
48
BDAG quotes examples with both verbs with the preposition παρά.
49
Winer proposes that δέ indicates movement ‘to something new, different and distinct from what
precedes’ (G.B. WINER, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek: Regarded as a Sure Basis for
rd
New Testament Exegesis [trans. and rev. W.F. Moulton, 3 edn; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1959] 552). Porter and Reed add further: ‘The adversative and connective senses attributed to δέ then become specific instances of ‘something new, different and distinct’ (LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 225) which is not the
case with καί (S.E. PORTER and J.T. REED, Discourse Analysis and the New Testament. Approaches and Results [JSNT.S 170; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999] 229).
50
Davies and Allison, who tend to explain Matthean developments from Mark, note: ‘Mark begins
with καί παράγων, otherwise there is agreement. Περιπατέω is also redactional in Mt 14.29 and 15.31. Matthew has retained παράγω in 9.9=Mk 2.14 but dropped it here and in 27.32=Mk 15.21. It is redactional in
9.27 and 20.30 it seems to mean ‘depart’ in 9.9, 27; and 20.30. This helps account for its absence at this
point, as does the awkward iteration in παράγων παρά’ (DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, I, 395).
51
‘[…] dans Marc, parce que Jésus est en route, tandis que dans Matthieu, Jésus déjà établi au bord
du lac, se promène, mais dans le dessein d’exercer sa mission.’ (M.-J. LAGRANGE, L’Évangile selon Saint Matthieu [Paris: J. Gabalda, 1923] 70).
52
See God as ‘walking in the garden’ [of Eden] in Gen. 3.8LXX (καὶ ἤκουσαν τὴν φωνὴν κυρίου τοῦ
θεοῦ περιπατοῦντος ἐν τῷ παραδείσῳ); Ps 103.3LXX talks about God ‘riding on the wings of the wind’ (ὁ
περιπατῶν ἐπὶ πτερύγων ἀνέµων). Likewise Job 9.8 (LXX: περιπατῶν ὡς ἐπ᾽ ἐδάφους ἐπὶ θαλάσσης, ‘trampled the
waves of the sea’).
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early stage, to the extent he would have corrected περιπατῶν into παράγων by ‘harmonisation’ with Mark.53
Leaving aside the absence of any indication of a variant reading in Mk 1.16 in the
critical apparatus of NA28, it cannot be determined with certainty which reading is more
likely to be original, but it appears that the conclusion towards a harmonisation relies on
external evidence only.
Mt 4.19 - par. Mk 1.17
Mt 4.19 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, ∆εῦτε ὀπίσω µου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑµᾶς ⸆ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων
⸆p) γένεσθαι ℵ1 D 33 l844 l2211 lat syp.hmg ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Mk 1.17 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, ∆εῦτε ὀπίσω µου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑµᾶς γενέσθαι ἁλιεῖς
ἀνθρώπων
No vll
In the first call of Jesus to the disciples (Mt 4.19), Jesus says ‘Follow me, and I will make
you fishers of men,’ which appears as ποιήσω ὑµᾶς ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων. Mk has ποιήσω ὑµᾶς
γενέσθαι ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων with the aorist middle infinitive. The presence of γενέσθαι in Mt
D.05 naturally causes a harmonisation to Mk to be suspected: this high level of verbal
agreement in the saying of Jesus may explain the addition of γενέσθαι as a deliberate attempt to reduce the discordance.
In terms of external evidence, the immense majority attests the shorter reading,
which is a first indication in its favour. The presence of the longer reading is found in
Codex Bezae, as well as in some lectionaries, minuscules, early versions and a corrected
version of Codex Sinaiticus. The weight of external evidence naturally favours the reading of Codex Vaticanus against the allies of Codex Bezae in accordance with the usual
principles of external textual criticism. Interestingly, we have an example of a correction
by a later hand of Codex Sinaiticus which agrees with Codex Bezae.54 Such a correction
may well indicate that there is a true difference between the two sentences with or without γενέσθαι and at least for one major witness, the addition of γενέσθαι was needed.
In terms of internal evidence, both readings are good Greek although the verb
ποιήσω, not followed by a verb and meaning ‘I will make you (be),’ is closer to the He-

53

Interestingly, the Latin page of both verses are different in Codex Bezae: Mt 4.18d5: transiens
[autem secus mare galilaeae]; Mk 1.16d5: praeteriens [secus mare galilaeae].
54
My own count is that later hands of Codex Sinaiticus in Matthew correct the original text of
Mt ℵ.01 resulting into an agreement with Codex Bezae, against 14 times where the corrections depart from
Codex Bezae.
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brew.55 However, the high verbal similarity between Mt and Mk in a sentence which
might well have quickly become revered in the post-Easter communities, is more likely
to have attracted a single sentence using γενέσθαι. If we assume Markan priority, Matthew may have taken verbatim from Mark hence the agreement. The shorter reading
could reflect a deliberate intention whereby Jesus makes the disciples (immediately) fishers of men (and they immediately are) against ‘he makes them become fishers of men’
which implies a period of transition. As we have already seen,56 the depiction of the disciples as accomplished men who understand the teachings of Jesus straightaway could
translate a later exaggeration of their heroic status, hence the removal of γενέσθαι.
As a result, it is difficult to conclude about harmonisation one way or the other:
usual text critical criteria favour the shorter reading, whereas redactional considerations
potentially favour the longer one.
Mt 13.34 – par. Mk 4.33-34
Mt 13.34 Ταῦτα πάντα ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐν παραβολαῖς τοῖς ὄχλοις καὶ χωρὶς παραβολῆς
⸀οὐδὲν ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς.
⸀p) οὐκ ℵ2 D K L Γ Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat bo ¦ txt
(οὐδέν) ℵ* B C W ∆ f 13 f syh sa; Cl
Mk 4.33 Καὶ τοιαύταις παραβολαῖς πολλαῖς ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς τὸν λόγον καθὼς ἠδύναντο ἀκούειν·
[34] χωρὶς δὲ παραβολῆς οὐκ ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς, κατ’ ἰδίαν δὲ τοῖς ἰδίοις µαθηταῖς ἐπέλυεν ⸀πάντα.
[34] ⸀αὐτᾶς D W it ¦ txt B rell
Mt 13.34 comes after a succession of three parables57 (echoed by the initial demonstrative ταῦτα πάντα) bringing the teaching to a conclusion with a chiastically arranged sentence. Once again, the absence of a variant reading in the prepositional clause introduced by χωρίς of Mk 4.34 gives the impression at first sight that Mt D.05 has been harmonised with Mark.
In terms of external evidence, the textual tradition is well divided with an equal
split of varied text-types. The variety of witnesses supporting one or the other reading is
too broad to draw conclusions, unless the weight of ℵ.01 and B.03 is considered decisive, as is usual among textual critics who assume the superiority of those manuscripts.
It will be noticed that, as in the preceding example, a later hand of ℵ (ℵ2) agrees with
Codex Bezae, which may hint at the secondary character of the Bezan text or alternative55

For example, Gen 12.2 (‘and I will make of you a great nation,’  אעשׂך לגוי גדולusing the construction  ל+  )עשהis translated verbatim (LXX ποιήσω σε εἰς ἔθνος µέγα) i.e. without the qal infinitive construct
להיות.
56
See the discussion of Mt 4.10 in I. 2.
57
Parables of the Weeds among the Wheat, of the Mustard Seed, of the Yeast. These three follow
the longer and more detailed Parable of the Sower.
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ly could reflect a correction in favour of an older manuscripts. The external evidence
does not help in providing a conclusive proposal with regard to reading is more likely to
be original. Both expressions are acceptable although rarely found in the Scriptures.58
In terms of internal evidence, the level of agreement between Matthew and Mark
is lower than the former examples, apart from the similar prepositional clause καὶ χωρὶς
παραβολῆς οὔδεν ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς which differs only by the use of καί/δέ and οὔδεν/οὐκ as one
can see from the following synoptic arrangement:
Mt 13.34
Ταῦτα πάντα
ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ἐν παραβολαῖς
τοῖς ὄχλοις
καὶ χωρὶς παραβολῆς οὐδὲν ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς

Mk 4.33-34
Καὶ τοιαύταις παραβολαῖς πολλαῖς
ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς τὸν λόγον
καθὼς ἠδύναντο ἀκούειν·
χωρὶς δὲ παραβολῆς οὐκ ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς,
κατ’ ἰδίαν δὲ τοῖς ἰδίοις µαθηταῖς ἐπέλυεν
⸀πάντα (⸀αὐτᾶς D W it)

A harmonisation could have happened in Mt D.05 to match the (almost perfectly
secure) prepositional phrase found in Mark.59 Nevertheless, the rest of the verse is lexically too different to justify a simple harmonistic slip. Actually, Matthew links the two
clauses ταῦτα πάντα...τοῖς ὄχλοις and χωρὶς...αὐτοῖς by the connective καί thereby bringing
the two clauses to the same level of importance, while Mark has introduced a slight opposition between them with the adversative connective δέ. The first clause in Matthew
uses parables in the plural in the form of ταῦτα πάντα where οὔδεν (B.03 reading) is rather expected (‘all these’/’nothing’) as opposed to οὐκ, in which case, οὔδεν would then be
a correction from the lectio difficilor οὐκ. In other words, οὐκ can be considered a harmonistic variant, while οὐδὲν can also be seen as a correction adapting to ταῦτα πάντα.
Interestingly, the final clause κατ’ ἰδίαν δὲ τοῖς ἰδίοις µαθηταῖς ἐπέλυεν αὐτᾶς (D.05 reading)
in Mark bearing the vl αὐτᾶς/πάντα also reflects the conflict between the particularity and
generality of that which the disciples understood and could have been rewritten in Matthew to adapt it to the new syntax.
This example suggests that not only do the words need to be taken into consideration but also the entire flow of the discourse, which may have been constructed in a
different way, resulting in an initial change in the parts of speech. The redactional act of
Matthew in writing his gospel is also at stake here, as harmonisation assumes that his
text would have been different from Mark’s in this instance.

58

Such constructions as χωρὶς...οὐκ translating the Hebrew  רק…לאare rare in Hebrew (Gen.
47.22,26 – translated as such in Greek) as in original Greek (Bel. 1.9 only, and NT Books: Mk. 4.34, Rom.
10.14, 2 Co. 12.3). Χωρὶς...οὔδεν is even rarer with no occurrence in the Jewish Scriptures that would translate
 רק…איןand only three in the NT (Jn 15.5, Phm 1.14; Mt 13.34 in the aforementioned witnesses).
59
This is stated as a firm fact in DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, II, 425, note 84.
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Mt 15.35-36 – par. Mk 8.6
Mt 15.35 καὶ ⸀παραγγείλας ⸂τῷ ὄχλῳ⸃ ἀναπεσεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν [36] ⸀ἔλαβεν τοὺς ἑπτὰ ἄρτους
καὶ τοὺς ἰχθύας °καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ⸁ἐδίδου τοῖς µαθηταῖς⸆, οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ ⸄τοῖς
ὄχλοις⸅
[36] ⸄p) τῷ ὄχλῳ C D N P W Γ ∆ Θ 565 1424 l2211 ै lat samss mae ¦ txt
(τοῖς ὄχλοις) ℵ B K L f 1.13 33 579 700 892 1241 e f ff1 sy sams bo
Further significant vll: ⸂τοὺς ὄχλους C 892c 1424 ¦ τοῖς ὄχλοις K L N P W Γ ∆
565 700 l221 ै ¦ txt (τῷ ὄχλῳ) ℵ B D Θ f 1.13 33 579 892* 1241 lat samss
mae bomss
Mk 8.6 καὶ παραγγέλλει τῷ ὄχλῳ ἀναπεσεῖν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς· καὶ λαβὼν τοὺς ἑπτὰ ἄρτους
εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἐδίδου τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ ἵνα παρατιθῶσιν, καὶ παρέθηκαν τῷ
ὄχλῳ.
No vll
Mt 15.35-36 corresponds to the Feeding of the Four Thousand, where Jesus commands
the crowd(s) to sit down, after which he breaks the seven loaves and fish and gives to
the crowd(s). Both words in italics are variant in terms of number: the variant in the
second occurrence concerns Codex Bezae where it is singular as in Mk 8.6 (secure)
against Codex Vaticanus (plural).60
In terms of external evidence, there are two stands of tradition where the verb in
the second occurrence is in the plural (Codex Bezae and mostly Byzantine and Caesarean
support) against the singular in Codex Vaticanus with mostly Alexandrian and some
Byzantine and Caesarean support. Interestingly, the versions are quite divided: within
Sahidic, Coptic and early Latin witnesses, some support the singular, others, the plural.
In terms of internal evidence, the occurrence of ‘crowd(s)’ in Mt 15.36 could indeed be the consequence of an attraction from the previous verse 35 where Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae unanimously read the singular against the rest
of the tradition. Because of the verbal proximity with Mark and the second Evangelist’s
fondness for the singular ‘crowd,’61 the singular in Bezan Matthew could constitute a

60

28

The reason for which the critical apparatus of NA does not mention any reference to v. 35 may
be the absence of variant in the parallel passage of Mk 8.6. The proximity with τῷ ὄχλῳ in v.35 may have
28
prompted a harmonisation with the immediate context, however, to respect the indication provided by NA ,
this variant will be considered in the harmonisation of Matthew with Mark.
61
There are 34 occurrences of the word ὄχλος in Mark (Mk. 2.4,13, 3.9,20,32, 4.1,36, 5.21,24,27,30f,
6.34,45, 7.14,17,33, 8.1f,6,34, 9.14f,17,25, 10.1,46, 11.18,32, 12.12,37,41, 14.43, 15.8,11,15). Only Mk 10.1
reads ὄχλοι (once the word appears [in D.05] as λαόν instead of ὄχλον [in ℵB] in 11.32).
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harmonisation with Mk 8.6. Conversely, Matthew seems to favour the plural ‘crowds.’62
Nevertheless, first, these observations ignore the existence of the reverse problem in the
first Feeding (Feeding of the Five Thousand, Mt 14.19-21),63 which has an even higher
degree of verbal proximity than with Mk 15.35-36 with the sequence καὶ κελεύσας τοὺς
ὄχλους (D.05 τὸν ὄχλον) ἀνακλιθῆναι ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου, […] οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ τοῖς ὄχλοις (‘and
commanding the crowd[s] to sit down on the grass, [...] and the disciples [gave the
loaves] to the crowds’). Secondly, the first occurrence of ‘crowd’ (Mt 14.19) is in the singular with variant readings (D 892 lat mae bomss) while the second (same verse) is plural
as a secure form. As a result, the plural in some manuscripts of Mt 15.35 is more likely
to reflect harmonisation with the earlier passage, an option which is not indicated in
NA28.
Mt 14.19 καὶ κελεύσας τόν ὄχλον […] οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ τοῖς ὄχλοις.
Mt 14.19 καὶ κελεύσας τοὺς ὄχλους […] οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ τοῖς ὄχλοις.

D
B

Mt 15.35f καὶ παραγγείλας τῷ ὄχλῳ […] οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ τῷ ὄχλῳ.
Mt 15.35f καὶ παραγγείλας τῷ ὄχλῳ […] οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ τοῖς ὄχλοις.

D
B

Thirdly, there might be a deliberate use of the singular or plural form of ‘crowd:’
in Bezan Matthew, the first feeding reads the singular first then the plural, and in the
second feeding the singular is read twice—an un-noted feature in the scholarship. Beyond accidental slips, it may well be that there is an deliberate mention of two different
groups (one reflected in the use of the singular, the other one in the use of the plural).64
Finally, a third occurrence of the plural ‘crowds’ in v. 39, along with two Feedings
in Mark (6.30-45 and 8.1-10), constitute too complex a picture to conclude that ther is
simply a harmonisation with Mark.
In conclusion, the temptation to suppose harmonisation with Mark is strong, specifically
because of the secure readings across the tradition in Mark, and the Markan fondness for
the singular ὄχλος. The high verbal agreement between each verse in their Matthean and

62

Mark always uses the singular form ὄχλος except once (Mk 10.1) where the form is even disputed.
Matthew is known to prefer the plural form (31/50 as quoted in J.R.C. COUSLAND, The Crowds in the Gospel
of Matthew [NTS 102; Leiden: Brill, 2002] 37).
63
The similarity of the two feedings has attracted a fair body of literature as to the crowds’ identity.
See J.R.C. COUSLAND, ‘The Feeding of the Four Thousand Gentiles in Matthew? Matthew 1:29-39 as a Test
Case,’ NovT 41 (1999) 1–23.
64
The differences between ‘crowd’ and ‘crowds’ and its occurrences as variant readings are a rarely
noticed textual problem; the distinction could be explained as the singular reflecting a delimited crowd as
opposed to a more undefined one. On this variant reading, Rius-Camps notes that ‘de la pinya formada per
“la multitud” (τὸν ὄχλον, en singular) fanàtica hem passat a “les multituds” (οἱ ὄχλοι, en plural) diversificades i
personalitzades gràcies a l’impacte de l’ensenyança de Jesús’ (ibid., ‘Simó Pere, ¿fou des dels inicis deixeble de
Jesús?,’ in A. PUIG I TÀRRECH [ed], La veritat i la mentida [SB 10; Barcelona: ABCat-PAM, 2010] 139–53
[146]). Also see ibid., ‘The Spelling of Jerusalem in the Gospel of John: The Significance of Two Forms in
Codex Bezae,’ NTS 48 (2002) 84–94 [89].
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Markan readings is surely a potential source of scribal harmonisation; however, a consideration of a harmonisation with the similar, preceding context would lead to the opposite conclusion with regard to which form of ‘crowd’ in Mt 15.36. Some more detailed
analysis is needed to explain a possible reason for the alternation in the two miracles in
Bezan Matthew.
Mt 16.23 – par. Mk 8.33
Mt 16.23 ὁ δὲ ⸀στραφεὶς εἶπεν τῷ Πέτρῳ, Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω µου, Σατανᾶ· σκάνδαλον ⸂εἶ ἐµοῦ⸃,
ὅτι οὐ φρονεῖς τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ⸄ἀλλὰ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων⸅.
⸀p) ἐπιστραφείς D K L Θ f 13 565 1424
Mk 8.33 ὁ δὲ ἐπιστραφεὶς καὶ ἰδὼν τοὺς µαθητὰς αὐτοῦ ἐπετίµησεν ⸆Πέτρῳ καὶ λέγει· ὕπαγε
ὀπίσω ⸀µου, σατανᾶ, ὅτι οὐ φρονεῖς τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἀλλὰ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων.
⸆τῷ A C K W Γ ∆ Θ 0214 f 1.13 28 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 ै ¦
txt (om. τῷ) ℵ B D L
Mt 16.23 describes Jesus’ reaction to Peter’s reaction to Jesus’ announcement of his suffering and resurrection, which is immediately followed by his confession at Caesarea
Philippi, where Jesus ‘turns’ to Peter. The verb to turn in Mt 16.23 is variant and its form
in Bezan Matthew is identical to the one in Mk 8.33, a closeness that may be understood
as a harmonisation with Mark.
In terms of external evidence, the impressive (principal manuscripts, among
which Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus) and wide diversity of witnesses (Alexandrian, Caesarean and Byzantine) supporting στραφείς leaves little doubt about its originality according to usual principles of textual criticism. The tradition is well divided,
however, with some important and diverse text-types, including majuscules and minuscules supporting the Bezan reading. The vl is therefore unlikely to be accidental and,
furthermore, was present at an early stage of transmission.
In terms of internal evidence, the absence of variant readings in the intransitive
participial clause introduced by ἐπιστραφείς in Mk 8.33 has apparently led to the conclusion that Mt D.05 harmonises with Mark. While the aorist passive participle of compound verb is hardly found in the NT,65 its simple form στραφείς is found in a few other
places, i.e. once more in Matthew,66 eight times in Luke, none in Mark (once in John), in

65

13

Only in Mark 8.33 and as a vl in Mt 9.22 in a few manuscripts ℵ B (D) N f 33 892 l844 l2211
1
against C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 565 579 700 1424 ै.
66
Interestingly, there is a further (singular) reading beyond ἐπιστραφείς/στραφείς at Mt 9.22D.05:
1
ἔστη στραφείς. Strikingly, the compound form in C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 565 579 700 1424 ै is not suggested as a
28
harmonistic reading (i.e. no p)-sign) within the critical apparatus of NA . Since the external evidence calls for
the simple form, the compound form is only reported in the critical apparatus as a variant reading.
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the general pattern ‘and he turned around + verb [saw, looked, Ø] + [he] said,’ which is
firm most of the time:
Matthew
9.22 ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς 67 ⸀στραφεὶς καὶ ἰδὼν αὐτὴν εἶπεν
⸀ἐπί- C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1 565 579
700 1424 ै ¦ ἔστη στραφείς
D ¦ στραφείς ℵ B N f 13 33 892
l844 l2211
Luke
7.9
καὶ στραφεὶς τῷ ἀκολουθοῦντι αὐτῷ ὄχλῳ εἶπεν
firm
7.44 καὶ στραφεὶς πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα τῷ Σίµωνι ἔφη firm
9.55 στραφεὶς δὲ ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς
firm
10.23 καὶ στραφεὶς πρὸς τοὺς µαθητὰς κατ’ ἰδίαν εἶπεν
firm
14.25 καὶ στραφεὶς εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς·
firm
22.61 καὶ στραφεὶς ὁ κύριος ἐνέβλεψεν τῷ Πέτρῳ,
firm68
23.28 στραφεὶς δὲ πρὸς αὐτὰς [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν·
στραφείς is firm, rest is variant

The rareness of the aorist participle of ἐπιστρέφω renders a harmonisation with
usage unlikely. On the other hand, the reading στραφείς could well be regarded as such.
Considering a discordant form in Mt and Mk, Davies and Allison mention that Matthew
‘abbreviates’ Mark69 justifying the use of στραφείς by the systematic use of the compound
verb in Matthew.70 However, since a harmonisation of Matthew with Mark is technically
unlikely in a 2nd c. environment as mentioned in the introduction to this section (II. 1),
it may mean that the compound form is in fact a genuine redactional Matthean form
taken from Mark. Also, the verb ἐπιστρέφω, beyond its relation to a physical movement
(‘to turn around’) or a change of mind or of a course of action, also bears a religious and
moral sense (‘turn to God,’ ‘regret’),71 which may have appeared inappropriate to the
Matthean scribe, Jesus being the subject, and he would have changed it into the more
usual στραφείς form. At the only other place where a similar vl occurs between
ἐπιστραφείς and στραφείς, Codex Bezae has the simple verb, showing thereby that it does
not systematically use the compound verb.
This variant is therefore not a case of obvious harmonisation with Mark in
Mt 16.23D.05.

67

s

ℵ* D it sy do not read Ἰησοῦς.
1
ms
s.p.h
pt
The verb is firm though there are other variants: ὁ κύριος vl Ἰησοῦς D f 1241 l844 vg sy bo
69
The passage displays a high degree of agreement except the Markan repetition of ἐπιτιµᾶν (καὶ
παρρησίᾳ τὸν λόγον ἐλάλει. καὶ προσλαβόµενος ὁ Πέτρος αὐτὸν ἤρξατο ἐπιτιµᾶν αὐτῷ. [33] ὁ δὲ ἐπιστραφεὶς καὶ ἰδὼν
τοὺς µαθητὰς αὐτοῦ ἐπετίµησεν Πέτρῳ καὶ λέγει· ὕπαγε κτλ.), which may well have been reduced by Matthew
and substituted with ἵλεώς σοι, κύριε· οὐ µὴ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο if we assume Markan priority.
70
See DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, III, 633.
71
BDAG, s.v. ἐπιστρέφω; also see the discussion with its proximity with µετανοέω in J.W. HEIKKINEN,
‘Notes on “epistrepho” and “metanoeo”,’ ER 19 (1967) 313-6.
68
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Mt 26.9 – par. Mk 14.5
Mt 26.9 ἐδύνατο γὰρ τοῦτο ⸆πραθῆναι πολλοῦ καὶ δοθῆναι ⸇πτωχοῖς
⸇p) τοῖς A D K W Γ ∆ 700 1241 1424 pm ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B L Θ 0293 f 1.13 33
565 579 892 l844 pm
Further vll: ⸆p) τὸ µύρον K Γ f 13 33 579 700 1241 1424 l844 pm c q
Mk 14.5 ἠδύνατο γὰρ τοῦτο τὸ µύρον πραθῆναι ἐπάνω ⸉δηναρίων τριακοσίων⸊ καὶ δοθῆναι τοῖς
πτωχοῖς· καὶ ⸀ἐνεβριµῶντο αὐτῇ
⸉A B K Γ ∆ f 1.13 28 700 892 1241 1424 2542 ै lat ¦ txt ℵ C D L W Θ Ψ 565
579 it | ⸀ἐνεβριµοῦντο ℵ C* W 1424 ¦ ἐνεβριµήσατο (!) 2542

Mt 26.9 appears during the pericope of the Anointing at Bethany (Mt 26.1-13) where the
disciples complain about the waste of the perfume poured on Jesus’ feet claiming that
‘this ointment might have been sold for a large sum, and given to the poor.’ Whether
πτωχοῖς (‘poor’) should be read anarthrously or arthrously is the question raised by the
variant reading.72 There is no parallel in Luke involving the proposal to give to the poor
(Lk 7.39-50).73
In terms of external evidence, the presence or absence of τοῖς is fairly divided between Western, Byzantine and Caesarean witnesses on the one hand side, and Alexandrian and other Byzantine and Caesarean witnesses on the other side. Both readings
have significant early support. If this were a harmonisation, it must be concluded that all
the manuscripts supporting the Bezan reading made the same addition, which would
either be an unlikely coincidence or the consequence of two separate archetypes contaminating all the other manuscripts.
In terms of internal evidence, the repetitive sequence of the majuscules –ΟΙC –
ΟΙC could suggest that the omission of τοῖς was caused by a scribal slip on the basis of
homoioteleuton. However, this error is unlikely to have crept into so many manuscripts.
Beyond these considerations of potential scribal slips, the resemblance with the Markan
verse indeed favours the explanation of harmonisation but the level of verbal agreement
is only partial with, apart from the variant in question, two further differences: (1) τοῦτο
in Mt in most manuscripts against the secure form τοῦτο τὸ µύρον in Mark; and (2)

72

Strangely, Davies and Allison explain the presence of the article as Mark putting the definite article as part of a global rewording of the Matthean text, which is against their usual acceptance of Markan
priority (Matthew, III, 445). Nevertheless, they explain the differences between Mark and Matthew in this
verse as reflecting ‘Matthew’s characteristic desire to compress the narrative and eliminate unnecessary features.’ This however does not explain the ‘expected’ presence of the article before πτωχοῖς.
73
Jn 12.5 involves the arthrous noun but, as mentioned earier, the Johanine passages will not be discussed here.
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πολλοῦ which is firm in Mt, against ἐπάνω δηναρίων τριακοσίων, an expression which is
present in Mark across the textual tradition despite a word order difference in two
steams of manuscripts.74
To summarize, the Bezan variant occurs in a sentence where other more important features could have been harmonised with Mark (the myrrh and the sum of
money), but which are not assimilated; furthermore, the absence of article in the expression ‘giving to the poor’ is subject to variation in the NT and could equally reflect deliberate stylistic rearrangement. Therefore, a harmonisation with Mark is unlikely, even
though the original text cannot be reconstructed with certainty as the problem is wider
than it appears.
Harmonisations in Mt D.05 with a Variant Markan Reading

II. 3.

In the following five examples, the reading in Mt D.05 is suggested in the critical apparatus of NA28 as an apparent harmonisation but where the assumed corresponding Markan parallel is itself variant will be studied. These cases are hardly conclusive, however,
because it is difficult to know which reading from which Gospel is more likely to be original. Since the previous section indicated the reasons why the Gospel of Mark was not
circulating in the first part of the 2nd c. within the early communities unlike Matthew, at
least as far as Patristic and extra-canonical evidence is concerned,75 any harmonisation is
most likely to have occurred in Mark with Matthew. Although the exact written status of
the Gospels before the 2nd c. is still hotly debated and because of the tentatively speculative aspect of any conclusion on this topic, all potentially harmonistic readings of this
section will be discussed in such a way as to leave the debate open, and yet without concluding straightforwardly that the discussed harmonisation is ‘obviously from Mark.’
Mt 17.21 – par. Mk 9.29
Mt 17.20 ὁ δὲ ⸆ ⸀λέγει αὐτοῖς, ∆ιὰ τὴν ⸁ὀλιγοπιστίαν ὑµῶν· ἀµὴν γὰρ λέγω ὑµῖν, ἐὰν ἔχητε
πίστιν ὡς κόκκον σινάπεως, ἐρεῖτε τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ, ⸂Μετάβα ἔνθεν⸃ ἐκεῖ, καὶ µεταβήσεται· καὶ
οὐδὲν ἀδυνατήσει ὑµῖν.[21]⸇
⸇p) [21] τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται (ἐκβαλλ-ℵ2; ἐξερχ– 118 209
l2211) εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ ℵ2 C D K L W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 700 892c
1241 1424 l2211 ै lat sy(p).h (mae) bopt; Or ¦ txt (om. v.21) ℵ* B Θ 0281 33
579 892* e ff1 sys.c sa bopt
Mk 9.29 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Τοῦτο τὸ γένος ἐν οὐδενὶ δύναται ἐξελθεῖν εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ⸆

74

As a supplementary note, John has a fuller reading, with the presence of the three constituents
τὸ µύρον, τριακοσίων δηναρίων and the article τοῖς.
75
See par. Chapter 5 II. 1.
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⸆καὶ (+τῇ ∆) νηστείᾳ প45vid ℵ2 A C D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 28 33 565 579
700 892 1241 1424 2542 l2211 ै lat syh co (⸉sys.p boms) ¦ txt (om. καὶ
νηστείᾳ) ℵ* B 0274 k
A portion of a Markan verse appears to have been inserted by some manuscripts into
Matthean material, about a specific type of exorcism that could not be achieved by the
disciples. Strictly speaking, the verse designated by ‘Mt 17.21’ as such does not exist in
NA28 but since it is present in some manuscripts among which Codex Bezae, I will refer
to it as ‘Mt 17.21.’
In terms of external evidence, the full verse is either present or absent in an
equally divided number of witnesses. Indeed, the absence of the verse is supported by
mostly Alexandrian majuscules and two Old Latin witnesses as well as some early Syriac
and Coptic while it is present in Western, Byzantine and Caesarean manuscripts and
other early versions. Further, the testimony of Origen’s Commentary of Matthew suggests that the verse may have been included in the Father’s copy of Matthew.76 The textcritical principle preferring the shorter text, coupled with the absence of the verse in ℵ*
and B, and the existence of similar wording in Mark, tend to suggest a verse that was
subject to scribal emendation. Metzger concludes de facto that there is no reason for a
deliberate omission of such a verse.77 Holmes thinks similarly78 but confesses that the
‘addition’ must have happened at an early stage of the copying process eventually infected a great number of manuscripts.79 Nevertheless, if the presence of the verse reflects a
harmonistic addition, this is not a unique variant peculiar to Codex Bezae, the withdrawal of which would need an explanation. Last but not least, while Bezan Matthew
explains that the exorcism in question can be achieved only by both prayer and fasting
(no manuscript mentions only one reason – prayer and fasting – in Mt 17.21), the textual tradition in Mark is divided as to only prayer or both prayer and fasting: indeed, only
by prayer (εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ) is supported by a few, but noticeable Greek witnesses and
the early African Latin codex Bobbiensis k, while the double mention of ‘prayer and fasting’ (καὶ νηστείᾳ) is supported by the early witnesses among which প45vid and other geographically diverse majuscules and minuscules, and early versions.80 Interestingly, some

76

Origen quotes this verse as πρόσχωµεν δὲ καὶ τῷ τοῦτο τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ
νηστείᾳ, ἵν’ εἴ ποτε δέοι περὶ θεραπείαν ἀσχολεῖσθαι ἡµᾶς τοιοῦτόν τι πεπονθότος τινός, µὴ ὁρκίζωµεν µηδὲ ἐπερω
τῶµεν µηδὲ λαλῶµεν ὡς ἀκούοντι τῷ ἀκαθάρτῳ πνεύµατι, ἀλλὰ «σχολάζοντες προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ» ἐπι τύχωµεν
προσευχόµενοι περὶ τοῦ πεπονθότος <σωτηρίας τῆς ἀπὸ θεοῦ> καὶ τῇ ἑαυτῶν νηστείᾳ ἀπώσωµεν ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ τὸ
ἀκάθαρτον πνεῦµα (ORIGEN, Commentaria in Evangelium secundum Matthaeum, 7 in MIGNE, PG, 13).
77
Metzger, rates the omission with a {A}-rating, noting that ‘Since there is no satisfactory reason
why the passage, if originally present in Matthew, should have been omitted in a wide variety of witnesses,
and since copyists frequently inserted material derived from another Gospel, it appears that most manuscripts have been assimilated to the parallel in Mk 9.29’ (Commentary, 35).
78
‘Another example of the deliberate insertion of additional material’ (HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 94).
79
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 76.
80
Metzger suggests an {A}-rating (i.e. certain) for the absence of ‘fasting’: ‘In light of the increasing
emphasis in the early church on the necessity of fasting, it is understandable that καὶ νηστείᾳ is a gloss which
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Syriac and Bohairic versions read fasting before prayer (sys.p boms) signalling a prominence of one over the other. Significantly, Codex Bezae has the two mentions of prayer
and fasting in both Mark and Matthew. The importance of Codex Vaticanus and the
original hand of Codex Sinaiticus are both significant to justify the absence of Mt 17.21,
but the amount of widely diverse manuscripts attesting the presence prevents such a
simple conclusion.
In terms of internal evidence, the verbal agreement between the two verses of
Mark and Matthew is high but not comprehensive, maybe indicating a non-Markan
source for Matthew as the synoptic alignment below reveals:81
Matthew
Mark
τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος
τοῦτο τὸ γένος
οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται (vll)
ἐν οὐδενὶ δύναται ἐξελθεῖν
εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ
εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ (vl +καὶ [+τῇ] νηστείᾳ)82
Since the external evidence is not conclusive, the composition of the passage may
well be at stake. The whole pericope of Jesus Healing a Boy appears in the three Synoptics and can be formally divided into six parts ([1] request for healing; [2] it is said that
the disciples could not heal the boy; [3] Jesus is angry but heals the boy; [4] the disciples
wonder why they could not heal the boy; [5] Jesus tells the disciples they can ‘remove
mountains’ if they have faith in God; [6] Jesus answers by quoting [a] prayer, [b] and
fasting), in a highly interwoven textual structure involving other parts of the Gospels as
well. The formal division is provided below:
Mk 9.14-29B.03:
Mk 9.14-29D.05:
Mt 17.14-21B.03:
Mt 17.14-21D.05:
Lk 9.37-42:

[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]
[1]

[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]
[3]

[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]
[4]

[6a]
[6ab]
[5]
[5]

[6ab]

There are however other contexts which are similar to the textual composition of
Mt 17.14-20[+21.D.05] that describe the fifth part:
Mk 11.23 (Withered Fig Tree)
[5]
Mt 21.21 (Withered Fig Tree)
[5]
Lk 17.5-6 (Mustard Seed)
[5]

found its way into most witnesses. Among the witnesses that resisted such an accretion are important representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of text’ (Commentary, 85).
81
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 97.
82
The variation in Mk 9.29 (i.e. whether καὶ [+τῇ ∆] νηστείᾳ is original or not) suggests that there
might even have been competing notions of faith (saving faith and faith required to perform great miracles),
which may have led to its emendation in Matthew. Also see DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, III, 727.
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Further, if one analyses the passage of Mt 17.20-21D.05 in terms of discourse
analysis, a structure in the Bezan text can be presented with a logical δέ–γάρ–καί–δέ
structural arrangement:
17.20
ὁ δὲ λέγει αὐτοῖς, ...
ἀµὴν γὰρ λέγω ὑµεῖν, …
καὶ οὐδὲν ...
[17.21D.05] τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ
In his study of connectives in discourses, Levinsohn reviewed the function of δέ
as a signal for introducing distinctive features and showed that it actually reveals a new
development in the author’s story or argument83 or a concluding statement in Matthew’s
Gospel.84 These general features may be illustrated by Mt 17.21D.05. Consequently, one
would expect a pericope about a saying of Jesus to end with a conclusive δέ rather than a
καί, which could indicate that the final section was probably truncated at the end of Mt
17.20, as it appears in Codex Vaticanus and its support.
Therefore, the close examination of the passage in Matthew within the Gospel
tradition and including the support of the two strands of manuscript evidence in both
Matthew and Mark, raises a few questions compared to the consideration of the side-byside Mt-Mk comparison in NA28: why is there, in Luke, no conclusion to the pericope,
while the Mustard Seed saying exists in the same Gospel elsewhere (Lk 17.5-6)? Why is
Mt 17.20 unparalleled in Mark in this pericope and why does Luke end the story at Lk
9.42 while appearing in a different context?85 Is the absence of the reference to the Mustard Seed in Mk 9.28 the result of doubts about the Apostles’ power, leading to its removal in post-apostolic times?86
These parallels, once their textual variation is indicated, show that the question of
the presence of Mt 17.21 in D.05 or its absence in B.03 is complex; more precisely, the
consideration of its presence as a harmonisation with Mark despite the different contexts
seems to ignore the wider question of the exact composition of the text of the Gospels in
this pericope.
Mt 20.26-27 – par. Mk 10.43-44
Mt 20.26 οὐχ οὕτως ⸀ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἐὰν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν διάκονος,
[27] καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι πρῶτος⸃ ⸀ἔσται ὑµῶν δοῦλος·

83

See this chapter, note 49.
‘This suggests that the author’s primary intent in relating the episode is to lead up to that conclusion’ (ibid., 74).
85
Most of the questions can be answered by the customary view of seeing the absence of Mt 17.21
as a deliberate removal operated by Matthew from his Markan source, but this conclusion is a reflection of
28
NA as the text of reference. See e.g. ‘[Matthew] has substituted for Mark’s final sentence another, longer
conclusion, the saying about faith moving mountains’ (DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, III, 720).
86
See note 29.
84
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⸀p) ἐστίν B D Z 0281 samss ¦ txt (ἔσται) ℵ C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f
579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat samss mae bo

1.13

565

Further vll: [26] ⸂3 1 2 4 (µέγας ἐν ὑµῖν γενέσθαι) B ¦ 3 4 1 2 (µέγας γενέσθαι
ἐν ὑµῖν) C (579) 1424 (ff1) ¦ ὑµῶν µέγας γενέσθαι L Z 892 | ⸁ἔστω ℵ2 L 892
pm lat sams mae bo ([27] ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν πρῶτος εἶναι W 1241 ¦ εἶναι ὑµῶν πρῶτος B
| ⸀ἔστω B Γ 1424 pm mae bo)
Mk 10.43 οὐχ οὕτως δέ ⸀ἔστιν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ µέγας ⸁γενέσθαι ἐν ὑµῖν ⸀1ἔσται ὑµῶν
διάκονος. [44] καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι⸃ πρῶτος ἔσται πάντων δοῦλος
[43] ⸀ἔσται A C3 K N Γ f 1.13 28 565 579 892 1241 1424 2542 ै q boms ¦ txt
(ἔστιν) ℵ B C * D L W ∆ Θ Ψ 700 lat co | ⸁εἶναι 0146 (D Θ 700)87 it | ⸀1
ἔστω ℵ C ∆ 565 2542 [44] ⸂ὑµῶν εἶναι D W f 1 565 2542 ¦ ὑµῶν γενέσθαι A
C3 K Γ f 13 ै ¦ txt ℵ B C* L (∆) Θ (cf vs 43 ⸁) Ψ 0146vid 28 579 700 892
1241 1424 c ff2
Mt 20.26 follows the request of the mother of James and John to have them sit next to
Jesus in the Kingdom, and occurs just before the remarkable longer text of
Mt 20.28D.05. Jesus answers with the statement ‘It shall not be so among you’
(Mt 20.26a) after talking about the relationship between masters and servants. The future ‘shall not be’ (ἔσται) is read in most manuscripts against the present in Codex Bezae
and Codex Vaticanus. Because the parallel reading in Mk 10.44 also uses the future (in
NA28!), the Bezan reading is considered to be a harmonisation. Other manuscripts (including Codex Sinaiticus) have the present form of the verb (ἐστίν) in Matthew and the
future in Mark which is considered to be original. The matter is even more complex
since the verb and its variant forms occur thrice in both Matthew and Mark.88
In terms of external evidence, the present form ἔστιν in Mt 20.26a is found in Alexandrian and Western witnesses while the future form ἔσται is supported by other Alexandrian witnesses and Byzantine manuscripts, in majuscules, minuscules and early versions, showing thereby two clear strands of textual tradition. The change is therefore
unlikely to be accidental and must have occurred as early as the 2nd/3rd century. The
Committee proposes a B-rating for the first ἔσται based on the fact that:
Although the combination of B and D in support of ἐστίν is not insignificant, the Committee judged that the preponderant weight of the external

87

The Bezan reading is in brackets in the critical apparatus as the word order is different: ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν
θέλῃ µέγας ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι.
88
There is a Lukan parallel in Lk 22.26-27 but the context is close but the variant discussed here is
not present in these verses.
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evidence supports the future tense. The same variation occurs also in the
parallel at Mk 10.43.89

However the presence in Mt 20.26-27 of three occurrences of the verb ‘to be’ along with
a triple use in the parallel passage in Mark makes the entire picture complicated, since
each of them are variant. For this reason, all forms will be displayed here below based on
Swanson’s horizontal presentation, and isolating the forms of the verb ‘to be’ within
Matthew and Mark.90
Matthew 20.26-27
ἔστιν
ἔσται
ἔστιν
ἔστε
ἔστε
ἔστε
ἔστε
ἔστω
ἔστε
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔστω
ἔστε
ἔστω
ἔσται
om.

ἔστω
ἔστε
ἔστε
ἔστε
ἔσται
ἔστω
ἔσται
ἔστω
ἔσται
ἔσται

B
D
ℵ*
ℵc
∆ Θ Π f 1.13 700 788 1346
Γ 579 1424 ै
C K U W 33 565
2 28 1071
H L M S 157
N

Mark 10.43-44
ἔστιν
ἔσται
ἔστιν
ἔστω
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔστω
ἔσται
om.

ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται
ἔσται

B D L W Θ Ψ 700
ℵ C* ∆
A K M U Π f1.132c 28 157 579 1071 1346 1424 ै
Cc 565
2* N

From this presentation, it can be seen that the second finite form of the verb ‘to be’ is
variant in Matthew (ἔσται/ἔστω, with two streams of tradition). Mk 10.43a itself has a vl
(ἔστιν/ἔσται, two streams) as well as Mk 10.43b (ἔστιν/ἔστω, two steams). There is a high
verbal similarity in Mark and Matthew, though not identical. Interestingly, the verse
printed in NA28 reflects the reading of Codex Sinaiticus in its original form (ℵ*) only.
The indication that Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae are harmonising with Mark
comes from the fact that Mark apparently uses the present form, applying the principle
of ‘the discordant reading is best.’ The multiplicity of forms as well as the apparent and
related wording in the two Gospels does not allow us to conclude with certainty which
form is more likely to be original. Moreover, the number of variants points to the devel-

89

METZGER, Commentary, 42.
The itacistic form has been left to match the original writing of the manuscripts but clearly ἔστε
means here ἔσται.
90
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opment of the texts at a very early stage, most probably close to the time of the composition itself.
In terms of internal evidence, two possible sources of cross-harmonisation can be
detected. The first one would be due to the verbal proximity between the two Gospels,
Mark and Matthew; the second one, to the symmetry within the verse and the extra
statement in Mt 20.27. For the sake of clarity, Mt 20.26-27 and Mk 10.43-44 in Codex
Vaticanus, Codex Bezae and Codex Sinaiticus are presented below:
Matthew
v.26 οὐχ οὕτως ἐστὶν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ µέγας γενέσθαι ἐν ὑµῖν ἔσται ὑµῶν διάκονος,
οὐχ οὕτως ἐστὶν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι ἔσται ὑµῶν διάκονος,
οὐχ οὕτως ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι ἔσται ὑµῶν διάκονος,
οὐχ οὕτως ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι ἔστω ὑµῶν διάκονος,

B
D
ℵ*
ℵc

v.27 … ἔσται ὑµῶν δοῦλος·
… ἔσται ὑµῶν δοῦλος·
… ἔστω ὑµῶν δοῦλος·

D
ℵ
B

Mark
v.43
οὐχ οὕτως δέ ἔστιν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ µέγας γενέσθαι ἐν ὑµῖν ἔστιν ὑµῶν διάκονος B
οὐχ οὕτως δέ ἔστιν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ µέγας εἶναι ἐν ὑµῖν ἔστιν ὑµῶν διάκονος
D
οὐχ οὕτως δέ ἔστιν ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ µέγας γενέσθαι ἐν ὑµῖν ἔστω ὑµῶν διάκονος ℵ
v.44
καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι
καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ὑµῶν εἶναι

πρῶτος ἔσται πάντων δοῦλος
πρῶτος ἔσται πάντων δοῦλος

ℵB
D

The confusion in forms is related to the difficulty in understanding what Jesus actually said. Did the example of masters and servants in the world lead to a future status
of the disciples? Is there an injunction to be a servant (imperative present ἔστω) or is it a
factual consequence? The extreme similarity between Mark and Matthew may certainly
indicate a common source (whether Mark and Matthew or potentially another source), a
factor that favours natural cross-contamination. Equally, Matthew could have decided to
put the Markan sentence in the future. If we assume the Markan verse to be original in
its ℵB form,91 and that Matthew has used this verse in his composition, the problem
remains over why ἔστιν was modified to ἔσται (the other way round would be understood
to be a harmonisation). Dain reminds us that the scribal copying process typically con-

91

The variant γένεσθαι/ἔσται is interesting since the idea of present and future is precisely the conflict that happens in the parallel Matthean verses.
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sisted of memorisation of the verse or a piece of verse to be copied.92 In this case, the
scribe would have mentally remembered the final ‘sound’ of the verse, i.e. ἐν ὑµῖν ἔσται
and reproduced οὐχ οὕτως ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν by homophony, because of the multiple forms
involved.
Though a possible speculation, the harmonising explanation of the discordant
reading is too simplistic and ignores the verbal polymorphism in the parallel passages as
well as in the Matthean verse itself. More important, indicating harmonisation with
Mark ignores the fact that the parallel passages are equally variant and that the Bezan
reading in Matthew may or may not be considered as harmonistic depending on which
reading is considered.
Mt 24.29 – par. Mk 13.24-25
Mt 24.29 Εὐθέως δὲ µετὰ τὴν θλῖψιν τῶν ἡµερῶν ἐκείνων ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται, καὶ ἡ σελήνη
οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς, καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες πεσοῦνται ⸀ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ αἱ δυνάµεις τῶν
οὐρανῶν σαλευθήσονται
⸀p) ἐκ ℵ D 0281 ¦ ἀπό B rell
Mk 13.24 ἀλλὰ ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις µετὰ τὴν θλῖψιν ἐκείνην ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται, καὶ ἡ
σελήνη οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς, [25] καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες ⸂ἔσονται ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πίπτοντες⸃ καὶ
αἱ δυνάµεις αἱ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς σαλευθήσονται.
[25] ⸂τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔσονται ἐκπίπτοντες (πίπτοντες L aur) K L Γ ∆ f 1 1241 ै
aur l vg syh ¦ οἱ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρ. ἔσονται πίπτοντες D ¦ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔσονται
ἐκπίπτοντες f 13 28 2542 syhmg ¦ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρ. πεσοῦνται W (565 700) e ¦ txt
(ἔσονται ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πίπτοντες) ℵ (A: ἐκπίπτ.) B C Θ Ψ (579) 892 1424 a i
This long quotation involving several Jewish sources93 deals with the coming of the Son
of Man and is secure across the tradition with the exception of the use of ἐκ instead of
ἀπό in the expression [the stars will fall] ‘from heaven.’ Although the passage is found in
the three Synoptics, I will study this passage in the Matthew-Mark section because of the
high verbal agreement between these two Gospels, the Lukan parallel (Lk 21.25-27) being more allusive with only a low to moderate verbal agreement.
In terms of external evidence, Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae as well as the
th th
6 -7 c. Alexandrian majuscule 0281 are the only manuscripts to attest the reading with
ἐκ against the rest of the tradition which reads ἀπό, which is the only variant in this
verse. The corresponding parallel passage in Mark reads ἐκ consistently across the man-

92

rd

A. DAIN, Les Manuscrits (3 ed.; Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 41-6.
See DAVIES-ALLISON, Matthew, III, 257 n. 199 for a list of potential influences from the Jewish
Scriptures, as well as inter-testamental and early Christian literature.
93
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uscripts, although the expression ἔσονται ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πίπτοντες, is syntactically variant
with a number of witnesses reinforcing he preposition with the compound verb ἐκπίπτω.
In terms of internal evidence, the two expressions ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ and ἀπὸ τοῦ
οὐρανοῦ can be regarded as synonymous.94 Since ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ is less usual in the
Scriptures,95 it is more likely that it was replaced by the more frequent expression ἐκ τοῦ
οὐρανοῦ, which would suggest a secondary character of the variant reading in
Mt 24.29D.05. However, it cannot be overlooked that the expression ἐκ/ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ
is variant in the NT,96 and that generally Codex Bezae has frequent variant readings ἐκ
for ἀπό and vice versa.97 In Mark, the presence of the compound verb ἐκπίπτω vs. πίπτω
in a few manuscripts may have naturally attracted the preposition ἐκ.
Mt 27.28,31 – par. Mk 15.17,20
Mt 27.28 καὶ ⸀ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν ⸆χλαµύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ
⸆p) ἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καί D it (sys) ¦ τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ 33 syh sams mae boms ¦
txt (om.) ℵ B rell
Further vll: ⸀ἐνδύσαντες ℵ2a B D 1424 it vgmss
Mt 27.31 καὶ ὅτε ἐνέπαιξαν αὐτῷ, ⸀ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὴν χλαµύδα °καὶ ἐνέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ ἱµάτια
αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀπήγαγον αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ σταυρῶσαι.
⸀ἐκδύσαντες ℵ L 33 892 | ° ℵ 33 892
Mk 15.17 καὶ ἐνδιδύσκουσιν αὐτὸν ⸆πορφύραν καὶ περιτιθέασιν αὐτῷ πλέξαντες ἀκάνθινον
στέφανον·
⸆p) χλαµύδα κοκκίνην καί Θ f 13 565 700 2542s l844

94

Specifically, the Hebrew knows only one possibility i.e. ( מן־השׁמיםAramaic: ן־שׁ ַמיָּא
ְ )מ.
ִ Although
grammars often mention a difference between the two prepositions, only a few scholars have studied the
variant readings implying the use of one versus the other. Read-Heimerdinger noticed that Codex Bezae is
more inclined to use ἐκ than the Alexandrian tradition and shows an initially stronger attachment than ἀπό to
that which is left (J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 187–92 [192]), which may be the case
here.
95
28
The following references read ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ in Ralph’s LXX and NA : Gn 8.2, Dn 4.23, Mt
24.29, Mk 8.11, Lk 9.54, Jn 6.38.
96
28
From the four instances of ἐκ/ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ in NA , Mt 24.29 has ἀπό in most manuscripts (ἐκ
45
13
66
13
in ℵ D 0281), as well as Mk 8.11 (ἐκ in প W f ). Jn 6.38 has ἀπό in প A B L T W Θ f 33 1241 l844
1
l2211; Did (ἐκ in ℵ D K Γ ∆ Ψ f 565 579 700 892 1424 ै).
97
ἀπό in Codex Bezae vs. ἐκ in Codex Vaticanus: Mt 28.2; Mk 1.26; 5.30; 7.26; 16.3; Lk 10.7; 11.6;
20.6; 23.55; Jn 3.31; 6.42; 12.32; Ac 7.3; 15.29; 18.1; 22.6; ἐκ in Codex Bezae vs. ἀπό in Codex Vaticanus:
Mt 24.29; Lk 8.2; 9.5,54; 16.30; Jn 6.38; 21.10; Ac 3.26; 5.2,34; 12.20; 16.39,40; 17.2; 21.16 (YODER, Concordance, s.v. ἐκ, ἀπό). For a linguistic and text-critical study of the differences between ἀπό/ἐκ in variant
readings, see READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 187-92.
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Mk 15.20 καὶ ὅτε ⸋ἐνέπαιξαν αὐτῷ,⸌ ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν ⸆τὴν πορφύραν καὶ ἐνέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ
⸂ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ⸃. Καὶ ἐξάγουσιν αὐτὸν ⸄ἵνα σταυρώσωσιν ⸅ °αὐτόν.
⸋D | ⸆p) τὴν χλαµύδα καί Θ f (1).13 565 700 2542s l844 | ⸂ἱµάτια D ¦ ἱµάτια τὰ
ἴδια A K N P Γ f 1.13 28 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 2542s l844 ै ¦ ἴδια ἱµάτια
αὐτοῦ (-Θ 892) ℵ Θ 892 ¦ txt (ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ) B C ∆ Ψ | ἵνα σταυρώσουσιν A C
D L N P ∆ Θ f 13 33 1424 ¦ ἵνα σταυρωθῆ 28 ¦ ὥστε σταυρῶσαι f 1 2542s l844 ¦
txt (ἵνα σταυρώσωσιν) ℵ B K Γ Ψ 565 579 700 892 1241 ै | °ℵ D f 1 28 700
1424 l844 ff2 k
Mt 27.28-31 is part of the Passion pericope. In the NA28, the text runs as follows: the
soldiers stripping Jesus (ἐκδύσαντες), put a scarlet robe on him (χλαµύδα κοκκίνην
περιέθηκαν αὐτοῦ), twisted some thorns into a crown, put it on his head, gave him a reed,
knelt before him and mocked him (v. 29). Then, ‘they spat on him, and took the reed
and struck him on the head’ (v.30). After mocking him, they ‘stripped him of the robe
and put his own clothes on him’ and ‘led him away to crucify him’ (v.31). The passage is
paralleled in Mk 15.17-20 with a similar sequence of events, but the soldiers clothed him
first (ἐνδιδύσκουσιν αὐτὸν) in a purple cloak (πορφύραν). Because Mt 27.28D.05 reads a
‘purple cloak’ (ἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν)98 which is verbally similar to Mark, NA28 identifies this
reading as a harmonisation.99 The difficulty to understand which garment Jesus wore in
this scene is responsible for the variations.
In terms of external evidence, the Bezan reading is only supported by the Old
Latin and to some extent the Sinaitic Syriac against almost the rest of the tradition, except one minuscule (33) and a non-negligible number of early versions which read τὰ
ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ (‘his clothes’). A second variant reading is ἐνδύσαντες (‘clothing’) attested in
ℵ2a B D 1424 it vgmss against ἐκδύσαντες (‘stripping’) supported by the rest of the tradition. These two variant readings give raise to three different readings: the text of the
entire verse may either say ‘and stripping him, they put around him a scarlet robe’ (NA28
text, e.g. Codex Sinaiticus) or ‘and clothing him, they put around him a scarlet robe upon him’ (Codex Vaticanus), or ‘and clothing him with a purple cloak, they put around
him a scarlet robe’ (Codex Bezae). A horizontal presentation of Mt 27.28 will help understanding the disparity of readings (the three readings ℵBD are in boldface):
•

‘Stripping him’

καὶ ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαµύδα κοκκίνην

περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ

καὶ ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν

περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ

καὶ ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν

περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ

ℵ
χλαµύδα κοκκίνην
AैK
1
[M N U W ∆ Π f 565 579 700 1071
χλαµύδα κοκκίνην
157

98

Πορφυροῦν is an Attic word for the adjective πορφυρέος meaning purple. Πορφύραν is another de-

99

The opinion is shared by Holmes in his discussion of the variant reading (‘Early Editorial Activi-

rivative.
ty,’ 156).
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καὶ ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ
•

περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ

χλαµύδα κοκκίνην

33

‘Clothing him’

καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαµύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ
καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καὶ χλαµύδαν κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ
καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ

χλαµύδα κοκκίνην

B ℵc
D
1424

Similarly, both verses Mk 15.17,20 have numerous variants with regard to which
cloth is put on Jesus and when:
Mk 15.17
καὶ ἐνδιδύσκουσιν αὐτὸν
[πλέξαντες ἀκάνθινον στέφανον
καὶ ἐνδιδύσκουσιν αὐτὸν χλαµύδα κοκκίνην καὶ
[πλέξαντες ἀκάνθινον στέφανον
Mk 15.20a
ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν
ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὴν χλαµύδα καὶ
ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν

πορφύραν καὶ περιτιθέασιν αὐτῷ
ℵBD
πορφύραν καὶ περιτιθέασιν αὐτῷ

τὴν πορφύραν καὶ ἐνέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ
τὴν πορφύραν καὶ ἐνέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ
τὴν πορφύραν καὶ ἐνέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ ἱµάτια

Θ

B
Θ
D

From the identification of these variant readings in both Gospels, it can be suggested that the variant readings witnessed by early Greek majuscules (ℵBDΘ) and versions must have appeared at an early stage of the textual transmission raising divergent
readings at the same place in both Matthew and Mark; they demonstrate that the identity of the cloth was questioned.
In terms of internal evidence, the number of variants involved in the description
of the initial scene suggests that it gradually became a difficult task to describe what
cloth Jesus wore during this scene and which one was removed or put on him. If the
question of which clothes Jesus wore were simple, it is unlikely that variation would have
happened, especially since Mark is clear on the fact that ‘they clothed him’
(ἐνδιδύσκουσιν, secure) despite the variant in Matthew. Nevertheless, there must have
been a genuine reason for scribes to hesitate over an apparently simple description: the
question is therefore not only to understand if Bezan Matthew ‘inserts’ ἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν
καί in the text, but what the initial reading of Mt 27.28 was likely to have been and how
the various vll came into being.
Although Metzger suggests that ἐνδύσαντες is a ‘correction suggested by the nudity at the time of the flagellation,’ and that ‘the sequence of stripping (ἐκδύσαντες) and
clothing again is paralleled by verse 31’100 the several readings cannot be separated as
they are intrinsically linked because of the presence or absence of the type of cloak(s)
worn by Jesus (scarlet robe or purple cloak) and which one was put on or removed.

100

METZGER, Commentary, 57.
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Two independent considerations may help resolve the problem: first, by considering Scrivener’s text of Codex Bezae, it is to be noted that the point dividing the line and
reflecting units of sense (καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν· εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν, fol. 98b) suggests that
the verse was probably read as follows: καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν / εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καὶ
χλαµύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ / καὶ πλέξαντες / στέφανον ἐξ ἀκανθῶν ἐπέθηκαν ἐπὶ τὴν
κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ, i.e. ‘and they clothed him: it was a purple garment and a scarlet robe they
put around him, and, twisting, it was a crown of thorns they put on his head.’ Secondly,
as it has been presented in chapter 2, discourse analysis explains the importance of the
preverbal position (marked) as opposed to the postverbal one (default), and can be applied for Mt 27.28 in the case of χλαµύδα κοκκίνην. As a matter of fact, Codex Vaticanus
alone101 reads the verb περιτίθηµι twice, for the act of putting around both a scarlet robe
and a crown of thorns on Jesus’ head (χλαµύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ…. περιέθηκαν ἐπὶ
τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ). While both compound verbs περι-τίθηµι and ἐπι-τίθηµι are grammatically correct, the variant reading may indicate a confusion that occurred early in the
transmission between what the soldiers put around (περιτίθηµι) Jesus. By reading aloud
during the copying activity,102 a scribe may have repeated περιτίθηµι twice before writing,
inducing thereby a confusion of what was really put around Jesus, and the first nominal
phase, εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καί, was removed. The first clause, once separated, became
intransitive resulting in a further correction from ἐνδύσαντες, where an object is expected,
into ἐκδύσαντες like Mt 27.28ℵ.01.
Finally, besides the description of a story involving two items of clothing, it may
be suggested that the association of the two colours κόκκινος and πορφυροῦς had a special
meaning found in the Jewish Scriptures, since they refer to the curtain of the Tabernacle
or the priestly vestments at the time of the Exodus.103 This reference may have been less
obvious to later generations and its emendation was not thought to erase a Jewish allusion to Jesus’ prefiguration of the Temple which prevails in Codex Bezae.
In conclusion, the consideration of the presence of the Bezan phrase εἱµάτιον
πορφυροῦν as a harmonisation with Mark does not solve the reason for the existence of so
many variants in the verse. However, the stylistic arrangement of the clauses and the
presence of similar compound verbs may have confused scribes and generated variant
readings as suggested above. A further justification for the possibility of the Bezan reading to be earlier resides in the two colours of the garments worn by Jesus prefiguring the
Temple’s veil, a detail that a 1st c. Jewish audience would not have missed.

101

28

The variant reading is not indicated in the NA : only B.03 reads περιέθηκαν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ
where the rest of the tradition has ἐπέθηκαν ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ.
102
rd
A. DAIN, Les Manuscrits (3 ed.; Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1975) 22,44–6.
103
Regarding the Tabernacle: ‘blue and purple and scarlet stuff,’ πορφύραν καὶ κόκκινον (Exod. 25.4;
26.1.31.36; 27.16 and 37.3.5.16; 39.12) mostly in the expression καταπέτασµα ἐξ ὑακίνθου καὶ πορφύρας καὶ
κοκκίνου (‘curtains of fine twined linen and blue and purple and scarlet stuff,’ Heb.  ;)פרכת תכלת וארגמןregarding the Vestments of the Priesthoods (Exod. 28.5,8,15,33; 31.4; 35.6,25; 36.9-10,12,15; 31.36, 2 Chr. 2.6,13,
3.14 and Sir. 45.10). In Hebrew, ‘( ארגמןpurple’) for πορφυροῦν indicated shades of red, with more or less
blue. See the discussion on these colours in relation to Jesus’ clothes in J.D.M. DERRETT, ‘Ecce homo Ruber
(John 19.5 with Isaiah 1.18; 63.1-2),’ BibOr 32 (1990) 215–29.
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II. 4.

Conclusions

It can be concluded from the study of the alleged harmonisations of Bezan Matthew with
Mark that, when the text of Mark is secure, the usual criteria for identifying a harmonistic reading clearly make the vll in question in Mt D.05 a scribal emendation. Indeed, Codex Bezae systematically has a different reading compared to Codex Vaticanus in the
references discussed above; the most discordant reading appears to be taken by text critical principles applied mechanically without taking into account the intrinsic nature of
the parallels.
Furthermore, when the Markan parallel is itself variant, a harmonisation with
Mark represents too superficial an approach that would deserve more scrutiny. Though a
clear-cut conclusion has proven not to be possible most of the time, since the reasoning
becomes rapidly speculative, conclusions involving discourse analysis or a detailed observation of the parallel passages in their textual forms show some consistency in the
Bezan reading. Finally, the amount and diversity of textual witnesses from other texttypes supporting the Bezan reading are remarkably large and cannot be dismissed.
III. Harmonisation in Bezan Matthew with Luke Only
This section will introduce the 11 passages in which the variant readings are indicated as
harmonising in Bezan Matthew with a parallel passage in Luke. As indicated in the Matthew-Mark section, I will distinguish between the six cases where Luke is firm in the
corresponding parallel verse (II. 2), and the five cases where the Lukan parallel exhibits
variant readings (II. 3). The reason for the existence of parallels between Matthew and
Luke has long been addressed and questioned within the Synoptic Problem. Two main
theories remain to explain syntactical resemblances between Matthew and Luke:104 (1)
the Two Source Hypothesis (henceforth ‘2SH’) revisited by Streeter as the Four Source
Hypothesis (henceforth ‘4SH’) which points to Mark and a common source ‘Q’ independently used by Matthew and Luke and (2) the Goulder-Farrer Hypothesis, where the
similarity is simply due to the fact that Luke used the Gospel of Matthew as well as
Mark’s to write his own.105 The results of the following analysis may have implications
for this issue, something to which I shall return in the conclusion of this work.
III. 1.

Harmonisations in Mt D.05 with a Firm Lukan Reading

The following six examples list the verses where the Bezan reading appears to be the
result of a harmonisation with a firm Lukan parallel.

104

See R.L. THOMAS, Three Views on the Origins of the Synoptic Gospels (Grand Rapids: Kregel,
2002) on the various hypotheses (defence and responses) to the Synoptic Problem.
105
On a full and synthetic description on the possible explanations of the Synoptic Problem, see
S.C. Carlson’s website http://www.hypotyposeis.org/synoptic-problem (accessed 01.10.2013), including a
complete bibliography by Alan Bill (http://www.gospelorigins.com/GospelOrigins.pdf, accessed 01.10.2013).
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Mt 1.25 – par. Lk 2.7
Mt 1.25 καὶ οὐκ ἐγίνωσκεν αὐτὴν ἕως °οὗ ἔτεκεν ⸀υἱόν· καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν.
⸀(Lk 2.7) τὸν υἱόν αὐτῆς (–Dc L d q) τὸν πρωτότοκον C D K L N W Γ ∆ 087
565 579 700 892 1241 l844 l2211 ै aur d f ff1 q vg syp.h ¦ txt (υἱόν) ℵ B Zvid
071vid f 1.13 33 it mae sys.c (sa bo)
Further vll °B* 579
Lk 2.7 καὶ ἔτεκεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς ⸋τὸν πρωτότοκον⸌, καὶ ἐσπαργάνωσεν αὐτὸν καὶ ἀνέκλινεν
αὐτὸν ⸀ἐν φάτνῃ, διότι οὐκ ἦν αὐτοῖς τόπος ἐν τῷ καταλύµατι
⸋W ¦ txt (τὸν πρωτότοκον) B rell | ⸀ἐν τῇ φάτνῃ K Γ ∆ Ψ f 1.13 33 565 579 892
1241 1424 2542 ै ¦ ἐπί ℵ* ¦ txt φάτνῃ (ἐν) ℵ1 A B D L W Θ Ξ 700 l844 co;
Eus
Mt 1.25 is the last verse of the pericope on Jesus’s Birth (Mt 1.18–25 par. Lk 2.1–7)
where it is said that Joseph ‘knew her not until she had borne a son; and [he] called his
name Jesus.’ Codex Bezae reads ‘her first born son’ instead of ‘son’ which resembles the
Lukan parallel.106
In terms of external evidence, the presence of five words is again divided between
two strands of tradition, one supporting Codex Bezae by attesting the entire phrase τὸν
υἱόν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον (‘her first-born son’),107 which is identical108 to the verbal
clause introduced by ἔτεκεν in Lk 2.7.109 Despite the fact for those preferring the Alexandrian text, the weight of ℵB in the Matthean reading strips all the other manuscripts, the
existence of a second weighty strand of tradition supporting Codex Bezae deserves some
consideration.110
In terms of internal evidence, the verb ἔτεκεν may have attracted the natural addition of a more explicit object than a bare υἱόν thereby reminding the scribe of the Lukan
verse.111 The question why a scribe would have omitted αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον as in Codex

106

Holmes analysis this vl as a Christological variant (‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 226).
The personal pronoun αὐτῆς is absent from codex Regius, the Latin page of Codex Bezae and the
th
7 c. CE codex Monacensis q, and, interestingly in a later hand of Codex Bezae.
108
Codex Washingtonianus omits τὸν πρωτότοκον, a singular reading, most probably to reduce the
risk of portraying Mary as a mother of more than one child.
109
It has been often argued that Luke’s intention was not to specify that Mary may have had more
st nd
than one child as the term meant ‘first-born’ in 1 /2 c. CE. See R.E. BROWN–P.J. ACHTEMEIER, Mary in the
New Testament: A Collaborative Assessment by Protestant and Roman Catholic Scholars (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1978) 153 n. 343.
110
MwQH-theorists proposing a Matthan origine to the text of Matthew may be interested here in
taking the hypothesis of the Bezan reading as the Matthean source reading ἔτεκεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν
πρωτότοκον to καὶ οὐκ ἐγίνωσκεν αὐτὴν ἕως οὗ ἔτεκεν υἱόν· καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν from which the
Lukan clause would have originated.
111
The proximity in the wording between the two passages causes Metzger to confirm an interpolation from Lk 2.7 and the reading of υἱόν is granted an ‘A’ grade (METZGER, Commentary, 8).
107
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Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus could be answered in terms of either (a) theological reasons – the question of the first-born child may have implicitly linked Mary with more
children which was disputed (b) or for literary reasons: the Lukan passage focuses on
Mary (‘she gave birth, wrapped him, laid him’) while Matthew focuses on Joseph (he
woke, took, knew her not until [she] bore a son, he called him’). Amphoux proposes the
Bezan variant to be original, citing in evidence a Jewish culture, while Codex Vaticanus
and its support insist on the simple phrase adapting to the Greek-Roman world.112 The
scribe equally may have wanted to delete the reference to Mary in this Joseph-centred
passage.
Furthermore, the lexical proximity with adjacent verses may well have generated
a harmonisation with the immediate context (Mt 1.21//1.23) in the case of Alexandrian
witnesses:
Mt 1.21 τέξεται δὲ υἱόν
καὶ καλέσεις
τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν,
Mt 1.23 τέξεται δὲ υἱόν
καὶ καλέσουσιν [D.05: καλέσεις] τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν.
In conclusion, both Alexandrian and ‘Western’ readings in Mt 1.25 can both be
explained as the result of a harmonisation (vertical for B.03, horizontal for D.05). This
explanation is however in conflict with the principles of shorter vs longer readings and
the tendency to assimilate with parallel passages. Finally, the theological bias in the first
centuries to affirm Mary’s virginity against the idea of her having more children after
Jesus may lie behind the origin of the shorter reading as the consequence of a deliberate
withdrawal (‘theological diorthosis’).
Mt 5.25 – par. Lk 12.58
Mt 5.25 ἴσθι εὐνοῶν τῷ ἀντιδίκῳ σου ταχὺ, ἕως ὅτου εἶ ⸉µετ’ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ⸊, µήποτέ σε
παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος τῷ κριτῇ καὶ ὁ κριτὴς ⸆τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν βληθήσῃ·
⸆p) σε παραδῷ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 ै lat syc.p.h co
¦ σε παραδώσει D ¦ txt (om.) প64vid ℵ B 0275 f 1.13 892 k; Cl
Further vll: ⸉ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ µετ’ αὐτοῦ K Γ ∆ Θ 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै lat syh
samss mae; Cl ¦ txt (µετ’ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ) ℵ B D L W 0275 f 1.13 33 892 l844 it
sys.c.p samss bopt; Did
Lk 12.58b... µήποτε ⸀κατασύρῃ σε πρὸς τὸν κριτήν, καὶ ὁ κριτής σε παραδώσει τῷ πράκτορι,
καὶ ὁ πράκτωρ σε βαλεῖ εἰς ⸆φυλακήν.

112

‘Les deux variantes sont en définitive équivalentes ; l’une vient de la vieille culture judéohellénistique, l’autre cherche la simplicité pour s’adapter au monde gréco-romain’ (International Seminar on
‘Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament : Entre Philologie et Histoire,’ 15-16 March 2010, Avignon
[France]). See C.-B. AMPHOUX et al., Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament. Introduction
générale (Bruxelles: Safran, 2014) 29.
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⸀κατακρείνῃ D it sys.c | ⸆τὴν (φυλακήν) প45 2542
Mt 5.25 is part of the Sermon on the Mount dealing with reconciliation to one’s accuser
in the event that the accuser might ‘hand you over to the judge and the judge hand you
over to the guard and you will be put in prison.’ The italics identify the presence of
words in two different strands of Matthean tradition, but firmly present in Luke. The
Bezan form is mentioned in the critical apparatus as potentially harmonising (presumably with Luke).
In terms of external evidence, and despite numerous variant readings in Mt 5.25,
the verse is identical in its wording between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus except
for the presence of σε παραδώσει in D.05 against its absence in B.03. The two manuscripts represent again two distinctive strands of tradition. Codex Bezae has a slightly
different verbal form of the indicative future instead of the subjunctive aorist found in
the witnesses supporting the other longer reading. The usually strong weight of ℵB as
well as the early papyrus প64vid favours the originality of the shorter form but the wide
geographical support for both the presence and absence of σε παραδῷ (or παραδώσει for
D.05) must reflect an early change which cannot be the result of a coincidental correction by different scribes.
In terms of internal evidence, two things need to be noticed by comparing the
parallel texts:
Mt 5.25 D.05

Mt 5.25 B.03

Lk 12.58b

µήποτέ σε παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος
τῷ κριτῇ
καὶ ὁ κριτὴς σε παραδῷσει
τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ
καὶ
εἰς φυλακὴν βληθήσῃ

µήποτέ σε παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος
τῷ κριτῇ
καὶ ὁ κριτὴς ↑ ↑
τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ
καὶ
εἰς φυλακὴν βληθήσῃ

µήποτε κατασύρῃ σε
πρὸς τὸν κριτήν
καὶ ὁ κριτής σε παραδώσει
τῷ πράκτορι
καὶ ὁ πράκτωρ σε βαλεῖ
εἰς φυλακήν

Table 8: Textual Comparison of Mt 5.25//Lk 12.58 in D.05 and B.03
Firstly, though the shorter form is usually favoured as more likely to be original,
the absence of σε παραδῷ/παραδώσει attested by the longer form could equally be explained as a scribal correction to delete a useless or stylistically poor repetition of the
second verb. Secondly, the future tense in Bezan Matthew could be a further argument
in favour of harmonisation since Luke has the same tense in Lk 12.58: equally, however,
it could reflect a Latinism or a cross-contamination with d5 (ne forte tradat113 te adversarius iudici et iudex tradat te ministro) rather than an ‘import’ from Luke. With respect
to Lukan influence specifically, could the scribe incorporating this form in Matthew have
‘remembered’ the Lukan text, which would justify a harmonisation? This is quite unlike-

113
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ly because of the differences between the texts (word order, verbs, nouns)114 and the
Matthean tendency to use παραδίδωµι (Mt: 26, Mk: 19, Lk: 16, Ac: 13). The lexical proximity between the two texts (Luke and Matthew) points either to a common source that
can be reconstructed (‘Q’) or to the influence of one author upon the other. Luke treats
the passages in a different way with a well-chosen vocabulary: the hapax legomenon
κατασύρῃ in D c e (syc) could indicate that an editorial change to Matthew’s favourite use
of παραδίδωµι (Mt: 26, Mk: 19, Lk: 16, Ac: 13) may have happened; the deliberate stylistic effect based on nominal repetitions in Matthew (πρὸς τὸν κριτήν/ὁ κριτής/τῷ πράκτορι/ὁ
πράκτωρ) rather than verbal ones in Luke (κατασύρῃ/ παραδώσει) is evident. Finally, the
verse was self-explanatory without σε παραδῷ/σει as and these two words would have
rather dropped either accidently or by simplification of a useless repetition at an early
stage.
Traditional text critical rules favour internally and externally the Alexandrian
reading. A closer look at the two readings show that the longer reading can be defended
in an equally rational way, even if the original form cannot be determined with absolute
certainty.
Mt 5.44 – par. Lk 6.28
Mt 5.44 ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν, ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν ⸆ ⸂καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν⸃
διωκόντων ὑµᾶς
⸆p) εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς (ὑµιν D*) καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς µισοῦσιν
ὑµᾶς D*.1 K L W ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy(p).h
mae; (Athen Cl) Eus ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B f 1 k sys.c sa bopt mae; Irlat Or Cyp
⸂p) καὶ (-W; Eus) προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑµᾶς (ἡµᾶς Θ*, -D;
Eus) καί D K L W ∆ Θ f 1333 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy(p).h;
(Athen Cl) Orpt Eus ¦ txt (καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν) ℵ B f 1 k sys.c sa bopt
mae; (Irlat) Orpt Cyp
Lk 6.27 Ἀλλὰ ὑµῖν λέγω τοῖς ἀκούουσιν· ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
µισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς, [28] εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ⸀ὑµᾶς, προσεύχεσθε περὶ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων
ὑµᾶς.
[28] ⸀ὑµῖν প75 L ∆ Θ Ψ pm 115
Mt 5.44 is one of the sayings embedded in the Sermon on the Mount which is paralleled
in Luke 6.28 and concerns the injunction to push the boundaries of love further by lov-

114

Specifically: verb (κατασύρη/παραδώσει), noun (τῷ πράκτορι/ τῷ ὑρηρέτῃ, ---/ὁ ἀντίδοκος), position

of σε.
115

27

This is the only vl mentioned in NA . Interestingly, περί is sometimes substituted by ὑπέρ (Swan75vid
13
1 c
son: περί ℵ B L 579 700 প
/ ὑπέρ A f 2* 69 124 33 1071 788 TR A D ै K M P U Γ ∆ Θ Π Ψ f 2 28
157).
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ing one’s enemies. Some manuscripts read a sequence of three imperatives as in Luke,
while others have two imperatives in a row. Mt D.05 has the ‘longer’ reading.116
In terms of external evidence, the longer reading Mt 5.44aD.05 is supported by a
wide range of mainly Caesarean and Byzantine Greek witnesses, few versions and early
3rd /4th c. Fathers against ℵB and few early but geographically diverse versions. Mt
5.44bD.05 corresponds to alternative wording found in the almost firm verse of Luke
(Lk 6.28) against a similar profile of witnesses as Mt 5.44a. The two variants have therefore undisputed early and diverse support that only be concluded that both readings
were present at an early stage (2nd-3rd c.). Both variants are considered as explicit harmonisations of Lk 6.27-28117 but I will discuss them as a single harmonistic variant as it
was proposed in the preceding edition NA27 since the readings closely match the same
Lukan parallel. The reason for the originality of the Alexandrian reading apparently resides in the importance traditionally given to ℵB and the closeness to Luke but either
side of the tradition cannot result from scribal fanciness in changing the text for the sake
of it.
In terms of internal evidence, the strong affinity with between Mt 5.44D.05 and
Lk 6.27-28 can naturally lead to the conclusion that the longer reading in Bezan Matthew is a harmonisation with Luke. A comparison between the Matthean and Lukan
verses in Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae will provide the exact nature of the similarities and the differences:
Mt 5.44D.05
Mt 5.44B.03
Lk 6.27–28D.05
Lk 6.27–28B.03
[27]
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµεῖν,
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν,
Ἀλλὰ ὑµεῖν λέγω Ἀλλὰ ὑµῖν λέγω τοῖς
τοῖς ἀκούουσιν·
ἀκούουσιν·
ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς
ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς
ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς
ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς
ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν,
ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν
ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν,
ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν,
εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς
καταρωµένους ὑµειν
καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
µεισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς
καὶ προσεύχεσθαι
ὑπὲρ τῶν
ἐπηριαζόντων
καὶ διωκόντων ὑµᾶς

↑↑
↑↑
↑↑↑
↑↑
καὶ προσεύχεσθε
ὑπὲρ τῶν ↑

καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
µεισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς,
[28]

εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς
καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς,
προσεύχεσθε
ὑπὲρ τῶν
ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑµᾶς

καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
µισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς,
εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς
καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς,

προσεύχεσθε
περὶ τῶν
ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑµᾶς.

↑ διωκόντων ὑµᾶς

Table 9: Textual Comparison of Mt 5.44//Lk 6.28 in D.05 and B.03

116

Davies and Allison contend that ‘the long text is probably an expansion under the influence of Lk
6.27-8 or oral tradition’ (Matthew, I, 553 n.68) though they demonstrate on the same page that the Lukan
part corresponding to the Bezan text is unlikely to be original.
117
METZGER, Commentary, 13.
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First, the side-by-side comparison of the two passages shows that the two verbal
clauses (εὐλογεῖτε... and καλῶς ποιεῖτε...) in Mt D.05 are in the exact inverted order of the
Lukan one, as it occurs elsewhere in other Matthew/Luke parallel passages118 suggesting
a redactional feature preserved in Codex Bezae and some manuscripts, unless one argues
that one of the two clauses were re-introduced at a later time at the ‘wrong’ place.
Further, the reading of the end of Mt 5.44D.05 typically looks like a conflation119
of the two texts of Mt 5.44 and Lk 6.28. It is, besides, unlikely that all the strands of tradition variously supporting Codex Bezae would have also conflated the two portions of
texts, unless all the manuscripts in diverse regions (Egypt, West, Antioch) would have
equally made the same ‘slip’ or blindly followed the same archetype. It can just as equally
be proposed that the end of Mt 5.44b had originally the longer reading ὑπὲρ τῶν ὑπὲρ τῶν
ἐπηριαζόντων ὑµᾶς καὶ ὑπὲρ τῶν διωκόντων ὑµᾶς where Codex Vaticanus and its support
would represent a jump from like to like (homoioteleuton) because of the similarity of
the words τῶν …όντων ὑµᾶς / ὑπὲρ τῶν …όντων ὑµᾶς, as well as the overall verbal closeness
in [ἀγαπ]ᾶτε τοὺς [ἐχθρ]οὺς ὑµῶν, [εὐλογ]εῖτε τοὺς [καταρωµέν]ους ὑµειν [καλῶς ποι]εῖτε
τοῖς [µεισ]οῦ[σιν] ὑµᾶς [καὶ προσεύχεσθαι ὑπὲρ] τῶν [ἐπηριαζ]όντων [καὶ διωκό]ντων ὑµᾶς.
Despite the absence of absolute certainty of how the original reading looked like,
the conclusion in favour of a harmonisation is not as straightforward as it seems. Moreover, it may well be that the Matthean passage as read in Codex Bezae reflects the
transmission of the text at an extremely early stage (possibly including the time of composition of the text itself) and could be explained as an independent editorial selection
from a common source (e.g. ‘Q’?) 120 which originally bore the two clauses and a common double ending.
The traditional principles of textual criticism favour the shorter reading, although
the effort involved in ‘adding’ such a large piece of Lukan material makes an accidental
‘addition’ unlikely, and more importantly the phenomenon of ‘addition’ of material from
Luke fails to explain the inverted clause order. If Codex Bezae and its support reflect the
original state of the text, the withdrawal of the two clauses bearing a similar meaning
could then well be deliberate, because the envisaged action of forgiving was regarded as
unpalatable to the Jewish readers of Matthew. a last proposal would be that εὐλογεῖτε
τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµειν καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς µεισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς was simply lost through homoioteleuton.

118

This type of inversion is not uncommon as it can be seen in the Temptation pericope. See G.
HOWARD, ‘Stylistic Inversion and the Synoptic Tradition,’ JBL 97 [1978] 375–89 [384].
119
28
A conflation is besides not a harmonisation as the p) sign in the critical apparatus of NA may
potentially imply.
120
Interestingly, the IQP (International Q Project) also prints ‘persecuting’ in the reconstructed Q
version in double square brackets indicating a certain probability only: J.M. ROBINSON, P. HOFFMANN and
J.S. KLOPPENBORG, The Critical Edition of Q: Synopsis, including the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, Mark
and Thomas, with English, German, and French Translations of Q and Thomas (Leuven: Peeters; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000) 83.
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Mt 18.10-11 – par. Lk 9.10
Mt 18.10 Ὁρᾶτε µὴ καταφρονήσητε ἑνὸς τῶν µεικρῶν τούτων ⸆· λέγω γὰρ ὑµῖν ὅτι οἱ ἄγγελοι αὐτῶν ⸂ἐν
οὐρανοῖς⸃ διὰ παντὸς βλέπουσιν τὸ πρόσωπον τοῦ πατρός µου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς [11]⸇
⸇(Lk 19.10) [11] ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ (-∆) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (+ ζητῆσαι καί 579 892c
c syh bopt., + ζητῆσαι Lmg) σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός D K Lmg N W Γ ∆ Θc 078vid
565 579 700 892c 1241 1424 ै lat syc.p.h bopt ¦ txt ℵ B Ltxt Θ* f 1.13 33 892*e
ff1 sys sa mae bopt; Or Eus
Further vll: [10] see I. 1
Lk 19.10 ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ζητῆσαι καὶ σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός
No vll
In this passage which concludes the Temptations to Sin (Mt 18.6-10) and precedes the
Parable of the Lost Sheep (Mt 18.12-15), Codex Bezae and a few manuscripts read ‘for
the Son of Man came to seek and to save the lost’ (which is technically Mt 18.11, omitted
in NA27), a wording close to Lk 19.10 (firm across all manuscripts). In Luke, the sentence concludes the story of Zacchaeus. If one reads the Gospels in the edition of NestleAland without taking account of manuscript evidence, the phrase would qualify as ‘L’Material in Streeter’s terminology,121 i.e. Lukan material that is absent in the other Synoptics. The consideration of the Bezan text in Matthew if original would then rather
qualify as ‘Q’-material in current scholarship.
In terms of external evidence, the presence of this verse is divided between two
strands of tradition of diverse manuscripts. The versions are equally divided between the
presence and absence of the verse. Despite the early character of the manuscripts attesting one or the other, the presence of the verse in the margin of Codex Regius and as a
correction in Codex Koridethi (Θc) may indicate an accidently reinserted verse, which
reinforces the idea of an later addition. Metzger grants the omission of the verse a Bgrade based on the diversity of the manuscripts involved, concluding that:
There can be little doubt that the words ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
(ζητῆσαι καὶ) σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός are spurious here, being absent from the
earliest witnesses representing several textual types (Alexandrian, Egyptian,
Antiochian), and manifestly borrowed by copyists from Lk 19.10. The reason for the interpolation was apparently to provide a connection between
ver. 10 and verses 12–14.122

121

B.H. STREETER, The Four Gospels, A Study of Origins Treating of the Manuscript Tradition,
Sources, Authorship and Dates (London: Macmillan, 1924) 199.
122
METZGER, Commentary, 36.
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Actually, the manuscripts attesting the presence of the verse are equally diverse
and the affirmation that it is ‘manifestly borrowed’ is much too straightforward as an
explanation since all Q-passages in Matthew are per se verbally close to Luke. Moreover,
the Bezan reading is not exactly the same as Luke, while the presence of the two words
ζητῆσαι καί (interestingly supported by Lmg 579 892c al c syh bopt) can be suspected to be
a harmonisation aimed at bringing the two verses into a perfect match.123
In terms of internal evidence, the wording of Mt 18.11D.05 is apparently Lukan
(τὸ ἀπολωλός, cf. Lk 15.4, ἀπολέσας in Lk 15.4, τὸ ἀπολωλός in Lk 15.6, τὸ ἀπολωλός in Lk
15.8, ἀπολέσῃ, ἀπώλεσα in Lk 15.9, ἀπολωλώς in Lk 15.24), which is a text-critical criterion usually used to exclude the Bezan verse as original. Nevertheless, the combination of
‘saving’ with the ‘lost’ is equally Matthean and Lukan.124 In terms of discourse analysis,
the introduction of γάρ being always retrospective,125 it cannot be considered as an introduction to the Parable of the Lost Sheep but a conclusion to the Temptations to Sin.
Even so, this preposition can be seen as a connective aimed at linking v. 10 to 12ff with
the figure of the Good Shepherd ‘(seeking and) saving that which was lost.’ Actually, it
can be seen in Matthew’s use of the Jewish Scriptures that this very theme of the True
Shepherd in Ezekiel (Ezek. 34.11-31) was taken to introduce the parable of the Lost
Sheep (Mt 18.12-13) in a similar way and with a high degree of verbal similarity: ζητεῖ,
σῴζω, πλανώµενον and τὸ ἀπολωλός). Indeed, Ezek. 34.12,16a,22LXX read:
[12] ‘As a shepherd seeks out (ζητεῖ,  )כבקרתhis flock when some of his
sheep have been scattered abroad,
so will I seek out (ἐκζητήσω,  ) אבקרmy sheep;
and I will rescue them from all places where they have been scattered on a
day of clouds and thick darkness.
[16a] I will seek (ζητήσω, )אבקשׁthe lost (τὸ ἀπολωλός, )הנדחת, and I will
bring back the strayed (τὸ πλανώµενον, )הנדחת, and I will bind up the crippled’
[22a] I will save my flock (σώσω τὰ πρόβατά µου, )והושׁעתי לצאני, they shall
no longer be a prey;

The wording in Ezekiel is closer to Matthew’s parable of the Lost Sheep than to
Luke’s parallel (which does not read ‘the strayed ‘or ‘seek’ but ‘leave’ and ‘find’) so that
123

MwQH-theorists, who claim Luke took from Matthew, could even see the inclusion of the Bezan
verse in Matthew as original and the Lukan verse as a slight expansion (ζητῆσαι καί) of Matthew as opposed
to the classical view of the verse to be ‘L’-Material. For such specialists, this material in common with Mt
D.05 and Luke could be considered as ‘Q-material.’
124
Mt. 8.25, 16.25; Mk. 8.35; Lk. 6.9, 9.24, 19.10.
125
Background material introduced by γάρ provides explanations or expositions of the previous assertion. The presence of γάρ constrains the material that it introduces to be interpreted as strengthening
some aspect of the previous assertion, rather than as distinctive information (LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 91).
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the introductory verse of Mt 18.11D.05 cannot be considered as a harmonisation with
Luke but more probably as an original construction based on Ezekiel’s text and introducing the following two verses. Furthermore, the tradition would have gradually associated
Lk 19.10 with the conclusion of Zacchaeus’ parable only and found its position after Mt
18.10, a mistake that was corrected by withdrawing it from Matthew. Indeed, Mt
18.11D.05 makes apparently no sense after Mt 18.10 when disconnected from the Ezekiel passage, as would happen given an inferior knowledge of the Jewish Scriptures by later scribes.
Though speculative, this hypothesis has the merit of giving an explanation to the
absence for Mt 18.11 in the Alexandrian tradition and can explain at the same time the
difference between the wording in Matthew and Luke, rather than leaving external evidence to decide by weighing Codex Bezae against ℵB.
Mt 24.31 – par. Lk 21.27-28
Mt 24.31 καὶ ἀποστελεῖ τοὺς ἀγγέλους αὐτοῦ µετὰ σάλπιγγος ⸆ µεγάλης, καὶ ἐπισυνάξουσιν
τοὺς ἐκλεκτοὺς αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων ἀνέµων ἀπ΄ ἄκρων ⸇οὐρανῶν ἕως °[τῶν] ἄκρων
αὐτῶν⸆1
⸆1p) ἀρχοµένων δὲ τούτων γίνεσθαι ἀναβλέψατε καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν
διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ ἀπολυτρώσις ὑµῶν D it ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Further vll: ⸆φωνῆς B K Γ f 13 33 565 579 892c ै sa syhmg ¦ καὶ φωνῆς D
1241 lat ¦ txt (om.) ℵ L W ∆ Θ f 1 700 892*1424 l2211 (e) sys.p.h mae bo; Eus
| ⸇τῶν Θ f 13 700 | ° ℵ D K L W Γ ∆ 565 579 1241 1424 l2211 ै ¦ txt (τῶν)
B Θ f 1.13 33 700 892
Lk 21.27 καὶ τότε ὄψονται τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐρχόµενον ἐν νεφέλῃ ⸂µετὰ δυνάµεως καὶ
δόξης πολλῆς⸃. [28] ⸀ἀρχοµένων δὲ τούτων γίνεσθαι ⸁ἀνακύψατε καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς κεφαλὰς
ὑµῶν, διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ ἀπολύτρωσις ὑµῶν.
[27] ⸂καὶ δυνάµει πολλῇ καὶ δόξῃ D e (sys.c) [28] ⸀ἐρχοµένων D 13
|⸁ἀνακαλύψατε W Ψ f 1
This verse is part of Jesus’ Eschatological Discourse found in Mt 24-25 after the series of
woes to the Pharisees and before the Passion narrative beginning at Mt 26. It is taken
from a pericope on the Coming of the Son of Man (Mt 24.29-31). Although the passage
shares common material with the three Synoptics,126 the claimed harmonisation in

126

The passage Mt 24.29-31 (par. Lk 21.25-28) can be also paralleled with Mk 13.26-27, but the
verse in question, Mt 24.31b in D.05, as will be presented, is shared only between Matthew and Luke.

Page | 168

CHAPTER 5
Bezan Matthew (designated here as Mt 24.31b)127 reads a sentence which is textually
closer to Lk 21.28.
In terms of external evidence, the presence of an extra 15 words is weakly attested
(only Codex Bezae and the Old Latin) against the rest of the tradition. Moreover, the
extra material in Mt D.05 is strikingly close to Lk 21.28128 apart from a few minor differences The two minor variant readings in Luke129 have no impact on the analysis of Mt
24.31b and will be taken as firm and, as a result, classified in secure Luke parallels.130
The similarity is strong and yet not a verbatim repetition. The early support of the entire
Old Latin suggests that the Bezan reading dates as early as the second century and that
it was followed with confidence. It further suggests that the reading was rapidly isolated
in the tradition and that all the other manuscripts have followed a different archetype at
an early stage, to the extent that no Alexandrian, Byzantine or Caesarean witness was
contaminated.
In terms of internal evidence, both the Mt-Lk passages occur before the Parable
of the Fig Tree and the verse in question could well appear to be as an ideal transition.
The ‘addition’ is too large to have crept into the text via scribal distraction. The table
below will show the progression of Jesus’ speech within the context in the Synoptics including Mark in the two representative codices Vaticanus and Bezae. The insertion of
Mark in the below table, despite its absence of influence on the alleged harmonisations,
will be discussed thereafter.
#
1

Mt 24.30-31
D.05
[30] καὶ τότε
φανήσεται …

Mt 24.30-31
B.03
καὶ τότε
φανήσεται…

καὶ κόψονται
τότε πᾶσαι αἱ
φυλαὶ τῆς γῆς
καὶ ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον
ἐπὶ τῶν

καὶ τότε
κόψονται πᾶσαι
αἱ φυλαὶ τῆς
γῆς καὶ ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον ἐπὶ
τῶν νεφελῶν

Mk 13.26-27
D.05

Mk 13.26-27
B.03

Lk 21.27-28
D.05

Lk 21.27-28
B.03

[26]
καὶ τότε

καὶ τότε

καὶ τότε

καὶ τότε

ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον ἐν
νεφέλαις µετὰ

ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον ἐν
νεφέλαις µετὰ

ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον
ἐν νεφέλῃ

ὄψονται
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου
ἐρχόµενον
ἐν νεφέλῃ

127

See HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 139.
Close but not identical: Mt D.05 ἀναβλέψατε (lift up), Lk D.05/B.03 ἀνακύψατε (look up).
129
1
Two verbs are variant in Lk 21.28: the first one reads ἀνακαλύψατε in W Ψ f instead of
ἀνακύψατε which is shared by Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae. The second one is read in D 13 only and is
apparently a fault, since ἐρχουµένων instead of ἀρχουµένων would make no sense when preceding γίνεσθαι
(‘coming to take place’ instead of ‘begin to take place’).
130
There a two variant readings in Lk 21.28, which do not have any impact on the question potential harmonisations between Matthew and Luke. Codex Bezae (with minuscule 13) reads ἐρχοµένων in error,
as corrected by Scrivener, and also in J. READ-HEIMERDINGER and J. RIUS-CAMPS, A Gospel Synopsis of the
Greek Text of Matthew, Mark and Luke A Comparison of Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus (NTTSD 45;
Leiden: E.J.Brill, 2014) 92. The alternative verb for ἀνακύψατε is found in a few witnesses that do not include
Codex Bezae or Codex Vaticanus or Codex Sinaiticus. The further variants are τὰς κεφαλάς/τὰς κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν
28
(unnoticed in NA ) and ἀναβλέψατε/ἀνακύψατε.
128
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#

2

3

4

5

Mt 24.30-31
D.05
νεφελῶν τοῦ
οὐρανοῦ
πολλῆς καὶ
δόξῆς·

Mt 24.30-31
B.03
τοῦ οὐρανοῦ
δόξης και
πολλῆς·

[31]
καὶ ἀποστελεῖ
τοὺς ἀγγέλους
αὐτοῦ µετὰ
σάλπιγγος
καὶ φωνῆς
µεγάλης,
καὶ
ἐπισυνάξουσιν
τοὺς ἐκλεκτοὺς
αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν
τεσσάρων
ἀνέµων ἀπὸ
ἄκρων οὐρανῶν
ἕως ↑ ἄκρων
αὐτῶν.

Mk 13.26-27
D.05
δυνάµεως

Mk 13.26-27
B.03
δυνάµεως

Lk 21.27-28
D.05
καὶ δυνάµει

πολλῆς καὶ
δόξης

πολλῆς καὶ
δόξης

πολλῇ καὶ
δόξῃ.

Lk 21.27-28
B.03
µετὰ δυνάµεως
καὶ
δόξης πολλῆς.

[27]
καὶ ἀποστελεῖ
τοὺς ἀγγέλους
αὐτοῦ µετὰ
σάλπιγγος
↑ φωνῆς
µεγάλης,
καὶ
ἐπισυνάξουσιν
τοὺς ἐκλεκτοὺς
αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν
τεσσάρων
ἀνέµων ἀπ’
ἄκρων οὐρανῶν
ἕως τῶν ἄκρων
αὐτῶν.

καὶ τότε
ἀποστελεῖ τοὺς
ἀγγέλους

καὶ τότε
ἀποστελεῖ τοὺς
ἀγγέλους

καὶ

καὶ

ἐπισυνάξει τοὺς
ἐκλεκτοὺς
αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν
τεσσάρων
ἀνέµων ἀπ’
ἄκρου γῆς
ἕως ἄκρου
οὐρανοῦ.

ἐπισυνάξει τοὺς
ἐκλεκτοὺς
αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν
τεσσάρων
ἀνέµων ἀπ’
ἄκρου γῆς
ἕως ἄκρου
οὐρανοῦ.

24.31b
ἀρχοµένων δὲ
τούτων
γείνεσθαι
ἀναβλέψατε
καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς
κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν
διότι ἐγγείζει ἡ
ἀπολυτρώσεις
ὑµῶν

24.31b

21.28

21.28

om.

ἐρχοµένων δὲ
τούτων
γείνεσθαι
ἀνακύψατε
καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς
κεφαλὰς ↑
διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ
ἀπολύτρωσις
ὑµῶν.

ἀρχοµένων δὲ
τούτων
γίνεσθαι
ἀνακύψατε
καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς
κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν,
διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ
ἀπολύτρωσις
ὑµῶν.

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Parable of the
Fig Tree

Table 10: Textual Comparison of Mt 24.30-31 and Parallels in D.05 and B.03
From this synoptic view in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus, the composition of
the verses in the three Gospels is visibly different: the text can virtually be divided into
four parts (1) the Son of Man is seen in glory, (2) the angels are sent forth (3) the elected ones are gathered [Matthew/Mark] (4) people are asked to watch. Mt D.05 has all
four parts, but the three first parts only in ℵB rell, Mark has the three first parts and
Luke has the first and fourth parts. A deliberate conflation of the passages in Luke and
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Mark to generate Mt 24.30-31D.05 is a possibility in theory. However, the original inclusion of v.31b may be justified by a deliberate arrangement of the passage whereby a succession of καί, embedded between two δέ-clauses, confers a coherent131 structure to the
passage as illustrated below where the δέ-clauses are slightly shifted as suggested below:132
[24.29]
εὐθέως δὲ …
[30]
καὶ τότε φανήσεται
καὶ κόψονται τότε (B.03: τότε κόψονται)
[31a]
καὶ ἀποστελεῖ …
καὶ ἐπισυνάξουσιν …
[31b]
ἀρχοµένων δὲ…
Indeed, because the passage in Luke is far less dense than in Matthew, it is more
likely that this sequence represents an original progression in the discourse. As a result,
and following discourse analysts’ conclusions from functional grammar on the differences between καί and δέ in a discourse,133 it may even be suggested that the abrupt ending after a succession of καί without any final conclusion introduced by a final δέ may
actually point to a deletion of v. 31b at an early stage of the composition/copy.
While it can be noticed that the deletion of ἀρχοµένων δὲ…ὑµῶν could be due to
homoioteleuton (ὑµῶν…ὑµῶν), Mt 24.31b also sounds like a hopeful promise that contextually contrasts with the need for eschatological readiness and it may have been omitted
to introduce the Parable of the Fig Tree.134 Consequently, it can be argued that the verse
was accidently deleted at a very early stage rather than deliberately added.
From these observations, it can be seen that there is intrinsically no straightforward explanation for the addition or omission of Mt 24.21bD.05: either its presence is
seen as a harmonisation with Luke or its omission is construed as a harmonisation with
Mark. It could be suggested that either the Bezan text could also reflect a text close in its
form to the document from which Mark would have omitted the fourth part or Luke
would have taken parts 1, 2 and 4 or in the copying the text of this parable in Matthew
and Mark it being verbally close than in Luke, scribes would have deliberately omitted
Mt 24.21bD.05 as a misplaced inclusion.
The usually followed text-critical rule favours the shorter reading and particularly
given the importance of the support of external evidence.135 The alternative explanations
131

Coherence is not a synonyme for ‘making sense.’ Coherence ‘refers to the continuity of meaning
that enables the hearer of a discourse to make sense of what is said. The concept is similar to cohesion, but
whereas cohesion refers to the surface devices employed to achieve unity of a discourse, coherence has to do
with its inner purpose as determined by the speaker’ (READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts, 39).
132
See Folio 83b in Scrivener’s edition. Scrivener respects the presentation and the two δέ-clauses
are clearly marked graphically, reinforcing the idea of a deliberately structured passage.
133
See LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 72.
134
In this case, Mt 24.31D.05//Luke 21.38 would then be regarded as a minor agreement against
Mark.
135
Holmes sees in this variant reading a ‘striking harmonization to Luke,’ confirms its origin in the
late second century and claims that the ‘Bezan text of Luke was not the source of the added verse’ (HOLMES,
‘Early Scribal Activity,’ 139).
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proposed should be looked into from the perspective of the Synoptic Problem. If the presented hypotheses are right, Mt 24.21bD.05 would simply be the result of material
common originally between Matthew and Luke.
Mt 24.45 – par. Lk 12.42
Mt 24.45 Τίς ἄρα ἐστὶν ὁ πιστὸς δοῦλος καὶ φρόνιµος ὃν κατέστησεν ὁ κύριος ⸆ἐπὶ τῆς
⸀οἰκετείας αὐτοῦ τοῦ δοῦναι αὐτοῖς τὴν τροφὴν ἐν καιρῷ;
⸀p) θεραπείας D K Γ f 1 700 1424 ै e sys ¦ οἰκίας ℵ 0281 565 579 892 q ¦ txt
(οἰκετείας) B L W ∆ Θ 067 0204 f 13 33 1241 (l844 l2211) lat syp.h
Further vll: ⸆αὐτοῦ K W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 565vid 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै lat sy ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B D L 067 0204 0281 f 1 33 it; Irlat
Lk 12.42 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ κύριος, Τίς ἄρα ἐστὶν ὁ πιστὸς οἰκονόµος ὁ φρόνιµος⸆, ὃν καταστήσει ὁ
κύριος ἐπὶ τῆς θεραπείας αὐτοῦ τοῦ ⸀διδόναι ἐν καιρῷ °[τὸ] σιτοµέτριον;
⸆ὁ ἀγαθός D c e (syc) ¦ txt (om.) B rell | ⸀δοῦναι N W Θ Ψ 700 1241 1424 ¦
διαδοῦναι ℵ* ¦ διαδιδόναι প75 ¦ txt (διδόναι) B rell | ° প75 B D f 13 bomss ¦ txt (τό)
ℵ A K L N P Q W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 070 f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 ै
Mt 24.45 is the introductory verse to the Parable of the Faithful or Unfaithful Servant
(Mt 24.45-51) which concludes part of the more general discussion on the coming of the
Son of Man and readiness. Mt 24.45 initiates the rhetorical question ‘Who then is the
faithful and wise servant, whom his master has set over his household, to give them
their food at the proper time?’ (Mt 24.45) where ‘over his household’ is ἐπὶ τῆς οἰκετείας
in Codex Vaticanus and ἐπὶ τῆς θεραπείας in Codex Bezae, as in Lk 12.42.
In terms of external evidence, there are three strands of tradition: one reading
θεραπεία (e.g. Codex Bezae), which reflects the phrase firmly used in Lk 12.42, and two
‘non-harmonised’ readings deriving from οἶκος, house: οἰκετεία (e.g. Codex Vaticanus)
and οἰκία (e.g. Codex Sinaiticus). The weight of each strand is strong enough to prevent
identifying the initial/original reading with certainty because of the early character and
geographical diversity of all manuscripts involved.
In terms of internal evidence, the first part of the verse is virtually identical in
Matthew and Luke. There seems to have arisen textual questions concerning the words
θεραπεία, οἰκία and οἰκετεία. Based on usual text-critical criteria, the ‘non-harmonising’
reading is more likely to be original. In terms of vocabulary, θεραπεία has the first meaning of serving, service, care, rendered by one person to another, also healing, finally and
by metonymy, servants.136 Freiberg considers it synonymous with the rarer οἰκετεία,

136
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household, household attendants, servants.137 The reading found in Codex Sinaiticus is
closer to the usual meaning of ‘house,’ while Codex Vaticanus is closer to ‘household,’
equivalent to the Latin familia. Depending on the manuscripts, Matthew describes a
master (κύριος) putting in charge a slave (δοῦλος) over his θεραπεία or οἰκία or οἰκετεία,
while in Luke, he puts a steward (οἰκονόµος) in charge on his θεραπεία. Therefore, an assumed authorial choice by Matthew of a δοῦλος as opposed to Luke,138 ruling over other
servants (θεραπεία) is likely to have been extrapolated to a much higher level, where the
δοῦλος was offered to rather rule over the entire family (Codex Vaticanus) rather than
only over other domestics, hence the use of οἰκετεία. Finally, the rarity of οἰκετεία could
have been corrected into the more usual, less specific, οἰκία, unless the noun was accidently contracted.
A harmonisation with Luke is certainly a plausible explanation. But it may also be
that the verses in Matthew and Luke originate from the same source that used θεραπεία.
Oἰκετεία would have then been preferred to show the size of the task given to the slave.
In short, the similarity with Luke may reflect harmonisation but there is an equal probability that the phrase was originally found in the source common to Matthew and Luke.
III. 2.

Harmonisations in Mt D.05 with a Variant Lukan Reading

There are five cases for which the alleged harmonisation in the critical apparatus of NA28
refers to a reading in Luke which is itself variant.
Mt 5.39 – par. Lk 6.29
Mt 5.39 ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν µὴ ἀντιστῆναι τῷ πονηρῷ· ἀλλ’ ὅστις σε ⸀ῥαπίζει ⸁εἰς τὴν ⸂δεξιὰν
σιαγόνα [σου]⸃, στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην·
⸁p) ἐπί ℵ2 D K L ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt (εἰς) ℵ* B
W l844
Further vll: ⸀ῥαπίσει D K L ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 892 1241 ै mae bo ¦ txt
(ῥαπίζει) ℵ B W 33 700 1424 l844 | ⸂δεξιὰν σου σιαγόνα K L ∆ Θ f 13 565 579
700 1424 l 844 pm ¦ δεξιὰν σιαγόνα ℵ W f 1 33 892 1241 pm a f (h); Orlat Cyr
¦ σιαγόνα σου D k sys.c ¦ txt (δεξιὰν σιαγόνα σου) B; Eus
Lk 6.29 τῷ τύπτοντί σε ⸀ἐπὶ τὴν ⸆σιαγόνα πάρεχε καὶ τὴν ἄλλην, καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ αἴροντός σου τὸ
ἱµάτιον καὶ τὸν χιτῶνα µὴ κωλύσῃς.

137

BDAG, s.v. οἰκετεία.
MwQH-theorists could view in these variant readings a further evidence of the originality of the
Matthean verse in its Bezan version where Luke would have simply changed δοῦλος in οἰκονόµος (a word preferred by Luke, cf. Lk 12.42, 16.1,3,8) and kept θεραπεία from (Bezan) Matthew. In this respect, Luke could
be seen as having improved the language of Matthew in this verse, if he has used Matthew as a source without recourse to the hypothetical Q.
138
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⸀p) εἰς ℵ* D P W Θ 700 892 2542; Cl Or | ⸆p) δεξιάν ℵ* 579 1241 1424
(bomss)
Mt 5.39 is one of Jesus’ comments on retaliation: ‘if any one strikes you on the right
cheek, turn to him the other also.’ There is a textual variant in the way ‘on the right
cheek’ is read (εἰς or ἐπί) but equally whether the possessive pronoun σου is inserted or
not (‘your right cheek’ as opposed to ‘the right cheek’). Luke (6.29) has a similar saying
where the preposition is also variant according to the manuscript tradition. The Matthean variant in Codex Bezae is typically understood to be an example of harmonisation
with Luke where the same preposition is found but, it must be noticed, also as a variant.
In terms of external evidence for Matthew, the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus,
Codex Vaticanus, Codex Washingtonianus and lectionary 844 read εἰς while a later hand
of Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Bezae and mostly Byzantine and Caesarean manuscripts read
ἐπί.139 The wide range of manuscripts supporting ἐπί is too large to decide for either an
accidental or a deliberate harmonisation with Luke. A horizontal reorganisation of the
verbal phrase in Mt 5.39, arranged according to the use of the preposition, will help to
clarify the complexity of the readings.140
Use of εἰς
ῥαπίζει
εἰς τὴν δεξιὰν σιαγόνα σου
B
ῥαπίζει
εἰς τὴν
δεξιὰν σιαγόνα
ℵW
Use of ἐπί
ῥαπίσει
ῥαπίσει
ῥαπίζει
ῥαπίζει
ῥαπίσει

ἐπὶ τὴν
ἐπὶ τὴν
ἐπὶ τὴν
ἐπὶ τὴν
ἐπὶ τὴν

δεξιὰν
δεξιὰν
δεξιὰν
δεξιὰν

σιαγόνα σου
σιαγόνα
σιαγόνα
σου σιαγόνα
σου σιαγόνα

D
f 1 157
33 1071
700 1424
ै K L M U ∆ Θ Π f 13 2
[28 565 579 788 (1346)

This presentation shows the variation in the preposition, the presence or absence
of ‘right’ (δεξιάν), the position of the personal pronoun ‘your’ (σου), if present, and the
tense of the verb. Equally, Luke reads alternatively ἐπί or εἰς but the verb governing these
two prepositions is τύπτω, which is conjugated as a present participle in the dative (τῷ
τύπτοντι). The rest of the phrase is similar to Matthew in terms of meaning though, different in terms of wording. Again, a horizontal reorganisation of the Lukan phrase will
help:
τῷ τύπτοντί σε εἰς τὴν
σιαγόνα
D W Θ 700
τῷ τύπτοντί σε ἐπὶ τὴν
σιαγόνα
ℵc A B ै K L M P ∆ Λ Π Ψ
[f 1.13 2 33 157 565 1071

139
140
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SWANSON, Matthew, ad loc.
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τῷ τύπτοντί σε

ἐπὶ τὴν δεξιάν σιαγόνα

ℵ* 28 579 1424

If one concentrates on the prepositions only, the alternation in Matthew/Luke is
as follows:
εἰς/εἰς
εἰς/ἐπί
ἐπί/ἐπί
ἐπί/εἰς

ℵ* W
ℵc B
K L M ∆ Π f 1.13 2 28 33 157 565 579
[1071 1424 ै
D Θ 700

As for Matthew, δεξιάν as well as the personal pronoun σου are variant in terms of
presence, absence or position (postnominal or prenominal). Identifying ἐπί in ℵ2 D L Θ f
1.13
33 ै in Matthew as a harmonisation follows the usual principle concerning discordant readings in two Gospels, but neglects the fact that Lk 6.29D.05 reads εἰς together
with ℵ* P W Θ 700 892 2542; Cl Or and is in this respect a discordant reading itself,
which technically excludes the possibility that Matthew is being harmonised with Luke.
Furthermore, it seems as if the conclusion of a harmonisation in Codex Bezae was based
on a comparison with the Nestle-Aland text rather than with the parallel passage in the
corresponding MS.
In terms of internal evidence, both prepositions are used after the two verbs
ῥαπίζω, ‘to slap’ and τύπτω, ‘to smite.’141 Τύπτω, a more common word referring to a rather violent gesture may be a catchword referring to the passage when Jesus is mocked
(Mt 27.30) and where the preposition used is invariably εἰς (ἔτυπτον εἰς τὴν κεφαλὴν
αὐτοῦ), a detail that the editor of Codex Bezae may have noticed. Actually, τύπτω + ἐπί is
more characteristic of ‘hitting something’142 rather than ‘slapping with a hand,’ the latter
being closer to the idea brought by ῥαπίζω ἐπί.143 Εἰς is also evenly spread in the Septuagint and indifferently exchanged with ἐπί translating the Hebrew  עלor  אלwhich is not a
harmonisation but a grammatical possibility. If we take the Lukan phrase τῷ τύπτοντί σε
ἐπὶ τὴν σιαγόνα as original, there is no apparent reason for any ‘correction’ εἰς > ἐπί or ἐπί
> εἰς in Matthew, although the correction from ℵ* to ℵ2 may well show that a deliberate
scribal change may have occurred for some reason.
The conclusion that this is a harmonisation is scarcely valid because of the equally discordant reading in the parallel passages of Codex Bezae. If there is harmonisation,
it is in those manuscript that read the same preposition whether εἰς or ἐπί.

141

BDAG, s.v. ῥαπίζω and τύπτω.
‘Moses strikes the water’: τύπτω..ἐπί ὕδωρ, על־המים, Exod. 7.17 and ‘Abner smote [him] in the belly’: τύπτει.. ἐπὶ τὴν ψόαν, אל־החמשׁ, 2Sam. 2.23).
143
‘Like slapping a man on his cheek’ (ὡς ῥαπίζων ἄνθρωπος ἐπὶ τὰς σιαγόνας αὐτοῦ, Hos. 11.4).
142
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Mt 11.19 – par. Lk 7.35
Mt 11.19 ἦλθεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐσθίων καὶ πίνων, καὶ λέγουσιν, Ἰδοὺ ἄνθρωπος φάγος καὶ
οἰνοπότης, τελωνῶν φίλος καὶ ἁµαρτωλῶν. καὶ ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ ⸂τῶν ἔργων⸃ αὐτῆς
⸂p) τῶν τέκνων B2 C D K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat
sys.c.hmg samss mae ¦ πάντων τῶν ἔργων f 13 (k) ¦ txt (τῶν ἔργων) ℵ B* W syp.h
sams bo; Hiermss
Lk 7.34-35 ἐλήλυθεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐσθίων καὶ πίνων, καὶ λέγετε, Ἰδοὺ ἄνθρωπος φάγος
καὶ οἰνοπότης, φίλος τελωνῶν καὶ ἁµαρτωλῶν. [35] καὶ ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ ⸂πάντων τῶν
τέκνων αὐτῆς⸃.
[35] ⸂2-4 1 (τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς πάντων) A K P Γ ∆ Ξ 33 565 1424 ै ¦ p) 2-4
(τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς) D L Θ Ψ f 1 700 1241 2542 ¦ πάντων (-ℵ2) τῶν ἔργων
αὐτῆς ℵ ¦ txt (πάντων τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς) B W f 13 579 892
In this passage, Jesus exposes the inconsistency of the crowds in condemning him for
eating and drinking yet condemning John the Baptist who was neither eating nor drinking, concluding with an enigmatic proverbial statement ‘Yet wisdom is justified by her
deeds’ (ℵ B al), or, according to some manuscripts, ‘by her sons’ (B2 D Θ al). In most
manuscripts, Luke has ‘sons’ with similar variation on τέκνων/ἔργων.
In terms of external evidence, there are again two weighty distinctive strands of
textual traditions where τέκνων is read instead of ἔργων. It is interesting to note that B.03
was corrected to τῶν τέκνων, a reading that matches Codex Bezae. At the same time, the
parallel passage in Luke mainly reads τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς with a difference in the presence
and position of πάντων.144 Since ἔργων is read in one MS, even if Codex Sinaiticus is a
corrected version, it can be deduced that the original Lukan reading is τέκνων, despite
the isolated variant of the significant manuscript ℵ.01 reading πάντων (-ℵ2) τῶν ἔργων
αὐτῆς.145 Finally, the weight of each strand of tradition cannot be conclusive unless ℵB
are understood as superior to the others.
In terms of internal evidence, the verbal proximity between the two verses with
the exception of ἔργων/τέκνων increases the chances of cross-harmonisation and at the
same time there should be technically a saying in a unique form probably uttered by Jesus not two. While almost undoubtedly confident in a harmonisation with Luke, the
Committee sees in the confusion of the two words the ‘ambiguity of the unpointed Aramaic עבדיה, which may be pronounced ābādeh, ‘her works,’ or ǎbdeh, ‘her servants.’ This

144

J.S. KLOPPENBORG, The Formation of Q: Trajectories in Ancient Wisdom Collections (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987) 110 assigns a secondary character to πάντων in Lk 7.35.
145
28
It is unclear why the critical apparatus of NA assigns a p)-sign to the Bezan reading because of
its absence of the pronoun but not to ℵ.01 which reads ἔργων like in Mt 11.19, which can be surely understood as a harmonisation (METZGER, Commentary, 24). Actually, the harmonisation should be rather point1
2
ed out as 2-4 (τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς) D L Θ Ψ f 700 1241 2542 ¦ p) πάντων (-ℵ ) τῶν ἔργων αὐτῆς ℵ.
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hypothesis of an Aramaic source is the best solution to explain the variant: Jesus said
one thing that was then written differently. There is equally no explanation why a scribal
activity could have mistakenly generated ἔργων from τέκνων, unless a deliberate editorial
correction harmonised with Mt 11.2 (‘Now when John heard in prison about the deeds
of the Christ [τὰ ἔργα τοῦ Χριστοῦ], he sent word by his disciples’).
The textual examination is important here: as the exegetes mostly refer to Matthew and Luke in the eclectic text, the two readings are taken as firm in each Gospel and
discussed separately,146 with ‘the deeds’ being identified with Matthew and ‘the children’
with Luke. Others will see that Matthew changed the hypothetical Q reference from
‘children’ into ‘deeds.’147 MwQH-theorists may see a simple Matthean source for Luke in
a consistent reference to ‘the sons’ only: If Luke has chosen ‘τέκνων,’ it may simply mean
that the Greek word in Matthew was τέκνων!
Concluding that a harmonisation has taken place does not solve the problem of
the position of πάντων or its complete absence in Matthew. Matthew and Luke in their
Bezan text are identical, probably because the text was unique at the beginning.
Mt 20.28 – par. Lk 14.8–10
Mt 20.28 ὥσπερ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἦλθεν διακονηθῆναι ἀλλὰ διακονῆσαι καὶ δοῦναι τὴν
ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον ἀντὶ πολλῶν.⸆
⸆(cf. Lk 14.8-10) ὑµεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε· ἐκ µεικροῦ αὐξήσαι καὶ (+µή syc) ἐκ
µείζονος ἔλαττον εἶναι. εἰσερχόµενοι δὲ καὶ παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι µὴ
ἀνακλείνεσθαι εἰς τοὺς ἐξέχοντας τόπους (⸉εἰς τους̀ ἐξέχοντας τόπους
ἀνακλίνεσθε Φ), µήποτε ἐνδοξότερός σου ἐπέλθῃ καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ
εἴπῃ σοι; ἔτι κάτω χώρει, καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ. ἐὰν δὲ ἀναπέσης εἰς τὸν ἥττονα
τόπον καὶ (-Φ) ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων, ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ· συνάγε (ἄγε Φ) ἔτι
ἄνω, καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο χρήσιµον (χρησιµώτερον Φ) D Φ (it vgmss syc.hmg) ¦ txt
(om. ) B rell
Lk 14.8 ὅταν κληθῇς ὑπό τινος ⸋εἰς γάµους⸌, µὴ κατακλιθῇς εἰς τὴν πρωτοκλισίαν, µήποτε
ἐντιµότερός °σου ⸂ᾖ κεκληµένος ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ⸃, [9] καὶ ἐλθὼν ὁ σὲ καὶ αὐτὸν καλέσας ἐρεῖ σοι· δὸς
τούτῳ τόπον, καὶ τότε ⸀ἄρξῃ µετὰ αἰσχύνης τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον κατέχειν. [10]ἀλλ’ ὅταν κληθῇς,
πορευθεὶς ἀνάπεσε εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον, ἵνα ὅταν ἔλθῃ ὁ κεκληκώς σε ⸀ἐρεῖ σοι· φίλε,
προσανάβηθι ἀνώτερον· τότε ἔσται σοι δόξα ἐνώπιον °πάντων τῶν συνανακειµένων σοι.

146

Hence the introductory sentence ‘Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.35 contain a proverb that insists
that “wisdom [σοφία] is justified by her deeds” (Mt 11.19) or “by all her children” (Lk 7.35),’ in T.E. PHILLIPS
‘“Will the Wise Person Get Drunk?”: the Background of the Human Wisdom in Luke 7:35 and Matthew
11:19,’ JBL 127 (2008) 385–96 [385]. The article still mixes the two as being equally valid when saying ‘It is
justified by all its children (and their deeds)’ and ‘After all, everyone knows that wisdom is justified by her
children (or its deeds).’ (ibid., 395).
147
C. DEUTSCHE, ‘Wisdom in Matthew: Transformation of a Symbol,’ NovT 32 (1990) 13–47 (34).
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[8] ⸋প75 b sa ¦ txt (εἰς γάµους) B rell | °প75 579 ¦ txt (σου) B rell | ⸂ᾖ
κεκληµένος প45vid it bo ¦ ἥξει D (syc) ¦ txt (ᾖ κεκληµένος ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ) B rell [9]
⸀ἔσῃ D e ¦ txt (ἄρξῃ) B rell [10] ⸀εἴπῇ A D K W Γ ∆ Ψ f 1.13 33 565 700 1424
2542 ै ¦ txt (ἐρεῖ) প75.97 ℵ B L N Θ 579 892 1241 | °প97vid D K W Γ ∆ Ψ
565 700 1424 2542 ै lat sys ¦ txt (πάντων) প75 ℵ A B L N Θ f 1.13 33 579
892 1241 π r1 syc.p.h
After James and John’s mother’s request to Jesus that her children ‘sit, one at your right
hand and one at your left, in your kingdom,’ Mt 20.28 ends in the Nestle-Aland with the
words ‘Even as the Son of man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as
a ransom for many.’ Codex Bezae, amongst few other manuscripts, reads an extra 61
words. The first edition of Metzger’s Commentary mentioned that Mt 20.28 was an interpolation that ‘is a piece of floating tradition, an expanded but inferior version of Lk
14.8–10.’148 The critical apparatus introduces the reference with the abbreviation cf. for
confere as an isolate case.149
In terms of external evidence, this longer verse is also present in a similar form in
the Byzantine Codex Beratinus150 and the Old Latin witnesses as well as some Vulgate
manuscripts and the Curetonian Syriac version, while the rest of the tradition attests the
absence of the verse. Black, in contrast, analyses the Greek of the text and points to an
Aramaic Vorlage.151 Holmes details the external evidence among the Greek manuscripts
and the Fathers and accepts some proximity with Luke, though concludes that the ‘dependence on Luke is unlikely’ due to the significant difference in style and vocabulary.152
He carefully lists all the conclusions proposed in the scholarship but does not add to the
proposals. On the other hand, Amphoux sees the shorter text of this passage the withdrawal of a diatessaronic variant.153 While the proximity with the witnesses of the Old
Latin is nothing unusual because of its assumed dependence on the ‘Western’ text,154 the
high similarity of the quote in codex Φ.043, in an early Syriac version, and some Vulgate
manuscripts (traditionally supporting Alexandrian readings) is worth underlining for it
precludes a straightforward conclusion of contamination confined to the West. In Luke,
the verses are relatively stable, though the mention of a wedding in Lk 14.8—the main

148

METZGER, Commentary, 43.
See note 49 in Chapter 4 III. 2.
150
See note on Codex Beratinus in Matthew in Greek MajusculesChapter 2 IV. 2.
151
rd
M. BLACK, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (3 edn; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1998) 171-5.
152
HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 92.
153
‘La suppression serait en somme, la reprise, dans la tradition des Evangiles séparés, d’une variante introduite dans le Diatessaron pour ne pas répéter un parole déjà dite.’ (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile selon
Matthieu, 255)
154
H. KÖSTER, Introduction to the New Testament, History and Literature of Early Christianity, vol.
2 (New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2000) 34.
149
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difference between Lk 14.8-10NA28 and Mt 20.28D.05—is not present in the important
early papyrus প75, which usually agrees with Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus.155
In terms of internal evidence, the wording in both Gospels needs to be studied.
Some words in Mt D.05 are ‘un-Matthean’ and even rare in the NT, e.g. αὐξήσαι (‘to
grow’),156 δειπνῆσαι (‘to dine’),157 ἐνδοξότερός (‘worthier’),158 καταισχυνθήσῃ (‘shall be put
to shame’),159 and χρήσιµον (‘useful’)160. The protagonist of this verse is referred to as the
δειπνοκλήτωρ (‘host,’ lit. ‘caller of supper’), a hapax legomenon with a typical Koine
Greek morphology (noun created from the adjunction of a verb and a noun). Last, Atticistic forms ἔλαττον161 and ἥττονα162 do not even appear in the Gospels. While the passage clearly resembles Luke 14.8-10, the vocabulary differs in most places as the synoptic
view below will show. Further, Mt 20.28D.05 is far from being a possible harmonisation
since the language is largely different although the idea of humility (by moving downwards rather than upwards) remains. The common parts between Luke and Matthew are
lexical as the synoptic view below will help to identify:163
Mt 20.28D.05

Mt 20.28B.03

ὥσπερ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
οὐκ ἦλθεν διακονηθῆναι
ἀλλὰ διακονῆσαι καὶ δοῦναι
τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον
ἀντὶ πολλῶν

ὥσπερ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
οὐκ ἦλθεν διακονηθῆναι
ἀλλὰ διακονῆσαι καὶ δοῦναι
τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον
ἀντὶ πολλῶν

ὑµεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε· ἐκ µεικροῦ
αὐξήσαι καὶ ἐκ µείζονος
ἔλαττον εἶναι.

om.

εἰσερχόµενοι δὲ καὶ
παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι µὴ

155

Lk 14.8-11D.05

8

om.

Ὅταν κληθῇς
εἰς γάµον,

Lk 14.8-11B.03

8

Ὅταν κληθῇς
ὑπό τινος εἰς γάµους,

75

প and B.03 agree 92% in Luke (EPP–FEE, Studies, 247–73. The absence of the mention of the
wedding feast could reinforce the idea of a true parallel with Matthew 20.28D.05, where the context of a
wedding would be an early but secondary textual change.
156
The only other use in Matthew is Mt 13.32.
157
Used only once in the Gospels in the institution of the Lord’s supper in Lk 22.20 (absent in Codex Bezae) and 1 Co 11.25 translating ‘after supper’ (µετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι).
158
ἔνδοξος is used twice in the aorist infinitive in the Gospels: Lk 7.25, 13.17 as honoured, glorious
(clothes, things).
159
The verb is found 61 times in the Greek Bible, however none in the Gospels (rest of NT: Rom.
5.5; 9.33; 10.11; 1 Co. 1.27; 11.4f,22; 2 Co. 9.4; 1 Pet. 2.6; 3.16).
160
The adjective as such or conjugated is only found in the LXX (Gen. 37.26; Tob. 4.18; Tbs. 3.10;
6.4; 2 Ma. 12.12; Prov. 17.17; Wis. 8.7; 13.11; Sip. 1.5; Sir. 7.22; 10.4; Zech. 6.10,14; Ep. Jer. 1.58; Ezek. 15.4)
and in one occurrence only in the NT: 2 Tim. 2.14.
161
OT: 6, NT: 2 (1 Tim. 5.9, Heb. 7.7). ἒλαττον is equivalent to the Hellenistic Greek ἔλασσον.
162
OT: 14, NT: 2 (1 Co. 11.17, 2 Co. 12.15); ἥττονα is equivalent to the Attic ἥττων, Hellenistic
Greek ἥσσων, Ionic ἕσσων.
163
Like in Appendix 1, boldface indicates different words between manuscripts of the same Gospel,
underlined words correspond to the presence of one word in one manuscripts as opposed to its absence in
the other one, an arrow indicate the word absent in one manuscript as opposed to its presence in the other
one.
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Mt 20.28D.05

Mt 20.28B.03

ἀνακλείνεσθαι εἰς τοὺς
ἐξέχοντας τόπους,
µήποτε ἐνδοξότερός σου
ἐπέλθῃ
καὶ προσελθὼν
ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ
εἴπῃ σοι;
ἔτι κάτω χώρει, καὶ
καταισχυνθήσῃ.

om.

Lk 14.8-11D.05

Lk 14.8-11B.03

µὴ κατακλιθῇς εἰς τὴν
πρωτοκλισίαν,
µήποτε ἐντιµότερός σου
ἥξει
9
καὶ ἐλθὼν
ὁ σὲ καὶ αὐτὸν καλέσας ἐρεῖ
σοι·

µὴ κατακλιθῇς εἰς τὴν
πρωτοκλισίαν,
µήποτε ἐντιµότερός σου
ᾖ κεκληµένος ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ,
9
καὶ ἐλθὼν
ὁ σὲ καὶ αὐτὸν καλέσας ἐρεῖ
σοι,

∆ὸς τούτῳ τόπον,
καὶ τότε ἔσῃ
µετὰ αἰσχύνης
↑ ἔσχατον τόπον κατέχειν.

∆ὸς τούτῳ τόπον,
καὶ τότε ἄρξῃ
µετὰ αἰσχύνης
τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον κατέχειν.

10

ἀλλ’ ὅταν κληθῇς
εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον
ἀνάπιπτε,
ἵνα ὅταν ἔλθῃ
ὁ κεκληκώς σε εἴπῃ σοι·

ἐὰν δὲ ἀναπέσης
εἰς τὸν ἥττονα τόπον
καὶ ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων,
ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ·

10

ἀλλ’ ὅταν κληθῇς,
πορευθεὶς ἀνάπεσε
εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον,
ἵνα ὅταν ἔλθῃ
ὁ κεκληκώς σε ἐρεῖ σοι,

om.
συνάγε ἔτι
ἄνω,
καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο χρήσιµον

Φίλε, προσανάβηθι
ἀνώτερον·
καὶ τότε ἔσται σοι δόξα
ἐνώπιον ↑ τῶν
συνανακειµένω ↑ )
11
ὅτι πᾶς ὁ ὑψῶν ἑαυτὸν
ταπεινοῦται,
καὶ ὁ ταπεινῶν ἑαυτὸν
ὑψοῦται.

Φίλε, προσανάβηθι
ἀνώτερον·
τότε ἔσται σοι δόξα
ἐνώπιον πάντων τῶν
συνανακειµένων σοι.
11
ὅτι πᾶς ὁ ὑψῶν ἑαυτὸν
ταπεινωθήσεται,
καὶ ὁ ταπεινῶν ἑαυτὸν
ὑψωθήσεται.

Table 11: Textual Comparison of Mt 20.28//Lk 14.8-11 in Mt D.05 and B.03
The above table highlights the numerous verbal similarities and the syntactical
flow in Mt 20.28D.05 and Lk 14.8-10 (despite the absence of a perfect correspondence
and the presence of the context of a wedding), but also demonstrates that the text of Lk
14.8-10 has undergone variation of a rather stylistic character.164 This work will not
speculate further on the origin of either the withdrawal or the addition of this passage
but can only note the surprising presence of this longer reading in unrelated manuscripts. The proximity of the words as well as the themes could simply refer to a different source (e.g. ‘Q’) or an expansion from Mt D.05 by Luke. While Streeter, as well as
most scholars, would classify this passage as pure ‘L’ or from a ‘L-document’ because the
164

A natural and further work could reside in examining if the variant readings in the Lukan passage
correspond to the use of the Bezan parallel in Matthew. As an example, it could be speculated that the vll in
Lk 14.8-10B.03 correspond to more elaborated wording that the same passage in Codex Bezae and that Lk
14.8-10D.05 looks closer to Mt 20.28D.05 in these loci: ἥξει/ᾖ κεκληµένος ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ (Mt: ἐπέλθῃ), καὶ τότε
ἔσῃ/καὶ τότε ἄρξῃ (Mt: ἔτι κάτω χώρει), εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον ἀνάπιπτε/πορευθεὶς ἀνάπεσε εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον,
(Mt: ἀναπέσης εἰς τὸν ἥττονα τόπον), ἔσται σοι δόξα ἐνώπιον τῶν συνανακειµένω/τότε ἔσται σοι δόξα ἐνώπιον πάντων
τῶν συνανακειµένων σοι (Mt: καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο χρήσιµον).

Page | 180

CHAPTER 5
parable found in Lk 14.8-10 appears only in the Gospel of Luke and not in the other
Synoptics, it is worth noticing that if the presence of Mt 20.28D.05 were original the
passage would re-qualify the passage as possibly ‘Q’ and Mt 20.28D.05 as a source for
Luke.165 This theoretical approach suggests that in this case, the borders of Q are no
longer defined by the reconstruction from NA28 but may vary according to the text of
reference.166
In terms of the structure of Mt 20.28D.05, the passage fits well after the request
of James’ and John’s mother by highlighting the importance of humility as opposed to
her arrogant position. Apparently, Jesus accepted her request (Mt 20.23) but this passage
clarifies what a true disciple should not be in the first place. The question of James’ and
John’s position in the Church after the Resurrection may well have generated the early
withdrawal of this parable, in order not to compromise their leading role.
The presence of such an important piece of text cannot have crept accidently but
the addition of so much substantial material—a phenomenon that does not happen to
that extent in Bezan Matthew—rather suggests that Mt 20.28D.05 is an ancient testimony of a portion of text originally present but later withdrawn. The unusual addition in
the critical apparatus of NA28 of the mention ‘cf.’ is a short way to explain that there is a
genuine question which goes beyond harmonisation.
Mt 24.41 – par. Lk 17.34ff
Mt 24.41 δύο ἀλήθουσαι ἐν τῷ ⸀µύλῳ, µία παραλαµβάνεται καὶ µία ἀφίεται⸆.
⸆p) δύο ἐπὶ κλίνης µιᾶς εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται D f
(om.) B rell

13

it vgs ¦ txt

Further vll: ⸀µύλωνι D Θ 0281 f 1.13 565 700 892 1241 1424 l2211 pm ¦ txt
(µύλῳ) ℵ B K L W Γ ∆ 067 33 579 pm
Lk 17.34-35 [34] λέγω ὑµῖν, ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ ἔσονται δύο ἐπὶ κλίνης °µιᾶς, °1ὁ εἷς
παραληµφθήσεται καὶ ὁ ἕτερος ⸀ἀφεθήσεται [35] ⸋ἔσονται δύο ἀλήθουσαι ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό, °ἡ µία
παραληµφθήσεται,⸂ἡ δὲ⸃ ἑτέρα ἀφεθήσεται.⸌ [36]⸆

165

MwQH-theorists would see the opposite to Metzger’s proposal that Mt D.05 is an inferior version
of Luke’s passage and detect Mt 20.28D.05 as a source for an improved version found in Luke. Black leaves
the conclusion open that ‘[Mt 20.28D/Lk 14.8-10] may have come from the Greek Q.’ (BLACK, Aramaic Approach, 175).
166
A further work of interest could reside in taking the text of the Synopsis proposed by J. ReadHeimerdinger and J. Rius-Camps (A Gospel Synopsis of the Greek Text of Matthew, Mark and Luke. A
Comparison of Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus [NTTSD 45; Leiden: Brill, 2014]) and reconstruct a ‘Q
text’ from Codex Bezae and evaluate the differences with the usual text of Q proposed by J. Kloppenborg
(J.M. ROBINSON, P. HOFFMANN and J.S. KLOPPENBORG, The Critical Edition of Q: Synopsis, including the
Gospels of Matthew and Luke, Mark and Thomas, with English, German, and French Translations of Q and
Thomas [Leuven: Peeters; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000] and J.S. KLOPPENBORG, Q Parallels. Synopsis,
Critical Notes & Concordance [Sonoma: Polebridge Press, 1988]). The variability of the Q text would then
need further explanation since its text is understood as having a firm format.
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[34] °B c vgmss | °1 A D K L N W Γ ∆ Ψ 565 700 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt (ὁ) প75
ℵ B Θ f 1.13 579 892 2542 | ⸀p) ἀφίεται D K [35] ⸋vs ℵ* l vgms | ° A K L N
W Γ ∆ Ψ 565 700 892 1424 ै ¦ txt (ἡ) প75 ℵ1 B D Q Θ f 1.13 579 1241 2542 |
⸂καὶ ἡ A D K N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1 565 700 1424 2542 ै syh ¦ ἡ Q 1241 ¦ txt (ἡ
δέ) প75vid ℵ1 B L f 13 892 | ⸆ [36] p) δύο ἔσονται (- D 579) ἐν τῷ (-D) ἀγρῷ,·
εἷς παραλη(µ)φθήσεται καὶ ὁ ἕτερος (ἡ δὲ ἕτερα f 13) ἀφεθήσεται D f 13 (579)
700 lat sy
Mt 24.36-46 is a passage on the importance of Watchfulness introduced by the saying
‘But of that day and hour no one knows, not even the angels of heaven, nor the Son, but
the Father only’ (Mt 24.36). The rest of the passage describes that the coming of the Son
of Man will be like in the era of Noah, ‘two men will be in the field; one is taken and one
is left’ (v. 40), ‘two women will be grinding at the mill; one is taken and one is left’ (v.
41), concluding that ‘Watch therefore, for you do not know on what day your Lord is
coming’ (v.42). Codex Bezae reads, contra ℵB, at the end of v. 41 ‘δύο ἐπὶ κλείνης µειᾶς εἷς
παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται’ (‘two [are] in one bed, one will be taken and one will be
left’), which is reminiscent of Lk 17.34 thereby leading to the potential conclusion of a
harmonistic addition.167
In terms of external evidence, the presence of Mt 24.41b is supported by Codex
Bezae, family f 13 and Latin versions against the rest of the tradition. The principles of
textual criticism would value the weight of the manuscripts attesting the absence of these nine words as more important than Codex Bezae. However, the reading in the minuscules of f 13 may indicate that the variant is not typically ‘Western’ and one may wonder
why it has not ‘contaminated’ other manuscripts if the ‘addition’ were accidental. The
change is therefore possibly deliberate. Interestingly, the parallel text of Luke (Lk 17.36)
is equally variant with a similar significant presence of a entire sentence in Codex Bezae,
f 13, the old Latin, Syriac and two noticeable minuscules 579 and 700 but is absent in all
other manuscripts.168 Amphoux identifies the Bezan reading as a diatessaronic reading
imported from the Latin.169
In terms of internal evidence, it is true that the passages in Matthew and Luke are
so close verbally that cross contamination may well have happened, making the original
text difficult to identify at first glance. For this reason, the two texts in Codex Bezae and
Codex Vaticanus will be displayed synoptically:

167

See HOLMES, ‘Early Editorial Activity,’ 140
The Committee of the 1994 text affirmed the secondary character of Lk 17.36 with a {B}-rating
nd
but upgraded their judgment towards {A} in the 2 edition with the same comment: ‘Although it is possible
that ver. 36, δύο ἐν ἀγρῷ εἷς παραληµφθήσεται καὶ ὅ ἕτερος ἀφεθήσεται may have been accidentally omitted
through homoioteleuton (an accident that happened to ver. 35 in ℵ* and a few other witnesses), in view of
75
1
the weighty manuscript authority supporting the shorter text (প ℵ A B L W ∆ Θ Ψ f 28 33 565) it is more
probable that copyists assimilated the passage to Mt 24.40 (METZGER, Commentary, 142-3). Actually, the
verse has itself variant readings as specified in the critical apparatus.
169
‘[…] le codex de Beze ne représente pas la tradition du texte antérieure du Diatessaron, mais atteste une lecon diatessarique introduite par le biais du latin (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Matthieu, 258).
168
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1

2

3

Mt 24.40-41D.05

Mt 24.40-41B.03

Lk 17.34-36D.05

Lk 17.34-36B.03

[40]
τότε
δύο ἔσονται
ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ,

[40]
τότε
ἔσονται δύο
ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ,

[34] λέγω ὑµῖν,
ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ
ἔσονται
ἐπὶ κλίνης µιᾶς δύο,

[34] λέγω ὑµῖν,
ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ
ἔσονται
δύο ἐπὶ κλίνης µιᾶς,

εἷς παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ εἷς ἀφείεται·

εἷς παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται·

↑ εἷς παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ ὁ ἕτερος ἀφίεται·

ὁ εἷς παραληµφθήσεται
καὶ ὁ ἕτερος ἀφεθήσεται·

[41a]
δύο ἀλήθουσαι
ἐν τῷ µύλωνι,

[41a]
δύο ἀλήθουσαι
ἐν τῷ µύλῳ,

[35] ἔσονται
δύο ἀλήθουσαι
ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό,

[35] ἔσονται
δύο ἀλήθουσαι
ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό,

µεία παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ µεία ἀφείεται.

µία παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ µία ἀφίεται.

ἡ µία παραληµφθήσεται
καὶ ἡ ἑτέρα ἀφεθήσεται.

ἡ µία παραληµφθήσεται,
ἡ δὲ ἑτέρα ἀφεθήσεται.

[41b]
δύο ἐπὶ κλείνης µειᾶς

[41b] om.

[36]
δύο ἐν ἀγρῷ,

[36] om.

εἷς παραλαµβάνεται
καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται

εἷς παραληµφθήσεται
καὶ ὁ ἕτερος ἀφεθήσεται)

Table 12: Textual Arrangement of Mt 24.40f//Lk 17.34ff in D.05 and B.03
This passage is all the more interesting since the apparent harmonisation with
the presence of ‘extra’ material in Mt D.05 echoes a variant reading in Luke itself
(παραλαµβάνω and ἀφίηµι in the present passive [Lk 17.34D.05, Mt 24.40–41D.05] vs
future passive [Lk 17.34B.03]). From the synoptic view above, one can read Mt 24.40-41
as a true inversion of Lk 17.34-36 in Codex Bezae (Mt: two in the field/two in the windmill/two on the bed, i.e. 1–2–3//Lk: two on the bed, two grinding [in the windmill]/two
in the field, i.e. 3–2–1). Such an inversion is a textual feature which was already studied
above.170 Conversely, if one reads the same passage in Codex Vaticanus, a similarly
structured opposition appears while the parallelism is less visible: in the field/in the
windmill//on the bed/grinding [in the windmill]. If this is a harmonisation, it is curious
that it has happened at the exact same place in the two different Gospels and that the
chiastic structure has been introduced. Also, Mt 24.41b, close in wording to Lk 17.36, is
not a simple ‘copy and paste’ action from the scribe who apparently deliberately kept the
internal construction.
The reason for the withdrawal of the third example in Matthew can also be due to
its possible reference to homosexuality (‘δύο,’ two, is understood here as two men in bed
as opposed to two women grinding.171 There would not be such thoughts in Luke since
it directly follows the presentation of a heterosexual activity (‘they were marrying and

170

See Mt 5.44 – par. Lk 6.28 in Chapter 5 III. 1 and Mt 16.23 – par. Mk 8.33 in Chapter 5 II. 2.
13
The variant reading ὁ ἕτερος /ἡ δὲ ἕτερα found only in f in Lk 17.36 seems to aim at a similar
disambiguation, unless it is a harmonisation with v. 35.
171
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giving in marriage’ [‘until the day that Noah entered the ark’] (v.38): the Lukan parallel
would still betray the existence of this third reference in Matthew.
It could be conjectured that the reference to the number ‘two’ due to the reference
of marriage would have prompted the withdrawal of a third example at a very early stage
of the textual transmission. Equally, the wording can well point to a common source
(‘Q’) which would contain the three references,172 unless Luke D.05 has taken from Mt
D.05 and applied the same stylistic inversion, a rare but already illustrated phenomenon
in Mt 5.44//Lk 6.28173 or the Temptation pericope.174 As in the previous example of Mt
20.28D.05//Lk 14.8-10, Matthew and Luke could well have originally attested a triad,
where the reconstruction of Q would be reproduced from Bezan Matthew and Luke.
Without going into further speculation involving source criticism, one can at least conclude that the Bezan verse in Matthew studied here is not a straightforward harmonistic
addition.
Mt 25.27 – par. Lk 19.23
Mt 25.27 ἔδει ⸉σε οὖν⸊ βαλεῖν ⸂τὰ ἀργύριά⸃ µου τοῖς τραπεζίταις, καὶ ἐλθὼν ἐγὼ ἐκοµισάµην
ἂν τὸ ἐµὸν σὺν τόκῳ
⸂p) τὸ ἀργύριόν ℵ2 A C D K L Γ ∆ f 1.13 33 565 579 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै syh samss mae bo; Cl ¦ txt (τὰ ἀργύρια) ℵ* B W Θ 700 samss
Further vll: ⸉οὖν σε A D K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 1241 1424 ै latt ¦ txt (σε
οὖν) ℵ B C L Θ 33 700 892 l844 l2211
Lk 19.23 καὶ διὰ τί οὐκ ἔδωκάς ⸉µου τὸ ἀργύριον⸊ ἐπὶ τράπεζαν; κἀγὼ ἐλθὼν σὺν τόκῳ ἂν
⸂αὐτὸ ἔπραξα⸃.
⸉τὸ ἀργύριον µου D K N Wc Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 700 1424 ै ¦ txt (µου τὸ ἀργύριον)
ℵ A B L W* Θ Ψ 0182 33 579vid 892 1241 2542 | ⸂ἔπραξα αὐτό D K N W Γ
172

The question has been raised as to whether Matthew and Luke (from the Nestle-Aland text) independently reduced to two episodes from an original three in Q, which would explain the Bezan variant.
This proposal is founded on a similar triad in Apoc. Zeph. 2,1-4 (two men on a road, two women grinding at
the mill, two (a man and a woman) on one bed): DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, III, 382.
173
See Mt 5.44 in III. 1.
174
Although the Temptation pericope is common to the Synoptics (Mt 4.1-11, par. Mk 1.12-13//Lk
4.1-13), the Markan one is limited to two verses only, while Matthew and Luke have a high level of similarity
structured around a triple temptation. Nevertheless, Matthew has the following sequence: a) ‘If you are the
Son of God, command these stones to become loaves of bread’ (4.3) ‘If you are the Son of God, throw yourself down (4.6) c) ‘All these I will give you, if you will fall down and worship me I will give you all the kingdoms of the world’ (4.9), while Luke has a) c) b), with an impressive degree of similarity pointing either to a
common source (‘Q’) in the Double Source Hypothesis or to Matthew if Luke took from Matthew (GoulderFarrer, i.e. Matthew without Q Hypothesis, henceforth MwQH). This phenomenon has been widely discussed in the literature and will be not be detailed here. For further references related to the two hypotheses,
see P. PARKER, The Gospel before Mark (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1953) 61-3 and A.W. ARGYLE, ‘Evidence for the View that Luke Used St. Matthew’s Gospel,’ JBL 83 (1964) 392 for each case.
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∆ f 1.13 565 700 1424 2542 ै lat ¦ αὐτὸ ἀνέπραξα A Θ ¦ txt (αὐτὸ ἔπραξα) ℵ B
L Ψ 0182 579 892 1241 f r1
Mt 25.14-30 documents the Parable of the Talents. Mt 25.27 concludes that the ‘wicked
and slothful servant’ (v. 26) ‘ought to have invested my money with the bankers, and at
my coming I should have received what was my own with interest.’ Depending on the
manuscripts, ‘my money’ is read τὰ ἀργύριά µου or τὸ ἀργυριόν µου, i.e. in the plural or in
the singular. As Luke uses the singular, manuscripts reading the singular in Matthew are
considered to be harmonising with Luke. The p)-sign is nonetheles not unequivocally
referring to Luke, and a vertical harmonisation with Mt 25.18 (‘καὶ ἔκρυψεν τὸ ἀργύριον
τοῦ κυρίου αὐτοῦ’) is equally possible.
In terms of external evidence, the reading τὰ ἀργύρια µου is attested by major representatives of different text-types (Alexandrian, Byzantine and Caesarean) and early
versions, while the singular is equally well attested including Codex Bezae, the early Father Clement of Alexandria (c. 150–c. 215) and Egyptian versions. Interestingly, a later
hand of Codex Sinaiticus corrected the plural to the singular.
Although a harmonisation with Luke could have taken place in several manuscripts, it is highly unlikely since the manuscripts supporting the singular are unrelated
and yet the variant reading appeared as early as the 2nd c. The parallel verse in Luke only
attests the singular but the accompanying pronoun is either in post-nominal (τὸ ἀργύριον
µου, default order) or pre-nominal position (µου τὸ ἀργύριον, highlighted, marked order),
both with support divided into two strands. Whatever the position of the pronoun, the
form is firmly singular in Luke, which is further confirmed by the pronoun αὐτό, while
the pronoun does not change places in Matthew. The external evidence, unless following
the alleged supremacy of ℵB, is not conclusive; specifically, there is no explanation as to
why numerous manuscripts have the plural form of ‘money’ in the later part of the passage, which deals with the servant with one talent only.
In terms of internal evidence, it can be noted that the use of the word τάλαντον,
pl. τάλαντα, to designate a large unit of money175 is purely Matthean (Mt: 13 [3 in the
singular, 10 in the plural]). The forms of ‘money’ in the later part of the passage
Mt 25.26-27 corresponding to the last servant with one talent are all in the singular and
ἀργύριον would certainly appear as a natural correction from an irrelevant plural form,
rather than be a harmonisation with Luke. However, it is to be noted that the use of the
singular ἀργύριον is more Lukan (Mt: 1, Mk: 1, Lk: 4, Ac: 2), while the plural is again
purely Matthean (Mt: 8). Furthermore, a correction of ἀργύριον into ἀργύρια in Mt 25.27
would be more tenable as the passage deals with the talent that the servant was hiding
and the last part of the verse is in the singular (τὸ ἐµόν).176 Less convincingly, it could be
175

‘A measure of weight varying in size […] then a unit of coinage […] whose value differed considerably […] but was always comparatively high.’ (BDAG, s.v. τάλαντον)
176
This would tally with the proposal of MwQH-theorists who see the discordance between the initial reference to ten pounds in Matthew and the ten servants in Luke and the final retribution in Luke of
three servants only as an illustration of editorial fatigue which betrays Luke’s dependence on Matthew (M.S.
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thought that the plural form is a vertical harmonisation with τάλαντα (Mt 25.1516,20,22,28) or, as previously introduced, ἀργύριον (Mt 25.18).
The numerous manuscripts of value supporting both readings make it difficult to
decide which one is more likely to be original unless the superiority of ℵB is assumed.
For the various reasons adduced above, the plural form as supported by Codex Vaticanus and others is the lectio difficilior and has greater chances to have generated the
other readings. However this is not because of harmonisation, but because of the corrective character of the singular.
III. 3.

Conclusions

The examination of the alleged harmonisations of Bezan Matthew with Luke has proven
unsatisfactory with regard to a straightforward confirmation of their secondary character. In text-critical discussions, the external evidence has surely the tendency to give
more credit to some manuscripts in this case, whose strength is reinforced by the existence of dissimilarity where there are verbally close parallels in Luke. This study suggests
that the reading in Bezan Matthew goes far beyond an ‘import’ from Luke but may reflect the editorial construction of the Gospel itself. Indeed, the overlaps between Luke
and Bezan Matthew could potentially be qualified as ‘Q’-material, usually referred to by
Synoptists as the Two Document Hypothesis. A serious obstacle is overlooked however
for, since discussion on the Synoptic Problem on common textual material between Matthew and Luke usually relies on the text of the Nestle-Aland, “‘Western’ overlaps” are left
uncommented. Once only does it appear that such ‘Western’ ‘additions’ were judged as
reflecting a form of Q known to Matthew (QMt) as opposed to Luke (in turn, QLk), 177
summarised by Brown as follows:
‘Western’ additions to Matthew sometimes seem to be a reading of QMt
suppressed by the editor of Matthew, but restored in the later history of the
text. So [Matt.] xvi.2–3 is the missing QMt-version of Luke xii, 54–6 (apparently Q); the Western text of Matt. v,44 restores the full reading of Luke vi.
27–8; [Matt.] xx,28a is the missing version of Luke xiv.7–10 […]. Cf. further
the variant readings at Matt. vii.21–2; xviii. 11,20; xx.16; xxiii.13 (sys).178

Unfortunately, this comment is relegated to a footnote, whereas such a powerful statement would have deserved more expansion. The research presented here may in the
light of Brown’s earlier allusions serve to put forward a different view on alleged harmonisation in Bezan Matthew with Luke. More than that, it provides sound reasons for a
serious reconsideration of the textual borders of ‘Q.’

GOODACRE, The Synoptic Problem. A Way through the Maze [London/New York: T. & T. Clark, 2001] 164),
and in this case, of Bezan Matthew.
177
Mt
Lk
Mt
Lk
For a clarification of the concept of the Q-recensions Q and Q , see F. NEIRYNCK, ‘Q and Q
and the Reconstruction of Q,’ in ETL 66 (1990) 385–90.
178
Ibid., ‘The Form of “Q” Known to Matthew,’ NTS 8 (1961) 27–42 [36 n.3].
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APPARENT HARMONISATIONS IN BEZAN MATTHEW
WITH PARALLELS IN BOTH LUKE AND MARK

This chapter continues the previous discussion on apparent harmonisations and will
focus on passages where Matthew, Luke and Mark share a highly similar wording and
where NA28 indicates harmonisation in Codex Bezae. Passages that are common to the
three Synoptics are particularly difficult to treat because of the number of potential interrelationships involved: Matthew can potentially harmonise with Mark and/or Luke as
well as with another Matthean passage (in the case of doublets or repetition), making
potentially 24=16 different combinations for a variant reading between Codex Bezae and
Codex Vaticanus to reflect a different passage. Furthermore, the question remains as to
whether the supposition that Bezan text of Matthew ‘harmonises’ with Luke or Mark is
based on Bezan Mark or Bezan Luke or a reading in a different manuscript.
Preliminary study to this work reveals that the nature of the Bezan variants in
Matthew that are paralleled in both Mark and Luke either reflect stereotyped expressions
(usage) or discourse features (deliberate repetitions or structural doublets) found in variable form with each Gospel, or, in the other cases, a verbally close phrasing in the parallel Gospel passage.
I will divide the variant readings of Bezan Matthew in this chapter into two sections: section I will discuss expressions that are immediately repeated or appear as a
standard expression inclined to variation, while section II will analyse the remaining
Bezan variants that occur in isolation.
I.

Apparent Harmonisations of Mt D.05 with Both Luke and Mark in Repeated Wording

Within the category of apparent harmonisations within the Synoptics, variant readings
are found in wording/expressions that occur more than once with each Gospel. They can
be categorised into three types: repeated words or expressions in isolation (i.e. same
wording in the immediate context), doublets (material in high verbal agreement appearing in two different, mostly distant, contexts) and frequently recurring occurrences.
These cases, where the text repeats information, are potentially ideal targets for both
vertical and horizontal harmonisations. From the critical apparatus of NA28, I have
counted 17 such variant readings (five of the first type, four of the second, eight of the
third), which will now be examined in turn.
I. 1.

Repeated Words or Expressions in Isolation

This first section will deal with repetitions that occur when the same word or group of
words appears twice (or more) in the immediate context. In Matthew, this phenomenon
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occurs three times and will be presented in the relevant sections: in Mt 9.6 (I. 1. 1), Mt
9.27 and 20.31–32 (I. 1. 2) and 16.13 (I. 1. 3).
I. 1. 1.

Series of Imperatives

The verb ‘to rise’ in Mt 9.6 is subject to textual variation in Codex Bezae. I will include
the immediate context in my analysis.
Mt 9.5-7 – par. Mk 2.9,11,12a//Lk 5.23-25
Mt 9.5 τί γάρ ἐστιν εὐκοπώτερον, εἰπεῖν·⸀ἀφίενταί σου αἱ ἁµαρτίαι, ἢ εἰπεῖν· ἔγειρε καὶ
περιπάτει; [6] ἵνα δὲ εἰδῆτε ὅτι ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀφιέναι ἁµαρτίας
τότε λέγει τῷ παραλυτικῷ, ⸀Ἐγερθεὶς ἆρόν σου τὴν κλίνην καὶ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου. [7] καὶ
ἐγερθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ.
[6] ⸀p) ἔγειρε (+ καί D) B D 0281 sy | txt (ἐγερθείς) ℵ C K L N W ∆ Θ f 1.13
33 565 579 700 892 1424 l844 l2211 ै q
Further vll: [5] ⸀ἀφεώνται C K L N W ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1424
l844 l2211 ै it ¦ ἀφίονταί ℵ* D ¦ txt (ἀφίενταί) ℵ2 B lat [7] no vll
Mk 2.9 τί ἐστιν εὐκοπώτερον, εἰπεῖν τῷ παραλυτικῷ· ⸀ἀφίενταί σου αἱ ἁµαρτίαι, ἢ εἰπεῖν·
⸁ἔγειρε ⸂καὶ ἆρον τὸν κράβαττόν σου⸃ καὶ ⸀1περιπάτει; [11] σοὶ λέγω, ἔγειρε ἆρον τὸν
κράβαττόν σου καὶ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου. [12a] καὶ ἠγέρθη καὶ εὐθὺς ἄρας τὸν κράβαττον
ἐξῆλθεν ⸀ἔµπροσθεν πάντων κτλ.
[9] ⸀ἀφεώνται A C (D) K L W Γ ∆ Θ 0130 f 1.13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424
2542 l2211 ै b sy ¦ txt (ἀφίενται) ℵ B 28 565 lat| ⸁ἐγείρου B L Θ 28 |⸂καὶ
ἆρον σου τὸν κράβαττόν Γ ∆ 0130 2542 pm ¦ ἆρον σου τὸν κράβαττόν 33 ¦ ἆρον
τὸν κράβαττόν σου C D (cf. ⸀) L f 1 579 700c 1424 l2211 f l q vgcl ¦ τὸν
κράβαττόν σου 700* ¦ p) –W f 13 b c e ¦ txt (καὶ ἆρον τὸν κράβαττόν σου) প88 ℵ
A B K Θ 28 565 892 1241 pm lat; Epiph | ⸀1 ὕπαγε প88 ℵ L ∆ 892 bo? ¦ (11)
ὕπαγε (περιπάτει 33) εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου D (cf. ⸀) 33 a ff2 r1 ¦ txt (περιπάτει) A B
C K W Γ Θ f 1.13 28 565 579 700 1241 1424 2542 l2211 ै lat sy sa; Epiph
[11] no vll [12a] ⸀ἐναντίον A C D K Γ ∆ 0130vid f 1.13 565 2542 l2211 ै ¦
ἐνώπιον Θ 28 33 1241 1424 ¦ txt (ἔµπροσθεν) প88 ℵ B L (W) 579 700 892
Lk 5.23 τί ἐστιν εὐκοπώτερον, εἰπεῖν· ἀφέωνταί ⸂σοι αἱ ἁµαρτίαι σου⸃, ἢ εἰπεῖν· ἔγειρε καὶ
περιπάτει; [24] ἵνα δὲ εἰδῆτε ὅτι ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀφιέναι
ἁµαρτίας ⸀εἶπεν τῷ ⸁παραλελυµένῳ· σοὶ λέγω, ἔγειρε καὶ ⸀1ἄρας ⸂τὸ κλινίδιόν⸃ σου ⸆πορεύου
εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου. [25] καὶ παραχρῆµα ἀναστὰς ἐνώπιον αὐτῶν, ἄρας ⸂ἐφ᾽ ὃ κατέκειτο⸃,
ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ δοξάζων τὸν θεόν.
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[23] ⸂σου αἱ ἁµαρτίαι ℵ D W Θ l844 l2211 (C 33 1241) ¦ σοι αἱ ἁµαρτίαι N Ψ
lat ¦ txt (σοι αἱ ἁµαρτίαι σου) A B K L Γ ∆ Ξ f 1.13 565 700 892 1424 2542 ै it
sy [24] ⸀λέγει D 1424 |⸁p) παραλυτικῷ ℵ C D L N W Θ Ξ Ψ f 13 33 579 700
1241 1424 ¦ txt (παραλελυµένῳ) A B K Γ ∆ f 1 565 892 2542 l844 l2211 ै |⸀1
p) ἆρον ℵ D 1424; McionT|⸂p) τὸν κράβαττόν D 1424 c r1 ; McionT|⸆ καί ℵ
D 1424; McionT [25] ⸂τὴν κλίνην D sa (e syp.h)
In Mt 9.5-7 Jesus’ healing of a paralytic and forgiveness of his sins lead to a controversy
and the latter is regarded as blasphemy by some of the Jewish scribes. The miracle is
emphasised by the use of repeated wording making the parallel between sins and disease
stronger and focusing on the effect of the miracle itself:
Mt 9.5
Which is easier, to say, ‘Your sins are forgiven,’ or to say,
‘Rise and walk’? (Ἔγειρε καὶ περιπάτει)
Mt 9.6
But that you may know that […] he then said to the paralytic
‘Rise, take up your bed and go home’ (Ἐγερθεὶς [vl ἔγειρε] ἆρόν … ὕπαγε...)
Mt 9.7 And he rose and went home. (καὶ ἐγερθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ)
Because of a clear internal structure based on a succession of imperatives, the aorist participle in the second saying (9.6) can be identified as a discordant reading and
can therefore be regarded as the most likely original form on the basis of the traditional
text critical principle of discordance, as opposed to the imperative ἔγειρε, which is the
reading in both Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus against, amongst others, Codex Sinaiticus.
In terms of external evidence, the series of triple imperatives ἔγειρε ἆρον …
ὕπαγε... is read in B (+ καί D) 0281 sy while the participial form before the double imperative ἐγερθεὶς ἆρον … ὕπαγε... is supported by the rest of the textual tradition. The diversity of witnesses shows that a corruption must have occurred at a very early stage of
the textual transmission. However, its presence in only two strands of textual tradition
suggests that the change occurred only once leading to these two readings. However, the
analysis should not involve Matthew only, as both Luke and Mark have a similar repeated structure involving textual variants as well (within the verse itself and most importantly for this study, with variants in the tenses used for the two verbs). Therefore
the harmonisation could be due either to the immediate context, or to parallel passages,
or to an original common source that would have been well known at the time of the
edition of the Gospels.
Indeed, in Mark (2.9,11), the first occurrence of the command (2.9) is subject to
extreme variation with a wide range of textual support for multiple forms, which sugPage | 189
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gests some scribal difficulty with expressing the command, while the second occurrence
(Mk 2.11) is perfectly secure with a firm triple imperative. Even more interesting is the
singular Bezan variant where the two occurrences (ἔγειρε καὶ ἆρον τὸν κράβαττόν σου καὶ
περιπάτει;) are repeated verbatim in v. 9 and 11 in contrast to all other witnesses.
In Luke, the first occurrence (Lk 5.23) is firm with two verbs in the imperative
(ἔγειρε καὶ περιπάτει) while the second one (Lk 5.24) is secure for the imperative ἔγειρε
and the rest of the verse is highly variant in terms of mood, lexis, presence or absence of
the second connective (ἆρον/ἄρας, κράβαττον/κλινιδίον, καί/om.) and interestingly, the
varying participle is not ἐγειρθείς but ἄρας. For the third verb in Lk 5.24, the witnesses
consistently read πορεύου instead of ὕπαγε. Therefore the question of the form of the imperative may hide an original editorial structure whose initial form is difficult to identify.
The status of all the variant readings found in the three Gospels makes it extremely difficult to determine the original form, and as a result ‘harmonisation’ is a facile
and unsatisfactory conclusion. However the presence of highly variant verbal forms in all
Synoptics suggests a fair amount of diorthosis in the first few centuries, rather than
careless scribal activity.
In terms of internal evidence, though ἔγειρε is indeed found twice in both Luke
and Mark as opposed to ἐγερθείς in the witnesses mentioned above in Matthew, the use
of the participial form may reflect an improvement of the Greek by preferring hypotaxis
to parataxis, in which case the imperative form is more likely to be original. Indeed,
while the more discordant reading, i.e. ἐγειρθείς, is more likely to be original on the basis
of traditional text critical rules, the scribes may nevertheless have wanted to emphasise
the final clause, i.e. ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου, by deliberately using the participial mode to
background the verb rise. The support of প88 ℵ L ∆ 892 bo? in the Mk 2.9 reading ὕπαγε
instead of περιπάτει could well explain the development wherein Codex Bezae reflects the
original Markan text with a deliberate redactional repetitive structure and where the verbal clause would have been abbreviated later. Similarly, ὕπαγε would have been replaced
by περιπάτει by successive scribal contaminations from Matthew and Luke at a very early
stage. Though quite speculative, it would nevertheless be interesting to take into account
the Bezan text of Mark where καὶ περιπάτει would then qualify as a minor agreement between Matthew and Luke against Mark. This fact is further supported by variant readings involving the presence or absence of the connective καί and participial forms and
moods. Actually, any atomistic analysis of these two verses may further conceal the fact
that Mt 9.7 uses the participle aorist passive (καὶ ἐγερθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ) with
no variants and therefore, the participial form in Mt 9.6ℵ.01 and its support could
equally be a vertical harmonistic reading. Furthermore, despite the fact that the expression ἔγειρε καὶ ἆρον (Mt D.05) was probably originally uttered in Aramaic, it is important
to note that the Peshitta does not use the conjunction (lwqv ~wq, )קום שׁקול. This fact may
well indicate that the presence of καί in Codex Bezae reflects an earlier editorial amend-
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ment and not a Semitism.1 This favours the hypothesis that the omission of the connective καί, probably due to the third coordinated imperative (καὶ ὕπαγε) is likely to be the
result of an improvement of the language, in which case the text would have evolved
from ἔγειρε καὶ ἆρον (as in Codex Bezae) to ἔγειρε ἆρον (as in Codex Vaticanus) and finally ἐγειρθεὶς ἆρον (as in Codex Sinaiticus), either by attraction of v.7 or by stylistic improvement. Such a presentation has the merit of explaining all the other readings.
Concluding that the use of the imperative in Mt 9.6BD is a harmonisation constitutes something of a misuse of the usual text critical principles, which precludes an interesting investigation of the composition of the text itself, as well as overlooking a possible attraction to Mt 9.7. Indeed, the best assumption is probably that the miracle was
identified by the audience of that time as key in Jesus’ ministry and simply reflects the
triple Aramaic imperative ‘rise, take up and go’ ($tybl lzw $sr[ lwqv ~wq, קום שׁקול ערסך
 וזל לביתin syp) and the use of the conjunction before the third verb only. Furthermore,
the possible dual meaning of ἔγειρε (‘stand’ and ‘resurrect’) may constitute a deliberate
allusion to the resurrection which is less evident with the participial form: ἐγειρθείς only
mentions the miracle of the paralytic taking his bed and going home at the expense of a
first step in a resurrected life carried by ἔγειρε.
I. 1. 2.

The Titles of Jesus

In Mt 9.27 as well as 20.30-31, Jesus heals two blind men who each cry out ‘have mercy
on us Lord Son of David,’ an expression that is found in two alternative forms: υἱέ or
υἱός, i.e. apparently in the vocative or the nominative, or where ‘Lord’ (κύριε) is present
or absent making four possibilities, with two strands of textual support, one following
Codex Bezae and one Codex Vaticanus.
I will first present a preliminary overview if the two titles before looking at examples in greater depth.
I. 1. 2. 1.

Alternation υἱὸς ∆αυίδ/υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

Each occurrence of the alternation υἱέ/υἱός reflects a different type of potential harmonisation: while this variation appears only once in Mt 9.27 and can only be a horizontal
harmonisation, the same type of variant readings appear in Mt 20.30 and 20.31 where
the vl can represent a horizontal and/or a vertical harmonisation. These three cases will
now be reviewed successively.
The cry ‘Son of David [have mercy]!’ addressed to Jesus appears eight times in
the Synoptic Gospels, almost always with variant readings.2 The pericopes of the blind
men meeting Jesus involve people with various identities, whether the solitary Bartimaeus in Mark, two anonymous blind men in Matthew or the beggar at Jericho in Matthew
and Luke. The cry is heard once (Mt 9.27, 15.22) or twice (Mt 20.30f, Mk 10.47f, Lk

1

Principle clauses are classified by linguists as frames of reference or background information (see
chapter 2).
2
Except Lk 18.38; the eight occurrences are divided into two instances within a non-repeated context: Mt 9.27, 15.22 and three in a repeated context: Mt 20.30-31, Mk 10.47-48, Lk 18.38-39, see next page.
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18.38f) and the phrase ‘son of David’ can be found each time with either the –ε or –ος
vocative form either in the vocative or in the nominative. From these multiple repetitions, it is not surprising to find variant readings with potentially horizontal and/or vertical harmonisations, accounting for the p) sign in the critical apparatus of Mt 9.27 and
20.30f.
Before analysing the apparently harmonistic readings in these three occurrences,
it may prove fruitful to present synoptically the variant readings by isolating the phrase
‘son of David’ or ‘Lord, son of David’ in the corresponding passages and parallels. For
this purpose, various representatives of the textual tradition, i.e. Codex Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, Bezae, Koridethi, Washingtonianus and families 1 and 13, which present the
phrase differently, will be chosen:
Reference

Mt 9.27

Mt 20.30f

Healing of
Two Blind Men

Manuscripts

Two Blind Men
At Jericho

Mk 10.47f

Bartimaeus

Lk 18.38f

Blind Beggar
Near Jericho
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First Mention

Second Mention

ℵ
B
D
Θ
W
f1
f 13

υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
κύριε υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

(no second mention)

ℵ

Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

υἱοῦ ∆. (ℵ*), υἱὲ ∆. (ℵc)

B
D
Θ
W
f1
f 13
ℵ
B
D
Θ
W
f1
f 13

κύριε υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
κύριε υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
κύριε υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱέ ∆αυίδ Ἰησοῦ
υἱέ ∆αυίδ Ἰησοῦ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ Ἰησοῦ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
ὁ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ Ἰησοῦ
ὁ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ Ἰησοῦ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ

υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
om.
ὁ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

ℵ

Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

Ἰη. υἱοῦ ∆. (ℵ*) Ἰη. υἱὲ ∆. (ℵc)

B
D
Θ

Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

υἱέ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱέ ∆αυίδ
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Reference

Mt 15.22

Healing of

Canaanite
Woman

Manuscripts

First Mention

Second Mention

W
f1
f 13

Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

υἱέ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

ℵ

υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

(no second mention)

B
D
Θ
W
f1
f 13

υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ

Table 13: Textual Variants of the Expression Son of David
With regard to the phrase ‘Son of David,’ all the references displayed above seem
to show immense variability, along with the presence or absence of Jesus’ name. There
are actually three main reasons that may have led to the variation between υἱός and υἱέ.
First, when addressed directly, the vocative case υἱέ, ‘Son,’ may be used but so may the
nominative case (known by grammarians as ‘nominative for addressee’ or ‘nominative
for vocative’).3 Because nominative and vocative can both be used in a context where one
or more persons address somebody, the possible forms υἱέ or υἱός can naturally have
generated variant readings. Second, the abbreviation of the two forms found in the
manuscripts (nomina sacra) i.e. u_s_ and u_e_, where s and e look very similar, particularly
with the middle bar fading away with time and wear, could explain the generation of one
or the other variant reading. Third, the vocative may be the result of a scribal effort to
‘correct’ the nominative which tended to be used when addressing deities and for greater
emphasis.4 Furthermore, the inclusion of titles (e.g. κύριος, Ἰησοῦ) also occurs as a vl and
perhaps influences the variant readings concerning the noun ‘Son.’ The complexity is
even more enhanced by the repetitions of the addressee and by its presence in parallel
Gospels, which might suggest possible harmonisations, vertically and/or horizontally.
Returning to the occurrences presented in the grid, the first and last ones reflect
one command only: NA28 shows that Mt 9.27 follows three strands of traditions based on
the use of the nominative or the vocative with or without the title ‘Lord.’ Mt 15.22, included in the parable of the Canaanite woman, is also variant in a similar way (ὑιὸς ∆αυίδ
and υἱὲ ∆αυίδ) but the critical apparatus of NA28 surprisingly does not refer to the variant
reading as a harmonisation in this passage. It is very possible that any difference from

3

D. WALLACE, The Basics to New Testament Syntax (Grands Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2000) 36.
C.C. CARAGOUNIS, The Development of Greek and the New Testament: Morphology, Syntax, Phonology, and Textual Transmission (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2006) 141–3.
4
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the printed text of NA28 is being viewed as a harmonising reading but this judgement
seems bound to external evidence only. Equally, it is quite unlikely that the original
reading can be established. The p) sign would seem out of place in these cases.
I. 1. 2. 2.

Presence or Absence of Κύριε

Variant readings described above affect some occurrences of the title Κύριε, ‘Lord,’
throughout the Synoptic Gospels and a preliminary overview will be helpful. Indeed, it
appears in the vocative 58 times in the NA28 text of the Synoptics, mostly in Matthew
and Luke (Mt: 31, Mk: 1, Lk: 26), and it is stable in most of the cases, except in the following occurrences where it can be present or absent, change its position, or even both:5
Mt 8.6 om. κύριε ℵ* k sys.c; Hil
Mt 20.30 κύριε ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς B, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ D Θ, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς κύριε, প45vid C W
Mt 20.31 κύριε ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D Θ, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 700, Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε C W ै
Lk 9.59 om. κύριε B* D
Lk 13.25 κύριε κύριε A D Θ ै, κύριε প75 ℵ B
Lk 14.22 om. κύριε D
Lk 19.18 κύριε ἡ µνᾶ σου A D W ै, κύριε ἡ µνᾶ σου ℵ B, µνᾶς 579
Lk 22.49 τῷ κυρίῳ D, αὐτῷ 0171vid, αὐτῷ κύριε A W Θ, κύριε B
The presence or absence of κύριε as well as its position in the phrase is apparently
to some extent unstable. While there is no straightforward conclusion as to which reading is earlier than the other, although it is more likely that the title was added rather
than withdrawn, the question of the significance of Jesus’ titles was challenged in the
60s, specifically over the understanding of κύριε, whether as a main Christological title,6
a synonym of Son of David,7 the Son of Man,8 or, finally, the highest title in Matthew.9
Indeed, titles referring to Jesus, i.e. ‘Son of David’ and ‘Son of God,’ are of primary importance in the First Gospel10 and they are used in both vocative and nominative cases in
the Greek text. The variation is more likely to reflect a theological concern or an adaptation to the context (simple ‘Sir’ rather than ‘Lord’) than a harmonisation.11

5

Only representative manuscripts are mentioned in order not to make the presentation unwieldy.
G. BORNKAMM, G. BARTH and J. HEINZ, Überlieferung und Auslegung im Matthäusevangelium
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1960) 30–32.
7
G. STRECKER, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962) 118–20,
123–6.
8
W.D. DAVIES, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1964)
96–9, 360.
9
rd
W. TRILLING, Das wahre Israel; Studien zur Theologie des Matthäus-Evangeliums (StANT 10; 3
edn; Munich: Kösel, 1964) 21–51.
10
J.D. KINGSBURY, ‘The Title “Son of David” in Matthew’s Gospel,’ JBL 95 (1976) 591–602 [591]; D.
VERSEPUT, ‘The Role and Meaning of the “Son of God” Title in Matthew’s Gospel,’ NTS 33 (1987) 53–6.
11
Read-Heimerdinger studied the variant readings between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Jesus’ titles in Acts D.05 but no reference is made with regard to variation in the declension (J. READHEIMERDINGER, The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis to Textual Criticism
[JSNTSup 236; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002] 256–74).
6
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The instances for υἱός/υἱέ combined with the presence or absence of κύριε will
now be examined. Because of the identical nature of the context in which υἱός/υἱέ appear,
and the likelihood of accidental corruption in the copy, only the external evidence will be
presented in the following section. If one were to look into the internal evidence, and
assuming that the large number of horizontal and vertical passages involved will not lead
to any skewed conclusion—a highly unlikely endeavour—it can be briefly commented as
follows: it is true that the likelihood of ‘correcting’ the nominative into the vocative is
greater than the other way round. Nevertheless, as already concluded above, Codex
Bezae does not present a systematic correction of this kind. This presentation indicates
that describing any alternative reading from the printed text in the NA28 as harmonising
is not as straightforward as it may appear, and is probably even the least plausible solution. On the variant Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς shared by Codex Bezae, Codex Vaticanus and
Codex Sinaiticus, it is questionable that a scribe would have mentally thought of a parallel Gospel to match its reading, meaning that a harmonisation may not be at stake here.
Rather, liturgical use of the wording Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς may have yielded the Bezan
reading (supported by Codex Vaticanus), which was not retained by the Committee. The
most that can be said is that the matter of the titles and expressions aimed at rendering
the two men’s petition to Jesus either was led by the wish to make a faithful reproduction of the master copy or it reflects an accidental memorising process of contiguous
expressions with a high degree of similarity. The result of the confusion may even indicate that the two expressions were asymmetric, for it they were equivalent, it can be
thought that they would have generated fewer variant readings.
I. 1. 2. 3.

Examples

Mt 9.27 – par. Mk 10.47f//Lk 18.38f
Mt 9.27 Καὶ παράγοντι ἐκεῖθεν τῷ Ἰησοῦ ἠκολούθησαν °[αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ
λέγοντες, Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, ⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸀p) υἱέ ℵ C D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1 579 892*1424 pm ¦ κύριε υἱέ N f 13 892c ¦ txt (ὑιός)
B W 565 (700) l844 l2211 pm
Further vll: °B D 892 (k) ¦ txt (αὐτῷ) ℵ C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579
700 1424 l844 l2211 ै lat syh
Mk 10.47 καὶ ἀκούσας ὅτι Ἰησοῦς ὁ ˹Ναζαρηνός ἐστιν ἤρξατο κράζειν καὶ λέγειν· ⸁υἱὲ ∆αυὶδ
Ἰησοῦ, ἐλέησόν µε. [48] ⸋καὶ ἐπετίµων αὐτῷ πολλοὶ ἵνα σιωπήσῃ· ὁ δὲ πολλῷ µᾶλλον ἔκραζεν·
˹υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε. ⸌
[47] ⸀p) Ναζωραῖός ℵ A C K Γ f 13 565 (579) 700 1241 1424 2542 ै ff2 ¦ Ναζωρηνός
D 28 l* qc ¦ txt (Ναζαρηνός) (B) L W ∆ Θ Ψ f 1 892 lat; Or | ⸁p) υἱός D K 2542 (f
13

565); Orpt ¦ ὁ υἱός A W Γ f 1 700 ै ¦ κύριε υἱός 28 ¦ txt (υἱέ) ℵ B C L ∆ Θ Ψ
579 892 1241 1424; Orpt [48] ⸋W 1241 2542| p) υἱός D ¦ ὁ υἱός f 1 ¦ κύριε υἱός 28 ¦
Ἰησοῦ υἱέ f 13
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Lk 18.38 καὶ ἐβόησεν λέγων· Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε. [39] καὶ οἱ προάγοντες ἐπετίµων
αὐτῷ ἵνα ˹σιγήσῃ, αὐτὸς δὲ °πολλῷ µᾶλλον ἔκραζεν· ⸁υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε.
[39] ˹σιωπήσῃ ℵ A K Q Γ ∆ Θ f

1.13

565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt (σιγήσῃ) B

D L P T W Ψ| ° D c sa | ⸁ p) υἱός D ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ ℵ f 1.13

The story of the healing of the blind in Mt 9.27 can also be found both in Mark (Mk
10.46–52, with one blind man only, named Bartimaeus) and Luke (Lk 18.35-43, only one
blind but anonymous man).
In terms of external evidence, taking the two readings found in Codex Bezae and
Codex Vaticanus against κύριε υἱέ found in N f 13 892c, it can be seen that the variants in
Matthew are well divided into two strands of textual tradition with regard to the nominal
form. The vocative υἱέ is supported by a large range of diverse manuscripts including
Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae against the nominative υἱός supported by Codex Vaticanus, Codex Washingtonianus, minuscules 565 and 700 and two lectionaries. The reason for tagging the vocative as harmonistic is probably due to fact that the vocative is
more likely to appear as a correction of the nominative due to the context (a cry) rather
than the other way round. However, as mentioned in the beginning of this section, both
parallels in Mark and in Luke appear in a repeated form ‘Son of David’ with a mixture of
cases: Mk 10.47-48 first read υἱός in D K 2542 (f 13 565) Orpt with a p)-sign12 contra υἱέ in
ℵ B C L ∆ Θ Ψ 579 892 1241 1424 Orpt and the second occurrence is υἱός in D (also suggested as a harmonisation in the critical apparatus of NA28) contra υἱέ in ℵ B and almost13 all of the remaining tradition (stricto sensu this is a harmonisation as well). Luke
uses the secure clause Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε but the second occurrence of υἱὲ ∆αυίδ,
ἐλέησόν µε (v. 39) is variant, where Codex Bezae (only) reads the nominative υἱός against
the rest of the tradition.14
In short, the consistent readings of υἱέ in Codex Bezae in Mark are proposed as
potential harmonisations in the critical apparatus while the nominative, consistently
read in Codex Vaticanus and others, is not. Similarly, in Luke 18.38, the blind beggar by
Jericho calls Jesus ‘Son of David’ which is transcribed twice by the vocative (B rell)
against once in the vocative then in the nominative in Codex Bezae. The latter is identified in NA28 as a harmonisation despite the discordant reading.
From these observations, it can be concluded that there is no systematic correction from the nominative into the vocative or vice versa, and that there is no such intrin-

12

1

A W Γ f 700 ै read the article ὁ and minuscule 28 reads κύριε υἱός. On the wider discussion of
variant titles of Jesus and its probable origins, see B.D. EHRMAN, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The
Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1993) 47–118.
13
1
13
All manuscripts except f (ὁ υἱός) and 28 (κύριε υἱός) and f sa (Ἰησοῦ υἱέ).
14
1.13
ℵf
add Ἰησοῦ before the vocative.
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sic scribal habit in Codex Bezae. Similarly, where identical forms are found in Codex
Vaticanus they are not claimed as harmonisations in NA28, even though other manuscripts show a discordant reading. Finally, although the variation in the vocative/nominative throughout the Gospels deserves further research in itself, which goes
beyond the scope of this work, to conclude that this variant reading is a harmonisation is
evidently too simplistic.
Mt 20.30 – par. Mk 10.47//Lk 18.38 and Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30//Mk 10.47//Lk 18.38
Mt 20.30 καὶ ἰδοὺ δύο τυφλοὶ καθήµενοι παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν ἀκούσαντες ὅτι Ἰησοῦς παράγει,
ἔκραξαν λέγοντες, ⸂Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, [κύριε]⸃⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸀p) υἱέ প45 C D 085 0281 f 1 33 565 579 1241 1424 pm ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ ℵ L N Θ f
13
700 892 c e h n samss mae bo ¦ txt (ὑιός) B K W Z Γ ∆ pm
Further vll: ⸂κύριε ἐλέησον ὑµᾶς B L Z 085 0281 892 lat samss bo ¦ ἐλέησον
ὑµᾶς ℵ D Θ f 13 565 700 it syc mae ¦ txt (Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε) প45vid C K N
W Γ ∆ f 1 33 579 1241 1424 ै f q syp.h sams
Mk 10.47-48 καὶ ἀκούσας ὅτι Ἰησοῦς ὁ ˹Ναζαρηνός ἐστιν ἤρξατο κράζειν καὶ λέγειν· ⸁υἱὲ ∆αυὶδ
Ἰησοῦ, ἐλέησόν µε. [48] ⸋καὶ ἐπετίµων αὐτῷ πολλοὶ ἵνα σιωπήσῃ· ὁ δὲ πολλῷ µᾶλλον ἔκραζεν·
˹υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε. ⸌
[47] ⸀p) Ναζωραῖός ℵ A C K Γ f 13 565 (579) 700 1241 1424 2542 ै ff2 ¦
Ναζωρηνός D 28 l* qc ¦ txt (Ναζαρηνός) (B) L W ∆ Θ Ψ f 1 892 lat; Or | ⸁p)
υἱός D K 2542 (f 13 565); Orpt ¦ ὁ υἱός A W Γ f 1 700 ै ¦ κύριε υἱός 28 ¦ txt
(υἱέ) ℵ B C L ∆ Θ Ψ 579 892 1241 1424; Orpt [48] ⸋W 1241 2542| ˹p) υἱός D
¦ ὁ υἱός f 1 ¦ κύριε υἱός 28 ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ f 13
Lk 18.38 καὶ ἐβόησεν λέγων· Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε. [39] καὶ οἱ προάγοντες ἐπετίµων
αὐτῷ ἵνα ˹σιγήσῃ, αὐτὸς δὲ °πολλῷ µᾶλλον ἔκραζεν· ⸁υἱὲ ∆αυίδ, ἐλέησόν µε.
[39] ˹σιωπήσῃ ℵ A K Q Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt
(σιγήσῃ) B D L P T W Ψ| ° D c sa | ⸁ p) υἱός D ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ ℵ f 1.13
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες,
⸂Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸁p) υἱέ ℵ(*).1 C D L N 085 0281 33 579 892 1241 1424 ¦ txt (υἱός) B K W Z Γ
∆ Θ f 1.13 565 700 ै
⸂(30) Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss bo ¦
ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt (Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε) C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565
1241 1424 ै f ff2 q syc.h sams mae
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Further vll: ⸀ἔκραζον ℵ2a C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 579 1241 1424 ै ¦
ἐκραύγαζον Θ f 13 ¦ ἐκραύγασαν প45 | txt (ἔκραξαν) ℵ*.2b B D L Z 085 0281
700 892
Parallels: see above (Mt 20.30 – par. Mk 10.47//Lk 18.38)
The two verses Mt 20.30-31 are a doublet of the preceding encounter of a blind man
with Jesus (the double mention here against a single one in Mt 9.27). This occurrence
will be addressed in this section and not the following one, which is dedicated to doublets, because of the obvious potential influence of the immediate context. There are
three harmonisations in these two verses that are interconnected.15
In terms of external evidence, the first vl υἱέ/υἱοί, appears in the two verses in
question with three strands of tradition along with the presence or absence of Ἰησοῦ,
then two strands (absence of Ἰησοῦ) totalising seven readings according to the use of the
vocative or nominative with or without the presence of Ἰησοῦ where Codex Bezae consistently reads the vocative as opposed to Codex Vaticanus which reads the nominative
in both cases (though not identified in NA28 as a harmonisation!). In the second vl, there
are also three strands of tradition where the presence or absence and position of Κύριε in
the expression Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς are involved, for which a linear presentation of ten
representatives manuscripts of each possibilities, as presented in Swanson’s Matthew
will show that all possible combinations are found in the textual tradition:
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε υἱὸς ∆αυίδ…
[31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ…
[31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε υἱὲ ∆αυίδ…
[31] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε υἱὲ ∆αυίδ…
[31] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε υἱὸς ∆αυίδ…
[31] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε,
[30] - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - [31] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ… [31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ… [31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε Ἰησοῦ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ… [31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
Ἰησοῦ υἱὸς ∆αυίδ… [31] κύριε Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
[30] Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,
Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ ∆αυίδ… [31]
Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς,

υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ.
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ.
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ.
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
υἱὲ ∆αυίδ
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.

B
D
C
f1
W
579
ℵ*
ℵC
Θ
f 13
700

The above horizontal presentation shows an extreme variety of possibilities where
no MS has a unique arrangement. Such variety would appear to indicate either a deliberate change in the wording or an accidental copying process. Harmonisation, therefore, is
an unlikely explanation. Codex Bezae could potentially reflect an early stage of the development before the later addition of titles like κύριε or the mention of Ἰησοῦ or ultimately the conflated reading κύριε Ἰησοῦ in v.30. The presence of κύριε is however well

15

METZGER, Commentary, 43-44.
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attested, despite the variation in its position in v.31, which in turn must have influenced
its repetition in v.30 in the memorising process of the scribe.
The range of vll presents, as before, a relatively impressive list of manuscripts
supporting the Bezan reading and all manuscripts seem to be following two distinct
strands of tradition. The notable agreement of প45 (3rd c.; extant in rare parts of Mt 2021 and 25-26 only)16 in v.30 with Codex Bezae against Codex Vaticanus may even indicate that the vocative is more likely to be original. However, the presence or absence of
κύριε (always in the vocative when present) and its position (before or after ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς)
makes determining the most likely original reading practically impossible. Even the
Committee responsible for the NA28 text confesses that the choice made in the NestleAland is the ‘least unsatisfactory solution’ and proposes a C-rating for both readings,
without suggesting a solution to the vocative/nominative υἱός in Mt 20.30f.17 This statement of dissatisfaction leading to such a conclusion was already expressed by Kingsbury,
who had earlier published an article discussing the differences in the conclusions of the
various critical editions Legg, Nestle-Aland and UBS.18
In conclusion, and while any further hypothesis with regard to the original reading beyond this presentation will be speculative, one may only comment at this stage that any
proposal of harmonisation is too simplistic and ignores the most straightforward reading
in its own right.
I. 1. 3.

Repetition of a Pronoun

The final instance of possible harmonistic reading in the immediate context arises in Mt
16.13 where a sentence is apparently repeated in a similar or exact same form.
Mt 16.13 (Mt 16.15) – par. Mk 8.27,29a//Lk 9.18,20
Mt 16.13 Ἐλθὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὰ µέρη Καισαρείας τῆς Φιλίππου ἠρώτα τοὺς µαθητὰς αὐτοῦ
λέγων, Τίνα ⸆⸉λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι⸊°τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
⸆p) µε D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 (C W) ै it
vgmss (sys.c); Irlat ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B 0281 579 700 c vg syp.h co; Or
Further vll: ⸉2 3 1 4 (οἱ ἄνθρωποι λέγουσιν εἶναι) ℵ2 D 579 700 a b e q; Irlat ¦
2-4 1 (οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι λέγουσιν) ℵ* ¦ 1 4 2 3 (λέγουσιν εἰναι οἱ ἄνθρωποι) f 1
ff1 |°D
Mt 16.15 λέγει αὐτοῖς⸆· ὑµεῖς δὲ τίνα µε λέγετε εἶναι;

16

Mt 20.24–32; 21.13–19; 25.41–26.39.
METZGER, Commentary, 43.
18
KINGSBURY, ‘Title “Kyrios”,’ 254 n.31.
17
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⸆ὁ Ἰησοῦς C 33 1241 it vgcl
Mk 8.27 Καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ εἰς ⸂τὰς κώµας Καισαρείας⸃ τῆς Φιλίππου·
καὶ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἐπηρώτα τοὺς µαθητὰς αὐτοῦ λέγων αὐτοῖς, Τίνα µε λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι;
[29a] καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπηρώτα αὐτούς, Ὑµεῖς δὲ τίνα µε λέγετε εἶναι; κτλ.
[27] ⸂Καισαρείαν D it | [29a] no vll
Lk 9.18 Καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εἶναι ⸀αὐτὸν °προσευχόµενον κατὰ µόνας ⸁συνῆσαν αὐτῷ οἱ
µαθηταί, καὶ ἐπηρώτησεν αὐτοὺς λέγων, Τίνα µε ⸂λέγουσιν οἱ ὄχλοι⸃ εἶναι [20] εἶπεν δὲ αὐτοῖς·
ὑµεῖς δὲ τίνα µε λέγετε εἶναι; Πέτρος δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· τὸν χριστὸν ⸆ τοῦ θεοῦ.
[18]⸀αὐτοὺς D |°D a c e syc |⸁συνήντησαν B* f ¦ συνήχθησαν 1424| ⸂οἱ ὄχλοι
λέγουσιν ℵ* B L Ξ f 1 892 2542 ¦ λέγουσιν οἱ ἀνθρώποι A 579 1241 1424 e
samss bo ¦ txt (λέγουσιν οἱ ὄχλοι) প75 ℵ2 C D K N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 33 565 700
ै [20] ⸆(+ τόν 892) υἱόν D 892 it boms
In this verse, Matthew reports Jesus asking the question ‘who do people say the Son of
Man is?’ or ‘who do the people say I am, the Son of Man?’ depending on whether the
pronoun µε is present or absent in the manuscripts. Two verses later (v.15), the question
is put directly to the disciples ‘who do you think I am?’ Such syntactical repetition occurs
in the parallel passages Mk 8.27,29, and Lk 9.18,20, where the firm double presence of
the pronoun µε in the Synoptics may have led to the conclusion that the Bezan Matthew
vl is harmonising.
In terms of external evidence, the absence or presence of the personal pronoun in
the first occurrence (Mt 16.13) is divided into two strands of textual tradition of similar
weight. The second occurrence (Mt 16.15) is secure in Mt while it is firm in the two parallel occurrences of Mark and Luke. The firmness of the presence of µε in the parallel
passages led the Committee to conclude that the absence of the pronoun is more likely
to be original,19 confirmed by its being a lectio brevior. These considerations usually
argue against Codex Bezae and its support, despite the wide geographical distribution. It
is interesting to see that in this case, the text critical principle of the discordant reading
(i.e. as in Codex Bezae contra ℵB) is not applied here. Moreover, the similarity of the
saying may simply point to Jesus’ original words, in which case a deliberately repeated
wording would have been used in Aramaic ( )עליand scribes would have simply omitted
the pronoun because the object τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου was already present. Nevertheless,
the atomistic consideration of the presence/absence of µε ignores the instability of the
entire interrogative clause across the Synoptics where the word order is highly variant,
thereby indicating a textual difficulty, as the following grid (with a few representatives of
each text form) will illustrate:
19

METZGER, Commentary, 34.
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Mt 16.13b
Mt 16.13b
Mt 16.13b
Mt 16.13b
Mt 16.13b

Τίνα µε
Τίνα
Τίνα
Τίνα
Τίνα µε

οἱ ἄνθρωποι λέγουσιν εἶναι;
οἱ ἄνθρωποι λέγουσιν εἶναι;
οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι; λέγουσιν
λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι
λέγουσιν εἶναι; οἱ ἄνθρωποι

υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου;
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου;
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου;
τἶν υἶνα τον ἀοναιποιν
τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου;

D
ℵ2
ℵ*
B
f1

Mk 8.27b

Τίνα µε

λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι;

firm

Lk 9.18b
Lk 9.18b
Lk 9.18b

Τίνα µε
Τίνα µε
Τίνα µε

λέγουσιν οἱ ὄχλοι εἶναι;
οἱ ὄχλοι λέγουσιν εἶναι;
λέγουσιν οἱ ἀνθρώποι εἶναι;

প75 D ℵ2
ℵ*B
A

Indeed, the verb λέγουσιν in Mt 16.13 is read at three different positions (between
the subject and the infinitive complement [ℵ2 D 579 700 a b e q; Irlat]; after the infinitive
[ℵ*]; after the subject [B rell]). Furthermore, the infinitive is sometimes placed immediately after the interrogative pronoun (f 1 ff1). Interestingly, while Mk 8.27b is firm (the
clause is reduced to its minimum), Luke also exhibits textual variance in word order (প75
ℵ2 C D K N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 33 565 700 ै have the neutral order, ℵ* B L Ξ f 1 892 2542
have a fronted and therefore highlighted subject οἱ ὄχλοι).20 It is interesting to note that
the reading of Codex Alexandrinus, supported by a few manuscripts (579 1241 1424 e
samss bo), reads οἱ ἀνθρώποι instead of οἱ ὄχλοι, a potential harmonisation with Matthew
or Mark – unnoticed according to the critical apparatus of NA28. The correction of Codex
Sinaiticus to accord with Codex Bezae in both Matthew and Luke is interesting: this instability of the wording may well mean that the sentence corresponds to a logion of importance, originally uttered by Jesus, and that it was deemed to be consistent a particularly important passage worthy of highlighting.
In terms of internal evidence, the short, and firm, Markan clause may suggest
that its form is more likely to be original and corresponds to the one uttered by Jesus.
However, the variability in Luke and Matthew implicitly reflects textual problems and
scribal difficulties. As seen above, Luke has the secure pronoun but also exhibits variants
in the rest of the verse. In Matthew, not only is the pronoun variant, but so is the second
object, the articular phrase ‘Son of Man,’ which is a feature supported by the entire tradition except Codex Bezae where the nominal phrase is anarthrous.21 This second object
makes more sense without µε as it avoids an unclear reading with a double subject: in
this respect the withdrawal of µε may translate a correction of a lectio difficilior, in
which case Codex Bezae is more likely to be original. Only Matthew, against Mark and
20

On the importance of word order and its impact on variation, see chapter Chapter 3 IV.
This absence of the article reflects the way the article is omitted in Greek to distinguish the complement from the subject. See J.C. CALLOW, ‘Constituent Order in Copula Clauses: A Partial Study,’ in D.A.
BLACK (ed.) Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1992) 68-89.
21
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Luke, includes the phrase [τὸν] υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, changing thereby the meaning according to the presence or absence of µε (‘Who do men say that the Son of man is?,’ in B.03
and its support, versus ‘Who do men say that I am, [the] Son of man?,’ in D.05 et al.).
This change could well be editorial rather than simply scribal.
It can therefore be understood that Codex Bezae truly reflects the question ‘Who
do you think that the people say I am, the Son of Man?’ from an original Matthean redaction. It may be speculated that the Matthean verse is the consequence of an authorial
expansion from Mark, but where the omission of µε in Mt 16.13 – except Codex Bezae –
was deliberate and aimed at simplifying the complexity of the presence of a double object. From the readings in the Synoptics, it appears that the object ‘Son of Man,’ being
unique in Matthew as opposed to Mark and Luke, is more likely to be responsible for the
varying presence of the pronoun, because of the double object, than that inter-Gospel
harmonisation has brought about vll.
The Case of Doublets

I. 2.

How doublets in Matthew according to Codex Bezae, referred to as potential harmonisations in the critical apparatus of the NA28, are subject to textual variation will now be
investigated. By doublets is meant statements that repeat in one way or another the
same or similar information.22 This information is conveyed in parallel passages within
the same Gospel, which occur many times in the Scriptures as a recurrent phenomenon.
They have been discussed in various publications relating to both the Tanakh23 and the
New Testament.24 Other studies have been conducted globally25 or individually in the
books of Matthew,26 Luke,27 Mark28 or Acts.29 Identifying a doublet is quite difficult
22

nd

J.C. HAWKINS, Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Problem (2 rev.
edn; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1909) 80.
23
On the doublets found in Jeremiah and Joel, see M. ALFRED, ‘A propos des doublets du livre de Jérémie. Réflexions sur la formation d’un livre prophétique’ in J.A. EMERTON (ed.), Prophecy. Essays Presented
to Georg Fohrer on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday 6 September 1980 (BZAW 150; Berlin/New York, 1980) 106–20;
A.R.P. DIAMOND, ‘Portraying Prophecy: Of Doublets, Variants and Analogies in the Narrative Representation
of Jeremiah’s Oracles – Reconstructing the Hermeneutics of Prophecy,’ JSOT 57 (1993) 99–119; M. DAVID,
‘Nonrecurring Doublets in the Book of Joel,’ CBQ 56 (1994) 56–67; J.D. MACCHI, ‘Les doublets dans le livre
de Jérémie’ in A.H.W. CURTIS and T. ROEMER (eds), The Book of Jeremiah and its Reception (BETL 128;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1997) 119–150; G.H. PARKE-TAYLOR, The Formation of the Book of Jeremiah: Doublets and Recurring Phrases (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000). Outside the
Prophets, only the Book of Lamentations in the Tanakh was studied under the light of doublets: D. MARCUS,
‘Non-Recurring Doublets in the Book of Lamentations,’ Hebrew Annual Review 10 (1986) 177–95.
24
S.P. BROCK, ‘Doublet and its Ramifications,’ Biblica 56 (1975) 550–3; B.R., MOORE, Doublets in
the New Testament (Dallas, TX: SIL, 1993).
25
th
G. VAN OYEN, ‘The Doublets in 19 -Century Gospel Study,’ ETL 73 (1997) 277–306.
26
HAWKINS, Horae Synopticae, 80–99.
27
H.T. FLEDDERMANN, ‘The Doublets in Luke,’ ETL 84 (2008) 409–44; HAWKINS, Horae Synopticae,
99–106.
28
F. NEIRYNCK, ‘Duplicate Expressions in the Gospel of Mark,’ ETL 48 (1972) 150–209; ibid. (ed.),
Duality in Mark: Contributions to the Study of the Markan Redaction (BETL 31;rev. ed.; Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1988); C. FOCANT, ‘La fonction narrative des doublets dans la section des pains. Mc 6,6b–
8,26’ in F. VAN SEGBROECK, C.M. TUCKETT, G. VAN BELLE and J. VERHEYDEN (eds), The Four Gospels 1992,
Festschrift Frans Neirynck (BETL, 100; Leuven, Peeters-University Press 1992) 1039–63; R. STEIN, ‘Duality in
Mark,’ in P. FOSTER, A. GREGORY, J.S. KLOPPENBORG and J. VERHEYDEN (eds), New Studies in the Synoptic
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since there are repetitions that are not doublets but rather correspond to fixed or semifixed expressions (‘rise on the third day,’ ‘cast into the gehenna’ etc…); these latter will
be discussed in section I. 3. I will distinguish repetitions and doublets by following the
rationale that a repetition occurs in the immediate context and consists of only few
words (typically one to three words), while a doublet occurs in a full clause or is more
embedded in a different context and appears only twice (contra frequently occurring
expressions).
There are three verses in Matthew of which Bezan variants are identified as harmonistic readings in the Nestle-Aland but they are also embedded within a doublet,
thereby involving a potential cross contamination with three different texts (the other
Matthean doublet, and Mark and Luke where there is no doublet). These verses are Mt
5.32, 19.9 on the question of divorce and Mt 16.4 on the sign of Jonah. These double
passages in multiple Gospels within different manuscripts will generate such an intricate
complexity that objective conclusions are well nigh impossible. In an attempt to address
the issue, the problem will be depicted in detail. The verses will be identified by their
parallel references along with their doublet(s).
I. 2. 1.

The Divorce Passages

In the two following variant readings on the divorce passages, a synoptic view of the
four passages in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus only will show the complex structure
of the texts and the potential textual cross-contamination:
Mt 5.31-32 D

Mt 5.31-32B

Ἐρρήθη δέ,

Ἐρρέθη δέ,

ὃς ἄν
ἀπολύσῃ
τὴν γυναῖκα
αὐτοῦ, δότω
αὐτη
ἀποστάσιον

ὃς ἄν
ἀπολύσῃ
τὴν γυναῖκα
αὐτοῦ,
δότω αὐτῇ
ἀποστάσιον

ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω
ὑµεῖν ↑ ὃς ἄν
ἀπολύσῃ τὴν
γυναῖκα
αὐτοῦ

ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω
ὑµῖν ὁτι πᾶς
↑ ὁ ἀπολύων
τὴν γυναῖκα
αὐτοῦ

Mt 19.9D

λέγω δὲ
ὑµεῖν
ὃς ἄν
ἀπολύσῃ τὴν
γυναῖκα

Mt 19.9 B

λέγω δὲ
ὑµῖν
ὃς ἄν
ἀπολύσῃ
τὴν γυναῖκα

Mk10.11-12D

Mk 10.11-12B

Lk 16.18 D

Lk 16.18 B

καὶ λέγει
αὐτοῖς,
ὃς ἂν
ἀπολύσῃ
τὴν γυναῖκα

καὶ
λέγει αὐτοῖς,
ὃς ἂν
ἀπολύσῃ
τὴν γυναῖκα

πᾶς ὁ
ἀπολύων
τὴν γυναῖκα

πᾶς ὁ
ἀπολύων
τὴν γυναῖκα

Problem: Oxford Conference, April 2008. Essays in Honour of Christopher M. Tuckett (BETL 239; Leuven:
Peeters, 2011) 253–280. On a different approach to doublets in Mark, see J. RIUS-CAMPS, ‘Le Codex de Bèze :
une base indispensable pour une édition de L’Évangile de Marc,’ CCO 5 (2008) 255–95: in this article, RiusCamps analyses the articularity of the proper noun ‘Jesus’ in recurring passages and concludes that the Gospel is constituted by an original Gospel which was expanded. His is different from the usual understanding
of doublets in the rest of the scholarship (Hawkins finds only one doublet in Mark; cf. ibid., 99).
29
Ρ. TAVARDON, Le texte occidental et le texte alexandrin des Actes des Apôtres. Doublets et variantes de structures (CRB 37; Paris: Gabalda, 1997).
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Mt 5.31-32 D

Mt 5.31-32B

παρεκτὸς
λόγου
πορνείας

παρεκτὸς
λόγου
πορνείας

ποιεῖ αὐτὴν
µοιχευθῆναι

ποιεῖ αὐτὴν
µοιχευθῆναι

↑↑
↑

καὶ ὁ
ἀπολελυµένην

↑

γαµήσας

↑

µοιχᾶται

Mt 19.9D

Mt 19.9 B

Mk10.11-12D

Mk 10.11-12B

Lk 16.18 D

Lk 16.18 B

αὐτοῦ
παρεκτὸς
λόγου
πορνείας

αὐτοῦ
παρεκτὸς
λὁγου
πορνείας

αὐτοῦ καὶ
ἄλλην
γαµήσῃ

αὐτοῦ καὶ
γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην

αὐτοῦ καὶ
γαµῶν
ἑτέραν

αὐτοῦ καὶ
γαµῶν
ἑτέραν

↑↑↑

ποιεῖ αὐτὴν
µοιχευθῆναι

µοιχᾶται
ἐπ’ αὐτήν·

µοιχᾶται
ἐπ’ αὐτήν·

µοιχεύει,

µοιχεύει,

καὶ ↑
↑

καὶ ὁ
ἀπολελυµένην

καὶ ὁ
ἀπολελυµένην
ἀπὸ ἀνδρὸς

γαµήσας ↑

καὶ ἐὰν αὐτὴ
ἀπολύσασα
τὸν ἄνδρα
αὐτῆς
γαµήσῃ
ἄλλον
µοιχᾶται.

καὶ ὁ
ἀπολελυµένην
↑↑

γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην
µοιχᾶται

καὶ ἐὰν γυνὴ
ἐξέλθῃ ἀπὸ
τοῦ ἀνδρὸς
ἄλλον
γαµήσῃ
µοιχᾶται

γαµῶν

γαµῶν

µοιχεύει

µοιχεύει

30

µοιχᾶται

Table 14: Textual Comparison of the Divorce Passages in D.05 and B.03
Each intra- or inter-Gospel parallel is subject to a high degree of variation in the
second part of each verse concerning what happens to a man who divorces his wife. Although only Matthew, as opposed to the other Synoptics, has (twice) the ‘exclusion
clause’31 (παρεκτὸς λόγου), the presence of Jesus’ explanation on divorce appears in total
four times and all verses involved are subject to textual variation. Due to the contentious
nature of the topic of divorce, it is not surprising that textual corruptions have occurred.
Nevertheless, determining the original wording or concluding if one reading is the consequence of a true harmonisation will be, by essence, difficult to assert objectively or
categorically.
Mt 5.31-32 (Mt 19.9) – par. Mk 10.11-12//Lk 16.18
Mt 5.31 Ἐρρέθη δέ· ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, δότω αὐτῇ ἀποστάσιον [32] ἐγὼ δὲ
λέγω ὑµῖν ὅτι ⸂πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων⸃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας ποιεῖ αὐτὴν
µοιχευθῆναι, ⸄καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσῃ, µοιχᾶται⸅
[32] ⸂p) ὅς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ D 579 pm it sys.c sams bo ¦ txt (πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων) B rell
Further vll: ⸄καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσας µοιχᾶται B sa?; Or ¦ -D a b k;
Ormss ¦ txt (καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσῃ, µοιχᾶται) ℵ K W ∆ f 1.13 33 565
700 892 1424 l844 (L Θ 579 1241) ै lat? syh sa? mae bo

30

It is not to forget that the majority of manuscripts reads καὶ ὃς ἐὰν … which echoes the preceding
ὃς ἄν … with a reading with is different from the ones found in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus.
31
The ‘exemption clause’ was thoroughly reviewed a decade ago in D. Janzen’s article, ‘The Meaning
of Porneia in Matthew 5.32 and 19.9: An Approach from the Study of Ancient Near Eastern Culture,’ JSNT
st
80 (2000) 66-80, examining the matter in the context of 1 c. Judaism and explaining that by ‘exception’ one
should rather understand a point that will be discussed later but currently off-topic.
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Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται.⸅ ⸆
⸂p) ὃς ἂν B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424 ¦ txt (ὅτι ὃς ἂν) ℵ rell | ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ
γαµήσῃ ἄλλην (om. καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην N) ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι C* N ¦
(5.32) παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι B f 1 ff1 bo ¦ παρεκτὸς
λόγου πορνείας καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται D f 13 33 it (syc) sa mae ¦ txt (µὴ
ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται) ℵ C3 K L (-καί W) Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 565
579 700 892 1241 1424 ै l vg sys.p.h | ⸆p) καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην (ἀπολυµένην
Θ 565, + ἀπὸ ἀνδρός 579) γαµῶν (γαµήσας B K Z Γ 700 892 ै) µοιχᾶται B
C* K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syp.h bo ¦
ὡσαύτος καὶ ὁ γαµῶν ἀπολελυµένην µοιχᾶται প25 mae ¦ txt (om.) ℵ C3 D L
1241 it sys.c sa boms
Mk 10.11 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, ⸂Ὂς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται
ἐπ’ αὐτήν· [12] καὶ ἐὰν ⸀αὐτὴ ⸄ἀπολύσασα τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς γαµήσῃ ἄλλον⸅ µοιχᾶται⸃.
[11/12] ⸂ἐὰν ἀπολύσῃ γυνὴ τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς (ἑαυτῆς 2542) καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλον
µοιχ. καὶ ἐὰν ἀνὴρ ἀπολ. τ. γυν.(+ αὐτοῦ 1, ἑαυτοῦ 2542; + καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην
1 2542 sys) µοιχᾶται W 1 2542 sys | ⸀γυνή A D K N Γ f 13 28 1241 (Θ 565
700 1424) ै latt syp.h ¦ txt (αὐτή) ℵ B C L ∆ Ψ 579 892 co|⸄ἀπολύσῃ τὸν
ἄνδρα αὐτῆς καὶ γαµήθῃ ἄλλῳ A K N Γ ै f l vg syp.h ¦ ἀπολύσασα τὸν ἄνδρα
αὐτῆς (-1241 1424) γαµήθῃ ἄλλῳ 579 1241 1424 (cf. ⸀) ¦ ἐξέλθῃ ἀπὸ τοῦ (565) ἀνδρὸς καὶ ἄλλον γαµήσῃ (⸉γαµήσῃ ἄλλον 565) D f 13 565 it ¦ ἐξέλθῃ ἀπὸ
(+ τοῦ 28) ἀνδρὸς καὶ γαµήσει ἄλλον Θ 28 ¦ ἐξέλθῃ ἀπὸ ἀνδρὸς καὶ γαµήθῃ
ἄλλῳ 700 ¦ txt (ἀπολύσασα τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς γαµήσῃ ἄλλον) ℵ B C*.(2) L 892
(∆ Ψ) co
Lk 16.18 Πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ καὶ γαµῶν ἑτέραν µοιχεύει, καὶ ⸆°ὁ ἀπολελυµένην
⸋ἀπὸ ἀνδρὸς⸌ γαµῶν µοιχεύει
⸆πᾶς ℵ A K N P W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 565 700 892 1424 ै syp.h ¦ txt (om.) প75 B
D L 579 1241 2542 lat sys.c co; McionT | °প75 1241 | ⸋ἀπο ἀνδρός⸌ D sys.c.p
boms
Mt 5.32 is part of a well-structured passage (5.19-48) where the behaviour within the
community with regard to social matters is discussed by Jesus (‘you have heard’/’but I
tell you’). The centre of the passage deals with the status of divorce as stipulated in the
book of Deuteronomy (Deut. 24.1-4) where Jesus reviews the status of a divorced person
and its implication for the ex-partner’s future marital life. The difficult nature of the theological and social concerns raised, depending on what was claimed by Jesus, is reflected
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in the absence of homogeneity within the Synoptics and in the Matthean doublets as
well as in the variant readings found in the manuscripts. The passages discuss the consequence for the marital status of men and women after divorce and occur twice in the
Gospel of Matthew (Mt 5.31-32 and Mt 19.9). These passages have been widely discussed exegetically from a Christian32 as well as from a Jewish perspective33 but only a
few papers focus on the text critical difficulties.34
In terms of external evidence, the variant reading πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων in Mt 5.32, supported by most manuscripts, echoes Lk 16.18, while the reading ὅς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ in Codex
Bezae, two secondary Byzantine representatives35 and early versions (Latin, Syriac and
Coptic), echoes the doublet in Mt 19.9, where the verbal similarity is high, specifically
regarding the presence of the exclusion clause παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας. Significantly, the
fact that there are only two strands of textual tradition in this vl suggests that there must
have been a change at the very beginning of the transmission which cannot therefore be
simply attributed to scribal error. Equally, the number of variant readings in the same
variation-units in all three Synoptics illustrates the difficulty in identifying the words
actually uttered by Jesus. Indeed, considering the other Synoptic passages, the parallel
reading in Mk 10.11 is virtually firm36 meaning that ὅς ἄν ἀπολύσῃ in Mt 5.32D.05 could
be regarded as a harmonisation with Mark. Conversely, Mt 5.32B.03, reads πᾶς ὁ
ἀπολύων like in Lk 16.18, however, since the Lukan reading is firm, it is not concluded
that the Mt 5.32B.03 is harmonising, in contrast to Mt 5.32D.05. Which reading is harmonising when one is close to one parallel Gospel and the other reading is harmonising
to another parallel Gospel? It seems that the textual critics have largely favoured the external evidence to decide. Actually, the peculiarity of Mt 5.32 is that it also echoes the

32

G.J. WENHAM, ‘Matthew and Divorce: An Old Crux Revisited,’ JSNT 22 (1984) 95-107; C.L.
BLOMBERG, ‘Marriage, Divorce, Remarriage, and Celibacy: An Exegesis of Matthew 19:3-12,’ Trinity Journal
11 (1990) 161–96; J.M. WEIBLING, ‘Reconciling Matthew and Mark on Divorce,’ Trinity Journal 22 (2001)
219-35; L. SΑNCHEZ NAVARRO, ‘Mt 19,3-9: una nueva perspectiva,’ EstB 58 (2000) 211-38.
33
M.N.A. BOCKMUEHL, ‘Matthew 5,32; 19,9 in the Light of Pre-Rabbinic Halakhah,’ NTS 35 (1989)
291–5; R. NEUDECKER, ‘Das „Ehescheidungsgesetz“ von Dtn 24,1-4 nach altjüdischer Auslegung. Ein Beitrag
zum Verständnis der neutestamentlichen Aussagen zur Ehescheidung,’ Biblica 75 (1994) 350-87; J.A.
FITZMYER, ‘The Matthean Divorce Texts and Some New Palestinian Evidence,’ in ibid. (ed.), To Advance the
Gospel. New Testament Studies (New York: Crossroad, 1981) 79–111.
34
One can quote the following references with text critical discussions: J. DUPLACY, ‘Note sur les
variantes et le texte original de Matthieu 19,9,’ in ibid. (ed.), Études de critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament (BETL 78; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1987) 387–412; M.W. HOLMES, ‘The Text of the Matthean
Divorce Passages: A Comment on the Appeal to Harmonization in Textual Decisions,’ JBL 109 (1990) 651–
64; C. MARUCCI, ‘Clausole matteane e critica testuale. In merito alla teoria di H. Crouzel sul testo originale di
Mt 19,9,’ RivBib 38 (1990) 301–25; D.C. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 1997) 75–94.
35
th
The 13 c. minuscule 579 is said to be Byzantine in Matthew (B.M. METZGER and B.D. EHRMAN,
th
The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration [4 edn; Oxford: Oxford
th
th
University Press, 2005] 89) while 7 –8 c. CE majuscule 0259 (Codex Climaci Rescriptus, originally referred
to by Gregory as lectionary l1561) is entirely Byzantine (extant parts in Matthew: 21.23-41; 27-31; 22.40-23.1;
23.1-25; 24.42-46; 24. 25.14; 26.24-32; 26.40-49; 27.9-19; 27.39-48; 27.64-28.3; 28.4-10; see ALAND–ALAND,
Text, 126).
36
s
ℵBD read ὅς ἄν but W, minuscules 1 and 2542 and sy with minor variations, have ἐάν.

Page | 206

CHAPTER 6
doublet at Mt 19.937 and is found in a similar form in the preceding verse (Mt 5.31, ὃς
ἄν). If Mt 5.32D.05 were a harmonisation, it is not clear whether it harmonises with
Mark or with the immediate context. While Holmes concludes that there is a ‘[clear and]
deliberate cross-harmonisation between the two passages,’ he recognizes even so that ‘it
seems somewhat odd, therefore, that the concluding words in each sentence – ποιεῖ
αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι (5.32) and καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται (19.9) – were not also harmonised.’38 On the phrase in question in this section, the external evidence does not help us
determine with which passage Codex Bezae harmonises.39
In terms of internal evidence, both readings make sense as the passage shows an
interwoven structure of ὅς- and πᾶς-clauses showing the opposition between what was
said before Jesus and what Jesus now says (‘You have heard that it was said … ‘whoever’
…. But I say to you that ‘everyone who…’) with an idea of generalisation where the move
from a commandment in the second person (e.g. οὐ φονεύσεις) or ‘whoever’ (e.g. ὃς δ’ ἂν
φονεύσῃ) to ‘anyone’ is best expressed with πᾶς ὁ + participle rather than ὃς δέ,40 specifically in the first passage passage using Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη, and reproduced in the next
one (Mt 5.27-29). This structure can be demonstrated from the passage Mt 5.21-48 as
ordered below following the NA28 text (the words in question, i.e. ὅς δέ, πᾶς, are in bold):
21

Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη τοῖς ἀρχαίοις· οὐ φονεύσεις· ὃς δ ‘ ἂν φονεύσῃ,…
22
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν
ὅτι πᾶς ὁ ὀργιζόµενος …· ὃς δ ‘ ἂν εἴπῃ … ὃς δ ‘ ἂν εἴπῃ· ...
23
ἐὰν οὖν …
24
ἄφες ... καὶ ὕπαγε ....
25
ἴσθι ...
26
ἀµὴν λέγω σοι,
28
Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη· οὐ µοιχεύσεις.
28
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν
ὅτι πᾶς ὁ βλέπων … 29 εἰ δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου …
31
Ἐρρέθη δέ· ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, …
32
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν
ὅτι πᾶς ὁ (vl) ἀπολύων ...καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ...
33
Πάλιν ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη τοῖς ἀρχαίοις· οὐκ ἐπιορκήσεις, …
34
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν
µὴ ὀµόσαι ὅλως·...
38
Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη· ...
39
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν …
ἀλλ ‘ ὅστις σε ….

37

28

The absence of ὅτι in B D Z it in Mt 19.9 is regarded in NA as a harmonisation.
M.W. HOLMES, ‘The Text of the Matthean Divorce Passages: A Comment on the Appeal to Harmonization in Textual Decisions,’ JBL 109 (1990) 651-64 [663].
39
Metzger claims a assimilation with Mt 5.32 due to the ‘[expansion of] copysts who accomodated
the saying to the prevailing text of 5.32’ (METZGER, Commentary, 38).
40
πᾶς ὁ + participle mimics the Hebrew verb+ אישׁas in Exod 21.17 or Lev 20.14,17 and ὃς δέ echoes
the Hebrew  כל אשׁרas in Lev 6.11, 15.21 or Num 19.16. See J.W. JOHNSTON, The Use of Πᾶς in the New Testament (New York/Washington/Baltimore: Peter Lang, 2004) 99.
38
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40

καὶ τῷ θέλοντί σοι...
καὶ ὅστις σε …ὕπαγε… 42 τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε δός….
43
Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη· ἀγαπήσεις ....
44
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν·
ἀγαπᾶτε ... 45 ὅπως ...
46
ἐὰν γὰρ ἀγαπήσητε τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας ὑµᾶς, ...
47
καὶ ἐὰν ...
48
ἔσεσθε οὖν ὑµεῖς τέλειοι ὡς ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ οὐράνιος τέλειός ἐστιν
41

As one can see from the reorganised passage, the expressions used are based on a
regular alternation (three times in NA28 or in Codex Vaticanus, twice only in Codex
Bezae) between ‘you heard that whoever’ (Ἠκούσατε ὅτι… ὃς δ’ ἂν) and ‘but I tell you,
anyone who’ (ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν… ὅτι πᾶς+participle, then ὃς δ’ ἂν…). In the case of the
present passage (5.31-32), the reading ὅτι πᾶς fits this logic and could be seen as either a
deliberate editorial form, or an internal harmonisation. Conversely, the fact that Luke
reads πᾶς (Lk 16.18, firm) and Mark ὃς ἂν (Mk 10.11, firm) would explain the Alexandrian form in Matthew as harmonising with Luke and the Bezan form with Mark.
Therefore, while the Bezan phrase at Mt 5.32 can be seen as a harmonisation with
v. 31, the majority reading ὅτι πᾶς ὁ could also have reflected a correction to match a
more regular structure. The complexity of guessing the original reading then arises because the Matthean structure can be explained in two different ways: either (a) the first
passage (v. 21-34) is based on an alternation ὅς ἄν/ὅτι πᾶς ὁ + participle, after which an
interpolation of ‘you’ particularises the discourse (singular: vv. 38-41, then plural: vv. 4347) or (b) a three-part discourse with first a generalisation in Jesus’ counterproposals
followed by a focus on the individual (ὃς ἄν/ὃς ἄν). The latter form reflects the Bezan
reading and, in this respect, could also commence a second part of the discourse focused
on the person. These options will not help in identifying the original reading since both
are equally possible.41
While it would be spurious to give a definite conclusion because of the number
of cross-references potentially involved, the variant reading in question could well point
to a theory for the very construction of the text of the Gospels: Matthew could have copied Mark, but the importance of including Jesus’ logia would have reinforced the universal character of his saying among the first communities which would have been corrected in Matthew rather than the other way round. Besides, it must be asked if Luke’s firm
πᾶς-reading would have generated a back-contamination of the Matthean text? Indeed,
the ὃς ἄν-clause sounds less restrictive than the clause with ὅτι πᾶς followed by the participle. In this respect, it seems more likely that a general statement such as ‘if one divorces’ is more inclined to be corrected into the stricter interdiction ‘anyone who divorces…’.
An alternative explanation may also be that the alleged harmonisation results from the
simplistic explanation that a distracted scribe created this reading.
41

Parker concludes his study by admitting that the complexity of the texts makes it impossible to go
back to the original wording used by Jesus (PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels, 93).
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The original text is difficult to reconstruct for this variation-unit. Nevertheless,
the conclusion suggesting a harmonisation may hide a more complex matter involving
the history of the text and its transmission. Concluding that a harmonisation has taken
place is mostly based on the external evidence on the basis of the traditional favouring of
the Alexandrian text, but the internal evidence poses more problems than it actually
solves.
Mt 19.9 (Mt 5.32) – par. Mk 10.11-12//Lk 16.18
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται.⸅ ⸆
⸂p) ὃς ἂν B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424 ¦ txt (ὅτι ὃς ἂν) ℵ rell
Further vll: cf. critical apparatus in the preceding case on Mt 5.32
Mt 19.9 corresponds to the doublet discussed in the previous case though concerns a
different variation unit. The matter is complex since three variants are reported in the
critical apparatus, two with a p) sign, one with a reference to Mt 5.32. The critical apparatus suggests that the absence of ὅτι after λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν in Codex Bezae, as well as Codex
Vaticanus, is potentially a harmonisation, contra its presence. Mark does not read the
conjunction after the similar introduction to speech. Luke utters a similar saying, but
without an immediate introduction with a verb of speaking (the last introduction was at
Lk 16.15, καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς without ὅτι). This is the only case among all the harmonisations in Matthew indicated by NA28 where the absence of a word qualifies as a harmonisation.
In terms of external evidence, the overwhelming weight of the presence of ὅτι
supported by Codex Sinaiticus and most of the remaining tradition argues against its
absence in the key manuscripts Codex Vaticanus, Codex Bezae, the Alexandrian 6th c.
palimpsest codex Dublinensis Z.035, and the Old Latin (NA28 adds the reading of minuscule 1424, not indicated in NA27). Because the absence of the conjunction is secure in
Mk 10.11, its absence in Codex Bezae et al. was presumably regarded in Nestle-Aland as
a harmonistic reading based on the principle that a discordant reading (in this case: the
absence in Mark and the presence in Matthew) is more likely to be original. This would
mean that its absence in BDZ and the Old Latin reflects a deliberate removal of the original ὅτι in Mt 19.9. It is difficult to understand, however, how scribes would have been
prompted to think of the absence of the conjunction in Mk 10.11 and why they would
have removed the original ὅτι. Indeed, the word ὅτι is already subject to high textual variation, where it may or may not be retained. In total, there are nine occurrences in the
Synoptics where ὅτι is variant against 391 occurrences in the first three Gospels:
(1) Presence in Codex Bezae and its supporters contra its absence in other manuscripts:
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Lk 7.28
Lk 9.27
Lk 12.27

⸂ὅτι ὁ µικρ. αὐτοῦ D ¦ om. ὅτι B rell
⸀p) ἀληθῶς ὅτι প45 K ¦ ὅτι ἀληθῶς D ¦ om. ὅτι B rell
⸆p) ὅτι ℵ A D L Ψ f 1.13 33 892 1424 it; Cl ¦ om. ὅτι প45.75 B K Q W Γ ∆ Θ
070 565 579 700 1241 2542 ै a vg

(2) Absence in Codex Bezae and its supporters contra its presence in other manuscripts:
Mt 5.32
Mt 6.16
Mt 19.9
Mt 19.24
Mt 26.29
Lk 4.25
Lk 13.35
Lk 18.29

om. ὅτι D ¦ txt ὅτι B rell42
om. ὅτι ℵ B D f 1.13 565 700 l844 l2211 it ¦ ⸆ὅτι K L W Γ ∆ Θ 33 579 892
1241 1424 ै lat
⸂p) om. ὅτι B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424 ¦ ὅτι ℵ rell
om. ὅτι B D K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 700 1241 1424 ै ¦ ⸆ὅτι ℵ C L Z 0281
579 892 l2211 aur
om. ὅτι প45 ℵ B D Z Θ 0281 f 1.13 33 892* l2211; Irlat ¦ ⸆p) ὅτι A C K L W Γ
∆ 565 579 700 892c 1241 1424 l844 ै f ff2 r1 vgmss
txt (om. ὅτι) A B D K N Γ ∆ 0102 565 2542 l2211 ै lat ¦ ⸆ὅτι ℵ L W Θ Ψ f
1.13
33 579 700 892 1241 1424 e f l
txt (om. ὅτι) প45vid.75 ℵ B D L Θ f 1 579 1241 2542 it ¦ ⸇ὅτι A K N W Γ ∆ Ψ f
13
565 700 892 1424 ै lat sy
om. ὅτι ℵ* D ∆ lat ¦ txt (ὅτι) B rell

This list demonstrates that there is a slight tendency towards the absence of ὅτι in
Codex Bezae against the rest of the tradition. However, it is clear that the textual tradition is fairly evenly divided between the inclusion and exclusion of the particle, and that
the explanation of its absence or presence does not necessarily reflect a harmonistic tendency.
Therefore, the reason for tagging the absence of ὅτι as a harmonisation seems to
have been as follows: (a) Mt 5.32 retains the conjunction (although this is inaccurate, see
footnote above) (b) Mt 19.9, in BDZ and it, lacks the conjunction as in Mt 5.32 (c) the
parallel passages in Lk 16.18 and Mk 10.11 consistently lack the conjunction and must
have caused its absence in some witness of Mt 19.9. However, regarding this as a harmonisation with the parallel passage in Mark is unlikely since the conjunction is already
subject to variation.
In terms of internal evidence, Mt 19.9 is similar in form to Mt 5.32 introduced by
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµεῖν, although Codex Bezae does not read the conjunction ὅτι contra Codex
Vaticanus in the former verse. Equally, Mt 19.9 is embedded in a series of Ἠκούσατε ὅτι
ἐρρέθη …λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν with or without ὅτι (or similar, i.e. λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν or ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν

42

The absence of variant reading in Nestle-Aland is actually erroneous: while Mt 5.32 appears from
the critical apparatus as secure, Codex Bezae does not read ὅτι as can be seen from the MS itself.
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etc.) which appears in the NT 18 times with ὅτι (Mt: 11, Mk: 0, Lk: 4, Jn: 3)43 while ἐγω
λέγω ὑµῖν without ὅτι appears more often (29 cases: Mt 14, Mk 2, Lk 10, Jn 3).44 Discourse analyst specialist S. H Levinsohn draws attention to the fact that, while indirect
speech is known to be used in order to report words,45 it ‘does not explain why an author
chooses to report certain speeches indirectly.’46 For reported speech, he concludes that in
Luke-Acts and John, the presence of ὅτι in reporting direct speeches ‘signals that the
speech terminates some unit or, at least, explicates some previous point.’47 Specifically
when following λέγω σοι/ὑµιν, ‘the norm is for ὅτι not to follow the formula’ and that
‘assertion[s] introduced with ἀµὴν ἀµὴν λέγω σοι/ὑµῖν that lack ὅτι typically introduce
new points.’48 When applied to textual criticism, the presence or absence of ὅτι in a reported speech – unless truly accidental – may then also reflect a deliberate purpose of
the author/scribe. If Levinsohn’s conclusions can be applied to Matthew, specifically to
chapter 5 which is rich in the expression ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν, the lack of ὅτι could then
mean that nothing is newly asserted by Jesus but is simply a re-statement of what was
already known within Judaism.
In short, ὅτι in these parallel passages can be read as a vertical or horizontal harmonisation and a conclusion in any direction is speculative: its presence could be argued
as a harmonisation to the doublet in Mt 5.32 and the overall structure of Mt 5.21-48 and
its absence to the doublet or immediate context.
I. 2. 2.

The Sign of Jonah

There are two apparent harmonisations in Mt 16.4 on the Sign of Jonah which will be
analysed together.
Mt 16.4 (Mt 12.39) – par. Mk 8.12-13//Lk 11.29
Mt 16.4 Γενεὰ πονηρὰ ⸋καὶ µοιχαλὶς⸌ ⸂σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ⸃ σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ ⸆. καὶ καταλιπὼν αὐτοὺς ἀπῆλθεν.
⸋p) D it
⸂p) ζήτεῖ σηµῖον καί D* b c e ¦ σηµεῖον ζήτεῖ καί Dc Θ ¦ σηµεῖον αἰτεῖ καί B* ¦ 700

43

Mt 5.22,28,32; 6.29; 8.11; 12.6,36; 17.12; 19.9,23,28; Lk 4.24; 18.14,29; 19.26; Jn 14.10; 15.15;

16.20.
44

Mt 5.34,39,44; 6.16; 8.10; 10.23; 11.11; 12.31; 17.20; 19.24; 21.21; 24.2; 25.12; 26.29; Mk 13.37;
14.9; Lk 4.25; 7.9,28; 9.27; 12.4,5,8,22,27; 13.35; Jn 12.24; 13.20; 16.7.
45
The so-called ὅτι recitativum is used to report speech but ‘[Grammarians] offer no explanation as
to why ὅτι is sometimes present and sometimes absent with direct speech’ (S.H. LEVINSOHN, Discourse Feand
tures of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information Structure of New Testament Greek [2
edn; Dallas: SIL International, 2000] 261).
46
Ibid., 262.
47
Ibid., 266, 269.
48
27
Ibid., 266. Levinsohn bases his conclusions on NA text but I have assumed here that the changes
27
28
between NA and NA have no impact on his proposals.
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Further vll: ⸆p) τοῦ προφήτου C K N W Γ ∆ Θ f
ै it vgcl sy mae bo ¦ txt ℵ B D L 579 700 lat sa

1.13

33 565 892 1241 1424

Mt 12.39 ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλὶς σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ σηµεῖον
οὐ δοθήσεται ⸀αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ τοῦ προφήτου.
No vll49
Mk 8.12 καὶ ἀναστενάξας τῷ πνεύµατι αὐτοῦ λέγει, Τί ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη ⸂ζητεῖ σηµεῖον⸃; ἀµὴν
⸄λέγω ὑµῖν⸅, εἰ δοθήσεται τῇ γενεᾷ ταύτῃ σηµεῖον. [13] καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς ⸂πάλιν ἐµβὰς⸃
ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸ πέραν.
[12] ⸂σηµεῖον αἰτει প45 ¦ σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ A K N W Γ 0131 f 13 1424 ै ¦ txt ℵ
B C D L ∆ Θ f 1 28 33 565 579 700 892 (⸉1241) 2542 | ⸄λέγω B L 892 ¦ - প45
W [13] ⸂ἐµβὰς πάλιν εἰς (τὸ) πλοῖον A K N Γ 0131 f 1 ै (it) vg syh sa ¦ ⸉প45
D W Θ f 13 28 33 565 579 700 892 2542 ¦ εἰς τὸ πλοῖον ἀπῆλθεν πάλιν (et om.
ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸ πέραν) 1241 (1424) ¦ txt (πάλιν ἐµβὰς) ℵ B C L ∆
Lk 11.29 Τῶν δὲ ὄχλων ἐπαθροιζοµένων ἤρξατο λέγειν, Ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη °γενεὰ πονηρά ἐστιν·
σηµεῖον ⸀ζητεῖ, καὶ σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ⸆.
°(om. γενεά) C K W Γ ∆ 565 579 1424 2542 l2211 pm syp |⸀p) ἐπιζητεῖ C D
K W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 070 f 1.13 33 565 579 1241 1424 l2211 ै ¦ txt (ζητεῖ) প45vid.75
ℵ A B L Ξ 700 892 2542 | ⸆p) τοῦ (-∆) προφήτου A C K W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 070 f
1.13
33 565 579 892c 1424 l2211 ै e f q r1 vgcl sys.p.h bo ¦ txt (om.) প45.75 ℵ B
D L Ξ 700 892* 1241 2542 lat sa bomss
This passage (Mt 16.1-4), in which the Pharisees and Sadducees ask Jesus for ‘a
sign’ and Jesus answers that ‘an evil and adulterous generation seeks for a sign, but no
sign shall be given to it except the sign of Jonah’ (Mt 16.4a; italics reflect the vll in Codex
Bezae and its support), involves two potentially harmonistic readings in Codex Bezae.
The verse in question is a doublet with the passage in chapter 12 (Mt 12.38-42) where
the scribes and Pharisees ask the same question. The two vll will be studied simultaneously, first the external evidence then the internal evidence.
In terms of external evidence, the shorter reading γενεὰ πονηρά is read in Codex
Bezae and the Old Latin while the longer one, i.e. γενεὰ πονηρά καὶ µοιχαλίς is supported
by the rest of the textual tradition. However, the preceding doublet (Mt 12.39) has the
full reading unanimously. Despite the fact that the shorter reading is the discordant one

49

28

NA does not mention any variant reading in Mt 12.39 but it appears that ‘αὐτῇ pro σοι D’ is noted
in Scrivener’s section dedicated to minor variants (SCRIVENER, Codex Bezae, 430). The consultation of the
manuscript itself shows a clear scrap under AYTH (http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/ MS-NN-00002-00041/62,
c
accessed 01.05.13). The apparatus should there be corrected as follows: ⸀αὐτῇ D* ¦ σοι B D rell.

Page | 212

CHAPTER 6
(the doublet in Mt 12.39 has the long reading), the conclusion is based on the isolated
status of the support in Greek (Codex Bezae only) and the ‘Western’ character of the
Vetus Latina. Kilpatrick is in favour of omitting και µοιχαλίς,50 like in Codex Bezae,
probably because of the preference to the lectio brevior principle. The agreement of the
entire Old Latin tradition allows to date the shorter reading to the 2nd c. CE.
In terms of internal evidence, the apparent harmonisation in Mt 16.4D.05 is unlikely to be the result of the Lukan reading: indeed, Luke reads the expression as a
statement, with a different syntax and without mentioning καὶ µοιχαλίς: ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη
γενεὰ πονηρά ἐστιν (the second γενεά is omitted in some manuscripts, see above) and
without the mention of the crowd being adulterers. Mark does not mention this expression as such (Mk 8.12 Τί ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη) in the parallel passage or anywhere else in the
Gospel. Equally, the former occurrence in Mt 12.39 is far from existing in an immediate
context remembered by a scribe. Finally, the two verses from the doublet are highly similar but yet sufficiently different in the Bezan text to be a simple redundancy.51 Furthermore, there is some precedence in the phrase γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλίς in the Jewish
Scriptures52 and it may therefore have been known to the audience and therefore, scribes
may have been inclined to ‘supplement’ an original shorter reading with καὶ µοιχαλίς.
From these considerations, it is quite unlikely that the shorter reading in
Mt 16.4D.05 is the result of a scribe remembering the Lukan words since the syntax is
fairly different or with Mark. It appears more evident that the longer reading γενεὰ
πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλίς reflects an early correction aimed at matching a more emphatic expression found in an earlier passage or in the Scriptures. The weak external evidence is
probably responsible for the choice by the Committee of the shorter reading being secondary but the association with a p)-sign sounds like a bit of an exaggeration.
Regarding the second variant reading in question in Mt 12.39, i.e. σηµεῖον
ἐπιζητεῖ/ζήτεῖ σηµῖον, and in terms of external evidence, the first Matthean doublet
(Mt 12.39) is virtually firm and reads ἐπιζητεῖ, while the second one (Mt 16.4) reads ζήτεῖ
(except the original hand of Codex Vaticanus which reads αἰτεῖ with preverbal object
σηµεῖον, while minuscule 700 and a few other minuscules omit the phrase). Luke reads
the two forms ἐπιζητεῖ (tagged in NA28 as harmonistic in C D W Θ Ψ 070 f 1.13 33 ै) and
50

Kilpatrick does not specify a reason but would ‘probably omit’ the words (G.D. KILPATRICK, The
Origins of the Gospel According to St. Matthew [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946] 87).
51
28
The second verse of the doublet reads Mt 16.4NA γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλὶς σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ
σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ, i.e. with a noticeable change in the pronoun σοι against Mt
nd
12.39’s αὐτῇ which may indicate a deliberate switch in the addressee of the message. This 2 p.sg. pronoun
was explained by Paulson as a deliberate ecclesiological feature (G.S. PAULSON, ‘Scribal Habits in Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Ephreami, Bezae and Washingtonianus in the Gospel of Matthew’ [Ph.D. diss.,
University of Edinburgh, 2013] 262).
52
The expression πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλίς is rare in the Bible: it appears once in Hosea (3.1) where the
prophet is asked to marry an adulteress, symbolizing thereby the prostitution of Israel with other gods. In
this text, Yahweh asks Hosea to ‘go again, love a woman who is beloved of a paramour and is an adulteress’
(LXX: γυναῖκα ἀγαπῶσαν πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλίν, MT:  )אשׁה אהבת רע ומנאפתwhich can be anticipated as a fixed
expression. It may be argued that Mk 8.38’s ‘adulterous and sinful generation’ is the origin of the Matthean
and Lukan expressions (B. WARD-POWERS, The Progressive Publication of Matthew: An Explanation of the
Writing of the Synoptic Gospels (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2010) 336.
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ζητεῖ (প45vid.75 ℵ A B L Ξ 700 892 2542) and the object σηµεῖον is always in preverbal position. Finally, Mark reads ζητεῖ σηµεῖον in ℵBD and supporting witnesses, against the inverted word order and compound verb σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ in A K N W Γ 0131 f 13 1424 ै,
while প45 has the singular reading σηµεῖον αἰτεῖ (as in Mt 16.4B.03). This multiplicity of
readings shows that finding the original one is by no means straightforward and that the
scribes were potentially puzzled by which wording to use53 and how to order words.
Typically, the word order was often changed, highlighting the interest in addressing a
specific focus. Specifically, the distance between the passages cannot be explained as a
harmonisation with the immediate context, and the proximity of the wording in both
passages in the same context (doublet) is likely to point to a unique original saying, i.e.
γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ µοιχαλὶς σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ τὸ σηµεῖον
Ἰωνᾶ, uttered by Jesus himself.
In terms of internal evidence, although this time there are more than two strands
of textual tradition, a presentation looking closely at Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus
in the doublets as well as in Luke and Mark will be displayed for ease of reference:
Mt 12.39D
...
Γενεὰ
πονηρὰ
καὶ
µοιχαλὶς
σηµεῖον
ἐπιζητεῖ,

Mt 12.39B
...
Γενεὰ
πονηρὰ
καὶ
µοιχαλὶς
σηµεῖον
ἐπιζητεῖ,

καὶ σηµῖον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
σοι εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµίον
‘Iωνᾶ
τοῦ
προφήτου.

καὶ σηµεῖον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον
’Iωνᾶ
τοῦ
προφήτου.

Mt 16.4 D

Mt 16.4 B

Γενεὰ
πονηρὰ

Γενεὰ
πονηρὰ
καὶ
µοιχαλὶς
σηµεῖον
αἰτεῖ,

↑
↑
ζήτει
σηµῖον,

καὶ σηµίον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµῖον
’Iωνᾶ.

καὶ σηµεῖον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον
’Iωνᾶ.

Mk 8.12D
.... Τί
ἡ γενεὰ
αὕτη

Mk 8.12B
... Τί
ἡ γενεὰ
αὕτη

ζητεῖ
σηµεῖον;

ζητεῖ
σηµεῖον;

ἀµὴν λέγω
ὑµεῖν,
εἰ δοθήσεται
τῇ γενεᾷ
ταύτῃ
σηµῖον.

ἀµὴν λέγω
ὑµῖν,
εἰ
δοθήσεται
τῇ γενεᾷ
ταύτῃ
σηµεῖον.

Lk 11.29 D
...
Ἡ γενεὰ
αὕτη γενεὰ
πονηρά
ἐστιν·
σηµεῖον
ἐπειζητεῖ

Lk 11.29 B
...
Ἡ γενεὰ
αὕτη γενεὰ
πονηρά
ἐστιν·
σηµεῖον
ζητεῖ

καὶ σηµεῖον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον
Ἰωνᾶ

καὶ σηµεῖον
οὐ
δοθήσεται
αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον
Ἰωνᾶ

Table 15: Textual Comparison of the Sign of Jonah Passages in D.05 and B.03

53

Moulton quotes Dean Robinson by assigning a ‘directive’ sense to some compound verbs with ἐπι, amongst which ἐπιζητέω: ‘Closely akin to these are the composita in which the preposition may be described
as directive, indicating the concentration of the verb’s action upon some object: in these cases the simplex
will be general and the composition special in its force, the one may be abstract and the other concrete.’
(MOULTON, Grammar, vol. 2, 312). The move from ζητέω to ἐπιζητέω could potentially picture Jesus’ desperation towards a generation ‘seeking for a sign’ only as opposed to really ‘strive for a sign’ where the sign is,
from a discourse analysis perspective, less highlighted than the fact of searching is.
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From this presentation it seems that in Mt 12.39 (a) the object σηµεῖον is always
in a highlighted preverbal position (b) the verb ‘seek’ is rendered by the compound verb
ἐπιζητεῖ. In the second occurrence, i.e. Mt 16.4, Codex Bezae has the default order verb–
object, as in Mk D.05 but unlike Lk D.05 against the preverbal order (and verb substitution) in Codex Vaticanus (c) Mt 16.4D.05 has the simplex verb against the compound
verb54 in Bezan Luke where the object is in highlighted preverbal order. From these considerations, the second variant reading in Mt 16.4D.05 cannot be described as a harmonisation with Luke (neither Lk 11.29D.05 nor B.03) but only with Mark and that despite
a different wording in the rest of the verse. Ironically, the word order and use of σηµεῖον
ἐπιζητεῖ is identical in Mark B.03 and Mt 16.4B.05, which in turn could be regarded as a
harmonisation in Codex Vaticanus, although this is not the explanation given in NA28,
probably because of the weight of the external evidence in favour of the Alexandrian
reading.
In conclusion, the Matthean doublet is apparently not responsible for any source
of corruption because the textual distance is too great, but neither can this be a straightforward inter-Gospel harmonisation. The importance of word order, though this is an
often neglected consideration among textual critics, is demonstrated by the correction of
a later hand of Codex Bezae to ‘almost’ tally with the Alexandrian reading (the simple
verb still remains uncorrected).
Frequently Occurring Expressions

I. 3.

There are four instances in Matthew where variant readings in Codex Bezae are identified as harmonisations, and where each vl can be explained as a deliberate or accidental
scribal change to conform to a more usual way of expressing the idea ‘He who has ears,
let him hear,’ where the Greek may or may not include the infinitive ἀκούειν in ὁ ἔχων
ὦτα ἀκουέτω (I. 3. 1); ‘to be cast into the Gehenna,’ which can be expressed with
ἀπέρχοµαι or βληθῆναι (I. 3. 2); ‘resurrect after three days,’ where the alternative reading
‘on the third day’ (µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας vs. τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ) can be found along with two
forms of the verb (ἐγερθῆναι [raise up]/ἀναστῆναι [rise]) or combination thereof (Chapter
6 I. 3. 3); finally, the presence or absence of the personal pronoun in the phrase ‘his disciples,’ i.e. οἱ µαθηταί, or οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ (I. 3. 4). These expressions will be now examined in turn. Because they occur frequently, I will use in each case the same presentation
and isolate the Matthean verse where the apparent harmonising reading is mentioned in
the critical apparatus, along with the parallel passages, but the other occurrences of the
same expression will be detailed in the explanatory section of each variant reading.
I. 3. 1.

‘He Who Has Ears’

The phrase ‘He who has ears to hear, let him hear’ is found as a longer and a shorter
reading depending on whether or not it includes the infinitive ‘to hear’.

54

By compound verb it is understood ‘a simplex verb and a preposition that has been affixed to it’
(D.A. BLACK, Learn to Read New Testament Greek [Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1994] 61).
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Mt 13.9 – par. Mk 4.9//Lk 8.8
Mt 13.9 ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ⸆ἀκουέτω
⸆p) ἀκούειν ℵ2 C D K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै
lat syc.p.h co ¦ txt (om.) ℵ* B L a e ff1 k sys
Mk 4.9 καὶ ἔλεγεν· ὃς ἔχει ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω⸆.
⸆καὶ ὁ συνείων συνίετω D it vgms syhmg
Lk 8.8 […] ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω.
No vll
In this occurrence, which concludes the Parable of the Sower, Codex Bezae along
with other manuscripts retains the longer reading, as always found in other Gospels.
In total, there are seven occurrences of this proverbial saying in the Gospels,
which concludes a discourse, three in Matthew, and two each in Mark and Luke.55 While
the two occurrences in Luke and in Mark56 firmly support the longer reading, Matthew
is the only Gospel which systematically shows two distinct strands of textual tradition,
one supporting the shorter, one the longer. The following table will illustrate the distribution of the variants.
Ref.

Context

Reading

vl

Presence

Mt 11.15

Jesus praises
John the Baptist

ὁ ἔχων ὦτα

⸆ἀκουέτω

ἀκούειν

55

Textual Support
of the Longer Reading
ℵCKLNWZΓ
∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565
579 892 1424
l844 l2211 ै lat
syc.p.h co; Ju
(against B D 700
k sys)

Mt 11.15 (Jesus praises the Baptist); 13.9 (Parable of the Sower); 13.43 (Explanation of the Parable
of the Weeds); Mk 4.9 (Parable of the Sower); 4.23 (Lamp under a Bushel Basket/The Purpose of Parables);
Lk 8.8 (The Yeast of the Pharisees and of Herod); 14.35 (The Parable of the Sower). Interestingly, there is no
occurrence in John of this expression.
56
Actually, Mk 4.9 has a further longer reading with the presence of καὶ ὁ συνείων συνείετω in D it
ms
hmg
vg sy .
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Ref.

Context

Reading

vl

Presence

Mt 13.9

The Parable
of the Sower

ὁ ἔχων ὦτα

⸆ἀκουέτω

ἀκούειν

Mt 13.43

Jesus explains ὁ ἔχων ὦτα
the Parable of
the Weeds

⸆ἀκουέτω

ἀκούειν

Lk 8.8

Parable of the ὁ ἔχων ὦτα
Sower

ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω

Lk 14.35

About Salt

ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω

Mk 4.9

Parable of the ὃς ἔχει ὦτα
Sower

Mk 4.23

The Purpose
of Parables

ὁ ἔχων ὦτα

τις ἔχει ὦτα

ἀκούειν
ἀκουέτω⸆

καὶ ὁ
συνείων
συνείετω
ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω

Textual Support
of the Longer Reading
p) ℵ2 C D K N W
Z Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33
565 579 700 892
1241 1424 ै lat
syc.p.h co (against
ℵ* B L a e ff1 k
sys)
ℵ2 C D K L N P
W Γ ∆ 0106 f 1.13
33 565 579 892
1241 1424 l844
ै it vgcl sy co
(against ℵ* B Θ
0242 700 a b e k
vgst)
Longer reading
secure
Longer reading
secure
D it vgms syhmg

Longer reading
secure

Table 16: Textual Variants of the Expression He Who Has Ears, Let Him Hear
As can be seen from this table, Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus, Washingtonianus
and families 1 and 13 as well as most of the Byzantine minuscules consistently have the
longer reading, while the Old Latin, Codex Bezae, Regius and Koridethi have one or the
other. Codex Vaticanus and the original hand of Sinaiticus are more stable in terms of
the shorter reading (Mt 13.9ℵ.01 and Mt 13.43ℵ.01 were corrected into the longer reading while Mt 11.15ℵ.01 remains uncorrected with the longer reading). Clearly, explaining Mt 13.9D.05 as a harmonisation ignores the complexity of the overall picture of variation in this expression.
If one focuses on the external evidence of Mt 13.9, the attestation is fairly evenly
divided between the shorter reading of ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκουέτω which is supported by the
original hand of Codex Sinaiticus, Vaticanus and Regius, as well as a few early Latin and
Syriac versions, and the longer reading of ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω which is supported
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by the corrected form of Codex Sinaiticus and Western, Byzantine and Caesarean Greek
witnesses, as well as some early Latin, Syriac and Coptic versions. The shorter reading is
secure in Lk 8.8 while Mark 4.9 does not use a participial clause but a relative one, and D
it vgms syhmg ‘add’ καὶ ὁ συνείων συνείετω. The Committee attributed a B-rating to the vl in
Mt 13.9 and refers the reader to Mt 11.15, where it is concluded that the shorter reading
is more likely to be original due to its absence in ‘such important witnesses as B D
700’!57 Although this explanation fits the context of Mt 11.15, it does not apply to 13.9
since Codex Bezae has the longer reading.
Even if the shorter reading is more likely to be original and the longer one can be
regarded as the result of a scribal correction, it is still intriguing that Luke and Mark
show no trace at all of the shorter reading in any manuscript, including Codex Bezae.
Even more interesting is the consistency of the witnesses in the three Matthean expressions where C W f 1.13 33 ै consistently have the longer reading. Codex Bezae, however,
has the shorter reading in Mt 11.15 as opposed to Mt 13.9,43, which may indicate that
the scribe has not systematically ‘corrected’ a shorter reading unless this process is
viewed as purely accidental. Equally, Codex Sinaiticus has the shorter reading in Mt
13.9,43 but a later hand corrected it into a longer version. The systematically short reading supported by Codex Vaticanus in Matthew is significant and makes it similar to Codex Bezae. The impressively diverse list of manuscripts on both sides makes a firm conclusion problematic, except to say that it points to an early process of correction.
In terms of internal evidence, the expression ‘He who has ears, let him hear ’ is
read three times in Matthew (Mt 11.15; 13.9,43), all with variant (i.e. shorter or longer)
readings, twice in Mark (Mk 4.9,23) and twice in Luke (Lk 8.8; 14.35), the latter four
occurrences being all secure (i.e. as longer forms). From the reading of NA28 it appears
that the expression is consistently ‘shorter’ in Codex Vaticanus across the three Matthean passages and it can be easily concluded that any difference, viz., the ‘addition’ of the
infinitive ἀκούειν is a corruption aimed at restoring the ‘usual’ fuller form found in the
Lukan and Markan readings despite the difference in the wording [ὁ ἔχων/ὃς ἔχει/τις ἔχει]
ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω. On the other hand, the Semitic context and the use of the Jewish
Scriptures could equally have associated the infinitive ἀκούειν with ‘ears,’ as it does for
the verb ‘to see’ with ‘eyes,’ or the verb ‘to understand’ with ‘mind.’58
Conversely, the reason for which Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus could
have withdrawn the infinitive perhaps because of homoioarcton where the scribe’s eye
slipped with the sequence akoue(in)akoue(tw) where the consistency of Codex Vaticanus in Matthew can be appealed to. Furthermore, the infinitive may have been found
unnecessary in Greek, which led to its withdrawal in ℵB.

57

METZGER, Commentary, 24, 27.
The phrase ‘ears to listen and eyes to see’ actually appears only once in the Jewish Scriptures (Dt
29.3MT  )ועינים לראות ואזנים לשׁמעtranslated in the Septuagint as καὶ ὀφθαλµοὺς βλέπειν καὶ ὦτα ἀκούειν.
58
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Finally, it is to be noticed that the variant reading in Mt 13.9 is suggested to be a
harmonisation in the critical apparatus of NA28, yet not in Mt 11.15 or 13.43.59 Whether
the shorter or longer reading is more likely to be original, claiming that the Bezan reading is harmonistic in Mt 13.9 bears a too highly preconceived idea of a harmonising tendency, as the Alexandrian reading could equally be signalled as harmonising (with Luke
and Mark). Thus, arguing for a harmonisation in these passages on the basis of Codex
Vaticanus may be spurious as Burgon once noticed.60 An atomistic analysis conceals a
more frequent phenomenon where the original reading cannot be identified with certainty.61
I. 3. 2.

‘Be Thrown into Gehenna’

The reference to γέεννα (‘hell’) can be found 11 times in various places in the Synoptic
Gospels (none in John), out of which seven involve the concept of ‘going/being thrown
to hell,’ where the verb is subject to textual variation. Only once, however, is the reading
of Codex Bezae considered in the critical apparatus to be a harmonising within a Matthean passage.
Mt 5.29 – par. Mk 9.47
Mt 5.29 εἰ δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου ὁ δεξιὸς σκανδαλίζει σε, ἔξελε αὐτὸν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ· συµφέρει
γάρ σοι ἵνα ἀπόληται ἓν τῶν µελῶν σου καὶ µὴ ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου ⸀βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν
⸀p) ἀπέλθῇ D 700mg it sys.c (mae) bo ¦ txt (βληθῇ) B rell
Mk 9.47 Καὶ ἐὰν ὁ ὀφθαλµος σου σκανδαλίζῃ σε, ἐκβαλε αὐτήν· καλόν σε ἐστίν µονόφθαλµον
εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ ἢ δύο ὁ ὀφθαλµοὺς ἔχοντα ⸀βληθῆναι εἰς °τὴν γέενναν⸆.
⸀ἀπελθεῖν D f 1 1424 i sys ¦ εἰσελθεῖν 1241 c ¦ –W ¦ txt (βληθῆναι) B rell | °B L
Ψ 28 |⸆τοῦ πυρός A C K N Γ Θ f 13 1241 1424 2542 ै lat syp.h boms ¦ txt
(om.) ℵ B D L W ∆ Ψ 0274 f 1 28 565 579 700 892 it sys co
The expression ‘to go into hell’ (ἀπελθεῖν εἰς γεένναν) and ‘[be] thrown into hell’
(βληθῆναι εἰς γέενναν) is found in Matthew, Mark, and once in a slightly modified way in

59

The reason may be that Mt 11.15 has no parallel in the Synoptics, though a vertical harmonisation
could well be possible.
60
‘[…] Therefore, when Tischendorf in the preceding verse on the sole authority of ℵB and a few
Latin copies, omitting the word ἀκούει[…], I can but reflect on the utter insecure basis on which the Revisers
and the school which they follow would remodel the inspired Text.’ (J.W. BURGON, The Causes of the Corruption of the Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, being the Sequel to ‘The Traditional Text of the Holy
Gospels’ [Reprint 1998; London: G. Bell, 1896] 38).
61
‘…recovering the original contexts in which [Jesus] so spoke is an impossible task’ (DAVIES–
ALLISON, Matthew, III, 259).
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Luke,62 in apparently interchangeable and variant forms. Both expressions are scattered
across the Synoptic Gospels in contexts of warnings. The prepositional phrase εἰς γεένναν
associated with each of these two verbs can be found in Mt 5.29f; 18.9, Mk 9.43, 45, 47
and Lk 12.5.63 The critical apparatus suggests that the reading in Mt 5.39D.05 is a harmonisation (with Mark) since Codex Vaticanus reads βληθῆναι as opposed to ἀπελθεῖν.
In terms of external evidence, the alleged harmonistic Bezan reading µὴ […]
ἀπέλθῃ εἰς γέενναν is supported by the marginal readings in the Caesarean minuscule 700,
Latin and Syriac versions, as well as the Middle Egyptian and Bohairic against βληθῇ in
the rest of the textual tradition. Apparently, Mk 9.47D.05 also uses the verb ἀπελθεῖν.
Actually, if one follows this reasoning and compares the Matthean and Markan verses,
technically Codex Vaticanus also harmonises with Mark, since Mk 9.47B.03 reads
βληθῆναι, a feature which is not mentioned in the critical apparatus.64 However, the
problem is greater than the bare comparison of the two verses since the apparently editorial redundancy occurs in both Matthew and Mark. Lastly, these verses are also found
in a repeated manner (Mt 18.8-9) referring to the hand and eye,65 which are almost firm
in their entirety (only αὐτόν and καὶ εἰ, the imperatives ἔκκοψον and ἔξελε and the word
order of two coordinated nouns are variant), and specifically, it is the verb βληθῆναι
which is used in the expression of going to hell:
Mt 18.8 Εἰ δὲ ἡ χείρ σου ἢ ὁ πούς σου σκανδαλίζει σε, ἔκκοψον αὐτὸν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ·
καλόν σοί ἐστιν εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν ζωὴν ⸉κυλλὸν ἢ χωλὸν⸊
ἢ δύο χεῖρας ἢ δύο πόδας ἔχοντα βληθῆναι εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ αἰώνιον
Mt 18.9 καὶ εἰ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου σκανδαλίζει σε, ἔξελε αὐτὸν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ·
καλόν σοί ἐστιν µονόφθαλµον εἰς τὴν ζωὴν εἰσελθεῖν
ἢ δύο ὀφθαλµοὺς ἔχοντα βληθῆναι εἰς τὴν γέενναν τοῦ πυρός.
Before proceeding further, the following table will help to identify the points of
variation in the seven occurrences where γέενναν is mentioned with either βληθῆναι or
ἀπελθεῖν. The reference and the text, along with the variant readings and corresponding
support are indicated:
Ref.
Mt 5.29

Text
βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν

Variant Reading
txt
⸀p) ἀπέλθῃ

62

Support
ℵ B rell
D 700mg it sys.c (mae)
bo

Only once (Lk 12.5), Luke uses the expression ‘cast into hell’ (ἐµβαλλεῖν εἰς τὴν γέενναν) which appears in a passage which is not shared by the other Synoptics. The variant reading reflects the two forms
45
T.E
ex Thd
βαλλεῖν (প [D] W; Mcion Cl
) and ἐµβαλλεῖν (ℵ B rell).
63
Once, in Mt 5.22, εἰς τὴν γέενναν (τοῦ πυρός) is used with the verb ‘to be guilty of,’ ἔνοχος ἔσται.
64
Moreover, the absence of article before γέεννα in B L Ψ 28 would further support the possibility of
a harmonization.
65
A section has been dedicated to the doublets (Chapter 6 I. 2). However, since the present intention is to deal with frequently occurring expressions, the verse will be treated here.
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Ref.
Mt 5.30

Text
⸄εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ⸅

Mt 18.9
Mk 9.43

βληθῆναι εἰς τὴν γέενναν
⸂ἀπελθεῖν εἰς τὴν γέενναν

εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ ἄσβεστον

Mk 9.45

βληθῆναι εἰς τὴν γέενναν⸆⸇

Mk 9.47

⸀βληθῆναι εἰς °τὴν γέενναν

Lk 12.5

⸀ἐµβαλεῖν εἰς τὴν γέενναν

Variant Reading
txt

Support
ℵ B f 1 33 892 syc bo
(lat mae)
⸄(29) βληθῇ εἰς
K (L) W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 565
γέενναν
579 700 [1241 1424
l844 ै f vgms syh sa
⸋ καὶ εἰ …ἀπέλθῃ⸌
D vgms sys boms
no vll
ℵ B rell
txt
ℵ2b A B C K N Γ Θ
565 579 1241 1424
2542 ै aur l vg (syh
sa) bo(mss)
txt
ℵ2b A B C K N Γ Θ
565 579 1241 1424
2542 ै aur l vg (syh)
(sa) bo(mss)
⸂ἀπελθεῖν εἰς τὴν γέενναν ℵ2a L ∆ Ψ 0274 700
892 syp
ἀπελθεῖν εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ W f 1.13 28 sys
ἄσβεστον
βληθῆναι εἰς τὴν
D k (a f)
γέενναν, ὅπου ἐστὶν τὸ
πῦρ τὸ ἄσβεστον
εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν γέενναν ℵ* (r1)
εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ ἄσβεστον
txt
ℵ B C L W ∆ Ψ 0274
f 1 28 892 b k sys.p co
⸆(43) εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ
A D K N Γ Θ f 13 565
ἄσβεστον
579 (700) 1241 1424
2542 ै (lat syh)
⸇[46]
ut [44]
txt
ℵ B rell
(° B L Ψ 28)
⸀ἀπελθεῖν
D f 1 1424 i sys ¦ –W
εἰσελθεῖν
1241 c
txt
ℵ B rell
⸀βαλεῖν
প45 (D) W; McionT.E
Clex Thd

Table 17: Textual Variants of the Expression εἰς τὴν γέενναν
From this table, it can be seen that the two verbs ἀπηλθεῖν and βληθῆναι (and partially
their word order) almost systematically and all across the Gospels undergo variation
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(with the notable but isolated exception of the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus, which
always uses εἰσηλθεῖν). Luke has a different type of variation (ἐµβαλεῖν/βαλεῖν) and only
Mt 18.9 and Mk 9.45 have no variation. Finally, the Markan and Matthean passages,
subject to major variation, all reflect the passages on the Temptations to Sin starting
with the anaphora καὶ ἐὰν σκανδαλίζῃ σε, thereby potentially pointing to a single source,
whether Mark, Matthew or a different document.
Since Mark displays the highest number of occurrences of this expression, I will
start with Mk 9.43-48. In order to simplify the examination of the multiple variant readings, I have summarised the text of Mk 9.43-47, according to the part of the body involved, as supported by four main representatives i.e. Codices Bezae, Vaticanus, Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus:
Reference Body Part
Mk 9.43
χείρ
(hand)

B.03
ἀπελθεῖν εἰς
τὴν γέενναν
εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον

ℵ.01*
εἰσελθεῖν εἰς
τὴν γέενναν
εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον

Mk 9.44

om.

om.

βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν

εἰς τὴν γέενναν
βληθῆναι

om.

om.

βληθῆναι εἰς
γέενναν

βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν

D.05
βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν
ὅπου ἐστιν τὸ
πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον
ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...
βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν εἰς
τὸ πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον
ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...
ἀπελθεῖν εἰς
τὴν γέενναν

ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ
αὐτῶν οὐ
τελευτᾷ καὶ
τὸ πῦρ οὐ
σβέννυται

ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...

ὅπου ὁ
σκώλη<ξ>...

Mk 9.45

πούς
(foot)

Mk 9.46
Mk 9.47

ὀφθαλµός
(eye)

Mk 9.48

A.02
ἀπελθεῖν εἰς
τὴν γέενναν
εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον
ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...
βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν εἰς
τὸ πῦρ τὸ
ἄσβεστον
ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...
βληθῆναι εἰς
τὴν γέενναν
τοῦ πυρός
ὅπου ὁ
σκώληξ...

Table 18: Distribution of the Expression βληθῆναι εἰς τὴν γέενναν in Mark
From this grid, it can be seen that the verbs are variant despite the apparent ‘fixed’ nature of the expression and that no MS has a systematic preference, and they even change
the wording in the course of the same passage (Codex Vaticanus reads ἀπελθεῖν then
twice βληθῆναι, Codex Bezae reads βληθῆναι twice then ἀπελθεῖν, Codex Sinaiticus reads
εἰσελθεῖν then twice βληθῆναι).
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Mt 5.29 and 5.30 both start with the pattern ‘if your right [eye/hand] causes you
to sin’ […] ‘it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body be
thrown into hell.’ The final clause of each verse ends in a slightly different way (different
verb and different position of the prepositional phrase) in Codex Vaticanus and most of
the other manuscripts:
v. 29 …βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν,
v.30…εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ
Nevertheless, Codex Bezae, supported by a wide range of early versions (Latin,
Syriac, Bohairic), does not read the second verse. As a result, the external evidence cannot determine that the variant reading in Bezae is harmonising despite the decision apparently taken in the critical apparatus.
In terms of internal evidence, the structure of Mt 5.29-30 may well have induced
scribal slips because of homoioarcton or homoioteleuton:
Mt 5.29–30
[29]
a. εἰ δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου ὁ δεξιὸς σκανδαλίζει σε,
b. ἔξελε αὐτὸν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ·
c. συµφέρει γάρ σοι ἵνα ἀπόληται ἓν τῶν µελῶν σου καὶ µὴ ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου βληθῇ εἰς
γέενναν.
(v.30 is absent in Codex Bezae)
[30]
a. καὶ εἰ ἡ δεξιά σου χεὶρ σκανδαλίζει σε,
b. ἔκκοψον αὐτὴν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ·
c. συµφέρει γάρ σοι ἵνα ἀπόληται ἓν τῶν µελῶν σου καὶ µὴ ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου
[εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ ℵ B f 1 33 892 syc bo (lat mae)
βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν
K (L) W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 565 579 700
[1241 1424 l844 ै f vgms syh sa

[vl

Therefore it is usually explained that the reason for omitting v.30 is that the
scribe’s eye, as he wrote Codex Bezae, would have slipped because of the similarity of the
two verses [29a]//[30a],[29b]//[30b],[29c]//[30c]. However this explanation is somewhat weak, specifically because the end of [29c] and [30c] cannot be identified with certainty, and also because they are different according to the manuscripts, and even different within some manuscripts: indeed, if one understands the ℵB reading as more likely
to be original, [29c] would end with βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν and [30c] with εἰς γέενναν ἀπέλθῃ
which would be sufficiently different not to have the two verses mixed up by a scribal
slip. In consequence, the reason why Codex Bezae reads the prepositional phrase in post
verbal position is then still unexplained. If the Byzantine/Caesarean (W Θ f 13 ै) reading is chosen as generating the others, the double ending could constitute a cause for
homoioteleuton. That said, Codex Bezae has ἀπέλθῃ εἰς γέενναν in [30c], which would
remained inexplicable. Finally and strikingly, the association ‘eye’/ἀπελθεῖν/εἰς γέενναν is
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only to be found in Mk 9.47D.05. Therefore I would like to speculate that the text of
Matthew had originally only one sentence involving only the eye (at the expense of the
foot and the hand, which add nothing to Jesus’ saying) and that the ending of Mt 5.29
was precisely ἀπέλθῃ εἰς γέενναν. In consequence, whether Matthew took his text from
Mark (Markan priority) or if both took it from a different source, the reading of a single
reference to the eye and the expression ἀπελθεῖν εἰς γέενναν in Mt 5.29D.05 and in Mk
9.47D.05 could explain the omission of Mt 5.30. The reading ἀπηλθῃ in Mt 5.29D.05
would not be a harmonisation but the original text standing before Matthew and Mark,
with Mark expanding it into a triadic form (well repeated in the ‘Western’ text with its
triple reference to the worm not dying and the fire not quenching), and Matthew into a
doublet (see I. 3. 2in this chapter). Interestingly, Matthew’s doublet in 18.8f mentions
the hand and foot only, not the eye, which would confirm that Mt 5.29D.05 may well be
a reference to the eye (only) as a complement to the foot/hand again confirming the
original absence of Mt 5.30.
In conclusion, if a harmonisation of Mt D.05 with Mark were to be considered, it
is shown here that the external evidence based on Mt 5.29 and Mk 9.47 is not satisfactory, particularly since Codex Vaticanus could potentially reflect a similar harmonisation,
and since the internal evidence based on a homoioteleuton or homoioarcton would neither explain the absence of Mt 5.30D.05 nor the reading ἀπελθεῖν. Finally, there is no
obvious explanation for the use of either ἀπελθεῖν or βληθῆναι since all appear in a nonsystematic way unrelated to a specific MS. The reconstruction proposed in the previous
paragraph has the merit of explaining the Bezan readings from Mark to Matthew in this
context, even beyond the originality or secondary character of ἀπελθῃ, and although it is
somewhat speculative, it has to be said that any explanation would involve the reconstruction of the initial text. In any case, harmonisation is an unsatisfactory explanation
of Mt 5.29D.05 and conceals a more complex picture of the text’s construction.
I. 3. 3.

‘Resurrect on the Third Day’

This section will be devoted to the frequently occurring expression ‘rise on the third
day,’ which is mentioned in the combination of ἐγερθῆναι/ἀναστῆναι with τῇ τρίτῃ
ἡµέρᾳ/µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας, potentially offering four different ways of expressing the same
idea. There are three occurrences where Bezan variants in Matthew are proposed in the
critical apparatus of NA28 as potentially harmonistic. Because all three variants reflect the
same expression, they will be considered together.
Mt 16.21; 17.23; 20.13 and parallels
Mt 16.21 Ἀπὸ τότε ἤρξατο ⸂ὁ Ἰησοῦς⸃ δεικνύειν τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ ὅτι δεῖ αὐτὸν ⸉εἰς
Ἱεροσόλυµα ἀπελθεῖν⸊ καὶ πολλὰ παθεῖν ἀπὸ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ἀρχιερέων καὶ
γραµµατέων⸆ καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι καὶ ⸄τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ἐγερθῆναι⸅
⸄p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας ἀναστῆναι D (it) bo ¦ txt (τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ἐγερθῆναι) B
rell
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Further vll: ⸂Ἰησοῦς Χρίστος ℵ* B* samss mae bo ¦ -ℵ2a 579 892; Irlat ¦ txt (ὁ
Ἰησοῦς) ℵ2b C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 700 1241 1424 (-ὁ B2 D) ै latt sy sams
bomss|⸉C K L W Γ ∆ 565 ै lat ¦ txt (εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα ἀπελθεῖν) ℵ B D Θ f 1.13
33 579 700 892 1241 1424 e sy; (Irlat)|⸆τοῦ λαοῦ Θ f 1.13 1424 mae
Mt 17.23 καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν αὐτόν, καὶ ⸂τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ⸃ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται. ⸋καὶ ἐλυπήθησαν
σφόδρα⸌
⸂p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας D it sys bo ¦ txt (τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρα) B rell
Further vll: ⸋K | ⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B f 13 892 1424
Mt 20.19 καὶ παραδώσουσιν αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν εἰς τὸ ἐµπαῖξαι καὶ µαστιγῶσαι καὶ σταυρῶσαι,
καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B C2 D K W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f 1.13 33 565 700 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦
txt (ἐγερθήσεται) ℵ C* L N Z 579 892; Or
These three occurrences in Matthew correspond to Jesus announcing his resurrection.
All expressions are indicated in the NA28 as harmonising either in terms of the use of
‘three days’ and ‘rise’ or a mix thereof across Matthew and parallels. In what follows, I
will use the term ‘combination’ to refer to the clause generated from one of the verbs
ἐγείρω/ἀνίστηµι (in any grammatical form) and τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ/µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας (or alternative form: τῇ τρίτῃ τῇ ἡµέρᾳ/µεθ’ ἡµέρας τρεῖς).
In terms of external evidence, the observations of the three occurrences in question show that there is a high level of instability across the textual tradition with regard
to the combination. On the basis of NA28, there are 15 references to the ‘third day’ in the
Gospels and Paul’s Epistles and eight of them concern Jesus’ direct announcement of his
resurrection. I will consider here only the latter type of occurrences.66 In order to see the
different interactions between the Synoptics and the textual tradition for the combination in question, I will present the Greek tradition according to Swanson’s Matthew of
the three announcements in full to see the variation in the alternation τῇ τρίτῃ
ἡµέρᾳ/µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας as well as ἐγερθῆναι/ἀναστῆναι (as infinitive or indicative future
passives):67
#
1

st

Reference

Verb

‘Third Day’

Mt 16.21

ἀποκτ. τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

‘Rise’

Support

ἐγερθῆναι
ἐγερθήσεται

B rell
28 565 1424

p)

66

Also in the contexts excluding Jesus’ direct announcement of his resurrection in the Gospels, the
phrases involving ‘the third day’ exist in both states, i.e. ‘on the third day’ or ‘after three days’: in Lk 2.46
13
(The Boy Jesus at the Temple, µετὰ ἡµέρας τρεῖς) and Jn. 2.1 (Wedding at Cana, τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ B Θ f , ἡµέρᾳ τῇ
τρίτῃ ℵ D rell) they are variant, while in similar contexts, i.e. Mt 27.63 (The Guard at the Tomb, µετὰ τρεῖς
ἡµέρας), Lk. 24.7 (Two Men at the Tomb Reveal The Risen Christ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡέρᾳ), and Lk 24.46 (Jesus Appears
to the Emmaus Disciples, τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ), they are always secure.
67
Only the Greek evidence will be presented here as found in Swanson’s Matthew.
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τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
.… .… .…………
ἡµέρᾳ
µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
2nd

3rd

Mt 17.23

Mt 20.19

ἀναστῆναι
ἐγερθῆναι
ἀναστῆναι

157
33
D

ἀποκτ. τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρί ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρὶς ἡµέρᾳ
ἀποκτ. µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας

ἐγερθήσεται
ἀναστήσεται
ἀναστήσεται
ἀναστήσεται
ἐγερθήσεται

K rell
Bc f 13 788 1346*
B*
1346c
D

µαστ/ἀποκ.τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

ἀναστήσεται B Cc D ै K M U W ∆ Θ Π f
1.13
2 28 33 157 565 700 788
1071 1346 1424
ἐγερθήσεται ℵ C* L N 579
p)

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

p)

p)

p)

1st

Mk 8.31

ἀποκ.

µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ ………………..

ἀναστῆναι
ἐγερθῆναι
ἀναστῆναι

2nd

Mk 9.31

ἀποκ.
ἀποκ.

µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
τῆ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

ἀναστήσεται ℵ B C* D L ∆ Ψ 579
ἀναστήσεται A Cc K M N U ै Θ Π 2 118
124 157 565 700 1071 1424
ἐγερθήσεται f 1.13
ἐγείρεται
W 28

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
3rd

#
1

st

Mk 10.34 µαστ/ἀποκ.µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

Reference
Lk 9.22
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ἀποκ.

ℵ B D N 2* rell
1424
W f 1.13 28 565
ἐγερθῆναι
579
…………………
33

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

ἀναστήσεται ℵ B C D L ∆ Ψ
αναστήσεται A ै K M N U W Θ Π f 1.13
2 28 157 565 700 1071
ἐγερθήσεται 1424

‘Third Day’

‘Rise’

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

ἐγερθῆναι

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
τῇ τρίτῃ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
µεθ’ ἡµέρας τρεῖς

ἀναστῆναι
ἐγερθῆναι
ἐγερθήσεται
ἀναστῆναι

Support
75c

p)

ℵ Bপ ैLMUWΓ∆Θ
Λ Ψ 2 28 33 124 700 788 1071
1424
A C K Π f 1 69 157 565
প75*
1346
D
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579

om.
2nd

-------

3rd

Lk 18.33 µαστ/ἀποκ. τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ
τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ
τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τρίτῃ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ

ἀναστήσεται
ἐγερθήσεται
ἀναστήσεται
ἀναστήσεται

B D W 124 rell
L 157
Θ
∆ Ψ f 1.13 565sup 1071 1424

Table 19: Textual Variants of the Expression ‘On The Third Day’
From this grid, it appears that all combinations are truly possible and that there
is no clear tendency for a manuscripts to ‘stick’ to one specific combination Thus, there
seems to be no systematic use for the nominal phrase or verb. Among all the manuscripts involved, the earliest are Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae
(and প75* in the case of Lk 9.22) which only agree from time to time. The consideration
of Codex Bezae in Matthew even leads to the surprising observation that Codex Bezae
almost consistently reads the opposite to that of Codex Vaticanus: even when Codex
Vaticanus alternates the verbs, Codex Bezae does likewise, but the other way round. In
Mark, all three manuscripts agree with the reading µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
ἀναστήσεται/ἀναστῆναι against the other combination in many other manuscripts. Luke’s
first announcement (Lk 9.22) also shows a variety of readings, but Codex Bezae reads
the combination µεθ’ ἡµέρας τρεῖς ἀναστῆναι (supported by the Old Latin and Marcion),68
while the second is not included by Luke and the last announcement (18.33) is mostly
read τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ ἀναστήσεται.69 From the consideration of the external evidence,
early witnesses such as ℵBD testify that the change could have been effected in the 4th c.,
and that scribes did not stick to any fixed formulation.
In terms of internal evidence, no clear pattern appears from the three Matthean
announcements that could be explained as potentially original. However, the consistency
of the three announcements in the principal uncials of Mark, ignoring the actual diversity of its readings in other witnesses, could lead to the conclusion that Mark has influenced Bezan Matthew.70 However, such a conclusion would further ignore that (1) the

68

Marcion is excluded from Swanson’s Matthew. It could be further argued that the Bezan reading
reflects the Latin way of specifying the ‘third day’ as ‘after three days’ (confirmed by the support of the Old
Latin) though the support of Sinaitic Syriac and Bohairic Coptic would need to be explained. Harris explains
the Bezan reading as an influence from the Latin but does not look at the Synoptic question: ‘We shall find
that the Latin translator renders such a term as τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ by post tres dies, or post tertium diem. When,
therefore, the reviser with his little Latin and less Greek goes over the text, he finds an apparent discord
between the languages; although the translator meant by post tertium diem, the third day after. And so he
corrects the Greek.’ (J.R. HARRIS, Codex Bezae: A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Testament [Cambridge: University Press, 1891] 91).
69
28
The absence of variants in the entire verse in NA is noteworthy. There are still variant readings
mentioned in Swanson’s edition.
70
Only the first edition of Metzger’s Commentary refers to a comment on these variant readings,
while the second edition removed any such mention (‘µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας as “typically Markan and was con-
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firm reading τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ in the third Matthean announcement is different from the
first two; (2) the first two announcements are systematically different from those in Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus with regard to both phrases and verbs; (3) if Mt
D.05 had been influenced by Mark, it is odd that the verb ἐγερθήσεται, in the second announcement, was not changed into ἀναστήσεται; (4) there could equally be a vertical
harmonisation in all manuscripts favouring the reference to ‘τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τρίτῃ’.
As has often been observed in this examination, the harmonistic character of the
first two Bezan expressions seems to be driven by the external evidence in general and
the importance of ℵB in particular. A deeper analysis of the internal evidence, however,
reveals a more complex picture than is usually observed.
Summarizing the evidence, any readings can be the result of either a vertical or
horizontal harmonisation. Furthermore, its looks as if only the identical wording of Mt
D.05 and the Markan reading is responsible for its classification as a harmonisation, resulting from the theory of Markan priority. However, this explanation only partially applies since ἐγερθήσεται is read in Mt 17.23D.05 or τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ in Mt 20.19D.05. Even if
it could still be held that the scribe was distracted once or twice across the Gospels when
copying the text, the conclusion that a harmonisation has taken place in Codex Bezae
fails to consider the three occurrences, the irregularity of the readings, the multiplicity of
alternative readings, and the erratic wording of the combination. Rather, this is a true
textual difficulty, very possibly linked to theological causes. Indeed, the correction is
more likely to have occurred from ‘after three days’ into ‘on the third day’ to reflect the
final form of the creed promulgated during the First Council of Nicaea in 325, but gradually emerging in the 2nd c. and 3rd c., which may have generated ‘orthodox corruptions’
with the change of ‘after three days’ into ‘on the third day,’ thus making ‘after three days’
a more likely original reading. Equally, ἐγείρω may be thought to better echo a Christological reference to Jesus’ resurrection than ἀνίστηµι which has a causal sense (‘make to
rise up’). Since this theological consideration was specifically discussed in the first centuries of the Church,71 it may be speculated that ἐγερθήσεται is a corrected form of an
original ἀνίστηµι.
The Bezan reading could well mirror a common text initially shared by the three
Evangelists, which was then corrected to match early Christian faith at an early stage.
Some manuscripts reflect this correction, others the absence of correction, leaving to the
diversity of the two forms found. That the scribe has harmonised with a parallel Gospel
in Codex Bezae is a little far-fetched, given the interwoven possibilities.

formed by copyists to the much more frequently used expression, τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ’ (METZGER, Commentary,
st
1 ed., 107).
71
H.K. MACARTHUR, ‘“On the Third Day”,’ NTS 18 (1971) 81-6.
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I. 3. 4.

‘(His) Disciples’

In this last case of frequently repeated expressions, the presence or absence of the personal pronoun in the phrase οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ) is addressed (hereafter longer and shorter
reading respectively).
The question of the presence of the pronoun in this specific phrase was addressed
by Elliott in a publication in which he argued for its originality.72 After analysing the
shorter and longer readings used to describe ‘the/his disciples,’ he concludes that, even
though discordant readings are generally more likely to be original, the longer reading is
probably the original form. Ellingworth revisited this analysis and briefly commented on
each occurrence of the phrase in the Gospels, considering both external and internal
evidence and argued for the authenticity of the ‘atypical’ reading within a manuscript’s
‘typical’ usage: ‘where a witness (or group of witnesses) contains a reading contrary to its
general tendency, this could be considered a supplementary factor in favour of such a
reading.’73
The presence of the pronoun in the phrase in question can also be linked to the
history of Greek which moved between Post-Classical Greek where ‘the sense of belongingness was lost with the consequence that we now have an accumulation of unemphatic personal and possessive pronouns’74 and Koine Greek where the noun may or
may not bear a pronoun to simply translate e.g. ‘disciples,’ despite the apparent redundancy. The presence or absence of possessive pronouns in variant readings may simply
reflect these linguistic changes. I now turn to the example of Mt 14.15, where the fuller
reading as found in Codex Bezae is suggested to be a harmonisation in the critical apparatus of NA28.
Mt 14.15 – par. Mk 6.35//Lk 9.12
Mt 14.15a ὀψίας δὲ γενοµένης προσῆλθον αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ ⸆λέγοντες, Ἔρηµός ἐστιν ὁ τόπος
καὶ ἡ ὥρα ⸉ἤδη παρῆλθεν⸊· ἀπόλυσον ⸇ τοὺς ὄχλους
⸆p) αὐτοῦ C D K L W Γ ∆ Θ 0106vid f 1.13 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै lat sy ¦
txt (οἱ µαθηταί) ℵ B Zvid 33 892 l844 l2211 b e k
Further vll: ⸉ℵ Z f 1 l844 l2211 ¦ txt (ἤδη παρῆλθεν) B C D K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067
0106 f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै latt syh | ⸇οὐν ℵ C Z f 1 892 1241
syhmg samss bo ¦ txt (om.) B D K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 0106 f 13 33 565 579 700
1424 l844 l2211 ै lat sy samss mae boms

72

Elliott summarises the question of the pronoun in the phrase ‘[his] disciples’ in his review of the
first edition of Metzger’s Commentary (see J.K. ELLIOTT, ‘United Bible Societies’ Textual Commentary Evaluated,’ NovT (17) 1975 130–50 [140]) and discussed the matter again in ibid., ‘Μαθητής with a Possessive in
the New Testament,’ TZ 35 (1979) 300-4; reprinted in ibid., Essays and Studies in New Testament Textual
Criticism (Cordoba: Ediciones El Almendro, 1992) 139-45.
73
P. ELLINGWORTH, ‘(His) Disciples,’ NovT 42 (2000) 114–26 [125].
74
CARAGOUNIS, New Testament Greek, 147.
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Mk 6.35 Καὶ ἤδη ὥρας πολλῆς ⸀γενοµένης προσελθόντες ⸂αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον⸃ ὅτι
Ἔρηµός ἐστιν ὁ τόπος καὶ ἤδη ὥρα πολλή.
⸀γιν– ℵ D | ⸂αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ λέγουσιν (λέγοντες N) N Γ 1241 1424 ै
(aur c f q syh) ¦ αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ λέγουσιν (+ αὐτῷ f 13) W f 1.13 28 2542 ¦ οἱ
µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ λέγουσιν αὐτῷ (–l2211) D K 565 700 l2211 (a b) sys ¦ οἱ
µαθηταὶ αὐτῷ λέγουσιν A ¦ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον ℵ*Θ 579 ¦ txt (αὐτῷ οἱ
µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον) ℵ2 B L ∆ 0187vid 33 892
Lk 9.12 Ἡ δὲ ἡµέρα ἤρξατο κλίνειν· προσελθόντες δὲ οἱ δώδεκα εἶπαν αὐτῷ, Ἀπόλυσον ⸂τὸν
ὄχλον⸃ ἵνα πορευθέντες εἰς τὰς κύκλῳ κώµας καὶ ⸆ἀγροὺς καταλύσωσιν ⸋καὶ εὕρωσιν
ἐπισιτισµόν⸌, ὅτι ὧδε ἐν ἐρήµῳ τόπῳ ἐσµέν.
⸂p) τοὺς ὄχλους প75 ℵ2a 565 1424 lat syc.p samss bo | ⸆τούς A C D K L N W Γ
∆ Θ Ξ Ψ 33 565 892 1424 ै ¦ εἰς τούς 892 ¦ txt (om.) প75 ℵ B f 1.13 579 700
1241 2542 | ⸋D
Mt 14.15 occurs at the beginning of the ‘Feeding of the Five Thousand,’ where ‘(his)
disciples’ come to see Jesus to ask him to send the crowds away. The passage is paralleled in Mark (6.35) with a firm inclusion of the personal pronoun: NA28 analyses therefore the presence of αὐτοῦ as a harmonistic addition in Mt 14.15D.05. Although in Luke,
the disciples are referred to as οἱ δώδεκα, making technically the above reference a Mt-Lk
parallel, a quick investigation of all occurrences of οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ) in the Synoptics
Gospels shows equivalent variations of this kind hence its inclusion here.
In terms of external evidence, the tradition is fairly evenly divided between two
strands of tradition, some supporting the presence of the pronoun (D et al.) and some
its absence (ℵ B et al.) in Mt 14.15. The optional use of the pronoun in Greek (and Latin) is responsible for the divided support even within the Old Latin witnesses: it seems
that the scribes have deliberately amended the text they were copying one way or the
other. In Mark, while the longer reading is firmly attested, the position or even the presence of αὐτῷ after προσελθόντες (ℵ* Θ 579 may have missed the first αὐτῷ but a later
hand of Codex Sinaiticus added the pronoun) is variant. This phenomenon cannot be
coincidental since stylistic considerations could have led to the deletion of the personal
pronoun, to avoid repetition. The external evidence cannot be conclusive unless one
takes ℵB as having greater weight than the manuscripts supporting the longer reading.
In terms of internal evidence, Mark and Matthew are in strong agreement, while
Luke is only contextually close. Mk 6.35 reads the possessive pronoun across the textual
tradition, though the clause involved (αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον) is highly variant
with four different word orders and two different tenses, implying different meanings
(specifically, προσελθόντες αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον in B.03 and its support which
means ‘coming to him, the disciples said,’ while προσελθόντες οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον
αὐτῷ, in D.05 and allies which means ‘approaching, his disciples said to him’) while MatPage | 230
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thew clearly reads ‘coming to him,’ and only the personal pronoun is uncertain. Therefore, the question is more about the potential interaction of αὐτῷ with αὐτοῦ than a pure
harmonisation with Mark.
If we focus on the variant readings οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ/οἱ µαθηταί involving Codex
Bezae in Matthew, there are nine Mt D.05/B.03 agreements75 against ten disagreements.76 One further reference (Mt 8.21) shows divided manuscript support for the
shorter and longer reading but Codex Bezae is lacunose there and it cannot be said
whether the agreement would have been with or against Codex Vaticanus (the support
of the Old Latin, which includes d5, in Mt 8.21 would still be an argument ‘against’).
The critical apparatus suggests that Mt 14.15D.05 is harmonising (implicitly with Mark),
most probably on the basis that Mark firmly has the longer reading. However, if one
looks at all the variants where Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus disagree, the critical
apparatus does not systematically refer to a harmonisation, particularly when the reading in ℵB could potentially suggest one. In order to give a full picture, the following grid
lists all the references in Matthew where οἱ µαθηταί (declined or not) occurs with or
without αὐτοῦ:

Mt 15.12,32,36; 16.5,20; 17.10; 19.25; 26.8,26.
Mt 14.15,22; 15.33; 19.10; 26.1,36,40,45,56; 27.64.
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Table 20: Textual Variants of the Expression οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ)
From the above grid and the distribution of the p)-sign, it can be observed that
there are clearly some inconsistencies in the identification of οἱ µαθηταί αὐτοῦ as harmonistic:
- Entries 2, 3, 7: the external evidence is divided and the longer reading is identified as a harmonisation (p)-sign) as the parallel passage(s) consistently attest to the longer reading.
- Entries 6, 8, 11, 17, 18: the external evidence is divided but the reading in
Matthew that corresponds to the one in the parallel passage is not identified
as a harmonisation (no p)-sign).
- Entry 5: the parallel passages are themselves divided with some manuscripts
having the shorter reading and some the longer reading, as in Matthew, a fact
which is overlooked (Mt 15.32B.03 could be regarded as harmonising with Mk
8.1B.03 and Mt 15.32ℵ.01 could be regarded as harmonising with Mk
8.1ℵ.01, while Mt 15.32D.05 would have the discordant reading against Mk
8.1D.05)
- Entries 1, 4, 9, 10, 14, 19, 20: there are no parallel passages to the Matthean
reading or the reference to the disciples appears implicitly (e.g. ἐπηρώτων), or
via a pronoun (e.g. αὐτοῖς, πρὸς αὐτούς) or an alternative wording (οἱ δώδεκα)
and the weight of the external evidence is instrumental in the choice of the
most probable original reading.
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It is noteworthy that the presence of other pronouns (αὐτοῖς, πρὸς αὐτούς, etc.) can
also interact and potentially influence the addition or withdrawal of αὐτοῦ in the phrase
οἱ µαθηταί αὐτοῦ, whether in Matthew or more generally in the Synoptics. For this reason, I completed the above picture by counting the number of occurrences where the
phrase οἱ µαθηταί αὐτοῦ in Matthew occurs with or without a variant reading (irrespective of the external evidence), including the presence or absence of pronouns or pronominal phrases in the close vicinity, forms that can themselves be subject to variation.77 I
presented these results in the following table (‘Neighbouring Extra Pronoun’ is abbreviated ‘NEP’):
No vll in the Expression οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ)
Shorter Reading
Longer Reading
οἱ µαθηταί
οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ
NEP
No NEP
NEP
No NEP
vll
no vll
no vll vll
10

0

6

10

3

9

vll in the Expression οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ)
Shorter Reading
Longer Reading
οἱ µαθηταί
οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ
NEP
No NEP
NEP
No NEP
vll
no vll
no vll vll
10

1

5

2

1

3

Table 21: Influence of a Neighbouring Pronoun on the Expression οἱ µαθηταὶ (αὐτοῦ)
From this grid, it appears that most of the time, there is neither influence of the
neighbouring pronoun nor tendency to complement a shorter reading with a pronoun or
simplify a longer reading because of a ‘crowded’ sentence. Further, from the previous
table, there is no clear tendency in Bezan Matthew to ‘add’ or ‘withdraw’ in favour of a
shorter or longer reading in the expression in question. The presence of a pronoun close
by may or may not have led to a stylistic withdrawal of the one attached to µαθηταί. In
five cases (Mt 15.12,33; 17.10; 21.6; 26.56) the shorter reading is attested, while in only
two cases (Mt 19.1078 and 27.64) another pronoun is in the vicinity of οἱ µαθηταί [αὐτοῦ].
In fact, a discussion over the presence or absence of the pronoun as a result of harmonisation needs to be initiated.
Neither answer to the variation is conclusive: the p)-sign is inconsistently used in
the critical apparatus and the choice is mostly based on the external evidence that favours the Alexandrian reading.
Conclusions

I. 4.

This section has extracted all the occurrences of a harmonistic reading in Matthew in
Codex Bezae according to their references in the critical apparatus of NA28 when they
correspond to a repeated expression. It appears that, while it can be justified that the
readings in Bezan Matthew are a harmonisation with another parallel from the Synoptics
on the basis of the comparison of a discordant against a non-discordant reading, the
high number of parallel occurrences leads to the absence of any unequivocal conclusion.

77

It is assumed that the reason for the presence or absence of neighbouring pronouns is the rearrangement aimed at simplifying the construction of the sentence by the editor.
78
Interestingly, the presence of the direct object pronoun in this verse is itself subject to variation,
25
being absent in প and ℵ*.
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Furthermore, the reference to a ‘typical language of the Evangelist’ can rarely be applied
to such expressions as they vary both lexically or grammatically within the same Gospel.
Now that the alleged harmonising character of the variant readings in Mt D.05 appearing in a synoptic context within repeated expressions has been assessed, I will now turn
to instances where the Bezan variants are identified as harmonising without appearing in
a context of repeated information, which will take up the rest of this chapter.
II. Harmonisations of Bezan Matthew with Both Luke and Mark in Non-Repeated Expressions
The first section is devoted to potentially harmonistic variant readings in Bezan Matthew
where the material in question is similar to Mark and Luke, without being the consequence of repetitions as defined above. Furthermore, while the analyses in ‘Mk-Mt passages only’ and ‘Mt-Lk passages only’ were guided by the firmness/variance of the other
Gospel and mostly revealed two strands of variant readings, the harmonisation or crossharmonisation between three Synoptics is too complex to be presented in this way. What
I will do, because of the nature of the study involving three Gospels, is to differentiate
between a claimed harmonistic reading reflected in the three Synoptics with (a) a high
similarity or a verbatim agreement between the two other Gospels (II. 1) and (b) a low
to moderate agreement in one or the other Gospel only, representing either a MatthewMark harmonisation within a Lukan context, or a Matthew-Luke harmonisation within a
Markan context (II. 2).
II. 1.

High Verbal to Verbatim Agreement

There are ten instances of apparent harmonising variants in Mt D.05 according to the
critical apparatus of NA28 that can be judged to be in almost verbatim agreement with
Mark and/or Luke. This section will analyse the said vll in decreasing order of length. It
is noteworthy that six out of the ten instances involve one word only.
Mt 3.17 – par. Mk 1.11//Lk 3.22
Mt 3.17 καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν λέγουσα⸆· ⸂οὗτός ἐστιν⸃ ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν ᾧ
εὐδόκησα.
⸂p) συ εἶ D a sys.c; Ir ¦ txt (οὗτός ἐστιν) B rell
Further vll: ⸆πρὸς αὐτόν D a b g1 h sys.c
Mk 1.11 καὶ φωνὴ ⸂ἐγένετο ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν⸃· σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα.
⸂–ἐγένετο ℵ* D ff2 t ¦ ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν ἠκούσθη (+λέγουσα l2211) Θ 28 565
l2211 ¦ ἐγένετο ἐκ τοῦ οὐραντοῦ W syh ¦ txt (ἐγένετο) ℵ2 A B K L P Γ ∆ f 1.13
33 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 l844 ै lat syp co
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Lk 3.22 καὶ καταβῆναι τὸ πνεῦµα τὸ ἅγιον σωµατικῷ εἴδει ⸀ὡς περιστερὰν ⸁ἐπ’ αὐτόν, καὶ
φωνὴν ἐξ οὐρανοῦ γενέσθαι· ⸂σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα⸃.
⸀ὡσει A K N Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 565 700 892 1424 2542 l2211 ै ¦ txt প4 ℵ B D L
W 070 33 579 1241 | ⸁εἰς D | ⸂(Ps 2.7) Υἱός µου εἶ σύ, ἐγὼ σήµερον γεγέννηκά
σε D it; Ju (Cl) Meth Hil Aug
.

Mt 3.17 (par. Mk 1.11//Lk 3.22)79 describes the voice heard at Jesus’ Baptism. In Matthew, Jesus is described as the Son of God either in the second person singular
(Mt D.05, Mark and Luke) or in the third person singular (Mt B.03), which may suggest
a harmonisation in Codex Bezae and allies. The verses share a similar wording with the
Transfiguration episode which also involves a voice from heaven. The analogy between
the Transfiguration and the Baptism is well known.80 This section discusses the textcritical issues of this specific case.
In terms of external evidence, the overwhelming weight of witnesses is against
Codex Bezae, a reading which is only supported by one Latin manuscript alone, two early Syriac versions and Irenaeus suggesting the existence of the variant as early as the
mid-2nd c. CE.
The Markan form is firm across the tradition. In most of the manuscripts reading
the Lukan verse (including ℵBD), the first verbal clause reflects Ps 2.7LXX, but there is
external support for a mixed wording. The following presentation displays the differences between B.03 and D.05 across the Synoptics:
Mt 3.17D
συ εἶ
ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός,
ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα.
Mt 3.17B
οὗτός ἐστιν
ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός,
ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα.
Mk 1.11BD σὺ εἶ
ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός,
ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα.
Lk 3.22D
Υἱός µου εἶ σύ,
ἐγὼ σήµερον γεγέννηκά σε
Lk 3.22B
σὺ εἶ
ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός,
ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα.
In this respect, Mt 3.17D.05 is not a harmonisation with Luke since Bezan Luke
uses a different word order and a different second clause. It may be harmonising with
Mark, however, though only in the first clause. The form found in Codex Vaticanus and
its support is widely attested. It could be argued that the presence of ἐν ᾧ with of σὺ εἶ
called for linguistic improvement, resulting in οὗτός ἐστιν.

79

Jn 1.34 is also a parallel to the passage but will not be considered here because of the special status
of the Gospel of John vis-a-vis the Synoptic Gospels.
80
See G. DALMAN and D.M. KAY, The Words of Jesus Considered in the Light of Post-Biblical Jewish Writings and the Aramaic Language: Introduction and Fundamental Ideas, Volume 1 (Edinburgh: T. &
T. Clark, 1909) 276; D.A. LEE, Transfiguration (London: Continuum, 2004) 26; L.A. HUIZENGA, The New
Isaac: Tradition and Intertextuality in the Gospel of Matthew (Leiden; Boston: E.J. Brill, 2009) 209; C.H.
TALBERT, Matthew (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010) 58.
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The wording involved here is highly similar to the Transfiguration episode found
at Mt 17.5 (par. Mk 1.11//Lk 3.22), and therefore needs to be examined despite the difficulty of the multiple readings involved in the three Synoptics reproduced here below
with their critical apparatus with only the variant reading worthy of mention:
Mt 17.5 ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος ἰδοὺ νεφέλη φωτεινὴ ἐπεσκίασεν αὐτούς, καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ ἐκ τῆς
νεφέλης λέγουσα· οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα· ⸂ἀκούετε αὐτοῦ⸃.
⸂αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε C K L W Γ Θ f 13 565 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat sy mae ¦
αὐτοῦ ἀκούσατε ∆ ¦ txt (ἀκούετε αὐτοῦ) ℵ B D f 1 33 579 l2211 ff1
Mk 9.7 καὶ ἐγένετο νεφέλη ἐπισκιάζουσα ⸀αὐτοῖς, καὶ ⸁ἐγένετο φωνὴ ἐκ τῆς νεφέλης, Οὗτός
ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός⸆ ⸂ἀκούετε αὐτοῦ⸃.
⸆ὅν ἐξελεξαµην 0131 ¦ p) ἐν ᾧ εὐδοκήσα ℵ1 ∆ | ⸂αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε A K N Γ f 13
700 2542 ै b f ff2 q syh ¦ ἀκούσατε αὐτοῦ 28 1424 ¦ -∆ ¦ txt ℵ B C D L W Θ
Ψ 0131 f 1 33 565 579 892 1241 l844 lat | ⸀αὐτοὺς প45vid W f 13 1424 l844 | ⸁
ἦλθεν A D K N Γ Θ (f 13 28) 33 565 700 1241 1424 ै lat sys.h sa ¦ -W f 1 aur
c k syp ¦ txt ℵ B C L ∆ Ψ 579 892 (2542) l844 syhmg bo
Lk 9.35 καὶ φωνὴ ⸀ἐγένετο ἐκ τῆς νεφέλης λέγουσα, Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ⸁ἐκλελεγµένος,
αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε.
p) ⸁ἀγαπητός A C* K N P W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 700 1424 2542 l844 ै it vgcl.ww
sy(c)p.h; McionT.E | p) ἀγαπητός ἐν ᾧ ηὐδόκησα (εὐδόκησα C3) C3 D Ψ (boms) ¦
ἐκλεκτός Θ l ¦ txt (ἐκλελεγµένος) প45.75 ℵ B L Ξ 579 892 1241 a aur ff2 l vgst
sys.hmg co
For convenience and because of the high density in variant readings, I have isolated the
portion where B.03 and D.05 (and ℵ.01 in the case where the B.03/D.05 reading is the
same) are involved in the Transfiguration pericope:
Mt 17.5 [firm]

Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου

ὁ ἀγαπητός,

ἐν ᾧ ηὐδόκησα

Mk 9.7B.03/D.05
Mk 9.7ℵ1 p)

Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου
Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου

ὁ ἀγαπητός,
ὁ ἀγαπητός,

ἐν ᾧ εὐδοκήσα

Lk 9.35D.05 p)
Lk 9.35B.03

Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου
Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου

ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν ᾧ ηὐδόκησα
ὁ ἐκλελεγµένος

The first clause of the Transfiguration passage shares a high degree of similarity
across the Synoptics with the Baptism pericope in most of the manuscripts (contra
Bezae). The second (dependant) clause is either present (Mt, Mk -ℵ1, Lk -D) or absent
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(Mk -ℵ1, Lk B), illustrating a difficulty during the construction of the text itself. Therefore, the words during Jesus’ baptism shared by almost all manuscripts except Codex
Bezae and support could technically be a harmonisation with the present episode as if
the scribe would ‘remember’ that the voice makes the declaration in the third person. Be
that as it may, what the voice said at the Baptism may well have raised a concern at a
very early stage with its potential interaction with the Transfiguration, a difficulty that is
reflected in the amount of alternative readings in the Synoptics.
Returning to the analysis of the Baptism pericope and in terms of internal evidence, the first clause of Matthew (συ εἶ) supports a dependent clause (ἐν ᾧ εὐδόκησα)
which reflects a different structure from that in Luke and Mark with their two independent clauses (σὺ εἶ…ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα). The Bezan expression in Matthew is therefore not a
blind copy and paste or a memorisation of an earlier text. It is unlikely that the scribe
harmonised with the first part of Mark and left ἐν σοι εὐδόκησα. Interestingly, the Lukan
expression is not firm: Codex Bezae, Old Latin manuscripts and Church Fathers read the
exact wording of Ps 2.7LXX (itself identical to the MT: )בני אתה אני היום ילדתיך. Notably, Massaux mentions that Justin Martyr–who overwhelmingly used Matthew–quotes
Υἱός µου εἶ σύ which is close to the Bezan reading (though in the reverse word order).81
Ehrman proposed an analysis which accepts the Bezan reading as original and explains
that the Alexandrian reading σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα was an early correction for anti-adoptionistic reasons.82
In short, the voice at the Baptism and at the Transfiguration differ in Codex
Bezae by delivering two distinct messages in the way they are expressed (God to Jesus in
the first passage, God to the three disciples in the second one) against a single way in
the majority reading (to the crowds with οὗτός ἐστιν during the Transfiguration, and to
Jesus with συ εἶ in the Baptism episode). The variant in Mt 3.17D.05 should therefore
not be analysed alone without taking account of the voice at the Transfiguration. The
comparison between the two passages shows an underlying problem in the 2nd c. CE as
to the significance of the person of Jesus as Son of God which led to early variant readings. It may well be the the reading in Codex Bezae is an early trace of the text before it
underwent ‘theological diorthosis.’
Mt 9.15a – par. Mk 2.19 //Lk 5.34-35
Mt 9.15a καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Μὴ δύνανται οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ ⸀νυµφῶνος ⸁πενθεῖν ἐφ’ ὅσον µετ’
αὐτῶν ἐστιν ὁ νυµφίος;

81

JUSTIN, Dial. 53,6 (É. MASSAUX, L’influence de Matthieu dans la Littérature chrétienne avant St.
Irenée [Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1950] 536). Υἱός µου is in preverbal position in Justin’s quote, highlighting therefore the fact of being ‘my Son’ while Codex Bezae has the personal pronoun
before the verb emphasising thereby an address to Jesus which may have been understood as adoptionistic
and subsequently removed. This Bezan order is that found in Ps 2.7LXX.
82
EHRMANN, Orthodox Corruption, 68 and note 110. This is also noted in A.W. ARGYLE, ‘Evidence
for the view that St Luke used St Matthew’s Gospel,’ JBL (1964) 83, 390–6 (391) referring to Streeter’s study.
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⸁p) νηστεύειν D W (579) 1424 it syp.hmg sa mae bomss ¦ txt (πενθεῖν)
B rell
Further vll: ⸀νυµφίου D latt ¦ txt (νυµφῶνος) B rell
Mk 2.19 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ⸋ὁ Ἰησοῦς⸌, Μὴ δύνανται οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφῶνος ἐν ᾧ ὁ νυµφίος µετ’
αὐτῶν ἔστιν νηστεύειν; ⸋1ὅσον χρόνον ἔχουσιν τὸν νυµφίον µετ’ αὐτῶν οὐ δύνανται νηστεύειν⸌
⸋D W 28 1424 b i q boms | ⸋1 (om. ὅσον) p) D W f 1 33 700 it vgmss | ⸂ἔχουσιν
τὸν νυµφίον µεθ’ εαὐτῶν প88 L 2542 ¦ µεθ’ εαὐτῶν ἔχουσιν τὸν νυµφίον A K Γ ∆
f 13 579vid 1424 ै f q syh ¦ ἔχουσιν µεθ’ εαὐτῶν τὸν νυµφίον 1241 l2211 ¦ txt
(ὅσον) ℵ B C Θ 28 (ἔχωσιν 565) 892 lat co
Lk 5.34 ὁ δὲ o Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς, Μὴ ⸂δύνασθε τοὺς υἱοὺς⸃ τοῦ νυµφῶνος ⸄ἐν ᾧ ὁ
νυµφίος µετ’ αὐτῶν ἐστιν⸅ ⸂1ποιῆσαι νηστεῦσαι⸃; [35] ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι, καὶ ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ
ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ὁ νυµφίος, τότε νηστεύσουσιν ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις.
o

A K Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 565 700 1424 ै lat syp ¦ txt প4 ℵ B C D L W Ξ f 1.13 33 579
892 1241 2542 l844 l2211 f syh co | ⸂p) δύνανται οἱ υἱοί ℵ* D it sams bopt;
(McionT) |⸄ἐφ’ ὅσον ἔχουσιν τὸν νυµφίον µετ’ εαὐτῶν D e | ⸂1 νηστεῦειν ℵ* D
it; (McionT) ¦ ποιῆσαι νηστεῦειν A C K L W Γ Θ Ψ f 1.13 33 565 (579) 700
892 1424 l844 l2211 ै ¦ txt (ποιῆσαι νηστεῦσαι) ℵ2 B Ξ 1241
Mt 9.15 is the second verse of the pericope on the Question about Fasting (Mt 9.14–17).
It comes immediately after John’s disciples question ‘Why do we and the Pharisees fast,
but your disciples do not fast?’ (9.14). Jesus’ answer is (9.15) in most of the textual tradition is ‘Can the wedding guests83 mourn as long as the bridegroom is with them?’ Codex
Bezae reads ‘fast’ instead of ‘mourn.’
In terms of external evidence, νηστεύειν, ‘to fast,’ is found in the Byzantine Codex
Washingtonianus and minuscule 1424 as well as early versions (Latin, Syriac, Coptic)
conferring the reading a wide range of geographical evidence, which cannot be disregarded. Πενθεῖν, ‘to mourn,’ is supported by the rest of the tradition which is judged to
be more original on the basis of the principles of textual criticism that accord primary
83

Slightly beyond the subject, it is equally interesting to note that the three Synoptics mention the
wedding guests as οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφῶνος, except Codex Bezae in Matthew which reads with the support of the
Old Latin οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφίου, i.e. the son of the bridegroom. Νυµφών, νυµφῶνος, ὁ is technically ‘the wedding
hall’ or ‘the bridal chamber’ while οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφῶνος are the ‘bridegroom’s attendants, that group of the
wedding guests who stood closest to the groom and played an essential part in the wedding ceremony’
(BDAG, s.v. νυµφῶν). Similarly, νυµφίος is a bridegroom (BDAG s.v. νυµφίος) translated in the LXX from the
Hebrew חתן. The Bezan reading οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφῶνος looks like the lectio difficilior (‘the sons of the bridegroom’!) and would have been corrected into νυµφῶν. Since, apart from this exception, the entire tradition
has οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυµφῶνος, the Bezan reading in Matthew may seem to reflect a Latinism although Davies and
Allison explain this phrase as a Semitism from the Aramaic bene hahuppa quoted in t. Ber. 2.18, b. Sukka
25b (DAVIES‒ALLISON, Matthew, II, 109).
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importance to the external weight of attestation. What should be noted is that while the
external evidence is against Codex Bezae, the geographical support for its reading is
broad.
In terms of internal evidence, the structure of the three Gospels is highly similar
but rather complex as the synoptic display below demonstrates. For the sake of convenience, Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus are presented here synoptically in their parallel
passages:
Mt 9.15 D

Mt 9.15 B

Mk 2.19 D

Mk 2.19 B

Lk 5.34 D

Lk 5.34 B

καὶ εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς ὁ
Ἰησοῦς,
Μήτι
δύνανται οἱ
υἱοὶ τοῦ
νυνφίου
νηστεύειν
ἐφ’ ὅσον

καὶ εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς ὁ
Ἰησοῦς,
Μὴ δύνανται
οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ
νυµφῶνος
πενθεῖν

καὶ εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς
Μὴ δύνανται
οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ
νυµφῶνος

καὶ εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς ὁ
Ἰησοῦς,
Μὴ δύνανται
οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ
νυµφῶνος

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς
εἶπεν πρὸς
αὐτούς,
Μὴ δύνανται
οἱ υἱοι τοῦ
νυµφῶνος

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς
εἶπεν πρὸς
αὐτούς,
Μὴ δύνασθε
τοὺς υἱοὺς τοῦ
νυµφῶνος

ἐφ’ ὅσον

ἐν ᾧ
ὁ νυµφίος

ἐν ᾧ
ὁ νυµφίος

ἐν ᾧ
ὁ νυµφίος

µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἐστιν ὁ
νυµφίος;

µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἐστιν ὁ
νυµφίος;

µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἐστιν

µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἐστιν

ἐφ’ ὅσον
ἔχουσιν τὸν
νυµφίον
µετ’ εαὐτῶν

νηστεύειν

νηστεύειν;

νηστεῦειν;

µετ’ αὐτῶν
ἐστιν
ποιῆσαι
νηστεῦσαι;

ὅσον χρόνον
ἔχουσιν τὸν
νυµφίον
µετ’ αὐτῶν
οὐ δύνανται
νηστεύειν

Table 22: Textual Comparison of Mt 9.15a and Parallels in D.05 and B.03
The three texts are very similar but arranged in a different fashion. The position
of the verb πενθεῖν/νηστεύειν immediately after the subject in Matthew raises the question
of whether a simple harmonisation with the other two Gospels is possible or whether
Matthew underwent an early correction with no influence from the other Gospels. Actually, neither in Mark nor Luke nor in the entire Matthean passage is mourning in question: the entire passage is about fasting. Furthermore, Mark has variant readings that
may be traced in Matthew and Luke.84 The conclusion that a harmonisation has taken
place arises more from the lack of an answer to the question about why scribes and al-

84

MwQH-theorists would see the Lukan structure as a direct import of Matthew’s against a more
difficult explanation for having Matthew and Luke independently merge Mark’s passage in the same way.
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most the entire textual tradition would insert and copy the verb ‘to mourn’ in the middle
of a passage dedicated to fasting during the presence of the bridegroom. The reason for
introducing πενθεῖν could be that Matthew substituted ‘mourn’ for ‘fast’ to ‘strengthen
the allusion to Jesus’ death’ and also, that ‘perhaps we should recall 6.16-8, where fasting
is assumed but the outward signs of mourning are prohibited.’85 If the passage is entirely
on fasting, it could be speculated that the early transmission of the tradition focused on
Jesus’ death, hence the use of ‘mourn.’
Mt 9.15b – par. Mk 2.20//Lk 5.35
Mt 9.15b ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ὁ νυµφίος, καὶ τότε νηστεύσουσιν⸆
⸆p) ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµεραῖς D it syhmg ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Mk 2.20 ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ὁ νυµφίος, καὶ τότε νηστεύσουσιν ἐν ἐκείνῃ
τῇ ἡµέρᾳ.
No vll
Lk 5.35 ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι, καὶ ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ὁ νυµφίος, τότε νηστεύσουσιν ἐν
ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις.
No vll
In this verse, Jesus concludes a passage about the Coming of the Son of Man saying ‘The
days will come, when the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will fast.’
The verse ends with ‘they will fast’ in Codex Vaticanus and allies, while Codex Bezae
reads ‘they will fast in those days’ supported by versional evidence only. Mt 9.15a itself
has a variant which is discussed below.
In terms of external evidence, although the agreement between the Old Latin and
hmg
sy
may be interesting in itself,86 the absence of manuscript evidence from the rest of
the tradition causes it to be viewed as a potential addition. Notably, the Markan and
Lukan forms of the phrase in question are firm.
In terms of internal evidence, the proximity between all Synoptics may well lead
to the conclusion that Mt 9.15D.05 reflects a harmonistic addition with most probably
85

DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, II, 109, n.12. See also Lagrange: ‘Ce n’était pas changer de thème
puisque le jeûne des Sémites était bien un usage de deuil ; on pourrait donc voir ici une nuance originale.
Cependant, dans le contexte, il semble que Mt a voulu préparer l’impression que produit la fin du verset où
la cause de la disparition du fiancé revêt donc un aspect spécialement funèbre’ (M.-J. LAGRANGE, L’Évangile
selon Saint Matthieu [Paris: J. Gabalda, 1923] 183).
86
See Ejenobo’s comment: ‘Agreements, for example, between Old Latin and Old Syriac witnesses
may sometimes be due to common influence from Tatian’s Diatessaron’ (D.T. EJENOBO, ‘Textual Criticism:
Its Value to New Testament Studies,’ Asia Journal of Theology 22 [2008] 126–41 [129]). On the other hand,
Amphoux suggests that Bezan readings are often pre-diatessaronic ones (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Matthieu,
256–7).
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Luke (because of the plural ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις contra the singular ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡµέρᾳ
in Mark – the two formulae are virtually equivalent) aimed at ‘supplementing the apparent missing part’ of the verse.
However, despite high verbal proximity, there is a notable difference over the
place of the word καί as shown in the schematic presentation below:
Mt 9.15B.03 ὅταν
καὶ τότε ø
Mt 9.15D.05 ὅταν
καὶ τότε ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις
Mk 2.20
ὅταν
καὶ τότε ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡµέρᾳ
Lk 5.35
καὶ ὅταν τότε
ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις
Indeed, it appears that the conjunction καί in Matthew and Mark appears in Luke
as an adverb that can be translated into ‘and precisely when….then,’ which sounds like
an emphatic rewording of his source (whether Mk, Mt or Q). In Matthew and Mark, the
presence of the temporal adverb τότε, indicating a time for something to happen (‘then,’
‘at that time’), does theoretically not require ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις as a further temporal
clause and can easily be seen as superfluous and prompted emendation. Assuming Markan priority, it could be understood that Matthew either deleted the second temporary
indication (as in Mt 9.15B.03 because of the cumbersome double temporal reference)87
or turned the singular reference into a plural because of the earlier reference (ἐλεύσονται
δὲ ἡµέραι) as in Mt 9.15D.05 reflecting practice in the Scriptures.88 The assimilation of
Mt 9.15D.05 with Lk 5.35 is therefore not that obvious in view of the different place of
καί in Luke.
The main verbal clause ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι and the adverb τότε have most probably resulted in the deliberate omission of ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµέραις as an expression that
was regarded as a redundant repetition. A deliberate or even accidental harmonisation is
unlikely despite its being an evident conclusion at first sight.89
Mt 16.20 – par. Mk 8.30//Lk 9.21
Mt 16.20 τότε ⸀διεστείλατο τοῖς µαθηταῖς ⸆ ἵνα µηδενὶ εἴπωσιν ὅτι ⸁αὐτός ἐστιν ⸇ὁ Χριστός
⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν B* D e syc; Ormss ¦ txt (διεστείλατο) ℵ B2 C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13
565 (579) 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h co; Ormss
Further vll: ⸆αὐτοῦ K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 892 1241 1424 ै lat sy co ¦
txt (om.) ℵ B C D 579 700 samss | ⸁οὕτος D Θ q | ⸇ Ἰησοῦς ℵ2 C (D) K W Γ

87

Davies and Allison simply note ‘Matthew also omitted Mark’s concluding “in that day”’ putting
the relavant question in a footnote ‘was our Evangelist bothered by the singular “day”?’ (Matthew, II, 111 and
note 128).
88
The Scriptures prefer the singular (250x) translating  ביום ההואto the plural (75x) translating
( בימים ההםAramaic  בהנון יומתא/ )בהו יומא.
89
From these considerations, and goig a little further, MwQH-theorists may even propose that Luke
knew the Bezan text of Matthew and took from it. Furthermore, the plural form in Mt 9.15D.05 and Lk 5.35
can constitute a ‘minor agreement’ against Mk 2.20.
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579 892 1241 ै lat syh sams mae bo ¦ txt (om.) ℵ* B L ∆ Θ f
1424 it syc.p sa; Or

1.13

565 700

Mk 8.30 καὶ ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα µηδενὶ λέγωσιν περὶ αὐτοῦ.
No vll90
Lk 9.21 Ὁ δὲ ἐπιτιµήσας αὐτοῖς παρήγγειλεν µηδενὶ λέγειν τοῦτο.
No vll
Mt 16.20 immediately follows Peter’s Confession at Caesarea Philippi and introduces
Jesus’ request for silence: ‘Then he warned (διεστείλατο) the disciples that they should
tell no one that he was the Christ.’ The word designated in italics is read using a Greek
synonym (ἐπετίµησεν) in Codex Bezae in contrast to Codex Vaticanus and its support.
In terms of external evidence, there are again two distinct strands of textual tradition where ‘warned’ is attested: ἐπετίµησεν is supported by Codex Bezae and the original
hand of Codex Vaticanus as well as early versions (one unique Latin witness, Palatinus e,
and the Curetonian Syriac) and few manuscripts written by Origen, while διεστείλατο, an
apparent synonym,91 is supported by a wide spectrum of key Greek manuscripts and
equally early versions (ℵ C L W Θ f 1.13 ै lat syp.h co Ormss) along with a later hand of
Codex Vaticanus, thereby pointing to an early variant. The absence of a variant reading
in Mk 8.30 and Lk 9.21 presumably led the Committee to conclude that Bezan Matthew
is harmonising but the reason for Codex Vaticanus to correct its earlier original form
may reflect the desire for improved language.92 In this latter case, the Bezan reading
probably takes the text back to the original Matthean redaction. Finally, the agreement
between Codex Bezae and the original hand of Codex Vaticanus would need further investigation, especially in trying to understand what prompted a later hand to correct
ἐπετίµησεν into διεστείλατο.
In terms of internal evidence, διαστέλοµαι (τίνι) is a rare verb (always used in the
middle voice, intransitively) which, apart from this passage, is found once in Matthew,
none in Luke and five times in Mark.93 The form displays no vll in Mark where Jesus
requests the disciples not to disclose anything (with reference to µηδενί, nobody): the
resurrection of a girl (Mk 5.43), the healing of a deaf man (Mk 7.36 x2), the yeast of the
90

There is no variation according to Nestle-Aland. The consultation of the facsimile of the MS
shows that inplace of εἶπωσιν is read λέφωσιν in Codex Bezae. Ἐπετίµησεν is however firm.
91
διαστέλλω (always in the middle διαστέλλοµαι) to order, give orders (BDAG, s.v. διαστέλλω and
διεστελλόµην) and ἐπιτιµάω rebuke, reprove, censure also speak seriously, warn in order to prevent an action
or bring to an end (BDAG, s.v. ἐπιτιµάω).
92
The testimony of Origen is of lesser importance here because of the fact that the Church Father
(Fathers in general) could equally well harmonise for the same reasons as a scribe would (indeed, several
manuscripts containing Origen’s sermons include both verbs).
93
The verb is used quite widely in the LXX (54 times) either with this meaning or that of distinguishing from something.
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Pharisees (Mk 8.15) and after the Transfiguration only (Mk 9.9). In this respect, its use
in Mark seems to be closely associated with the Messianic Secret (Jesus’ command for
silence regarding his messianic status), a relatively modern, though disputed, concept
identified by Wrede as a redactional Markan motif.94
On the opposite, ἐπιτιµάω is more commonly used in the Gospels (Mt: 6 [7 B*D],
Lk: 11, Mk: 9)95 than in the LXX (10 times). In Matthew, the verb is found when Jesus
rebukes the winds and the sea (Mt 8.26), the crowds after healing the man with the
withered hand (12.16), the possessed child’s father (17.17), when the crowds rebuke the
two blind men (20.31), Peter to Jesus (16.22), and the disciples to the children (19.13).
Summarising the passages where Jesus commands silence, it can be noticed that
the verb introducing the command not to talk about the Christ in Matthew can either be
λέγω, σιγάω, παραγγέλλω (with no variant reading) or the two verbs in question in this
section:
Context
Jesus Cleans a Leper
Jesus Heals a Deaf Man
Peter’s Confession
Girl Restored to Life
Deaf Man
Transfiguration

Matthew
8.4 λέγει
----16.20 διεστείλατο
(vl ἐπετίµησεν B*D)
--------17.9 ἐνετείλατο

Mark
1.44 λέγει
7.36 διεστείλατο
8.30 ἐπετίµησεν

Luke
5.12 παρήγγειλεν
9.21 ἐπιτιµήσας

5.43 διεστείλατο
7.36 διεστείλατο
9.9 διεστείλατο

8.56 παρήγγειλεν
----9.37 ἐσίγησαν

Table 23: Textual Variants of the Expression To Command Silence
The above reasoning comes to contradictory conclusions if the original reading is
questioned. Indeed, both verbs may be equally explained as generating the other:
ἐπιτιµάω could have been substituted for διαστέλλοµαι being in more common use and as
a harmonising correction to match the potential same textual origin as Mk 8.30-33 on
Peter’s Confession. The Markan use of διαστέλλοµαι seems to reflect instances where the
Messianic Secret is involved. The use of ἐπετίµησεν in Mk 8.30 instead of διαστέλλοµαι
would have been deliberately chosen by Mark because of the obviously different nature
of the context of Peter’s confession. Therefore, the original reading in Mt 16.20 is difficult to identify with certainty from assumptions on scribal habits: however, if Matthew
drew from Mark, Matthew could well have naturally taken the same verb as evidenced in
Codex Bezae. Conversely, Matthew may have been more familiar with the more widespread use of διαστέλλοµαι, explanation that would in turn support the other strand of
tradition. In any case, the authorial adaptation of Mark by Matthew becomes conceivable
as opposed to a discussion on scribal habits due to the interwoven nature of the words.

94

W. WREDE, The Messianic Secret (trans. J.C.G. GRIEG; Cambridge: James Clarke & Co., 1971).
Mk 1.25; 3.12; 4.39; 8.30,32-33; 9.25; 10.13,48; Lk 4.35,39,41; 8.24; 9.21,42,55; 17.3; 18.15,39;
19.39; 23.40. There is either no variant reading at all in this verse, or, if any, the verb ἐπιτιµάω would not be
altered.
95
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Although the Bezan reading does look like a harmonisation, the above discussion
suggests that the fact that both verbs can be found in parallel passages in related contexts makes a conclusion towards harmonisation far from being straightforward.
Mt 19.20 – par. Mk 10.20//Lk 18.21
Mt 19.20 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ νεανίσκος,⸉Πάντα ταῦτα⸊ ἐφύλαξα⸆· τί ἔτι ὑστερῶ;
⸆p) ἐκ νεότητός µου (-D) ℵ2 C D K W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 700c 892 1241 1424
l2211 ै it vgcl sy co; Cyr ¦ txt (om.) ℵ* B L Θ f 1 579 700* lat; Cyp
Further vll: ⸉ταῦτα πάντα B D K Γ f 1.13 892 1424 pm ff1 ¦ txt (πάντα ταῦτα)
ℵ C L W ∆ Θ 33 565 579 700 1241 l2211 pm syh
Mk 10.20 ὁ δὲ ⸀ἔφη αὐτῷ, ∆ιδάσκαλε, ταῦτα πάντα ἐφυλαξάµην ἐκ νεότητός µου.
⸀ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν (ἔφη C) A C D K N W Γ Θ f 1.13 28 565 700 1241 1424
2542 l844 l2211 ै latt sy ¦ txt ℵ B ∆ Ψ 0274 579 892 co
Lk 18.21 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν, Ταῦτα πάντα ἐφύλαξα ἐκ νεότητος⸆.
⸆p) µου ℵ A K L N P W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 078 f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424
2542 ै lat syp.h ¦ txt B D l
This verse occurs in the passage of the encounter of Jesus with the Rich Young Man.
With reference to the commandments, the young man says ‘All these I have observed’
(D.05 ‘adds’ ‘from [my] youth,’ ἐκ νεότητός µου). This prepositional phrase is found in
numerous manuscripts, with Codex Bezae omitting the pronoun.
In terms of external evidence, the presence or absence of ἐκ νεότητός µου is equally
divided into two steams of early and diverse geographical support. Interestingly, two
manuscripts, Codex Sinaiticus and minuscule 700, witness some corrections towards the
longer reading. The testimony of Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus, the shorter
reading against a longer reading and the similarity with other Gospels, tilt against the
Bezan reading on the basis of traditional text-critical rules.96 The longer reading ἐκ
νεότητος without pronoun found in Bezan Matthew is identical to the form in the Lukan
parallel (Lk 18.23B.03/D.05) where Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae share the absence
of the pronoun against most of the textual tradition. Therefore the presence or absence
of the pronoun along with the shorter or longer reading appear as changes creating two
strands of tradition that happened as early as the 2nd c. In terms of internal evidence, Mt

96

‘The scribes of many witnesses assimilated the account to the Synoptics by adding ἐκ νεότητός
µου (Mk 10.20) or ἐκ νεότητός (Lk 18.21).’ (METZGER, Commentary, 40).
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19.20D.05 is close to both Mark and Luke,97 although the aorist active 1st p. sg. ἐφύλαξα
is common to Matthew and Luke against Mark who has the aorist middle 1st p. sg.
ἐφυλαξάµην – from φυλάσσω, an important verb in the Jewish concept of ‘keeping’ (Heb.
‘ )שׁמרthe Law,’ ‘the [Lord’s] word,’ ‘the ways,’ or ‘the precepts.’98 In the Jewish Scriptures, the verb is rarely found with the complement ‘from my youth’ (מנערי, sometimes
with ‘until now,’ )עד־היום הזה.99 In this respect, the shorter reading would indeed sound
closer to the Scriptures.
Moreover, the presence of ἐκ νεότητός µου seems to be redundant or even useless
because of the presence of the subject νεανίσκος, ‘young man.’ Indeed, at the beginning of
the Synoptic passages, the person in question is different: Matthew speaks of εἷς ‘one
person’ (19.16) and so does Mark (10.17), without referring to a young man specifically,
a detail which is, however, mentioned later in Mt 19.20,22, while Luke speaks of τις
ἄρχων ‘a certain ruler’ (Lk 18.18). In this latter Gospel, the absence of reference to age
may highlight the importance of the phrase ‘from my youth’ as the person may be seen
as quite experienced or senior. Beyond the question of the inclusion or not of the pronoun, the question remains whether the text of Codex Bezae reveals a harmonisation
with Mark or Luke? It is hardly tenable that it should be with Mark because of the lack
of circulation of this Gospel in the 2nd c. CE, but more conclusively because of the use of
the middle voice ἐφυλαξάµην which could be assumed to be taken verbatim, while it is
found in the active in Matthew. The verbal proximity with Luke makes the question even
more valid; however, Luke talks about a potentially older person, in the sense that he
can refer to his youth. Conversely, the fact of a young person talking about his youth is
strange and the longer reading may thus correspond to the harder reading. The short
reading is therefore more likely to be a softened reading, resulting as a correction of a
redundancy.
The vll in this verse should be looked at more from the point of view of the construction and transmission of the text and the literary dependence of the Synoptics rather a rapid conclusion of a harmonisation being drawn. The presence or absence of the
prepositional phrase with or without pronoun is less likely to be harmonisation than the
consequence of the editorial construction of the Gospels.
Potentially, there could be also a case for arguing editorial ‘fatigue’ in Matthew,
betraying the use of Mark: Matthew would have originally converted the Markan ‘ἐκ
νεότητός µου’ into ‘ὁ νεανίσκος’ and thereby revised the verse, which originally spoke of εἷς.
It could be argued, therefore, that the longer (Bezan) reading may simply reflect the expression originally found in Matthew or his sources.100
97

Davies and Allison claim without question an assimilation to Mark (Matthew, III, 46 note 40)
omitting the consideration of the variant reading in Luke.
98
2 Sam. 22.22; Ps. 16.4; 17.22; 118.55,67,168; Cant. 1.6.
99
In this context, we have the only example of 1Ki 18.12 ירא את־יהוה מנערי, i.e. ‘I [your servant]
have revered the Lord from my youth.’ Interestingly, the LXX uses the indirect style: 1Ki 18.12LXX ὁ δοῦλός
σού ἐστιν φοβούµενος τὸν κύριον ἐκ νεότητος αὐτοῦ.
100
From a Goulder-Farrer hypothesis point of view, the Lukan text where ἐκ νεότητος [µου] is present after ταῦτα πάντα and ἐφύλαξα may well be traced back to the text of Matthew rather than the one of
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Mt 21.1 – par. Mk 11.1//Lk 19.29
Mt 21.1 Καὶ ὅτε ⸀ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα καὶ ⸁ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφαγὴ ⸀1 εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν,
τότε ⸀2 Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο µαθητὰς
⸀1 p) πρός ℵ D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै lat syh ¦ txt (εἰς) B C 33 it
Further vll: ⸀ἤγγισεν C3 892 b e ff2 vgmss syc.p bomss | ⸁ἦλθεν ℵ* C3 W ∆ 892
e ff2 q syc.p sams mae; Or |⸀2 ὁ Ἰησοῦς ℵ C K L (N) W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579
892 1424 ै ¦ ὁ κύριος ἡµῶν Ἰησοῦς ὁ Χριστός l844 l2211 ¦ -1241 ¦ txt (Ἰησοῦς)
B D 700
Mk 11.1 Καὶ ὅτε ⸀ἐγγίζουσιν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα ⸂εἰς Βηθφαγὴ καὶ Βηθανίαν⸃ πρὸς τὸ Ὄρος ⸁τῶν
Ἐλαιῶν, ἀποστέλλει δύο τῶν µαθητῶν αὐτοῦ.
⸀ἤγγιζεν D it syp ¦ ἤγγισαν f 13| ⸂εἰς Βηθφαγὴ Ψ ¦ καί (-700) εἰς Βηθανίαν D
700 lat ¦ εἰς Βηθφαγὴ καὶ εἰς Βηθανίαν ℵ C Θ ¦ εἰς Βηθσφαγὴ καὶ Βηθανίαν B2 Γ
f 1 1241 2542 pm ¦ καὶ 1-4 (εἰς Βηθφαγὴ καὶ Βηθανίαν) A ¦ txt B* K L W ∆ f 13
28 565 579 892 1424 l844 pm f l q vgmss sy(s) sa (bo) | ⸁τό B
Lk 19.29 Καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἤγγισεν εἰς Βηθφαγὴ καὶ ⸀Βηθανία[ν] πρὸς τὸ ὄρος ⸂τὸ καλούµενον
Ἐλαιῶν⸃, ἀπέστειλεν δύο τῶν µαθητῶν
⸀-νία ℵ* B D* ¦ txt ℵ2 A D1 K L N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241
1424 2542 l844 ै | ⸂τῶν Ἐλαιῶν καλούµενον D ¦ τῶν Ἐλαιῶν K 69 (e) sys
Mt 21 tells the story of Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem and sets the preliminary
scene in Bethphage, when he came to the Mount of Olives to call two disciples. The
equivalent of English ‘to’ is variously attested as πρός (Codex Bezae and support) or εἰς
(Codex Vaticanus and support). Mark and Luke consistently read πρός.
In terms of external evidence, there are again two strands of tradition attesting
each of the readings, though this time εἰς is supported by a much smaller number of
manuscripts, among which is Codex Vaticanus. The reading πρός is supported by a highly diverse group of Western, Alexandrian, Caesarean and Byzantine manuscripts, among
which is the early witness of Codex Sinaiticus. Interestingly, both Mark and Luke are
firm as far as the phrase πρὸς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν is concerned. Since the discordant
reading is assumed to be more likely original (and is supported by Codex Vaticanus), the
Bezan reading is typically regarded as a harmonisation with Mark and Luke. The external evidence weighs against the relatively isolated reading of Codex Vaticanus, but deMark or of a lost document. The absence of the pronoun in Mt D.05 and Luke B.03/D.05 may be even more
conclusive in terms of the textual transmission and construction of the NT.
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spite this the alleged ‘discordance’ is taken as determinative in NA28. The witnesses involved in this vl are quite early and give weight to this apparently insignificant variant
reading.
In terms of internal evidence, the succession of occurrences of εἰς in the verse (εἰς
Ἱεροσόλυµα…εἰς Βηθφαγή...εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν) and the use of πρός in the Markan and
Lukan parallels may have resulted in some confusion in the prepositions at an early
stage of the composition. A presentation of the three parallel verses in the D.05/B.03
texts will help to clarify the overlaps:
Mt B Καὶ ὅτε ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱερ. καὶ ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφ.
εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν
Mt D Καὶ ὅτε ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱερ. καὶ ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφ.
πρὸς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν
Mk B Καὶ ὅτε ἐγγίζουσιν εἰς Ἱερ.
Mk D Καὶ ὅτε ἤγγιζεν εἰς Ἱερ.

εἰς Βηθφ. καὶ Βηθ.
εἰς Βηθφ. καὶ εἰς Βηθ.

πρὸς τὸ Ὄρος τὸ Ἐλαιῶν
πρὸς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν

Lk B Καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἤγγισεν
Lk D Καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἤγγισεν

εἰς Βηθφ. καὶ Βηθ.
εἰς Βηθφ. καὶ Βηθ.

πρὸς τὸ ὄρος τὸ καλούµενον Ἐλαιῶν
πρὸς τὸ ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν καλούµενον

From this display, it is seen that the Mount of Olives receives in Mark and Luke a
more intense focus than in Matthew because it is specifically associated with Bethphage,
which is compatible with the difference in Greek of the two prepositions: while εἰς may
be defined as a preposition implying a simple geographical direction,101 πρός is more
linked to a goal in itself.102 This last point makes the Mount of Olives in Mt B.03 an
equal place to Bethany, whereas Bethany could be expected to receive more focus due to
the events that Jesus will suffer there. Moreover, questions remain: did Jesus go to (εἰς)
the Mount of Olives or to Bethphage and then to (πρός) the Mount of Olives (Mt 24.3,
26.30) or did he go straight to the Mount of Olives and then left the place before coming
back there twice? The absence of reference to Bethany in Matthew also reveals a difficulty due to the high verbal agreement in all three Synoptics, which raises the question of
sources. However, the similarity of the three texts can not hide the multiple differences,
which resist a single source explanation. Typically, the mention of Bethany in Mk/Lk,
unlike Mt, may indicate an editorial reworking: in this respect, its reference in Bezan
Mark with the preposition εἰς may have also confused scribes who may have judged it as
unnecessary and linked it to Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν. Actually, all Synoptics mention the
Mount of Olives several times with either εἰς (normal font) or πρός (underlined) or with
either one or the other depending on manuscripts (dotted underline): Mt 21.1; 24.3;
26.30 Mk. 11.1; 13.3; 14.26 Lk. 19.29,37; 21.37; 22.39. Lastly, the repetition of the preposition εἰς in Matthew may have naturally attracted a third one as attested by Codex Vat-

101

εἰς denotes a movement of the body ‘into, in, towards,’ (BDAG, s.v. εἰς).
πρός with the accusative equally means towards, to (BDAG, s.v. πρός) but the succession of εἰς and
πρός may mean here that they go to Bethphage [which is] by the Mount of Olives although πρός would demand a dative in this case.
102
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icanus, which is reinforced by a fourth mention in the following verse: εἰς τὴν κώµην τὴν
κατέναντι ὑµῶν.
At first sight, the presence of πρός in Matthew can appear as a harmonisation
with Mark and/or Luke but claiming that the scribe responsible for the correction of εἰς
into πρός would have not remembered the Markan or Lukan mention of Bethany but, on
the contrary, remembered πρός is hardly tenable. Had harmonisation really occurred in
Bezan Matthew at 21.1, it is far more likely that the scribe would have made the text
‘match’ by including ‘Bethany’ which is mentioned by Luke and Mark, rather than simply changing εἰς into πρός. Further, it is far more possible that the εἰς may reflect a lack of
understanding on how πρός is more forceful with regard to the importance of the relationship of Bethany (where Jesus will be arrested and equally the initial point to its
death) rather than to the Mount of Olives.103
Mt 21.13 –par. Mk 11.17//Lk 19.46
Mt 21.13 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Γέγραπται, Ὁ οἶκός µου οἶκος προσευχῆς κληθήσεται, ὑµεῖς δὲ
αὐτὸν ⸀ποιεῖτε σπήλαιον λῃστῶν.
⸀p) ἐποιήσατε C D K W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 579 1424 l844 (N 700 1241 l2211)
ै ¦ πεποιήκατε f 1; Orpt ¦ txt (ποιεῖτε) ℵ B L Θ 0281 892 bo; Orpt Cyr
Mk 11.17 καὶ ἐδίδασκεν καὶ ἔλεγεν °αὐτοῖς, Οὐ γέγραπται ὅτι Ὁ οἶκός µου οἶκος προσευχῆς
κληθήσεται πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν; ὑµεῖς δὲ ⸂πεποιήκατε αὐτὸν⸃ σπήλαιον λῃστῶν.
°B f 13 28 2542 b sys sa |⸂p) ἐποιήσατε αὐτόν ℵ C D K N W Γ f 13 28 1241
2542 l844 (⸉A Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 1424) ै ¦ txt (πεποιήκατε αὐτόν) B L ∆
Ψ 892; Or
Lk 19.46 λέγων αὐτοῖς, Γέγραπται, ⸂Καὶ ἔσται⸃ ὁ οἶκός µου οἶκος προσευχῆς⸆, ὑµεῖς δὲ αὐτὸν
ἐποιήσατε σπήλαιον λῃστῶν.
⸂ὅτι A C D K N W Ψ 33 lat sy ¦ -ℵ* Γ ∆ 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै it ¦ txt ℵ2
B L Θ f 1.13 892 2542 c l co|⸆ἐστιν A C* D K N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ 33 565 700 ै lat
¦ κληθήσεται C2 1241 1424 e r1; Epiph ¦ txt ℵ B L f 1.13 579 892 2542 c (l) co
Mt 21.13 comes right after Jesus has cleansed the Temple by overturning the tables. He
quotes Jer. 7.11 about the house of his Father, and attacks his fellow Jews by saying either they ‘made’ or ‘are making’ ‘my house a den of robbers’ according to the manu-

103

It could be suggested that the Mount of Olives is the key element in the verse because it triggers
the evocation of its importance as the place of the scapegoat. Bethany is more directly important because it is
where his apostles are, but by mentioning the relationship between Bethany and the Mount of Olives the
evangelists are anticipating the significance of the role of the Mount of Olives in Jesus’ death.
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scripts. The Synoptics apparently use the verb in the aorist and, apart from the variant
readings involving the verb in Matthew and Mark, display overall high verbal similarity
in the wording of the three parallel passages which may have led to harmonisation. The
critical apparatus of NA28 is not clear as to which parallel passage Mt 21.13D.05 is
claimed to be harmonising with, but the secure form in Luke or with the Bezan form of
Mk 11.17 (variant).
In terms of external evidence, the textual tradition in Matthew is for once divided
into three strands: the aorist active ἐποιήσατε is found in Codex Bezae as well as Alexandrian an Byzantine witnesses, while the perfect active πεποιήκατε is shared by only the
family of minuscule f 1 and some texts of Origen and, finally, the present ποιεῖτε is read
in Alexandrian (among which ℵB) and Caesarean witnesses. Mark is divided into two
clearly marked strands of tradition where the perfect πεποιήκατε is found in Codex Vaticanus and other witnesses and the aorist is attested in early and geographically diverse
manuscripts including Codex Bezae and Codex Sinaiticus, as well as Byzantine and Caesarean witnesses. Lastly, the manuscripts are firm in Lk 19.56b and consistently read the
aorist indicative (ἐποιήσατε). The verbal form of ποιέω is therefore disputed in both Matthew and Luke and the perfect form ἐποιήσατε is suggested as harmonising in both Gospels in the critical apparatus of NA28 most probably in virtue of the principle of the discording reading being more likely to be original.104 The summary below lists the manuscripts according to their tenses in Matthew, Mark and Luke to ease the outlook on the
complex situation:105
Matthew
ποιεῖτε
ποιεῖτε
πεποιήκατε
ἐποιήσατε

Mark
πεποιήκατε
ἐποιήσατε
ἐποιήσατε
ἐποιήσατε

Luke
ἐποιήσατε
ἐποιήσατε
ἐποιήσατε
ἐποιήσατε

Support
BL
ℵΘ
f1
C D K M N U W Γ Π f 13 ै 2 28 33 118
157 565 579 700 1071 1424

Table 24: Textual Variants of ποιέω in Mt 21.13 and Parallels
This comparison shows that the idea of a harmonistic reading with another Gospel, as if there were only one single tense possible in the parallel passage, is flawed and
should at least be contested. By weighing the external evidence, it is clear that the
change of tense occurred at an early stage of the textual transmission and that it was
sufficiently important to suggest a correction. Certainly, Codex Vaticanus has the discordant reading in all three Synoptics, but it may well be that the large strand of tradition following the Bezan reading showing the same verb, simply reflects the same source
amongst the Synoptics, and Jer. 7.11LXX, feature that is confirmed by the almost identi-

104

Generally unnoticed, the word order between the object (αὐτόν for ὁ οἶκός µου) and each verbal
form of ποιέω in Mark is different (postverbal) from that of Luke and Matthew (preverbal) making the reading technically closer to Luke.
105
I restricted the manuscript evidence to the Greek tradition only by using Swanson’s Matthew.
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cal syntax. Be that as it may, the tense of the verb was disputed at an early stage and
witnesses have either followed their exemplar or created only one of the three possibilities presented here.
In terms of internal evidence, the high verbal similarity in the three passages certainly makes the idea of a harmonisation attractive. It is notable that Jer. 7.11LXX, from
where Mt 21.13 was apparently taken, does not read the verb ‘make’ (the MT has the
perfective היה, ‘it was’). In Jer 7.13, however, the aorist ἐποιήσατε is used (καὶ νῦν ἀνθ’ ὧν
ἐποιήσατε πάντα τὰ ἔργα ταῦτα, ‘and now, because you have done all these things’) to
translate ‘( עשׂותכםyou made,’ MT) in anticipation to a future (cf. Jer. 7.14LXX καὶ ποιήσω
τῷ οἴκῳ τούτῳ κτλ., ‘therefore I will do to the house... .’ The words uttered by Jesus are
surely meant to indicate the fulfilment of the Scriptures and the tense is highly likely to
have undergone changes for this reason. Compared with the other Gospels, the Lukan
stability is noticeable as no manuscripts at all in this Gospel have a single variant in the
clause, whether in the word order or in the tense of the verb. This reading may be taken
as explaining the others. The word order in Luke is similar to that in Matthew, showing
an emphasis on the object pronoun αὐτόν while Mark has a neutral order. The perfect
focuses on the state of the house having been made a den of robbers, while the present
suggests a description, both of which seem to be the result of a correction from an aorist
which describes a ‘punctiliar,’ ‘point action,’ ‘snapshot action’.106 Calling the Bezan reading a harmonisation seems to reflect a mechanical application of the text-critical principle favouring discordant parallel readings. However, it is more likely that the original
text was simply shared by the three Synoptics, itself mirroring the prophecy in Jeremiah,
and that a scribe more inclined to describe narratively a scene would have corrected the
somewhat odd aorist into a more descriptive present or perfect.
Assuming Bezan Matthew has harmonised overlooks the similar scribal difficulty
in the tense used in the original of Mark and the conflict between the use of the aorist in
Jer. 7.13LXX and its potential clash with its actualisation in times of fulfilment. The
original text may simply be the commonly shared clause which underwent contextual
arrangement.
Mt 22.27 – par. Mk 12.22b//Lk 20.32
Mt 22.27 ὕστερον δὲ πάντων ἀπέθανεν ⸆ἡ γυνή
⸆p) καί D K Γ Θ 0102 f 13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h samss mae
bo ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B L W ∆ f 1 565 (e) samss bomss
Mk 12.22b ⸂1ἔσχατον πάντων⸃ ⸉καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἀπέθανεν⸊.
⸂1ἔσχατον δὲ (γὰρ ∆) πάντων ∆ Θ f 1.13 28 33 565 700 2542 q co ¦ ἔσχατη
πάντων A Γ 1241 1424 pm l vg ¦ -D c sams ¦ txt ℵ B C K L W Ψ 579 892 pm
106

F. STAGG, ‘Abused Aorist,’ in JBL 91 (1972) 222-31 [222].
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aur | ⸉4 1-3 (ἀπέθανεν καὶ ἡ γυνή) A K Γ 700 1241 1424 2542 ै lat sy ¦ txt
(καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἀπέθανεν) ℵ B C D L ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 28 33 565 892 (-καί W 579) it
Lk 20.32 ὕστερον ⸂καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἀπέθανεν⸃
⸂p) δέ (-∆ f 13 700 aur vg syh**) πάντων (-892) ἀπέθανεν καὶ ἡ γυνή A K P W
Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 565s 700 892 1424 (33 1241 2542) ै aur f q vg syh samss ¦ txt ℵ
B D 579 (+δέ a.καὶ L l) ff2 r1 samss bo
In this passage, some Sadducees inquire about marital status in the world to come with
particular reference to seven brothers who had been married to the same wife. Mt 22.27
concludes the story with a reference to the wife ‘also’ (καί) dying. The adverb is present
in Codex Bezae and its support but absent in Codex Vaticanus and its support.
In terms of external evidence, the presence of καί in Matthew is supported by
Western, Byzantine, Caesarean text-types and early versions (Old Latin, Syriac and Coptic), while its absence is attested by Alexandrian representatives, early Egyptian versions
and the Byzantine witnesses W, ∆ and f 1. In the parallel verses of Mark and Luke, although καί is present in all manuscripts, the word order is highly variant with regard to
the verbal clause which shows that the discourse is structured in a deliberate way: in
Matthew, ‘wife’ is in the unmarked, post-verbal order in a position of natural salience at
the end of the sentence. In Mark, most of the manuscripts have the reversed, highlighted
order where the emphasis is put on the wife though Byzantine witnesses support the
neutral, order unmarked of verb-subject.107 Equally in Luke, the textual tradition is in
dispute over word order with Byzantine manuscripts again mostly supporting the unmarked order. More generally, the entire passage is variant and is beyond the scope of
this study but the numerous vll demonstrate the difficulty in restoring the original discourse. Given the spread of early attestation, the corruption of the text must have occurred at an early stage of the transmission and unless ℵB are prejudged as more significant than the other manuscripts, the external evidence is not conclusive.
In terms of internal evidence, καί is adverbial in the three Synoptics and its absence does not change the meaning of the verse significantly.108 The unmarked word
order of the verbal clause in Matthew focuses on ὕστερον δέ, a favourite Matthean discourse feature and signalling eschatological times (Mt 21.29,37; 22.27; 25.11; 26.6)
which is interestingly absent from Bezan Mark and therefore cannot be a harmonisation
with the second Gospel. Equally, the reversed word order in Luke (except in Byzantine
witnesses) and the absence of πάντων in most of the manuscripts (specifically ℵBD)
makes a harmonisation with Luke unlikely.109 The phrase καί ἡ γυνή may therefore re107
108

On markedness, see Chapter 3 IV. 5.
Davies and Alison explain this as a rewording of Mark dropping the ‘unnecessary καί’ (Matthew,

III, 226).
109

MwQH-theorists would see Luke’s ὕστερον a trace of the use of Matthew. Luke’s καί could then
potentially be a use of Bezan Matthew. It could also qualify as a minor agreement against Mark.
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flect the original composition shared by all Synoptics. The adverb could have been removed at an early stage because of the different verb used in Mt 22.25 to designate the
brothers’ death, ἐτελεύτησαν, i.e. passed away, and could have undergone some linguistic
improvement to avoid an improper ‘the brothers passed away […and] after them all, also
the wife died.’
The presence or absence of καί can be explained as a harmonisation with Mark
but equally, could be a simply a trace of the composition of Matthew from Mark. Its
withdrawal could be an early scribal change where ‘the wife died too’ was simplified as
‘the wife died’ (‘‘too’ would have been seen as unnecessary) as it is the case in ℵB.
Mt 24.17 – par. Mk 13.15// Lk 17.31
Mt 24.17 ὁ ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος µὴ ⸀καταβάτω ἆραι ⸁τὰ ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας αὐτοῦ
⸁p) τι D Θ f 1 33 1424 l2211 latt; Irlat ¦ τό ℵ* ¦ txt (τά) B rell
Further vll: ⸀καταβαίνετω K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 1241 ै ¦ txt (καταβάτω)
ℵ* (ℵ2 καταβήτω) B D L Z Θ 094 33 700 892 1424 l2211
Mk 13.15 ⸂ὁ [δὲ]⸃ ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος µὴ καταβάτω ⸆µηδὲ εἰσελθάτω ⸄ἆραί τι⸅ ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας
αὐτοῦ
⸂ὁ B 1424 2542 c co ¦ καί ὁ D Θ 565 700 lat sy ¦ txt ℵ A K L W Γ ∆ Ψ f 1.13
28 579 892 1241 ै | ⸆εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν A D K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 28 565 579 700
1241 1424 2542 ै lat sys.h ¦ txt ℵ B L Ψ 892 c k syp co | ⸄2 1 i.e. τί ἆραι B K
L Ψ 892 ¦ 1 i.e. ἆραι 2542 ¦ txt (ἆραί τι) ℵ A D (W) Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 28 579 700
1241 1424 ै latt
Lk 17.31 ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡµέρᾳ ὃς ἔσται ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος καὶ τὰ σκεύη αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ, µὴ
καταβάτω ἆραι αὐτά, καὶ ὁ ἐν ἀγρῷ ὁµοίως µὴ ἐπιστρεψάτω εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω.
NA28 no vll110
The verse is found in all three Synoptics in the episode relating the Desolating Sacrilege
(with reference to the expression βδέλυγµα τῆς ἐρηµώσεως in Mt 24.15). Matthew reads:
‘let him who is on the housetop not go down to take what (τά) is in his house’ (D.05 and
its support have ‘whatever’ (τι)). Mark also uses the indefinite pronoun (τι) and Luke
uses the personal pronoun αὐτά. The Bezan reading is therefore understood as a harmonisation with Mark. Fee favours the Alexandrian reading because of its being the lectio

110

27

s.c

Interestingly, NA reported a variant reading: ἡµέρᾳ ℵ B D rell ¦ ⸀ὡρᾳ lat sy .
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difficilior in Matthew but confesses any conclusion on who has the original wording
(Matthew or Mark) is a ‘tossup.’111
In terms of external evidence, the accusative neuter singular indefinite pronoun τι
is found in a wide range of Western, Caesarean and Byzantine witnesses, while the accusative neuter plural definite pronoun τά is read in all other manuscripts including Codex
Vaticanus. Interestingly, the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus has a third reading, τό,
subsequently corrected to τά. These variants highlight a potential problem in identifying
the complement or understanding what needs to be taken in the event of Desolation. In
Mark, a two-strand tradition reads the pronoun τι before or after the verb ἆραι, while
two manuscripts, namely Codex Washingtonianus and minuscule 2542, omit the pronoun, again reflecting the same difficulty. Luke firmly reads ἆραι αὐτά in syntax which is
closer to Matthew than it is to Mark. Given the attestation, the similar types of correction in the Synoptics appear to have occurred at a very early stage.
In terms of internal evidence, the difficulty with identifying the pronoun’s gender must be examined in light of the wider context. Mt 24.17 and 18 both contain the
infinitive ἆραι, with the second one having τὸ ἱµάτιον αὐτου (his garment) as the object,
which also may be the reason for Codex Sinaiticus reading τό. Luke reads εἰς τά which
refers to the preceding plural αὐτά and most probably to the editorial insertion of τὰ
σκεύη αὐτοῦ.112 The context of surprise is illustrated in a highly structured manner:
Mt 24.17 ὁ ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος µὴ καταβάτω ἆραι τὰ/τι ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας αὐτοῦ, [18] καὶ ὁ ἐν τῷ
ἀγρῷ µὴ ἐπιστρεψάτω ὀπίσω ἆραι τὸ ἱµάτιον αὐτοῦ.
Because of the concomitant surprise involved, the original reading may have
been the indefinite τι: ‘Let him who is on the housetop/not go down/to take whatever is
in his house.’ Actually, it is the Lukan vocabulary that reveals the allusion to the destruction of the Second Temple even more clearly: ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος (Heb. )גָּג, τὰ σκεύη αὐτοῦ
( )כְּ לִ יand ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ ( )בביתare usual words found in the description of the Temple,113
and may well allude to the events of 70 CE where there will not even be time to save the
vessels of the Temple.114 Mark and Matthew have a more precise description of the allusion with the indefinite τι pointing to anything in the house (but allegorically in the
Temple), specifically as everything was destroyed there, not only the vessels, an allusion
that was less understandable after Jews and Christians had parted and gone their sepa-

111

G.D. FEE, ‘A Text-Critical Look at the Synoptic Problem,’ NovT 22 (1980) 12–24.
Interestingly, σκεύη, -ης, ἡ, designates equipment, (household) furnishings, esp. of a ship’s gear
or equipment (BDAG, s.v. σκεύη), while σκεῦος, -ους, τό has the general meaning of thing, object used for any
purpose at all thing, object or more specifically vessel, jar, dish, etc. (BDAG, s.v. σκεῦος). Thayer identifies
σκεῦος as the Septuagintal form of ( כְּ לִ יTHAYER, s.v. σκεῦος).
113
The characteristic expression used for the Temple in the Jewish Scriptures is τά σκεύη πάντα (45
occurrences in the Jewish Scriptures).
114
The similarity is drawn from the vocabulary in common with the Jewish Scriptures. Chrysostom
analysed the entire chapter as an apocalyptic view of the destruction of the Temple based on the connective
οὖν (v.15): ‘When the abomination of desolation should stand in the holy place. Whence [οὖν] He seems to
me to be speaking of the armies.’ (J. CHRYSOSTOM, Homily, 76, 1 in MIGNE, PG, 57).
112
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rate ways. This could account for the variant readings. Based on a consideration of the
available data, the original form is unlikely to be identified with certainty.
The traditional text-critical principle of favouring the discordant reading identifies the Bezan reading as a harmonisation but a less atomistic approach to the text suggests that the context as well as the potential interaction between the sources of the
Gospels have interfered in the composition of the text itself.115
Mt 26.55 – par. Mk 14.49//Lk 22.52-53
Mt 26.55 Ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοῖς ὄχλοις, Ὡς ἐπὶ λῃστὴν ἐξήλθατε µετὰ µαχαιρῶν
καὶ ξύλων συλλαβεῖν µε; καθ’ ἡµέραν ⸆ ⸂ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων⸃ καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ
µε.
⸆p) πρὸς ὑµᾶς (A) C D K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 1241 (l844) ै latt syp.h
mae; Eus ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B L 0281 33 700 892 1424 sys sa bo
Further vll: ⸂4 5 1-3 (ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ) A (cf ⸆) W Γ ∆ f 13
565 579 pm lat syh ¦ 4 1-3 5 (ἐκαθεζόµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων) C (ἐκαθήµην
D) K 1241 pm it sa bo; Eus ¦ 1-4 (ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην) f 1 ¦ 4 1-3
(ἐκαθεζόµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ) 1424 ¦ txt (ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων) ℵ B L Θ
0281 33 700 892 l844 (cf ⸆) sys.p mae
Mk 14.49 καθ’ ἡµέραν ἤµην πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων καὶ οὐκ ⸀ἐκρατήσατέ µε· ἀλλ’ ἵνα
πληρωθῶσιν αἱ γραφαί.
[49] ⸀-τεῖτε (B) Ψ
Lk 22.52 Εἶπεν δὲ ⸀ Ἰησοῦς πρὸς τοὺς παραγενοµένους ⸁ ἐπ’ αὐτὸν ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ στρατηγοὺς
⸂τοῦ ἱεροῦ ⸃ καὶ πρεσβυτέρους· ὡς ἐπὶ λῃστὴν ⸀1 ἐξήλθατε µετὰ µαχαιρῶν καὶ ξύλων; [53] ⸆
καθ’ ἡµέραν ὄντος µου µεθ’ ὑµῶν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ οὐκ ἐξετείνατε τὰς χεῖρας ἐπ’ ἐµέ, ἀλλ ‘ αὕτη ἐστὶν
ὑµῶν ἡ ὥρα καὶ °ἡ ἐξουσία ⸂τοῦ σκότους⸃.
[52] ⸀ὁ Ἰησοῦς K L W Γ ∆ Ψ f 13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 ै ¦ ‒D f 1
b e i l sys.c ¦ txt প75 ℵ A B T Θ | ⸁πρός ℵ* ∆ 700* 892 2542 pm syhmg | τοῦ
λαοῦ D | ⸀1ἐξεληλύθατε A W Γ ∆ 565 700 ै | [53] ⸆ τό D 0171 | °D | ⸂τὸ
σκότος D samss
This verse is from the story of Jesus’ arrest. Jesus asks about the nature of his arrest
since ‘every day’ (καθ’ ἡµέραν) he ‘was before you in the temple teaching,’ according to

115

Finally, if we assume an original τι in Mark and that Matthew took from Mark, τά can be explained as either an original editorial correction (B.03 reading) or as an identical ‘import’ from Mark (D.05
28
reading). Therefore, if the Synoptic text is compared within the text of the NA , τά would be identified as a
minor agreement, while the reading in Codex Bezae would qualify as a Matthew-Mark agreement.
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Codex Bezae, while he ‘was in the temple teaching’ in Codex Vaticanus. The phrase ‘to
you’ (πρὸς ὑµᾶς) is read in Mark and in a different way in Luke (µεθ’ ὑµῶν, ‘with you’) but
absent in Mt B.03.116
In terms of external evidence, the presence or absence of the phrase πρὸς ὑµᾶς is
once again fairly evenly split. With respect to the position of ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ and πρὸς ὑµᾶς the
entire clause is variant, as the following list shows:
καθ’ ἡµέραν
ἐκαθεζόµην πρὸς ὑµας διδάσκων ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε A
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθεζόµην
διδάσκων ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε W Γ ∆
[f 13 565 579 lat syh ै
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε Θ
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθεζόµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε C K 1241
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε f 1
καθ’ ἡµέραν
ἐκαθεζόµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε 1424
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθήµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε D
καθ’ ἡµέραν
ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε ℵ B
[0281 33 700 892 sys…
The diversity of manuscripts showing variation on the position of πρὸς ὑµᾶς and ἐν τῷ
ἱερῷ demonstrates a difficulty which cannot be neglected despite the apparent insignificant word order involved here: Bezae and its support read a double prepositional phrase
in preverbal position while Codex Vaticanus and its support read only ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ. If we
consider only D.05 and B.03, both differ in (a) the position of ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ, highlighted in
Codex Vaticanus and in default position in Codex Bezae; (b) the presence (D.05) or absence (B.03) of πρὸς ὑµᾶς; (c) the tense of the synonymous verbs κάθηµαι, ‘to sit,’ ‘to be
seated,’ in the imperfect (D.05) and καθέζοµαι, ‘to sit down,’ ‘to sit oneself’ in the aorist
(B.03).117 At the beginning of the verse, πρὸς ὑµᾶς, which refers to the crowds (εἶπεν ὁ
Ἰησοῦς τοῖς ὄχλοις), was probably not understood to be important since it is already implied, while the rest of the tradition highlights the teaching to [them] rather than the
location in the Temple. From this it can be seen that Codex Bezae highlights Jesus teaching rather than his place of sitting while teaching as in Codex Vaticanus.
In terms of the shared concepts and vocabulary, I have identified contact points
between Codex Bezae and the prophecy received in Ezekiel 8.1 as can be seen below:

116

The argument of the section is discussed in depth in L. PINCHARD, ‘Des traces vétérotestamentaires dans quelques variantes de Matthieu dans le codex de Bèze traditionnellement jugées harmonisantes,’
NovT 56 (2014) 1-13.
117
Codex Bezae reads a different imperfect, ἐκαθήµην, from κάθηµαι, to sit down, seat oneself followed by ἐν with the dative of place (G.B. WINER, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek:
rd
Regarded as a Sure Basis for New Testament Exegesis [trans. and rev. W.F. Moulton, 3 edn; Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1959)] sec. 52, 4, 9) which is a singular reading. The rest of the tradition reads ἐκαθεζόµην from
καθέζοµαι (1) as occupying a position of respect or authority, such as a teacher or councillor (Mt 26.55); (2)
taking the position of a student (Lk 2.46); (3) reflexively sit down, seat oneself (BDAG, s.v. καθέζοµαι and
κάθηµαι).
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Ezek. 8.1LXX
καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἕκτῳ ἔτει ἐν τῷ πέµπτῳ
µηνὶ πέµπτῃ τοῦ µηνὸς
ἐγὼ ἐκαθήµην ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ118
καὶ οἱ πρεσβύτεροι Ιουδα ἐκάθηντο ἐνώπιόν µου
καὶ ἐγένετο ἐπ’ ἐµὲ χεὶρ κυρίου

Mt 26.55D.05
καθ’ ἡµέραν
πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθήµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ
διδάσκων
καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ µε119

To review the exact correspondence with the original language, the Hebrew text
is provided with the English translation:
 ויהי בשׁנה השׁשׁית בשׁשׁי בחמשׁה לחדשׁIn the sixth year, in the sixth month, on
the fifth day of the month,
 אני יושׁב בביתיas I sat in my house,
 וזקני יהודה יושׁבים לפניwith the elders of Judah sitting before me
 ותפל עלי שׁם יד אדני יהוהthe hand of the Lord God fell there upon me
The prophecy given to the priest Ezekiel shows the position of the prophet before
the elders, identified as those responsible for the offence [of arresting Jesus].120 It can be
suggested that the picture of Jesus being arrested identifies the Jews as the offenders as a
re-enactment of the Ezekiel prophecy. Conversely, it could not be seen as an anti-Judaic
bias because the common word ἐκαθήµην highlights the parallel of the entire passage
with Ezekiel, a reference that must have been missed by the subsequent scribes who
changed it into the near-synonym καθέζοµαι. Indeed, there are numerous points of contacts between Ezek. 8.1 and Mt 26.55 is (1) temporal reference (‘every day’/ ‘in the sixth
year,’ ‘in the sixth month,’ ‘on the fifth day of the month’); (2) the fact of sitting ; (3) in
the house and the Temple (equivalent terms in Hebrew, ( ; )בבית4) the face to face situation (ἐνώπιόν µου/πρὸς ὑµᾶς); (5) the act of teaching/the environment of the elders of
Judah; (6) the fact of being (not) seized/ ‘the hand on me.’ The similarity between the
two texts Ezek. 8.1LXX and Mt 26.55D.05 is unlikely to be coincidental but the interesting singular Bezan reading ἐκαθήµην can equally not be a correction by a later scribe to
restore the original Jewish allusion especially not at a late date. For the same reason, it is
unlikely that the phrase πρὸς ὑµᾶς was added later to restore the parallelism between πρὸς
ὑµᾶς and ἐνώπιόν µου after its omission.

118

Significantly, the LXX does not translate the possessive in the Hebrew ( )בביתיthough the difference can be equalised between ‘in the Temple’ and ‘in my house.’
119
Actually, the corresponding parallel in Luke (22.53: οὐκ ἐξετείνατε τὰς χεῖρας ἐπ᾽ ἐµέ), absent in
Mt/Mk, is even closer to the Ezekiel passage. Interestingly, the mention of µεθ᾽ ὑµῶν may translate an adaptation from the Matthean phrase in its Bezan context: in Matthew, Jesus teaches ‘in front of you’ while in Luke,
he teaches ‘among you.’
120
J.P. BURNSIDE, The Signs of Sin. Seriousness of Offence in Biblical Law (JSOTSup 364; London/New York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2003) 250. In particular, see chapter 6 (186–224) on the seriousness of sin in Ezek. 8.
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To conclude, the presence of πρὸς ὑµᾶς in Bezan Matthew and its support may not
be a simple harmonisation with Mark. Despite the high similarity among the three parallels, the wording is not close enough to have naturally attracted an ‘import’ of the phrase
into Matthew to make it closer to the Second Gospel. Furthermore, the relationship with
the Jewish Scriptures makes the event of Jesus’ arrest closer to a fulfilment of the prophecy found in Ezekiel rather than a simple historical account of Jesus’ arrest. The presence
of the phrase in Codex Bezae may even allow us to trace the passage back to an original
source. Conversely its absence could also reflect a simplification of a story whose parallelism was lost on subsequent readers.
II. 2.

Moderate Verbal Agreement

In the following eight occurrences, the close parallels within the three Synoptics are still
as apparent as in the section before, but their separate wording is fairly different. The
conclusion that there is, in some manuscripts, harmonisation with a different Gospel,
but restricted to only part of the wording requires close re-examination, for it is open to
challenge. This section will analyse the five vll indicated by a p)-sign in the critical apparatus of NA28.
Mt 9.17 – par. Mk 2.22//Lk 5.37-39
Mt 9.17 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή °γε, ⸂ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοὶ⸃ καὶ
ὁ οἶνος ⸄ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται⸅· ⸂1ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸃,
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται
⸂p) ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς D (g1 k µ sys) ¦ txt (ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί) B rell
⸄p) ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί D (a) k
Further vll: ⸂11 3-6 2 7 (ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς βάλλουσιν καινούς) C 1424
l844c (-νέον l844*) l2211 ¦ ἀλλ’ οἶνον νέον βάλλουσιν εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς 892 ¦
p) ἀλλ’ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς βλητέον ℵ | °B co
Mk 2.22 καὶ οὐδεὶς βάλλει οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή, ⸂ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος τοὺς ἀσκοὺς⸃
καὶ ὁ οἶνος· ⸄ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί⸅ ⸋ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸆⸌
⸂p) ῥήσσει (ῥήξει C 33) ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος (-ὁ νέος f 13 28 579 700 c ff2 q*) τοὺς
ἀσκούς A C2 K Γ ∆ f 1 33 1241 1424 2542 ै e f syh ¦ διαρήσσονται οἱ ἀσκοί W
(a) boms ¦ txt (ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος τοὺς ἀσκοὺς) প88 ℵ B C* D L Θ 565 892 lat sys.p
sa | ⸄p) ἐκχεῖται (ἐκχυθήσεται 579; -D it) καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπολοῦνται (ἀπόλλυνται
W; -L) ℵ A C D K L W Γ ∆ f 1.13 28 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 2542 (Θ
l2211) ै lat sy(p) sa ¦ txt প88 B 892 bo | ⸋D it boms | ⸆βάλλουσιν W (e f)
sys.p ¦ p) βλητέον প88 ℵ1 A C K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 28 33 565 579 700 892 1241
1424 2542 l2211 ै lat syh ¦ txt ℵ* B
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Lk 5.37 καὶ οὐδεὶς βάλλει οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή γε, ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς
ἀσκοὺς καὶ αὐτὸς ἐκχυθήσεται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπολοῦνται· [38] ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινοὺς
⸀βλητέον.⸆ [39]⸋o[καὶ] οὐδεὶς πιὼν παλαιὸν ⸆θέλει νέον· λέγει γάρ, Ὁ παλαιὸς ⸀χρηστός
ἐστιν.⸌
[38] ⸀p) βάλλουσιν ℵ* D it syp; McionA ¦ βάλληται W | ⸆p) καὶ ἀµφότεροι
συντηροῦνται (τηροῦνται D) A C D K Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 565 892 1424 l844 l2211
ै latt sy (bomss); McionA ¦ txt প4.75vid ℵ B L W f 1 33 579 700 1241 2542 co |
[39]⸋ p) D it ; Eus | o প4 ℵ2 B 579 700 892 1241 ¦ txt rell | ⸆εὐθέως A C2 K Γ
∆ Θ Ψ f 13 33 565 700 892 1424 2542 ै latt sy ¦ txt প4 ℵ B C* L W f 1 579
1241 co | χρηστότερος A C K Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1424 2542
ै lat syh ¦ txt প4 ℵ B L W 1241 syp
Mt 9.17 belongs to the pericope on Fasting (9.14-17), ending with two proverbial statements about a new patch on an old garment and new wine in old wineskins. The verse is
translated by the RSV as ‘neither is new wine put into old wineskins; if it is, the skins
burst, and the wine is spilled, and the skins are destroyed; but new wine is put into fresh
wineskins, and so both are preserved’: ‘the skins burst,’ however, is read as ‘the new
wine will burst the wineskins’ in Codex Bezae, so appearing to harmonise with Mark.
There is a second apparent harmonisation claimed in NA28 where Codex Bezae reads ‘the
wine is lost and the wineskins, too,’ again like Mark. The verse is present in all three
Synoptics in similar forms.
Before investigating the external and internal evidence, it should be determined
which particular parallel passage is involved in the alleged harmonisations. First, and as
the critical apparatus indicates, the verse in Matthew is highly variant with four variant
verbal clauses out of six. The Markan parallel is equally variant, while the Lukan one is
secure in its first two verses Lk 5.37-38 (v. 39 is then quite variant, including the notable
absence of the final part of the verse in Codex Bezae). Because of the complexity of the
forms as well as the subsequent multiple readings in all three Gospels, the following
presentation of the main text-types (Western, Alexandrian, Byzantine and Caesarean)
will help to clarify the structure of the verses involved. Since the four text-types show
variation, the best representatives of each (i.e. Codex Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, Codex
Bezae, Codex Washingtonianus and Codex Koridethi) will be taken to illustrate the variety of readings, in their English translation and in all three Synoptics.
All three of the Gospels begin by saying, in one form or another, that no-one
‘throws’ (literally) new wine into old skins:
Matthew
In Matthew ℵ.01, B.03, W.032, Θ.038
(1) the wineskins break apart
(2) and the wine is spilled,
(3) and the wineskins are spoilt
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(4) rather they throw new wine into new wineskins
(5) and both are preserved
In Matthew D.05
(1) the new wine bursts the wineskins
(2) and the wine is spoilt
(3) as well as the wineskins
(4) rather they throw new wine into new wineskins
(5) and both are preserved
Mark
In Mark ℵ.01, B.03
(1) the wine will burst the wineskins
(2) and the wine is spoilt
(3) as well as the wineskins
(4) rather the new wine in the old wineskins (no verb)121
In Mark D.05
(1) the wine will burst the wineskins
(2) and the wine
(3) as well as the wineskins will be spoilt
(4) ---In Mark W.032
(1) the wineskins are completely spoilt (διαρρήσσονται)
(2) and the wine is spilled
(3) and the wineskins are destroyed
(4) rather new wine, they throw into old wineskins
In Mark Θ.038
(1) the wine will burst the wineskins
(2) and the wine is spilled
(3) and the wineskins are destroyed
(4) rather new wine must be thrown into old wineskins
In Luke, the verses are relatively stable (1-4) but (5-6) are fairly variant:
(1) The new wine will burst the wineskins
(2) And this [wine] will be spilled
(3) And the wineskins are destroyed
(4) Rather the new wine must be thrown (with minor vll)
121
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(5) ---- B W ¦ and both are preserved (D)122 Θ
(6) ‘And no one after drinking old wine desires new; for he says, “The old is good.”’123
All the differences in the Synoptics arise from a different focus on the character of
the wine (‘new’ or without adjective) and its opposition to the wineskins. Furthermore
the wording in each Gospel seeks explain what happens to the wine and the wineskins,
i.e. whether the wine is spilled, shed or destroyed or whether both the wine and the
wineskins are destroyed. The Synoptics show an impressively large difference in either
the interpretation or the edition of the text and the variants apparently reflect the difficulty experienced by the scribes to make the saying consistent.
In terms of external evidence, in the first variation-unit (ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς
ἀσκούς, D.05 contra ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί B.03), Bezan Matthew has a near-singular reading124
which undermines its originality, according to the customary standards, while the existence of only a few Latin manuscripts supporting Codex Bezae as opposed to the rest of
the Vetus Latina raises other questions. Furthermore the verse ‘resembles’ the one in
Mark although a closer look at the second Gospel points to a further difficulty in that the
external evidence shows at least two clear-cut stands of tradition.
In the second variation unit of Mt 9.17 (ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί, D.05 contra
ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται B.03), where Codex Bezae is supported by a weak number of witnesses (only two Latin codices), the absence of ἐκχεῖται echoes Mk 2.22, but in
some manuscripts only, as the critical apparatus earlier suggests, while in some others,
the verb is mentioned. Further, the word καί changes its function accordingly either as
an adverb (‘also the wineskins burst,’ B.03 et al.) or connective (‘the wine bursts and the
wineskins are spoilt’ ℵD et al.). These differences show an extremely dynamic milieu at a
very early stage of the transmission. In order to gain more clarity, the next table will
show a synoptic view of the passage in question in this section in Codex Vaticanus and
Codex Bezae only:

122

c

τηροῦνται D*, συντηροῦνται D .
Lk 5.39 is not paralleled in Mark and Matthew. For this reason, it will not be discussed, but is
only mentioned.
124
th
1
The Bezan reading is shared only partially with the 9 c. Latin Codex Sangermanensis I g which
contains Matthew only, the African Latin Codex Bobiensis k and Fragmentum Monacense (µ, a small fragment dated 650 containing only Matthew 9-10) and the early Sinaitic Syriac. These witnesses of Mt 9. are
placed in brackets pointing to a partial agreement only. Indeed, the Latin texts are as follows. In k: neque
mittunt vinum noum (!) in utres veteres si quominus rumpit vinum utres et vinum perit et utres mittunt
1
autem vinum novum in utres novos et utraque servantur. In g : neque mittunt vinum novum in utres veteres
alioquin rumpit vinum utres et vinum effundetur et utres peribunt sed vinum novum in utres novos mittunt
et ambo conservabuntur. Fragment m is lacks the end: vinum novum in utres veteres alioquin rumpet (!)
vinum utres et vinum et utres peribunt mittunt autem vinum novum in u<tres ...> (A. JÜLICHER, Itala: Das
Neue Testament in altlateinischer Überlieferung [Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1938], ad loc]). The differences
involve the tense of the verbs (rumpit: present [k], rumpet: future [µ], to burst), the choice of verbs (perit: is
1
lost, effundetur: will be spilled; servantur [k]: will be saved; conservabuntur [g ]: will be preserved), the
accordance with the subjects (perit: is lost, peribunt: are lost), and the connectives (si quominus, if not [k];
1
1
alioquin, otherwise [g , µ]; utraque [k]: both, ambo [g ]: both together).
123
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Mt 9.17D.05
οὐδὲ
βάλλουσιν
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µήγε,
ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος
ὁ νέος τοὺς
ἀσκούς,
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ↑
ἀπόλλυται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ·
βάλλουσιν
δὲ
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
καινούς, καὶ
ἀµφότεροι
τηροῦνται.

Mt 9.17B.03
οὐδὲ
βάλλουσιν
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή,
ῥήγνυνται οἱ
ἀσκοί

Mk 2.22D.05
καὶ οὐδεὶς
βάλλει
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή,
ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος
τοὺς ἀσκούς,

Mk 2.22B.03
καὶ οὐδεὶς
βάλλει
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή,
ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος
τοὺς ἀσκοὺς

καὶ ὁ οἶνος
ἐκχεῖται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἀπόλλυνται·
ἀλλὰ
βάλλουσιν
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
καινούς, καὶ
ἀµφότεροι
συντηροῦνται

καὶ ὁ οἶνος

καὶ ὁ οἶνος

καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἀπολοῦνται.
↑
↑
↑
↑
↑
↑

ἀπόλλυται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί·
ἀλλὰ
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
καινούς.

Lk 5.37D.05
καὶ οὐδεὶς
βάλλει
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή γε,
ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος ὁ
νέος τοὺς
ἀσκούς
καὶ αὐτὸς
ἐκχυθήσεται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἀπολοῦνται·
ἀλλὰ

Lk 5.37B.03
καὶ οὐδεὶς
βάλλει
οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
παλαιούς·
εἰ δὲ µή γε,
ῥήξειὁ οἶνος ὁ
νέος τοὺς
ἀσκοὺς
καὶ αὐτὸς
ἐκχυθήσεται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἀπολοῦνται·
ἀλλὰ

οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
βαλλουσιν
ἀµφότεροι
τηροῦνται.

οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς
βλητέον
↑
↑

Table 25: Textual Comparison of Mt 9.17 and Parallels in D.05 and B.03
From the synoptic view provided above, it must be acknowledged that it would
be somewhat naïve to think that if Bezan Matthew harmonised, it did so with identical
wording in a parallel Gospel in one particular manuscript. Indeed, if one compares
Mt 9.17D.05 with its parallels, the adjective ‘new’ (qualifying the wine) is firmly present
in Luke only and absent in Mark, while the absence of ἐκχεῖται in Matthew–almost singular in Bezae–is also absent in Mk 2.22 except for Mk 2.22ℵ.01. Furthermore, the word
order in Mt 9.17D.05 does not reflect Mk 2.22D.05 but Mk 2.22B.03. Equally, in Mark,
the notable absence of the ἀλλά-clause in D.05 may be analysed either as an accidental
omission or as an original reading (supported by 2427 it boms) upon which subsequent
manuscripts have added material at a very early stage. This highly complex picture of the
textual status of this passage in the Synoptics points to an immense difficulty that any
author or editor faced in reflecting Jesus’ exact original saying. The problem in identifying a possible original reading today is emphasised by the difficulty of understanding the
parable itself, which generally remains unclear, despite Jeremias’ proposal that it is eschatological in meaning.125 Looking for ‘the’ original reading with equally variant parallels from the external evidence is like throwing water into the Danaids’ jars.
In terms of internal evidence, Mt 9.17D.05 ‘resembles’ the Markan passage in
Codex Bezae but there are many significant differences that undermine the possibility
that the variant readings are harmonisations: the main verb ῥήσσει is present in Bezan
125
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Matthew as opposed to the future ῥήξει in Mark D.05, and in the active voice while Codex Vaticanus has the passive; Bezan Mark omits the reference to the ‘new’ wine (ὁ οἶνος
ὁ νέος) and both Mt D.05/Mk D.05 lack ἐκχεῖται; in Mt D.05 the word order of ἀπόλλυται
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί is reverse of Bezan Mark, which may mean that Matthew highlights the wine
at the expense of the wineskins as opposed to Mk D.05 which highlights both with a
prominent preverbal position of the nouns; the δέ-clause (ἀλλά in Codex Vaticanus) is
absent in Bezan Mark. Mt 9.17D.05 also ‘resembles’ Luke with the presence of the adjective νέος but differs from it in the absence of the verb ἐκχεῖται and the final clause introduced by δέ/ἀλλά. The presence of ἐκχεῖται may well have been added to an original
Markan substrata to make the language clearer and more precise (both wine and wineskins would not be designated as being ‘destroyed’ but the first would be spilled, the
other destroyed) and may indicate the rougher Bezan wording as more likely to be original. To summarise this complex situation, the following statements can be made:
(1) The first alleged harmonisation of Mt 9.17D.05 (ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς
ἀσκούς) certainly resembles the wording Mk 2.22 in A C2 K Γ ∆ f 1 et al. but is
not verbally close to প88 ℵ B C* D L Θ 565 892 lat sys.p sa (ῥήξει ὁ οἶνος τοὺς
ἀσκοὺς). While A C2 K Γ ∆ f 1 et al. are claimed to be harmonising (p)-symbol),
this verse portion is technically not harmonising with the Markan parallel in
Codex Bezae. It is however certainly different from the Alexandrian reading
ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί;
(2) The second alleged harmonisation of Mt 9.17D.05 (ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί) resembles Mk 2.22 but the word order is different in Mk 2.22D.05 (καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἀπολοῦνται, marked order) and the concluding clause (ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς
ἀσκοὺς καινούς) is absent in Mk D.05. The reason for claiming a harmonisation
seems to be linked to the fact that the printed text in NA28 is ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ
ἀσκοί, though it misses the fact that this is not the Bezan order in Mark. In
turn, the text witnessed in Mk 2.22 by ℵ A C (D) K L (W) Γ ∆ f 1.13 et al, i.e.
καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπολοῦνται, is claimed to be harmonising, most probably because
of the use of the verb ἐκχυθήσεται in Luke (secure reading). The interwoven
texts implied by the shared status of the parallel passages have probably led to
an overstatement in describing the variants as harmonising.
These differences demonstrate the simplistic nature of the conclusion that any
harmonisation has taken place. It can at the most be concluded that the variant readings
in the three Gospels reflect the difficulty faced by the scribes to know exactly what Jesus
said and meant with this parable. In view of the range of readings in Mark and Luke,
that Bezan Matthew is the result of a harmonisation is not the most likely or plausible
explanation. Rather, it may be the consequence of an expansion of an earlier form of the
Markan text, or a gradual construction of the texts at a very early stage.
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Mt 12.1 – par. Mk 2.23//Lk 6.1
Mt 12.1 Ἐν ἐκείνῳ τῷ καιρῷ ἐπορεύθη ὁ Ἰησοῦς ⸆ τοῖς σάββασιν διὰ τῶν σπορίµων· οἱ δὲ
µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπείνασαν καὶ ἤρξαντο τίλλειν ⸇στάχυας καὶ ἐσθίειν
⸇p) τούς D W 700 sa bo ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Further vll: ⸆p) ἐν W
Mk 2.23 Καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτὸν ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν ⸀παραπορεύεσθαι διὰ τῶν σπορίµων, καὶ οἱ
µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἤρξαντο ⸂ὁδὸν ποιεῖν τίλλοντες⸃ τοὺς στάχυας.
⸀p) διαπορεύεσθε B (C) D it ¦ παραπορευόµενον 565 ¦ πορεύεσθαι W (f 13) ¦ txt
প88 ℵ ∆ Θ 700 892 l2211 (A K L Γ f 1 28 33 579 1241 1424 2542 ै) |
⸂ὁδοποιεῖν τίλλοντες B f 1 892 ¦ ὁδοιποροῦντες τίλλοντες f 13 565mg ¦ τίλλειν D W
it
Lk 6.1 Ἐγένετο δὲ ⸂ἐν σαββάτῳ⸃ διαπορεύεσθαι αὐτὸν διὰ σπορίµων, ⸄καὶ ἔτιλλον οἱ µαθηταὶ
αὐτοῦ⸅ ⸂1καὶ ἤσθιον τοὺς στάχυας ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν⸃
⸂ἐν σαββάτῳ δευτεροπρώτω (δευτέρω πρώτω f 13) A C D K Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 565
700 892 1424 ै lat syh; Epiph ¦ sabbato mane e ¦ txt প4 ℵ B L W f 1 33 579
1241 2542 it syp.hmg sa bopt | ⸄οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἤρξαντο τίλλειν D b | ⸂13 4
1 5-7 2 (τοὺς στάχυας καὶ ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν ἤσθιον) D (e) f syp ¦ 3 4 1 2 57 (τοὺς στάχυας καὶ ἤσθιον ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν) A C3 K W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 33
565 1424 ै lat syh ¦ 4 1 2 5-7 (στάχυας καὶ ἤσθιον ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν) ℵ ¦
txt প.4.75vid B L 700 892 1241 2542 (+αὐτῶν C* 579)
Mt 12 discusses two controversies on the Sabbath. Mt 12.1 introduces the scene where
the disciples pluck ears of grain on that day. Codex Bezae retains the article126 before
σταχύας as in Mark and Luke,127 while in Codex Vaticanus the noun is anarthrous. The
presence of the firm article in Mk/Lk is understood from the critical apparatus as an indication of harmonisation in Mt D.05.128
In terms of external evidence, the presence of τούς is supported by only a few,
though not the least important manuscripts,129 but the greater part of the tradition has
126

Actually, Codex Bezae reads τοῦ, not τούς: a sigma was most probably dropped by haplography
(hrcantotousstaxuas>hrcantotoustaxuas). I will assume τούς is the word that was deemed to be written.
127
28
The critical apparatus of NA omits to mention that the word order is actually different (τίλλειν
στάχυας B.03/τούς στάχυας τίλλειν D.05).
128
Davies and Allison designate the presence of the article as Matthew’s editorial feature which was
‘restored’ in the other manuscripts. (DAVIES–ALLISON, Matthew, II, 306)
129
28
NA does not mention minuscule 28. Swanson’s Matthew does (ad loc.). The consulatation of
the electronic version of the manuscript ishows only a legible ις (τοῖς?) between ἤρξαντο and τίλλειν. See
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the anarthrous noun. Mk D.05 mentions the act of plucking only (the rest of the tradition reads ‘making their way’), Mt D.05 adds the eating, Luke the rubbing (Lk D.05 has
ἤρξαντο in common with Mark and Luke) as the following layout shows:
Matthew
καὶ
καὶ
καὶ

ἤρξαντο τοῦς στάχυας τίλλειν
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν στάχυας
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν τοὺς στάχυας

καὶ αἰσθίειν
καὶ ἐσθίειν
καὶ ἐσθίειν

D
B
W

Mark
καὶ οἱ µαθηταὶ
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν τοὺς στάχυας
καὶ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἤρξαντο ὁδοποιεῖν τίλλοντες τοὺς στάχυας
καὶ ἤρξαντο οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ὁδὸν ποιεῖν τίλλοντες τοὺς στάχυας

D
B
ℵ

Luke
οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν τοὺς στάχυας καὶ ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν ἤσθιον
καὶ ἔτιλλον οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἤσθιον τοὺς στάχυας ψώχοντες ταῖς χερσίν

D
B

The textual tradition shows important variant readings in the three Synoptics signalling
a difficulty at a very early stage of the transmission. The variant wording of each Gospel
within the textual tradition suggests a difficult understanding of what was exactly not
permitted in the scene according to Jewish law,130 or how Jesus appears as a new Davidic
character (cf. Mt 12.3f – par. Mk 2.25f//Lk 6.3f). Equally, each Gospel shows instability
according to the textual tradition.
In terms of internal evidence, the two strands of textual tradition seem to be
slightly different from each other. In the ‘Western’ reading, the disciples are plucking the
(articular) ears of grain, while the Alexandrian reading points less specifically to some
(anarthrous) ears of grain. In terms of word order, Bezan Matthew highlights the ears of
grain by inserting it before the infinitive (at the expense of the act of plucking) as opposed to the parallel verses.131 The Bezan reading may reveal hereby an intimately

http://images.csntm.org/Manuscripts/GA_28/GA_28_0035.jpg (CSNTM [Center for the Study of New Testament Manuscripts] website, accessed 01.03.2014).
130
Maccoby suggests that there is nothing ‘unjewish’ in the act itself (H. MACCOBY, Judaism in the
First Century [IRSt; London: Sheldon Press, 1989] 46. Indeed, the act of plucking grain in a field refers to
the Book of Deuteronomy and is not problematic: Deut. 23.25aRSV ‘When you go into your neighbour’s
standing grain (ἐὰν δὲ εἰσέλθῃς εἰς ἀµητὸν, )כי תבא בקמת רעך, you may pluck the ears with your hand (συλλέξεις
ἐν ταῖς χερσίν σου στάχυς, )וקטפת מלילת בידך.’ It is the question of the Sabbath which is then disputed within
the passage (‘Look, your disciples are doing what is not lawful to do on the Sabbath.’ [Mt 12.2]) in reference
to Exod. 34.21 (‘Six days you shall work, but on the seventh day you shall rest; in plowing time and in harvest you shall rest’).
131
ἄρχω + verb + object is the expected default order in Koine Greek (See Chapter 3 IV. 4). Cf. e.g.
ἤρξατο ὀνειδίζειν τὰς πόλεις [‘he began to upbraid the cities,’ Mt 11.20]; ἤρξατο ἐπιτιµᾶν αὐτῷ [he began to
rebuke him, Mt 16.22]), while ἄρχω + object + verb is an order where the object is in focus, in this case the
ears of grain, which is the purpose of the discussion. Cf. LEVINSOHN, Discourse Features, 72.
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shared body of knowledge with the hearer that can be seen in the presence of the anaphoric article and specific word order as opposed to Codex Vaticanus which simply narrates the scene. But beyond the understanding of which reading is more likely to be original in Mt 12.1–a difficult endeavour due to the multiple word order variations in all
three Gospels, along with the presence or absence of reference to the disciples ‘walking
though,’ ‘making their way’ (Mark) or ‘rubbing the ears’ (Luke)–the question remains
whether the presence of the article τοῦς [στάχυας] in a few manuscripts among which Codex Bezae is a harmonisation with Luke and Mark, both reading the article securely. Despite the multiple variants in the three Gospels, there is great consistency in Codex
Bezae across the Synoptics which is hardly attributable to scribal distraction or the patient desire of an intimate accordance of all Gospels which would have deleted the reference to other details of the scene. Conversely, the Bezan reading ἤρξαντο τίλλειν τοὺς
στάχυας worded this way across the three Gospels in their Bezan form can well fit as the
initial reading from which all other variant readings were generated. The addition of
movement verbs, changes in word order to highlight one or the other element were added to the scene description.
The word order difference in Bezan Matthew, unnoticed in the critical apparatus
28
of NA , inclines the textual critic to focus only on the ‘extra’ presence of the article τοῦς
in Codex Bezae and a few other manuscripts and to favour the idea of a harmonisation
with Mark and Luke. However, it is more likely that the wealth of vivid details depicting
the scene in Mark and Luke would have been naturally incorporated in Matthew–which
is not the case. It is therefore hardly conceivable that the Bezan variant was generated by
harmonisation.
Mt 13.13 – par. Mk 4.11-12//Lk 8.10
Mt 13.13 διὰ τοῦτο ἐν παραβολαῖς ⸂αὐτοῖς λαλῶ⸃, ⸄ὅτι βλέποντες οὐ βλέπουσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες
οὐκ ἀκούουσιν οὐδὲ συνίουσιν⸅
⸄p) ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ ἀκούσωσιν µηδὲ συνῶσιν
1424 ff1 sa mae ¦ ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ ἀκούωσιν (–
σωσιν D) καὶ µὴ συνιῶσιν (συνῶσιν D) µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν D Θ f 1.13 it; (Eus)
Further vll: ⸂λαλῶ αὐτοῖς N Θ f
D1) αυτοῖς D

1.13

33 565 1424 ¦ λαλῶ L c ¦ λαλεῖ (ἐλάλει

Mk 4.11 καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς, Ὑµῖν τὸ µυστήριον δέδοται τῆς βασιλείας τοῦ θεοῦ· ἐκείνοις δὲ τοῖς
⸀ἔξω ἐν παραβολαῖς °τὰ πάντα ⸁γίνεται, [12] ἵνα βλέποντες βλέπωσιν καὶ µὴ ἴδωσιν, καὶ
ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ µὴ συνιῶσιν, µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ⸀ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς⸆
[11] ⸀ἔξωθεν B 1424 |°ℵ D K W Θ 28 565 1424 2542 ¦ txt A B C L f 1.13 33
579 700 892 1241 ै bo | ⸁λέγεται D Θ 28 565 1424 2542 it vgms (sa) [12]
⸀ἀφεθήσοµαι D* ¦ αφήσω D1 it ¦ ἀφεθήσεται A K 565| ⸆τὰ ἁµαρτήµατα
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(+αὐτῶν ∆ 700 1241 syh**) A D K ∆ Θ f 13 28c 33 565 579 700 892c 1241
1424 ै lat sy ¦ txt (om.) ℵ B C L W f 1 28* 892* 2542 b co
Lk 8.10 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν,Ὑµῖν δέδοται γνῶναι τὰ µυστήρια ⸋τῆς βασιλείας⸌ τοῦ θεοῦ, τοῖς δὲ λοιποῖς
ἐν παραβολαῖς, ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ ⸀βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ συνιῶσιν.
⸋ W 579 ff2 | ⸀ἴδωσιν D L W Ξ 1 700 2542
Mt 13.13 comes after the Parable of the Sower and explains why Jesus speaks in parables.
In some manuscripts, specifically Codex Bezae, the reason why Jesus speaks in parable is
‘so that in (ἵνα) seeing they [i.e. the ones who are not the disciples] do not see, and hearing they do not hear, nor do they understand,’ as in Luke and, to some extent, Mark.
Other manuscripts, specifically Codex Vaticanus, read ‘because’ (ὅτι) instead of ‘so that’
(ἵνα), making their readings a ‘disharmonising’ one with Luke and Mark.132
In terms of external evidence, the ὅτι+verb+οὐ-clause is supported by the vast majority of the textual tradition as opposed to the ἵνα+verb+µή clause which exists as a
shorter and longer (i.e. bearing a final µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν) form133 attested by early
versions and some Caesarean and Byzantine Greek manuscripts as well as Codex Bezae
(this latter one having a singular subjunctive aorist ending matching the Markan and
Lukan forms). The critical apparatus of NA28 is unclear whether the p)–sign refers to
both the shorter and longer readings or to the short one only. Be that as it may, the
Committee strongly believes (B-rating) that scribes were influenced by the Markan and
Lukan phrasing and altered ὅτι to ἵνα.134 Because of the wide geographical support, the
explanation of harmonisation is not satisfactory unless the phenomenon occurred at a
stage early enough to have ‘contaminated’ an archetype, which led to identical readings
in Syriac and Latin versions, Caesarean and Byzantine witnesses and D.05, before a large
geographical diffusion.
In terms of internal evidence, the Matthean wording is ‘broadly’ close to Mark,
Luke and Isa. 6.9-10LXX and prompted the idea of harmonisation. Nevertheless, some
parts are closer to Luke than to Mark (absence of καὶ µὴ ἴδωσιν) or vice versa (presence of
µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν), and, finally, the main clause is syntactically fairly different between all Gospels and the LXX, as the table below shows:
Mt 13.13B.03

132

Mt 13.13D.05

Mk 4.11-12D.05

Lk 8.10

Isa. 6.9-10

28

Strictly speaking, the p)-sign in the critical apparatus of NA suggests that the ‘shorter’ ἵνα-clause
1
is a harmonisation in 1424 ff sa mae only, but seems not to apply to Codex Bezae (‘longer’ ἵνα -clause ending
in καὶ µὴ συνιῶσιν µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν) because of the separation bar, but the latter being verbally equivalent, it will be therefore analysed as a harmonisation.
133
The manuscripts mentioned do not have the final µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν.
134
METZGER, Commentary, 27.
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Mt 13.13B.03
διὰ τοῦτο ἐν
παραβολαῖς
αὐτοῖς λαλῶ,

Mt 13.13D.05
διὰ τοῦτο ἐν
παραβολαῖς λαλεῖ
αυτοῖς

Lk 8.10
τοῖς δὲ λοιποῖς ἐν
παραβολαῖς,

Isa. 6.9-10
πορεύθητι καὶ
εἰπὸν τῷ λαῷ
τούτῳ ἀκοῇ

ἵνα βλέποντες
µὴ βλέπωσιν

καὶ ἀκούοντες
µὴ ἀκούσωσιν

Mk 4.11-12D.05
ἐκείνοις δὲ τοῖς
ἔξω ἐν
παραβολαῖς
πάντα λέγεται,
ἵνα βλέποντες
βλέπωσιν
καὶ µὴ ἴδωσιν,
καὶ ἀκούοντες
ἀκούωσιν

ὅτι βλέποντες οὐ
βλέπουσιν

ἵνα βλέποντες
µὴ βλέπωσιν

ἀκούσετε καὶ
οὐ µὴ συνῆτε
καὶ βλέποντες
βλέψετε
καὶ οὐ µὴ ἴδητε

καὶ ἀκούοντες
οὐκ ἀκούουσιν
οὐδὲ συνίουσιν

καὶ µὴ συνῶσιν
µήποτε

καὶ µὴ συνιῶσιν,
µήποτε

µὴ συνιῶσιν

ἐπιστρέψωσιν

ἐπιστρέψωσιν
καὶ ἀφεθήσοµαι
αὐτοῖς τὰ
ἁµαρτήµατα

καὶ ἀκούοντες

µήποτε ἴδωσιν
τοῖς ὀφθαλµοῖς
καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν
ἀκούσωσιν
καὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ
συνῶσιν
καὶ ἐπιστρέψωσιν
καὶ ἰάσοµαι
αὐτούς

Table 26: Textual Variation of Mt 13.13 and Parallels in D.05 and B.03
It is well possible that the ὅτι-clause was replaced by an ἵνα-clause to match the
more familiar formulation of both the Gospels and the LXX. However, the reading in
Bezan Matthew does not unambiguously reflect either Mark or Luke or the LXX and
seems even a wording of its own half-way between Mt 13.13B.03 and Isa. 6.9-10LXX. A
correction from Codex Vaticanus is therefore unlikely, specially because of the main difference with the main clause between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus. Conversely, it
may appear more conjecturable that ἵνα was smoothened into ὅτι to avoid the idea of
Jesus ‘trapping’ the others by speaking in parables (‘I speak in parables so that by seeing
they don’t see,’ etc.) and finally µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν would have been removed for its
being a lectio difficilior (‘for fear they convert’ is hardly understandable with the initial
main clause as it stands in Mt D.05).135
For these reasons, one cannot explain the ‘change’ from ὅτι into ἵνα as a harmonistic corruption to make the Matthean verse consistent with the other Gospels: if there
had been harmonisation, one wonders why the scribe would not have been more influenced by more Markan or Lukan material. Therefore, while the Bezan reading in Matthew could well reflect a harmonisation that is the consequence of a scribal correction of
an ‘unusual’ ὅτι-clause within a probably well-known passage from the Scriptures, the

135

See Davies’ and Alison’s comments on Matthew’s withdrawing this portion ‘because it probably
sounded too harsh’ (Matthew, II, 393). The authors, however, use the Nestle-Aland text to propose this conclusion, not the Bezan text.
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ὅτι-clause in ℵB could also be seen as a smoothening correction. It is arguable, therefore,
that the construction of the texts of the Gospels could have been corrected at a very early
stage when the Gospels were circulating separately, altering the common wording with
ἵνα-clauses in an effort to smoothen the Markan/Lukan language from an originally purposive clause found as the original saying uttered by Jesus quoting Isa. 6.9-10LXX.136
Mt 26.28 – par. Mk 14.24//Lk 22.19-20
Mt 26.28 τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ αἷµά µου ⸆τῆς ⸇διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόµενον εἰς ἄφεσιν
ἁµαρτιῶν.
⸇p) καινῆς A C D K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै
latt sy sa bo; Irlat ¦ txt (om.) প37.45 vid ℵ B L Z Θ 0298vid 33 mae boms; Irarm
Further vll:137 ⸆τό A C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै
syh ¦ txt (om.) প37 ℵ B D L Z Θ 33 l2211
Mk 14.24 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷµά µου ⸂τῆς διαθήκης⸃ τὸ ⸄ἐκχυννόµενον ὑπὲρ
πολλῶν⸅⸆
⸂p) τὸ (-579 892) τῆς καινῆς διαθήκης A K P Γ ∆ f 1.13 28 579 700 892 1241
1424 2542 ै lat sy samss bopt ¦ τὸ τῆς διαθήκης D* W ¦ -ff2 ¦ txt ℵ B C Dc L Θ
Ψ 565 k samss bopt | ⸄ὑπὲρ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόµενον D W ∆ Θ f 13 565 579 sys.p ¦
p) περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυν(ν)όµενον A K P Γ f 1 28 700 1241 1424 2542 ै syh ¦ txt
ℵ B C L Ψ 892 | ⸆p) εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν W f 13 a vgms (samss bo) bomss
Lk 22.19 καὶ λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· Τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ
σῶµά µου ⸋τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν διδόµενον· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐµὴν ἀνάµνησιν. [20] ⸉καὶ τὸ
ποτήριον ὡσαύτως⸊ µετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι, λέγων, Τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵµατί
µου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν ἐκχυννόµενον.⸌
[19/20] ⸋τὸ ὑπὲρ ...εἰς τὴν ἐµὴν ἀνάµνησιν⸌ D it | ⸉p) 4 1-3 (ὡσαύτως καὶ τὸ
ποτήριον) A K N W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 1.13 565 700 892 1424 2542 l844 ै lat sy(p).h |
txt প75 ℵ B L 579 r1 [20] om. (D it)
This verse is part of the Last Supper and presents Jesus identifying his blood as ‘of the
[new] covenant,’ ‘new’ being present in some manuscripts only. The presence of the adjective in Mark is also subject to variation. The Lukan parallel seems to refer to ἡ καινὴ

136

DAVIES–ALISON, Matthew, II, 393.
28
There is an extra variant reading at Mt 26.28 that NA does not mention but that was identified
from the MS itself: τὸ περὶ πολλῶν B ] τὸ ὑπὲρ πολλῶν D.
137
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διαθήκη but not in Codex Bezae where Lk 22.19b-20 is omitted, resulting into a highly
discussed textual problem.138
In terms of external evidence, the presence of the double article in Mt 26.28 and
the adjective καινῆς is disputed across the manuscripts leaving three possible readings:
τὸ αἷµά µου τῆς διαθήκης
τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχ. প37.45vid ℵ B L Z Θ 33 l2211
τὸ αἷµά µου τὸ τῆς καινῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχ. A C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700
[892 1241 1424 l844 ै
τὸ αἷµά µου τῆς καινῆς διαθήκη τὸ ὑπὲρ πολλῶν ἐκχ. D
Applying text-critical principles, it is easier to explain the addition of καινῆς, to
τῆς διαθήκης because of the Markan and Lukan wording and the force of later liturgical
usage, once the Eucharist was established, rather than its deletion. Note, however, that
deletion could have happened accidentally because of the triple succession of hsendings. In Matthew, the reference to the blood as covenant is textually attested, but
whether this is referred to as a ‘new’ covenant must have been in dispute in the early
days of the Church.
In Mark, the double article τό plus adjective (τὸ αἷµά µου τὸ τῆς καινῆς διαθήκης) is
supported by Byzantine representatives and early versions, but the absence of the adjective is found in Codex Bezae with further sub-variants depending on the presence or
absence of the repeated article as presented below:
τὸ αἷµά µου τῆς
διαθήκης
ℵ B C Dc L Θ Ψ 565 k samss bopt
τὸ αἷµά µου τὸ τῆς
διαθήκης
D* W
τὸ αἷµά µου τὸ τῆς
καινῆς διαθήκης
A K P Γ ∆ f 1.13 28 700 1241 1424
[2542 ै lat sy samss bopt
τὸ αἷµά µου τῆς
καινῆς διαθήκης
579 892
In Luke, on the other hand, the apparent presence of τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη
should not obscure the fact that half of the verse (τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν διδόµενον...τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν
ἐκχυννόµενον) is absent in Codex Bezae and the Old Latin, whether this is accidental or
intentional. If the end of the verse truly ends with the blessing of the bread (excluding
mention of the second cup), the variant in question must have happened at a very early
stage.
All three Gospels have external attestation dating to the 2nd c. making the presence of καινῆς in Bezan Matthew a variant that is most probably more than a harmonisation resulting from scribal activity.

138

The discussion on the ‘cup-bread-cup’ order goes beyond this work and is a major textual crux.
See J. JEREMIAS, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (Eng. transl. N. Perrin; London: SCM Press, 1966) 138–59;
G.D. KILPATRICK, ‘Luke xxii,’ in The Eucharist in Bible and Liturgy (The Moorhouse Lectures; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1975) 28–42; on a mor recent comprehensive study see B.S. BILLINGS, Do This
in Remembrance of Me: The Disputed Words in the Lukan Institution Narrative (Luke 22.19b): An Historico-Exegetical, Theological and Sociological Analysis (LNTS 314; T. & T. Clark, 2006).
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In terms of internal evidence, the importance of the presence or absence of the
adjective in Matthew, i.e. whether the covenant is new or not, has surely had an effect on
the transmission of the Eucharistic words in post-Easter times. Paul, who wrote before
the Evangelists, uses the adjective καινή in the similar context of 1 Cor 11.25. The presence in the Synoptics of the adjective καινῆς is disputed and cannot simply be regarded
as a harmonisation:139 indeed, even the shorter reading in Mt ℵB could then be identified as a harmonisation with Mark. Furthermore, the Committee’s suggestion that ‘the
word καινῆς has apparently come from the parallel passage in Luke (22.20)’140 but such
interpretation is partial since it is related to the reading of Lk 22.20 in Codex Vaticanus:
such a case is therefore unlikely since, precisely, Bezan Luke does not read the ‘wine bit’
in Lk 22.20.141
Was the adjective added to the shorter text of Matthew? A shorter reading could
well refer to Moses’ spilling of wine upon the people Exod. 24.8142 in which case the
reading in Codex Bezae would reflect the early Eucharistic practice of the post-Easter
communities before it was adapted to match Paul’s wording. Was the adjective removed
from the longer text? If we assume the original presence of the adjective due to the mention in Paul’s letter and reflecting early liturgical practice, or to an allusion to Jer.
31.31MT (Jer. 38.31LXX),143 the withdrawal of the adjective could either be accidental
(series of endings in hs) or a deliberate harmonising with Mark (apparently secondary
manuscripts read the adjective in Mark). However, the absence of 32 words in Lk
22.19b-20, i.e. a ‘western non-interpolation,’144 as if the Eucharistic words would only
consist of the description of the cup and the bread, makes the analysis even more complex, specifically because the absence of this part causes there to be no reference to any
‘covenant’ at all.
The relevance of 1st c. theology to this variant makes a definite conclusion difficult to reach. Seeing a harmonistic reading in the presence of the adjective neglects the
possible theological and/or liturgical considerations at play, which are just as likely to
lead to its deletion as to its addition.
Mt 26.70 – par. Mk 14.68//Lk 22.57
Mt 26.70 ὁ δὲ ἠρνήσατο ἔµπροσθεν ⸀πάντων λέγων· οὐκ οἶδα τί λέγεις⸆.
139

Davies and Allison suggest ‘an assimilation to Luke and Paul.’ (Matthew, III, 472 n.119)
METZGER, Commentary, 54.
141
On the absence of Lk 22.20D.05, see J. RIUS-CAMPS, ‘La fracció del pa [sense copa eucarística],
¿gest distintiu de les comunitats lucanes?’ in RTC 25 [2000] 81-93. The author suggests that it is the
breaking of the bread that was initially thought by Luke to correspond to the celebration of the Eucharist
for the early communities, i.e. without reference to the cup.
142
‘And Moses took the blood and threw it upon the people, and said, “Behold the blood of the covenant which the LORD has made with you in accordance with all these words."”’ (…καὶ εἶπεν ἰδοὺ τὸ αἷµα τῆς
διαθήκης ἧς διέθετο κύριος πρὸς ὑµᾶς περὶ πάντων τῶν λόγων τούτων). The use of περί (πάντων) as in Mt
26.28D.05 contra B.03 (ὑπέρ) is noteworthy.
143
‘Behold, the days are coming, says the LORD, when I will make a new covenant with the house
of Israel and the house of Judah’ (καὶ τῷ οἴκῳ Ιουδα διαθήκην καινήν [Jer. 38.31LXX]).
144
See Chapter 2 III. 1. 3.
140
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⸆p) οὐδὲ (οὐτὲ ∆) ἐπίσταµαι D ∆ f 1 it sys ¦ txt (om.) B rell
Further vll: ⸀αὐτῶν K 565 1424 ¦ αὐτῶν πάντων A C* W Γ ∆ f 1 579 700c
1241 pm ¦ txt (πάντων) ℵ B C2 D L Z Θ 0281 f 13 33 700* 892 l844 pm verss
Mk 14.68 ὁ δὲ ἠρνήσατο λέγων, Οὔτε οἶδα οὔτε ἐπίσταµαι σὺ τί λέγεις. καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ἔξω εἰς τὸ
προαύλιον ⸋ [καὶ ἀλέκτωρ ἐφώνησεν] ⸌
⸋ℵ B L W Ψ* 579 892 c sys samss bo ¦ txt A C D K N Γ ∆ Θ Ψc 067 f 1.13 28
33 565 700 1241 (+ εὐθέως a. ἀλέκτωρ 1424) 2542s ै lat syp.h (samss boms);
Eus
Lk 22.57 ὁ δὲ ἠρνήσατο ⸆ λέγων, ⸂Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν, γύναι.⸃
⸆αὐτόν A D* W Γ ∆ Θ Ψ f 13 565 700 1241 ै aur vg ¦ txt প75 ℵ B Dc K L T
070 f 1 579 892 1424 2542 l844 it sys.c.p co | γύναι Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν A K N W Γ
∆ Θ 070 f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1424 2542 l844 ै lat sy ¦ Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν D ¦
txt প75 ℵ B L T Ψ 1241 co
Mt 26.70 is part of Peter’s triple denial (Mt 26.69-75) where the disciple tries to escape
from the maid’s accusation of having been with Jesus, to which he answers ‘I do not
know what you mean.’ The Bezan text seems to ‘add’ the verbal phrase ‘nor [do I] understand’ (οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι), which resembles the Markan parallel verse (14.68), hence the
claim that a harmonisation has taken place. Luke is more straightforward and says ‘I do
not know him, woman’ (Lk 22.57) with the only variant being with regard to the presence, absence or position of the vocative γύναι.
In terms of external evidence, a few Greek witnesses as well as early versions
support the Bezan longer reading allowing the variant reading to be dated to the 2nd c.
The shorter reading is supported by the rest of the textual tradition which gives it considerable weight, although the large geographical distribution of the longer reading
should not be neglected. Mark is firm with the presence of the double words without any
variants across the textual tradition. It was noted earlier (Chapter 5 II. 1) that Mark was
not circulating widely in the first centuries, which means that a harmonisation with
Mark is unlikely at such an early date. Actually, Mt 26.70 actually corresponds to Peter’s
first denial out of a series of three with moving states of readings that may well have
impacted the variant readings found in this verse. For this reason it is useful to separate
out each denial in the three Gospels for more clarity:
Matthew
First denial (Mt 26.70)
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Οὐκ οἶδα τί λέγεις
Οὐκ οἶδα τί λέγεις οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι

B
D

Second denial (Mt 26.72)
Οὐκ οἶδα τὸν ἄνθρωπον

firm

Third denial (Mt 26.74)
Οὐκ οἶδα τὸν ἄνθρωπον

firm

Mark
First Denial (Mk 14.68)
Οὔτε οἶδα οὔτε ἐπίσταµαι σὺ τί λέγεις

firm

Second Denial (Mk 14.70aα)

Ø
ὁ δὲ πάλιν ἠρνεῖτο
Third Denial (Mk 14.71)
Οὐκ οἶδα τὸν ἄνθρωπον τοῦτον ὃν λέγετε.

D (singular)
B rell

firm

Luke
First Denial (Lk 22.57)
Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν, γύναι
Γύναι Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν
Οὐκ οἶδα αὐτόν

প75 ℵ B L T Ψ 1241 co
A W Θ 070 ै lat sy
D

Second Denial (Lk 22.58)
ἄνθρωπε, οὐκ εἰµί

firm

Third Denial (Lk 22.60)
Ἄνθρωπε, οὐκ οἶδα
τι λέγεις
Ἄνθρωπε, οὐκ οἶδα
ὃ λέγεις

ℵ D sa
B rell

It could be thought that the apparent simplicity of the dialogue (‘I do not know
him/what you are talking about’) should not have generated any variant readings. In
actual fact, Matthew is relatively firm (the text for the second and third denials are verbally identical and secure). Mark exhibits a textually-secure first and third denial, while
Codex Bezae does not mention any second denial (a singular reading against the rest of
the tradition). Finally, Luke reads γύναι in three different ways in the first denial, the
second denial is secure and the third denial is slightly variant with early support for the
two readings involved. The question remains whether the longer reading in Mt D.05 is a
harmonisation with Mk 14.68D.05. Can one assume that a scribe would have deliberatePage | 275
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ly added οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι to match the Markan reading? In actual fact, the Bezan reading
in Matthew is verbally different from the Markan one. Therefore, the textual form needs
to be investigated further; otherwise it could just as easily be argued that the shorter
reading in Matthew is a harmonisation with the existing second-century reading, supported by a Sahidic witness, as well as Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae. Thus, the external evidence is inconclusive and the construction of the text needs examination.
In terms of internal evidence, the exact Markan wording is different in two respects: firstly, both verbs are linked with the double adjunctive negative conjunctive
construction οὔτε… οὔτε… and secondly, σὺ τί λέγεις is subordinated to the first double
clause instead of the one in Bezan Matthew which reads οὐκ οἶδα τί λέγεις as a first clause
after which οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι (a typical Matthean feature145 meaning ‘not only but…’) is
highlighted by its position at the end of the sentence.146 Furthermore, ἐπίσταµαι is a rare
word (only this occurrence in Mark and in Bezan Matthew for all Gospels) but, like οἶδα,
translates the same Hebrew verb ידע, ‘to know:’147 therefore, while a repetition would
not make sense in Hebrew, the Greek may have required the addition as a precision to
distinguish the two forms from a sentence uttered in a Semitic language.
As to why variants have occurred at an early stage in the textual tradition in such
an apparently easy-to-describe dialogue during which Peter claimed he did not understand what the maid said, it can be speculated the following. Since the post-Easter
communities at some point were confronted with the matter of Peter’s status as leader of
the apostles, his statements could have given rise to a textual corruption aimed at reducing the limitations of Peter’s understanding, or to ‘whitewash’ him in Black’s wording.148
Assuming that the scribes had a fair knowledge of the Scriptures, the predominant presence of οὐκ οἶδα without ἐπίσταµαι indicates that the presence of the latter could
be the result of a ‘remembered’ piece of material from the first denial in Mark, aimed at
clarifying the dual meaning of the Semitic ידע.149 The expression οὐκ οἶδα is a solid leitmotiv across the Synoptics, which would explain the reason for the withdrawal of οὐδὲ
ἐπίσταµαι, i.e. its potential contextual redundancy.
These two points need to be taken together with the fact that the οὐκ ... οὔδε
structure is widely used by Matthew. Thus the conclusion that a harmonisation has tak145

Ten occurrences: Mt. 10.24, 12.4,19,32, 13.1, 21.32, 23.1, 25.13,4, 27.14.
It could be further argued that οὔτε and οὔδε are different: οὔδε: ‘and not, continuing a negation,
yet differently from οὔτε; for the latter connects parts or members of the same thing, since τε, is adjunctive
like the Latin que; but οὔδε, places side by side things that are equal and mutually exclude each other’
(THAYER, s.v. οὔδε, οὔτε).
147
ἐπίσταµαι refers to ‘know’ as in ‘to be able to,’ ‘to understand’ and οἶδα, to ‘know’ e.g. God
(BDAG, s.v. ἐπίσταµαι, οἶδα).
148
rd
M. BLACK, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (3 edn; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1998) 80. Similar evidence that the flaws of Peter’s character are attenuated or eliminated in all textual traditions of Luke-Acts compared with that transmitted by Codex Bezae is well documented J. RIUS-CAMPS and J.
READ-HEIMERDINGER, The Message of the Bezan Text of Acts, vol. 1, 127; vol.2, 283, 366 in reference to Acts
1.15-26;11.1-2; 12,1-17.
149
Black quotes Torrey who sees in Mark (but actually in Bezan Matthew as well) a ‘mistranslation
of the Aramaic which should have been rendered ‘I neither know nor am I acquainted with him of whom you
speak’ reflecting the ambiguous and indeclinable particle ( דBLACK, Aramaic Approach, 80).
146
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en place here is again too simplistic. That being so, the presence of οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι in
Bezan Matthew could simply point to the same source as Mark (whether Mark itself or a
different source) where the Greek used was trying to explicit the verb  ידעfrom the start.
Mt 26.73 – par. Mk 14.70//Lk 22.59
Mt 26.73 µετὰ µικρὸν δὲ προσελθόντες οἱ ἑστῶτες εἶπον τῷ Πέτρῳ, Ἀληθῶς ⸋καὶ σὺ⸌ ἐξ αὐτῶν
εἶ, καὶ γὰρ ⸆ἡ λαλιά σου ⸂δῆλόν σε ποιεῖ⸃.
⸋p) om. καὶ σύ D Θ f 1 sys sams ¦ txt (καὶ σύ) B rell
Further vll: ⸆Γαλιλαῖος εἶ καί C* syh** | ⸂ὁµοιάζει D it sys
Mk 14.70 ⸋ὁ δὲ πάλιν ἠρνεῖτο⸌. καὶ µετὰ µικρὸν πάλιν οἱ παρεστῶτες ἔλεγον ⸋1τῷ Πέτρῳ⸌,
Ἀληθῶς ἐξ αὐτῶν εἶ, ⸂καὶ γὰρ Γαλιλαῖος εἶ⸃.
⸋D (cf. ad v.69⸂)|⸋1 D a| ⸂καὶ γὰρ Γαλιλαῖος εἶ καὶ ἡ (-∆) λαλιά σου ὁµοιάζει
(δηλοῖ N) A K N Γ ∆ Θ f 13 28 (33) 892 1241 1424 ै q syp.h bopt ¦ καὶ γὰρ ἡ
λαλιά σου δῆλόν σε ποιῇ 579 ¦ -W a ¦ txt ℵ B C D L Ψ f 1 565 700 2542s lat
(sys) sa bopt; Eus
Lk 22.59 καὶ διαστάσης ὡσεὶ ὥρας µιᾶς ἄλλος τις διϊσχυρίζετο ⸂λέγων, Ἐπ’ ἀληθείας⸃ καὶ οὗτος
µετ’ αὐτοῦ ἦν, καὶ γὰρ Γαλιλαῖός ἐστιν.
⸂Ἐπ’ ἀληθείας λέγω D
This verse describes Peter’s third and final denial of Jesus (Mt 26,69-75, par. Mk 14.6672, Lk 22.56-62) where the bystanders accuse him, saying ‘Certainly you are [also you]
one of them, [for you are Galilean and] [for your accent betrays you].’150 Codex Bezae
reads ‘Certainly you are one of them,’ omitting καὶ σύ, and substituting ‘for your accent
betrays you (lit. ‘makes you evident’)’ by ‘for your accent resembles you.’ In both Luke
and Mark, καὶ σύ is absent. The fact that Mt 26.73D.05 is like the text of Mark and Luke
in not reading καὶ σύ is apparently regarded in the critical apparatus of Matthew as the
result of a scribal attempt to reduce discordance between the Gospels.
In terms of external evidence, the absence in Codex Bezae of καὶ σύ is also supported by Codex Koridethi, family 1 and some early versions while the entire remaining
part of the tradition attests its presence. The reason that the absence of these two words
is tagged as harmonistic has more to do with the paucity of manuscripts support than
anything else, despite the relatively diverse geographical evidence. This case is rather
exceptional since here it is not the addition or substitution of a word or group of words

150

The square brackets indicate the alternative wording in the textual tradition.
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but the absence of καὶ σύ which is regarded as a harmonisation. The variant reading
must have been generated as an early stage of the transmission because of its wide geographical attestation and its early attestation.
In terms of internal evidence, the high level of variability of the verse among the
traditions reflects textual uncertainty as to what the bystanders truly said. This has been
examined at length by Holmes who concentrates on the second clause and confesses that
the omission of καὶ σύ remains ‘mysterious.’151 All three Synoptics say similar things.
Mark and Matthew use the second person singular and Luke reports the words indirectly. Mark has a firm first clause Ἀληθῶς ἐξ αὐτῶν εἶ, where the prepositional phrase is
fronted and in essence thus explicitly insists on Peter being one of them.
The absence of καὶ σύ in Bezan Matthew is apparently recorded in the critical apparatus as a harmonisation because of its firm absence in Mk 14.70. However, a possible
attraction from the previous καὶ σύ in Mt 26.69 (secure) could have resulted in vertical
harmonisation, thus highlighting the phrase in Codex Vaticanus and support as shown
below:152
First denial
Mt 26.69

καὶ σὺ

ἦσθα µετὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ Γαλιλαίου B D rell

Second denial
Mt 26.71

Οὗτος ἦν

µετὰ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ Ναζωραίου

B D rell

ἐξ αὐτῶν εἶ,
ἐξ αὐτῶν εἶ,

D Θ f 1 sys sams
B rell

Third denial
Mt 26.73
Ἀληθῶς
Ἀληθῶς καὶ σὺ

On the other hand, it could be argued that the reason for the deletion of an original καὶ σύ in the third denial could be the previous explicit address in the second person
singular rather than a deliberate harmonisation with Mark. The examination of the rare
use of the adverb ἀληθῶς in Matthew shows that it could be a highlighting device, specifically because of its use in key passages confessing the identity of Jesus: indeed, apart
from Mt 26.73, ἀληθῶς is used in Mt 14.33b where Peter recognises Jesus as Son of God
after confessing himself as a sinner: Ἀληθῶς θεοῦ υἱὸς εἶ (D.05: Ἀληθῶς υἱὸς θεοῦ εἶ σύ); in
Mt 27.54 where the centurion sees Jesus as the Son of God: ἀληθῶς θεοῦ υἱὸς ἦν οὗτος. In
these three instances and despite the extremely close verbal similarity, the personal pronoun may or may not appear and cannot call determine a pattern one way or another.
Therefore the original presence or absence of καὶ σύ in Mt 26.73 cannot be certain.

151

M.W. HOLMES, ‘The Text of the Matthean Divorce Passages: A Comment on the Appeal to Harmonization in Textual Decisions,’ JBL 109 (1990) 651–64.
152
Davies and Allison argue, though, that this confirms the originality of the two words: ‘it comes
from the first denial (v. 69=Mk 14.67)’ (Matthew, III, 547).
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The reason for considering the absence of the two words as secondary is linked to
the paucity of manuscripts support rather than the result of an understanding of its addition. The reason for a withdrawal or addition nevertheless shows that the corruption
occurred at a very early stage of the textual transmission with both forms crystallising
into these two readings. There is equal reason to have added the two words to, or withdrawn them from, the original text.
Mt 28.8 –par. Mk 16.8//Lk 24.9
Mt 28.8 καὶ ⸀ἀπελθοῦσαι ταχὺ ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου µετὰ φόβου καὶ χαρᾶς µεγάλης ἔδραµον
ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ.
⸀p) ἐξελθοῦσαι A D K W Γ ∆ 0148 f 1 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै | txt (ἀπελθοῦσαι) ℵ B C L Θ f 13 33
Mk 16.8 ⸂καὶ ἐξελθοῦσαι⸃ ἔφυγον ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου, εἶχεν γὰρ αὐτὰς ⸀τρόµος καὶ ἔκστασις·
⸋καὶ οὐδενὶ οὐδὲν εἶπαν⸌· ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ. ⸆[[1⸆πάντα δὲ τὰ παρηγγελµένα τοῖς περὶ τὸν
Πέτρον συντόµως ἐξήγγειλαν. Μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα καὶ αὐτὸς °ὁ Ἰησοῦς ⸇ἀπὸ ⸀ἀνατολῆς °1καὶ ⸁ἄχρι
δύσεως ἐξαπέστειλεν δι’ αὐτῶν τὸ ἱερὸν καὶ ἄφθαρτον κήρυγµα τῆς αἰωνίου σωτηρίας.°2 ἀµήν.]]
⸂κακούσασαι Θ ¦ καὶ ἀκούσαντες 565 ¦ καὶ ἀκούσασαι ἐξῆλθον καί W (099)
sys.(p.hmg)
Further vll:153 ⸀φόβος D W it sams
Lk 24.9 καὶ ὑποστρέψασαι ⸋ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου⸌ ἀπήγγειλαν ⸉ταῦτα πάντα⸊ τοῖς ἕνδεκα καὶ πᾶσιν
τοῖς λοιποῖς.
⸋ D it | ⸉ℵ D K Γ ∆ Θ 070 565 1241 1424 pm c syh ¦ txt প75 A B L W Ψ
f 1.13 33 579 700 892 2542 l844 l2211 pm syp
Mt 28.8 describes the reaction of the women at Jesus’ tomb following the angel’s command to announce the Risen Christ: they ‘departed quickly from the tomb with fear and
great joy, and ran to tell his disciples.’ Codex Vaticanus uses the participle ἀπελθοῦσαι
(‘went away’) while the participle ἐξελθοῦσαι (‘went out’) is used in Bezan Matthew as in
Mark – with some vll involving the participle ἀκούσασαι (‘heard’) – but not as in Luke
where the participle ὑποστρέψασαι (‘turn back’) is invariably used across the textual tradition.

153

28

The rest of the critical apparatus to Mt 16.8 is complex and can be referred to in the NA . Mark
traditionally ends at ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ as in Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus but the text continues in
most of the other manuscripts. The discussion is beyond the scope of this work but has been discussed at
length in the literature (see e.g. PARKER, The Living Text of the Gospels, 124–47 with an in-depth summary
of the question).
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In terms of external evidence, the two readings can be divided into two groups
with mostly Byzantine witnesses supporting the Bezan vl and Alexandrian and Caesarean
witnesses supporting the ‘discordant’ verb. In the parallel text of Mark, most of the witnesses, including Codex Bezae, read καὶ ἐξελθοῦσαι but some others, mostly Caesarean154
or Western, read ‘and they heard’ (κακούσασαι) or the conflated reading (καὶ ἀκούσασαι
ἐξῆλθον). Luke has the secure reading ὑποστρέψασαι, ‘they returned.’ Therefore the external evidence is conclusive only if supremacy is given to the Alexandrian witnesses contra
Codex Bezae and assuming alternative readings in Mark are also secondary.155
In terms of internal evidence and to determine the likely original reading of
Mt 28.8D.05, three things need to be understood from the passage in Matthew in the
light of Mark’s and Luke’s reports of the women at the tomb: (1) the verb used to describe the women leaving the tomb, i.e. ἐξέρχοµαι or ἀπέρχοµαι; (2) the kind of tomb indicated (µνηµείον can technically be a grave or a sepulchre or a burial monument)156 to
gauge the possibility of visiting (from the outside) or entering it; (3) the possible impact
of scribal activity.
Firstly, the reaction of the women leaving Jesus’ empty tomb is expressed in a
similar manner in all the Synoptics as can be seen from the following breakdown:
Mt 28.8
Mk 16.8
Lk 24.9
Meaning/Idea
Manuscripts
ἀπελθοῦσαι
καὶ ἐξελθοῦσαι ὑποστρέψασαι
leaving/
hear- B+support
ἐξελθοῦσαι
καὶ ἐξελθοῦσαι (firm)
ing/returning
D+support
κακούσασαι
Θ+support
καὶ ἀκούσασαι
W+support
ἐξῆλθον καί
ἀπὸ τοῦ
ἀπὸ τοῦ
⸋ἀπὸ τοῦ
from the tomb
⸋D
µνηµείου
µνηµείου
µνηµείου⸌
µετὰ φόβου
ἐφοβοῦντο
εἶχεν γὰρ αὐτὰς ‘fear’
φόβος D W
τρόµος καὶ
τρόµος B rell
ἔκστασις
ἔδραµον
ἔφυγον
‘flee’
ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς οὐδενὶ οὐδὲν
ἀπήγγειλαν
‘proclaim’/‘not
µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ εἶπαν
ταῦτα πάντα
proclaim’
τοῖς ἕνδεκα καὶ
πᾶσιν τοῖς

154

It is agreed that Codex Washingtonianus is Caesarean in Mark 5.31-16.20 (B.M. METZGER, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Palaeography [New York; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1981] 82). This is confirmed by Lafleur (D. LAFLEUR, ‘The “Caesarean” Text of the Gospel of Mark:
Lake Revisited,’ in BABELAO 3 [2014] 145-69 [158]).
155
Metzger comments this variant readaing as an assimilation done ‘by copiysts to the parallel in
Mk 16.8 where ἐξελθοῦσαι is firm.’ (METZGER, Commentary, 60).
156
µνηµεῖον, -ου, τό: ‘token of remembrance’, esp. for the dead (BDAG, s.v. µνηµεῖον); or 1. any visible object for preserving or recalling the memory of any person or thing; 2. a memorial, monument (Aeschylus, Pindar, Sophocles, and following); in Biblical Greek so in Sap. 10:7; specifically, a sepulchral monument;
in the Scriptures a sepulchre, tomb (THAYER, s.v. µνηµεῖον).
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Mt 28.8

Mk 16.8

Lk 24.9
λοιποῖς

Meaning/Idea

Manuscripts

Table 27: Textual Comparison of Mt 28.8 and Parallels and Meanings
From the lexical and scribal differences it can be seen that: the women ‘go away’
(ἀπελθοῦσαι, B.03 and its support), or ‘go out’ (ἐξελθοῦσαι, D.05 and its support) in Matthew. In terms of language style, ἐξέρχοµαι can be considered as slightly more Markan
than Matthean (Mt: 7; Mk: 12; Lk: 5; Ac: 7)157 and ἀπέρχοµαι is rarely and indistinctly
used (Mt: 3; Mk: 5; Lk: 4; Ac: 0).158 Since the numbers do not help in identifying a pure
Matthean use of ἀπελθοῦσαι or ἐξελθοῦσαι in Mt 28.8, neither verb can be help to favour
one or the other as genereting the others:159 the Bezan reading may reflect an absence of
correction by Matthew from his Markan source and ἀπελθοῦσαι could either be an original editorial or a scribal correction. The differences in the verbs used in the three Gospels and in the manuscripts (‘go away,’ ‘hear [and go out],’ ‘go out’) indicate that there
were both textual and theological concerns or difficulties raised when describing the reaction of the first witnesses to the resurrection. Indeed, the rest of the verse is highly
similar in the three Gospels (esp. lexical resemblances, similar or opposite in meaning)
pointing to a probable dependence on the sources, and also to a probable confusion in
the scribal activity.
If we take account of the context from Mt 28.1 where the passage of the Women
at the Tomb starts, they are said to be ‘going [to see the sepulchre]’ (ἦλθεν [θεωρῆσαι τὸν
τάφον]). The ambiguity arises in Mt 28.8 from whether they simply went away from the
tomb (ἀπελθοῦσαι ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου, B.03) or if they came into the burial chamber and left
by exiting it (ἐξελθοῦσαι ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου, D.05). Rationally, the use of ἐξέρχοµαι would
imply an earlier entering which is not specified in Matthew160 and would favour the
Bezan reading. This confusion in the imagery is also due to the three words used to describe the location of where Jesus was laid: τάφος,161 µνηµείον, and µνῆµα162 meaning that
there is some confusion over the tomb itself and the possible cave containing the tomb.
Μνηµείον is used across all four Gospels while the words differ in the introduction to the
passage: τάφος is mentioned in Matthew (Mt 28.1), µνῆµα in Luke (Lk 24.1), µνηµείον in
157

From Yoder’s Concordance, it appears that Codex Bezae at times prefers ἐξέπχοµαι to ἔρχοµαι
and attests only twice a variation similar to Mt 28.8 (Mk 12.12, Ac 16.39). There is therefore no
pattern behind this different reading (see YODER, Concordance, s.v. ἐξέρχοµαι).
158

No significant differences in Codex Bezae can be seen from the variant rearings in Codex Bezae
(YODER, Concordance, s.v. ἀπέρχοµαι).
159
28
Ὑποστρέφω can be however considered as typically Lukan in NA (Mt 0; Mk 0; Lk 7; Ac 1) so the
replacement may well reflect an original change. There are two further cases of use of ὑποστρέφω in Codex
Bezae, again in Luke-Acts (YODER, Concordance, s.v. ὑποστρέφω).
160
Only Luke and Mark mention ‘entering the grave’: καὶ εἰσελθοῦσαι εἰς τὸ µνηµεῖον (Mk 16.5) and
εἰσελθοῦσαι δὲ κτλ. (Lk 24.3)
161
τάφος, -ου, ὁ: grave, tomb (BDAG, s.v. τάφος) ; 1. burial. 2. a grave, sepulchre (THAYER, s.v. τάφος).
162
µνῆµα, -ατος, τό; a ‘sign of remembrance’, esp. for the dead (Hom. +), then gener. grave, tomb
(BDAG, s.v. µνῆµα). See Thayer for µνῆµα 1. a monument or memorial to perpetuate the memory of any
person or thing, 2. a sepulchral monument, 3. a sepulchre or tomb (receptacle where a dead body is deposited (THAYER, s.v. µνῆµα).
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Mk (16.2). However, while each Evangelist has a different way of naming the burial
place, all mention the woman who went away ‘from the tomb’ (ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου).
On the one hand, the Bezan reading may be a harmonisation with the Markan
reading since the absence of the phrase ‘entering the sepulchre’ may have caused the
scribe to ‘remember’ that the women entered and exited the grave and ‘correct’ the Alexandrian reading. On the other hand, it is equally possible that the reading in Codex Vaticanus reflects a correction of ἐξελθοῦσαι into ἀπελθοῦσαι, since from the context it is not
evident that the women had not entered the burial chamber (cf. v. 6 ‘Come, see the place
where he was lying,’ v. 7 ‘and go quickly and tell’) meaning that they would immediately
go away (ἀπελθοῦσαι), after the angel spoke (28.2 describes a situation that happened
outside). The Bezan reading would then simply reflect Matthew’s editorial construction
from Mark (a case of ‘fatigue’).163
Would the difference between manuscripts matter significantly? Apparently not,
since the combination of verbs that are read in Mt 28.8D.05 is closely similar to a passage within Isaiah (Isa. 48.20LXX) where ἐξερχοµαι / φεύγων ἀπὸ / ἀπαγγείλατε all translate a similar proclamation to the people (the common terms between the Greek and the
Hebrew are in bold):
Isa. 48.20 LXX ἔξελθε ἐκ Βαβυλῶνος φεύγων ἀπὸ τῶν Χαλδαίων φωνὴν εὐφροσύνης
ἀναγγείλατε καὶ ἀκουστὸν γενέσθω τοῦτο ἀπαγγείλατε ἕως ἐσχάτου τῆς γῆς λέγετε ἐρρύσατο
κύριος τὸν δοῦλον αὐτοῦ Ιακωβ.164
This verse is the literal Greek translation of the Masoretic text which says:

( צאו מבבל ברחו מכשׂדים בקול רנה הגידו השׁמיעו זאת הוציאוה עד־קצה הארץIsa 48.20)
אמרו גאל יהוה עבדו יעקב
This comparison suggests another explanation for the use of the verb ἔξερχοµαι in
Mark and Bezan Matthew, being a typical translation of  יצאin the LXX and since מן
can equally be translated as ἀπό or ἐκ: Matthew would have recognised in Mark Isaiah’s
prophecy a re-enactment of the liberation of the people rather than a simple description
of women at a tomb. The use of ἀπέρχοµαι may therefore simply be a very early correction that had missed the allusion to the Jewish Scriptures and narrated the incident as
simple story. This may be further evidence to add to that already seen of Codex Bezae
reflecting more not only a literal story but also a Jewish message independently of a consistent description of the event: there would be an intentional echo of the people who go
out of Babylon/Chaldea and declare/proclaim/send it forth to the end of the earth, implicitly likening the resurrection to the prophecy of Isaiah ‘the Lord has redeemed his
servant Jacob!’ The message might have been contained in Mark’s story and Matthew

163

On the concept of ‘fatigue’ as an accidental inconsistency betraying the act copying of a source by
an editor, see M. GOODACRE, ‘Fatigue in the Synoptics,’ NTS 44 (1998) 45-58.
164
‘Go forth from Babylon, flee from Chaldea, declare this with a shout of joy, proclaim it, send it
forth to the end of the earth; say, "The LORD has redeemed his servant Jacob!"‘
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would have deliberately taken the same word, irrespective of whether or not the women
actually entered into a tomb.165
II. 3.

Conclusions

This section discussed the 18 expressions that are found in the Synoptics in nonrepeated contexts that are potentially harmonistic readings in the critical apparatus of
NA28. Unlike section I, which was dedicated to a similar study of repeated wording, both
internal and external evidence needed to be considered here in order to evaluate the variant readings without claiming any reference to alleged ‘usual’ modes of expression.
The Bezan readings discussed here always have a different reading from Codex
Vaticanus. They are either supported by a few manuscripts (mainly early versions) or
they belong to a strand of tradition that is competing with Codex Vaticanus. None can
be discarded a priori.
When observed superficially, all readings studied in this section seem to be ‘obvious’ harmonisations with Mark and/or Luke, but a more precise investigation leads to
the opposite conclusion: either the Bezan readings in question are also variant in the
parallel passage(s), thereby pointing to a textual difficulty, or, despite similar syntax or
wording, the parallel passages only partly share common material. Further, in some instances, it is unlikely that a scribe who was harmonising with a parallel passage to miss
something as significant as a pronoun or article. In the case of two specific examples, it
was even suggested that the readings reflect Jewish allusions that were accidently erased
because of further scribal activity. Finally, in some places, the Alexandrian readings
could also be identified as harmonising, but the fact that Codex Vaticanus attests the
opposite reading seems to have swayed the Committee.
In all cases, it appears that the deliberate change of the wording aimed at matching the parallel passage, i.e. a harmonisation, appears to be a simplistic, or at least partial, way of explaining a reading, and hides the complexity of the problem.

165

The argument of the section is further discussed in L. PINCHARD, ‘Des traces vétérotestamentaires
dans quelques variantes de Matthieu dans le codex de Bèze traditionnellement jugées harmonisantes,’ NovT
56 (2014) 1-13.
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EXCURSUS - APPLICATION OF THE NESTLE-ALAND CRITERIA FOR
HARMONISATIONS IN MATTHEW IN ℵB
Before embarking on a conclusion chapter, a excursus is provided. It is designed to be an
overview of the situation regarding harmonisation in Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus as can be extracted from the NA28 apparatus. It is not intended to be an in-depth
investigation but rather to serve as a point of comparison with the alleged harmonistic
readings in Bezan Matthew.
In order to offer an adequate comparison of the results with the preceding chapters, the alleged harmonistic variants will be ordered the same way as in Chapters 4-6,
that is, according to the parallel Synoptic passage.1
I.

Synopsis of All Alleged Harmonisations within Matthew in Codex Sinaiticus

There are 24 vll identified in NA28 as harmonistic according to the criteria discussed in
Chapter 4. In order to strictly reflect purely Synoptic parallels in Bezan Matthew as explained in Chapter 4 III. 3. 2, I have removed the instances where the alleged harmonisation in Mt ℵ.01 is with John (Mt 13.57; 26.7; 27.49),2 leaving thereby 21 of such occurrences in Mt ℵ.01.3
Out of these 21 instances, there are nine where Mt ℵ.01 departs from Mt B.03
and D.05. Four times, Mt ℵ.01 agrees with Mt D.05 contra Mt B.03. Mt ℵ.01 agrees once
with Codex Vaticanus. Codex Vaticanus and Mt ℵ.01 agree against Mt D.05. Where Codex Bezae is lacunose, it cannot be ascertained whether Mt ℵ.01 or Mt B.03 would have
been supported by Mt D.05 or not. In these places, Mt ℵ.01 agrees once with Mt B.03
(Mt 8.9), and four times against B.03 (Mt 6.23; 8.10,13,29).
The table below summarises this situation.

Type of Agreement
ℵ against BD
ℵD against B
ℵB against D
ℵ with B (D lac.)

No
9
4
2
1

References
Mt 9.17; 11.21; 12.4; 15.37, 17.9; 19.16; 24.10,24, 27.42
Mt 9.27; 20.31; 21.1; 24.29
Mt 20.23
Mt 8.9

1

Appendix 2 will provide the more familiar classification into absence, presence, alternative wording and word order differences: 1 omission in Mt 20.23; 5 additions in Mt 8.9,13; 11.21; 27.5; 27.49; 15
substitutions in Mt 8.29; 9.17,27; 12.4; 13.57; 17.9; 19.16; 20.31 (2x); 21.1; 24.10,24,29; 26.7; 27.42 and 3
word order differences in Mt 6.23; 8.10; 15.37.
2
Interestingly, Mt 27.49 is a so-called ‘Western’ non-interpolation (see Chapter 2 III. 1. 3) where
both Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus read a portion of verse which is highly similar to a passage in
John.
3
The appendix will however list the 24 vll to complete the picture in the more familiar classification
of presence, absence, alternative wording and word order differences.
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Type of Agreement
ℵ against B (D lac.)
Total

No
4
21

References
Mt 6.23; 8.10,13,29

Table 28: Agreements of Harmonistic Readings in Mt ℵ.01/B.03/D.05
A few comments will be provided below each parallel, without searching to evaluate the potentially history of the variant reading. In the case of a reading shared with
Codex Bezae, reference will be made to the section where the reading is discussed earlier
in relation to Codex Bezae.
I. 1.

Matthew/Matthew Parallels
1. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30

Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες·
⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸂(30) Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss bo ¦
ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 1241 1424 ै f ff2 q syc.h
sams mae
This variant reading shared by all three codices in question, appears to be a specific class of harmonistic variants where the wording corresponds to either a repetition
from the immediate context or a stereotyped wording, a case which was discussed
in Chapter 6 I. 1. 2.
2. Mt 24.10 – par. Mt 24.9
Mt 24.10 καὶ τότε σκανδαλισθήσονται πολλοὶ καὶ ἀλλήλους παραδώσουσιν ⸂καὶ µισήσουσιν
ἀλλήλους⸃
⸂(9) εἰς θλῖψιν ℵ
As in the previous case, Codex Sinaiticus alone apparently substitutes καὶ
µισήσουσιν ἀλλήλους with εἰς θλῖψιν ‘into tribulation,’ a phrase mentioned in the preceding
verse in a similar context using similar wording, hence a possible consequence of an
homoioteleuton.
3. Mt 27.5 – par. Mt 27.3
Mt 27.5 καὶ ῥίψας τὰ ⸆ ἀργύρια ⸂εἰς τὸν ναὸν⸃ ἀνεχώρησεν, καὶ ἀπελθὼν ἀπήγξατο.
⸆ (3) τριάκοντα ℵ (D lac.)
The proposed harmonistic reading is singular where Codex Sinaiticus reads that
Judas threw ‘thirty’ pieces of silver in the temple as no mention of a particular peculiar
sum in the rest of the tradition, probably because the number is already mentioned in
v.3. This potential harmonistic addition is more likely to have been removed than added,
since it could have been the earlier mention of the amount that caused it to be omitted a
second time.
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Matthew/Mark Parallels

I. 2.

4. Mt 17.9 – par. Mk 9.9-10
Mt 17.9 Καὶ καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους ἐνετείλατο αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς λέγων· µηδενὶ
εἴπητε τὸ ὅραµα ἕως οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ νεκρῶν ⸀ἐγερθῇ.
⸀p) ἀναστῇ ℵ C K L (W) Z Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l2211
ै
In Mt 17.9, Codex Sinaiticus, along with a large number of witnesses, apparently
substitutes ἐγερθῇ with ἀναστῇ in the expression ἐκ νεκρῶν ἐγερθῇ that can be found in the
parallel passage Mt 9.9f. This instance of differences in stereotyped wording is discussed
in Chapter 6 I. 3. 3.
5. Mt 19.16 – par. Mk 10.17 // Lk 18.18
Mt 19.16 Καὶ ἰδοὺ εἷς προσελθὼν ⸂αὐτῷ εἶπεν⸃· διδάσκαλε, ⸆ τί ἀγαθὸν ⸄ποιήσω ἵνα σχῶ ζωὴν
αἰώνιον⸅;
⸄p) ποιήσας ζωὴν αἰώνιον κληρονοµήσω ℵ L 33 (579) 892 l2211 (sys.c.hmg sams
bo) ¦ ⸂ποιήσω ἵνα ἔχῶ ζωὴν (⸉ζωὴν ἔχῶ W) αἰώνιον K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 700
1241 1424 ै ¦ txt B C D Θ syh
In Mt 19.16, Codex Sinaiticus reads literally ‘by doing which good, I will inherit
eternal life?,’ wording which resembles Lk 18.18 and Mk 10.17 (Mk 10.17: διδάσκαλε
ἀγαθέ, τί ποιήσω ἵνα ζωὴν αἰώνιον κληρονοµήσω; Lk 18.18: διδάσκαλε ἀγαθέ, τί ποιήσας ζωὴν
αἰώνιον κληρονοµήσω;) .4
6. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇· τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
°p) ℵ B K L N Z Γ Θ f 1.13 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp co ¦ txt C D W
∆ 085 33 (565) l844 q sys.c.h
Mt 20.23 is the only ‘omission’ identified as a harmonising reading because of its
verbal closeness with Mk 10.40. It is noteworthy that the presence of the pronoun τοῦτο
is even disputed: square brackets indicate that the Committee is not ‘convinced of the
authenticity of the enclosed words.’5 This renders the identification of the absence of
τοῦτο as a harmonistic omission even more subject to questioning.
7. Mt 24.29 – par. Mk 13.24-25
Mt 24.29 Εὐθέως δὲ µετὰ τὴν θλῖψιν τῶν ἡµερῶν ἐκείνων ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται, καὶ ἡ σελήνη
οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς, καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες πεσοῦνται ⸀ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ αἱ δυνάµεις τῶν
οὐρανῶν σαλευθήσονται.
4

There are difficulties in these verses which would deserve more investigation (position and function of ἀγαθὸν, presence of ἵνα and replacement of σχῶ by κληρονοµήσω or vice versa before attributing the
wording of Codex Sinaiticus to a harmonisation.
5
28
NA , 54*.
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⸀p) ἐκ ℵ D 0281
In Mt 24.29ℵ.01, along with Codex Bezae and 0281 only, the preposition ἀπό is
apparently ‘substituted’ by ἐκ in the expression ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ (‘from heaven’). The
reading is discussed in Chapter 5 II. 3.
8. Mt 27.42 – par. Mk 15.32
Mt 27.42 ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν οὐ δύναται σῶσαι· ⸆ βασιλεὺς Ἰσραήλ ἐστιν, καταβάτω νῦν
ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ καὶ ⸀πιστεύσοµεν ⸂ἐπ’ αὐτόν⸃
⸀p) πιστεύσωµεν ℵ L W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 1424 l844 pm ¦ πιστεύοµεν A
1241 it vgcl.ww ¦ txt B D K f 1 700 892 pm vgst
In Mt 27.42, the future indicative πιστεύσοµεν appears in Codex Sinaiticus as a
subjunctive (with a volitive sense), as in Mk 15.32 where the clause is introduced by the
conjunction ἵνα. A true harmonisation would have attracted the prepositional phrase ἐπ’
αὐτόν (σὺν αὐτῷ in Mk 15.32ℵ.01) which is not the case here. Furthermore, the usual
confusion between -ο- and -ω- in Koine Greek may be the source of scribal error
(see Chapter 3 II. 1), although it is more likely that the absence of ἵνα in Matthew should
have led scribes to ‘rectify’ the subjunctive aorist into a future indicative.
I. 3.

Matthew/Luke Parallels
9. Mt 6.23 – par. Mt 6.22 // Lk 11.34

Mt 6.23 ἐὰν δὲ ⸉ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρὸς ῇ⸊, ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου σκοτεινὸν ἔσται. εἰ οὖν τὸ φῶς
τὸ ἐν σοὶ σκότος ἐστίν, τὸ σκότος πόσον
⸉(22) ῇ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρός ℵ* W 33 (D lac.)
In Mt 6.23ℵ.01*, the conditional phrase ἐὰν δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρὸς ῇ is read in
the default word order (i.e. verb in initial position) ῇ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρός but further
corrected (ℵ.01c) in the preverbal order as into the preceding verse (v.22). The Lukan
parallel has a similar wording (ἐπὰν δὲ πονηρὸς ᾖ) where the scribe writing Mt 6.23 could
also have thought of a verb-ending clause.
10. Mt 8.9 – par. Lk 7.8
Mt 8.9 καὶ γὰρ ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπός εἰµι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν, ⸆ ἔχων ὑπ’ ἐµαυτὸν στρατιώτας, καὶ λέγω
τούτῳ· πορεύθητι, καὶ πορεύεται, καὶ ἄλλῳ· ἔρχου, καὶ ἔρχεται, καὶ τῷ δούλῳ µου· ποίησον
τοῦτο, καὶ ποιεῖ.
⸆ p) τασσόµενος ℵ B it vgcl (sa bo) (D lac.)
Mt 8.9ℵ.01, supported by Codex Vaticanus and early versions, reads the participle τασσόµενος against the rest of the textual tradition, describing the centurion as ‘set
under authority’ as in Lk 7.8 (secure). The external evidence as well as the most discordant reading was determining here the harmonistic and secondary character of the presence of the participle. The wording of Mt 8.9 is exactly the same as Lk 7.8 and the presence of τασσόµενος could be seen as scribal activity aimed at making the two verses identical.
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11. Mt 8.10 – par. Lk 7.9
Mt 8.10 ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐθαύµασεν καὶ εἶπεν τοῖς ἀκολουθοῦσιν· ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν, ⸂παρ’
οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ⸃ εὗρον.
⸂p) οὐδε ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ τοσαύτην πίστιν ℵ C K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700
1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै lat sy(s).p.h ¦ παρ’ οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν f 1 ¦ txt B W
(0281 892) a (g1) k q sy(c.hmg) co (D lac.)
Mt 8.10ℵ.01 has a reading that is, according to the critical apparatus of NA28,
potentially harmonistic (with presumably Lk 7.9: λέγω ὑµῖν, οὐδὲ ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ τοσαύτην
πίστιν εὗρον). To be fully accurate, this variant reading should be described as both a word
order difference (τοσαύτην πίστιν ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ ℵ.01/ ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ τοσαύτην πίστιν B.03) and
alternative wording (παρ’οὐδενί ℵ.01/οὐδε B.03), where NA28 indicates only a substitution.6
12. Mt 8.13 – par. Lk 7.10
Mt 8.13 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τῷ ⸀ἑκατοντάρχῃ· ὕπαγε, ⸆ ὡς ἐπίστευσας γενηθήτω σοι. καὶ ἰάθη ὁ
παῖς °[αὐτοῦ] ⸂ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ⸃.⸇
⸇p) καὶ ὑποστρέψας ὁ ἑκατόνταρχος εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ὤρᾳ εὗρεν
τὸν παῖδα (+ αὐτοῦ syh) ὑγιαίνοντα ℵ*.2b C Θ f 1 (αὐτόν loco τὸν παῖδα N 33
1241) g1 syh (D lac.)
Mt 8.13ℵ.01(*.2b) is a fluctuating reading in Codex Sinaiticus where the withdrawal and re-addition by scribes shows that the question must have been questioned in
early times (ℵ* and ℵ2b have the full reading while ℵ1 erased it). The resulting reading
makes it verbally close to Lk 7.10, although the two parallel passages remain: indeed the
centurion goes back to the house in Mt 8.31ℵ.01, as opposed to the sent disciples (Lk
7.10) and finds his son (Mt)/his slave (Lk). The ‘addition’ of such important material
cannot be the result of a scribal distraction but the distant similarity is rather too weak
to give the impression that the scribe would have ‘remembered’ the Lukan passage and
re-adapted it to the Matthean sentences.
13. Mt 11.21 – par. Lk 10.13
Mt 11.21 οὐαί σοι, Χοραζίν,⸂οὐαί σοι⸃, Βηθσαϊδά· ὅτι εἰ ἐν Τύρῳ καὶ Σιδῶνι ἐγένοντο αἱ
δυνάµεις αἱ γενόµεναι ἐν ὑµῖν, πάλαι ἂν ἐν σάκκῳ καὶ σποδῷ ⸆ µετενόησαν.
⸆ p) καθήµενοι ℵ C 33 ¦ ‒µεναι ∆ f 1 892 1424 syh
Mt 11.21ℵ.01 reads καθήµενοι (‘they would have repented long ago [sitting] in
sackcloth and ashes’) with C 33 (om. B). The longer reading attests a high degree of similarity to Lk 10.13. It could be understood that the repentance in sackcloth and ashes
naturally implies the position of sitting (cf. Jon. 3.6).

6

Interestingly, the wording in Lk 7.9D.05, οὐδέποτε τοσ. πισ.ευρ. ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ, is singular.
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I. 4.

Matthew/Mark/Luke Parallels
14. Mt 8.29 – par. Mk 1.24 // Lk 4.34; 8.28

Mt 8.29 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔκραξαν λέγοντες· τί ἡµῖν καὶ σοί, ⸆ υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ; ἦλθες ὧδε ⸂πρὸ καιροῦ
βασανίσαι ἡµᾶς⸃;
⸂(Lk 4.34) ἡµᾶς ἀπολέσαι πρὸ καιροῦ ℵ* vgmss bopt ¦ ἀπολέσαι ἡµᾶς καὶ πρὸ
καιροῦ βασανίσαι W (D lac.)
Mt 8.29ℵ.01* is supported by a few versions only, where βασανίσαι (‘torment’,
found in Lk 8.28) became apparently substituted by ἀπολέσαι (‘destroy’, found in
Mk 1.24 and Lk 4.34) in the description of the unclean spirit rebuking Jesus, making the
verse close to Lk 4.34 although the prepositional phrase πρὸ καιροῦ is only found in Mt
8.29. NA28 mentions only one parallel, but other parallel passages need to be taken into
account for a thorough discussion of the variant in question.
15. Mt 9.17 – par. Mk 2.22 // Lk 5.38
Mt 9.17 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή °γε, ⸂ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοὶ⸃ καὶ
ὁ οἶνος ⸄ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται⸅· ⸂1ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸃,
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται.
⸂1p) ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς βλητέον ℵ ¦ ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς
βάλλουσιν καινούς C 1424 l844c (‒νέον l844*) l2211 ¦ ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον
βάλλουσιν εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς 892
Mt 9.17ℵ.01 has a singular reading where the adjective βλητέον (‘must be put’)
seems to have ‘replaced’ βάλλουσιν, as in Lk 5.38 and Mk 2.22. Despite its being a singular reading, it should not remain unnoticed that the entire verse is highly variant within
the textual tradition. Nevertheless, the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus in Lk 5.38 has
interestingly βάλλουσιν instead of βλητέον, where the Markan parallel passage in Mk 2.22
reads neither the verb nor the adjective (the first hand of Sinaiticus however has
βλητέον). This closer observation shows that the designation of a harmonistic reading
seems to refer to the text of the NA28 and not different passages in the same manuscript.
16. Mt 9.27 – par. Mk 10.47-48 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 9.27 Καὶ παράγοντι ἐκεῖθεν τῷ Ἰησοῦ ἠκολούθησαν °[αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ
λέγοντες· ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, ⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸀p) υἱέ ℵ C D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1 579 892* 1424 pm ¦ κύριε υἱέ N f 13 892c ¦ txt B
W 565 (700) l844 l2211 pm
Mt 9.27ℵ.01 is in agreement with Codex Bezae on the vocative υἱέ ∆αυίδ instead
of the nominative υἱὸς ∆αυίδ. This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 1. 2. 1.
17. Mt 12.4 – par. Mk 2.26 // Lk 6.4
Mt 12.4 πῶς εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως ⸀ἔφαγον, ⸁ὃ οὐκ
ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν οὐδὲ τοῖς µετ’ αὐτοῦ εἰ µὴ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν µόνοις;
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⸁p) οὕς ℵ C K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 1 (οἷς 33) 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syh sa bo ¦
txt প70 B D W f 13 aur ff2* k q
Mt 12.4ℵ.01 apparently substitutes the relative pronoun in the accusative in the
sentence Mt 12.4 ‘[David] ate the bread of the Presence, which it was not lawful for him
to eat’ ([…] καὶ τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως ἔφαγον, ὃ οὐκ ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν κτλ.) with the
nominative as found in Mk 2.26 and Lk 6.4, although these two references read οὓς οὐκ
ἔξεστιν φαγεῖν while Mt 12.4 reads a periphrastic form (ὃ/οὓς οὐκ ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν)
where both cases are grammatically correct.
18. Mt 15.37 – par. Mt 14.20 // Mk 8.8 // Lk 9.17
Mt 15.37 καὶ ἔφαγον πάντες καὶ ἐχορτάσθησαν. καὶ ⸉τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασµάτων ἦραν⸊
ἑπτὰ σπυρίδας πλήρεις
⸉p) ἦραν τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασµάτων ℵ C K L N P W Γ ∆ f
1424 ै f (ff1) q ¦ txt B D Θ f 1 33 579 700 892 l2211 lat

13

565 1241

In Mt 15.37ℵ.01, a different word order is read, while a second strand of tradition
(followed by Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae) prefer a preverbal, marked order, like in
Mt 14.20 (Feeding of the 5,000) but also with a slightly different wording as Mk 6.43;
8.8 and Lk 9.17.
19. Mt 21.1 – par. Mk 11.1 // Lk 19.29
Mt 21.1 Καὶ ὅτε ⸀ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα καὶ ⸁ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφαγὴ ⸀1εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν,
τότε ⸀2 Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο µαθητὰς
⸀1p) πρός ℵ D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f
ै lat syh ¦ txt B C 33 it

1.13

565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211

A part of the textual tradition follows Codex Vaticanus with the use of the preposition εἰς [τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν] while the other strand of traditions follows Codex Bezae,
as is the case in Mt 21.1ℵ.01, with the use of πρός. This variant reading is discussed
in Chapter 6 II. 2Chapter 6 II. 1.
20. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30 // Mk 10.47 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες·
⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸁p) υἱέ ℵ(*).1 C D L N 085 0281 33 579 892 1241 1424 ¦ txt B K W Z Γ ∆ Θ f
1.13
565 700 ै
See variant 17 above.
21. Mt 24.24 – par. Mk 13.22 // Lk 21.10-11
Mt 24.24 ἐγερθήσονται γὰρ ψευδόχριστοι καὶ ψευδοπροφῆται καὶ δώσουσιν σηµεῖα ⸂µεγάλα καὶ
τέρατα⸃ ὥστε ⸀πλανῆσαι, εἰ δυνατόν, καὶ τοὺς ἐκλεκτούς.
⸂p) καὶ τέρατα ℵ W* ff1 r1 boms ¦ µεγάλα syp ¦ καὶ τέρατα µεγάλα 1241 1424
boms
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In Mt 24.24ℵ.01, the expression σηµεῖα µεγάλα καὶ τέρατα (‘great signs and wonders’) is found in different forms classified in the NA28 as substitutions, although the
reading supported by Codex Sinaiticus corresponds in actual fact to an ‘omission’ of the
adjective (µεγάλα), as in Mk 13.22 (Lk 21.10-11 has a similar context σεισµοί τε
µεγάλοι…καὶ ἀπ’ οὐρανοῦ σηµεῖα µεγάλα… with variant readings).
Conclusions

I. 5.

From the above short survey, it appears that nearly half of the harmonistic readings are
instances where Codex Sinaiticus has a reading that departs from both Codex Vaticanus
and Codex Bezae. The remaining cases are divided into agreements with Codex Vaticanus or Codex Bezae, but the numerous lacunose portions of texts in Mt D.05 (28% of
the 21 instances) precludes a full description of the characteristics of Mt ℵ.01 compared
with the other codices. From the other half of the cases, the variant readings are apparent improvement of the language, or are likely to be insignificant variations that have no
influence on the transmitted text. Finally, the significantly important number of instances where Mt ℵ.01 departs from Codex Vaticanus and Codex Bezae calls for a reconsideration of the usual hypothesis whereby Codex Sinaiticus is seen as a state of development of the text of the New Testament between Codex Vaticanus (as the purest
form) and Codex Bezae (as the most corrupted form), the latter corresponding to a climatic point in the transmission of the NT.7 The variant readings discussed above have
shown that they are mostly independent of both codices, a conclusion that would require
the previous statement to be reviewed.
II. Synopsis of All Alleged Harmonisations within Matthew in Codex Vaticanus
I will now present the reference the same way as for Codex Sinaiticus where Codex Vaticanus has variant readings identified in NA28 as harmonising within the Synoptics.
There are 24 such vll, out of which one reflects similarities with the Gospel of John, leaving therefore 23 instances with the Synoptics.
Similarly to Table 28, the results for Matthew in Codex Vaticanus are as follows:
Type of Agreement
B against ℵD
BD against ℵ
ℵB against D
ℵ with B (D lac.)
ℵ against B (D lac.)
ℵ against B against D
ℵBD agreement
Total

No.
11
6
1
1
1
2
1
23

References
Mt 2.13 (x2); 14.22; 15.27; 16.5; 17.23; 19.9; 20.23; 23.19; 25.40; 27.46
Mt 9.6; 16.20; 19.9; 20.19;26; 24.39
Mt 20.23
Mt 8.9
Mt 8.23
Mt 15.38; 19.9
Mt 20.31

Table 29: Agreements of Harmonistic Readings in Mt ℵ.01/B.03/D.05

7

See e.g. EPP, ‘Textual Criticism in Exegesis,’ in PORTER, Handbook to the Exegesis of the New Testament, 70–71.
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II. 1.

Matthew/Matthew Parallels
1. Mt 2.13 – par. Mt 2.12

Mt 2.13 Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν ⸆ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου ⸂φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ⸃ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ
λέγων· ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν µητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε εἰς Αἴγυπτον καὶ ἴσθι
ἐκεῖ ἕως ἂν εἴπω σοι· µέλλει γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ζητεῖν τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό.
⸆ (12) εἰς τὴν χώραν αὐτῶν B
Mt 2.13B.03 is a singular reading where the end of the preceding verse εἰς τὴν
χώραν αὐτῶν seems accidently repeated from v.12.
2. Mt 2.13 – par. Mt 1.20
Mt 2.13 Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν ⸆ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου ⸂φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ⸃ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ
λέγων· ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν µητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε εἰς Αἴγυπτον καὶ ἴσθι
ἐκεῖ ἕως ἂν εἴπω σοι· µέλλει γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ζητεῖν τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό.
⸂(1.20) κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη B ¦ (19 v.l.) κατ’ ὄναρ φαίνεται C K 33 700 892
Mt 2.13B.03 reads κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη, which echoes the wording in Mt 1.20 a singular reading against φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ in the rest of the tradition.
3. Mt 23.19 – par. Mt 23.17
Mt 23.19 ⸆ τυφλοί, τί γὰρ µεῖζον, τὸ δῶρον ἢ τὸ θυσιαστήριον τὸ ἁγιάζον τὸ δῶρον;
⸆p) µωροὶ καί B C K W Γ ∆ 0102 f 13 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 ै c f
syp.h co ¦ txt ℵ D L Z Θ f 1 892 lat sys.c boms
Mt 23.19B.03 reads µωροὶ καὶ τυφλοί against τυφλοί as a potential harmonisation
with the immediate context (v.17 µωροὶ καὶ τυφλοί) in Jesus’ verbal opposition to the
Pharisees and Sadducees, which is brought to a climax in Mt 23.
4. Mt 25.40 – par. Mt 25.45
Mt 25.40 καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς· ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν, ἐφ’ ὅσον ἐποιήσατε ἑνὶ τούτων
⸋τῶν ἀδελφῶν µου⸌ τῶν ἐλαχίστων, ἐµοὶ ἐποιή
⸋(45) B* 0128* 1424 ff1 ff2; Clpt Eus GrNy
Mt 25.40B.03* does not read ‘of my brothers’ and this reading can be understood
as having been withdrawn in order to match Mt 25.45, while later hands have corrected
the original hand by supplying with τῶν ἀδελφῶν µου. In actual facts, it is rather this latter correction that could reflect a harmonisation in the true sense.
II. 2.

Matthew/Mark Parallels
5. Mt 14.22 ‒ par. Mk 6.45

Mt 14.22 Καὶ °εὐθέως ἠνάγκασεν τοὺς µαθητὰς ⸆ ἐµβῆναι εἰς °1 τὸ πλοῖον καὶ προάγειν °2
αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ πέραν, ἕως οὗ ἀπολύσῃ τοὺς ὄχλους
⸆p) αὐτοῦ B K P Θ f 13 565 579 892 1424 l844 l2211 pm it vgmss sy co? ¦ txt
ℵ C D L W Γ ∆ 067 0106 0277 f 1 33 700 1241 pm lat
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The problem of the inclusion or not of the pronoun is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 1.
3. The division into two distinct and large strands of tradition is noteworthy for a variant reading that does not look significant prima facie.
6. Mt 15.27 ‒ par. Mk 7.28
Mt 15.27 ἡ δὲ εἶπεν· ναὶ κύριε, καὶ °γὰρ τὰ κυνάρια ἐσθίει ἀπὸ τῶν ψιχίων τῶν πιπτόντων ἀπὸ
τῆς τραπέζης τῶν κυρίων αὐτῶν.
°p) B e sys.p sa boms
Mt 15.27B.03, supported by a few versions only, omits the conjunction γάρ in the
response of the Syrophoenician to Jesus and this omission is understood from NA28 as a
harmonisation, probably because the parallel passage (Mk 7.28) does not use this conjunction.
7. Mt 15.38 ‒ par. Mk 8.9
Mt 15.38 οἱ δὲ ἐσθίοντες ἦσαν ⸆ τετρακισχίλιοι ἄνδρες χωρὶς ⸂γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων⸃
⸆ p) ὡς B Θ f 13 33 892 l2211 ¦ ὡσεί ℵ 579 1241 ¦ txt C D K L N P W Γ ∆ f 1
565 700 1424 ै lat sys.c.p sams mae bo
Mt 15.38B.03 reads ὡς as in Mk 8.9 (secure) against Codex Bezae (om. ὡς) and
Codex Sinaiticus (ὡσεί) to describe the crowd as being ‘about forty men.’8
8. Mt 16.5 – par. Mk 8.14
Mt 16.5 Καὶ ἐλθόντες ⸂οἱ µαθηταὶ⸃ εἰς τὸ πέραν ἐπελάθοντο ⸉ Mt 16.5 ⸊.
⸉p) B K 579 892 1424 (e)
Mt 16.5B.03 reads a different word order when compared to most of the tradition
(incl. Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae). This order is the same as in Mk 8.14, although
the verse in Mark is fairly different, to the extent that a scribal activity ignoring the main
difference between Mark and Matthew but trying to match the word order is a relatively
impossible hypothesis.
9. Mt 19.9 ‒ par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11-12
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸆p) καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην (ἀπολυµένην Θ 565, + ἀπό ἄνδρος 579) γαµῶν
(γαµήσας B K Z Γ 700 892 ै) µοιχᾶται B C* K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 f 1.13 33
565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syp.h bo ¦ ὡσαύτως καὶ ὁ γαµ. ἀπολελ. µοιχ. প25
mae ¦ txt ℵ C3 D L 1241 it sys.c sa boms

8

A possible explanation for the existence of variation between ὡς and ὡσεί in other books of the New
Testament is suggested by J. READ-HEIMERDINGER, ‘Luke’s Use of ὡς and ὡσεί: Comparison and Correspondence as a Means to Convey his Message,’ in PIERRI, Grammatica Intellectio Scripturae, 251–74 [264-70].
See Chapter 3 II. 2. 4 note 62.
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Mt 19.9B.03 reads καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσας µοιχᾶται, a reading that is similar
to Mt 5.32 καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσῃ µοιχᾶται hence its designation as a
harmonisation in the critical apparatus of NA28. It is noteworthy that Mt 5.32B.03 is variant (καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσας µοιχᾶται), a near-singular reading. The verse in question is looked into in depth in Chapter 6 I. 2. 1. Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae agree
against Codex Vaticanus here.
10. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.39-40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇ · τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
⸀p) ἢ B L Θ f 1 33 1424 it vgcl sa mae bopt; Or Epiph
Mt 20.23B.03 reads ἤ instead of καί as in the parallel passage Mk 10.40.
11. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.39-40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇ · τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
°p) ℵ B K L N Z Γ Θ f 1.13 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp co ¦ txt C D W
∆ 085 33 (565) l844 q sy s.c.h
This vl is shared with Codex Sinaiticus and was discussed in I. 2.
12. Mt 20.26-27 – par. Mk 10.43-44
Mt 20.26 οὐχ οὕτως ⸀ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἐὰν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν
διάκονος, [27] καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι πρῶτος⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν δοῦλος·
[26] ⸀p) ἐστίν B D Z 0281 samss | txt ℵ C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f
700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat samss mae bo

1.13

565 579

This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 5 II. 3.
13. Mt 27.46 – par. Mk 15.34
Mt 27.46 περὶ δὲ τὴν ἐνάτην ὥραν ⸀ἀνεβόησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς φωνῇ µεγάλῃ λέγων· ⸂ηλι ηλι⸃ ⸄λεµα
σαβαχθανι⸅ ; τοῦτ’ ἔστιν· Θεέ µου θεέ µου, ἱνατί µε ἐγκατέλιπες
⸀p) ἐβόησεν B L W 33 700 l844
Mt 27.46B.03 reads the simplex verb ἐβόησεν against the compound verb
ἀνεβόησεν in Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Bezae as well as in most of the textual tradition, making it verbally close to the parallel Mk 15.34 as far as the verb is concerned (the
context is slightly different in the two passages: Matthew has ‘around the ninth hour’
while Mark reads ‘at the ninth hour’).
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II. 3.

Matthew/Luke Parallels
14. Mt 8.9 ‒ par. Lk 7.8

Mt 8.9 καὶ γὰρ ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπός εἰµι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν, ⸆ ἔχων ὑπ’ ἐµαυτὸν στρατιώτας, καὶ λέγω
τούτῳ· πορεύθητι, καὶ πορεύεται, καὶ ἄλλῳ· ἔρχου, καὶ ἔρχεται, καὶ τῷ δούλῳ µου· ποίησον
τοῦτο, καὶ ποιεῖ.
⸆ p) τασσόµενος ℵ B it vgcl (sa bo) (D lac.)
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 3.
II. 4.

Matthew/Mark/Luke Parallels
15. Mt 8.23 – par. Mk 4.36 // Lk 8.22

Mt 8.23 Καὶ ἐµβάντι αὐτῷ εἰς °τὸ πλοῖον ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτου.
°p) ℵ1 B C f 1.13 33 565 892 l844 l2211 ¦ txt ℵ*.2 K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 579 700
1424 ै (D lac.)
The absence of the article in the prepositional phrase ‘into the boat’ is understood
as a harmonistic reading with Lk 8.22, where the noun is anarthrous (εἰς πλοῖον). While
the possibility that a scribe would have omitted the article because of the lexical proximity with Luke can be subject to discussion, it can be noted that the article is present in the
Markan parallel in a slightly revised phrasing (ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ).
16. Mt 24.39 – par. Mt 24.37 // Lk 17.26
Mt 24.39 καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ἕως ἦλθεν ὁ κατακλυσµὸς καὶ ἦρεν ἅπαντας, οὕτως ἔσται °[καὶ] ἡ
παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
°(37) B D 892 l2211 it vgmss sys.p co ¦ txt ℵ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 33 565 579
700 1241 1424 ै lat syh
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 5 I. 1.
17. Mt 9.6 – par. Mk 2.10-11 // Lk 5.24
Mt 9.6 ἵνα δὲ εἰδῆτε ὅτι ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀφιέναι ἁµαρτίας - τότε
λέγει τῷ παραλυτικῷ· ⸀ἐγερθεὶς ἆρόν σου τὴν κλίνην καὶ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου.
⸀p) ἔγειρε (+ καί D) B D 0281 sy ¦ txt ℵ C K L N W ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700
892 1424 l844 l2211 ै q
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 1. 1
18. Mt 16.20 – par. Mk 8.30 // Lk 9.21
Mt 16.20 τότε ⸀διεστείλατο τοῖς µαθηταῖς ⸆ ἵνα µηδενὶ εἴπωσιν ὅτι ⸁αὐτός ἐστιν ⸇ὁ χριστός
⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν B* D e syc; Ormss ¦ txt ℵ B2 C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 (579)
700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h co; Ormss
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 II. 1.
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19. Mt 17.23 – par. Mt 16.21 ; 20.18‒19 // Mk 8.31 ; 9.31 ; 10.33-34 // Lk 9.22 ;
18.32-33
Mt 17.23 καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν αὐτόν, καὶ ⸂τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ⸃ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται. ⸋καὶ ἐλυπήθησαν
σφόδρα.⸌
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B f 13 892 1424
This variant reading seems to be a consequence of the often repeated wording ‘he
will rise on the third day’. This type of alternative wording is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 3. 3
20. Mt 19.9 – par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11‒12 // Lk 16.18
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸄(5.32) παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι B f 1 ff1 bo ¦ µὴ ἐπὶ
πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην (om. καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην N) ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι
C* N ¦ παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται D f 13 33 it (syc)
sa mae ¦ txt ℵ C3 K L (‒καί W) Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै l
vg sys.p.h
Mt 19.9 is a doublet to Mt 5.32 and is also found in the other Synoptics with
variant wordings including many variants in each case. The wording used in
Mt 19.9B.03 reflects Mt 5.32 verbatim with respect to the clause παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας
ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι and it could well be a harmonisation to the doublet verse. The
complexity of this verse and its variants is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 2. 1.
21. Mt 19.9 ‒ par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11-12 // Lk 16.18
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸂p) ὃς ἂν B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 2. 1.
22. Mt 20.19 – par. Mk 10.34 // Lk 18.33
Mt 20.19 καὶ παραδώσουσιν αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν εἰς τὸ ἐµπαῖξαι καὶ µαστιγῶσαι καὶ σταυρῶσαι,
καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται.
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B C2 D K W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f 1.13 33 565 700 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦
txt ℵ C* L N Z 579 892; Or
This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 3. 3.
23. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30 // Mk 10.47-48 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν
λέγοντες·⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸂(30) κύριε ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss bo ¦
ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 1241 1424 ै f ff2 q syc.h
sams mae
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This variant reading is discussed in Chapter 6 I. 1. 2. 2
Conclusions

II. 5.

After examining all the variants of Mt B.03 claimed by NA28 as harmonistic, it can be
said that none of them affect the sense of the text of Matthew; their identification as
harmonisations and simply reflects the principle that the discordant reading is more
likely to be original. Moreover, the linguistic importance of the variants does not reveal
any definite pattern. They involve one word only most of the time except three cases
where more substantial material is involved. No alleged harmonisation in Mt B.03 gathered from the apparatus of NA28 allows any extrapolation with regard to a harmonising
tendency in Codex Vaticanus and most instances are somewhat far-fetched as the comparative study of with Codex Bezae in Chapter 4–6 has already suggested.
Further, most of the variant flagged as harmonising are insignificant in nature
(e.g. is ἤ [‘or’] in Mt 20.23B.03 really a harmonisation with Mk 10.39-40 to avoid καί?),
or fluctuating (e.g. is the alleged harmonistic reading κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη in Mt 2.13B.03
really harmonising with Mt 1.20 or is the other reading κατ’ ὄναρ φαίνεται rather a harmonisation with Mt 2.19?),9 or dubious (is the absence of the already challenged presence of τοῦτο in Mt 20.23 really a harmonisation with Mk 10.39-40?).
A final point is that the consideration of harmonistic readings in Mt B.03 seems
to have been carried out done atomistically without consideration of the parallel passage’s actual reading in all manuscripts but ra simply the reading in NA28.
III. Conclusions on the Alleged Harmonistic Readings in ℵB
Despite the fact that all the variant readings in this section are clearly identified in NA28
as harmonisations, the analysis seems to be based on external evidence only or, if internal criticism is involved, the argument of the ‘more discordant reading’ is chosen somewhat mechanically. Indeed, where Synoptic Gospels in essence share common material,
overlaps are inevitable and the most discordant reading needs to be carefully examined
in every instance. In this respect, it can be said that the variants discussed above are just
as likely to result from the construction of the Gospel text itself as to originate from
scribal errors or deliberate harmonisation to match what are, most of the time, insignificant verbal echoes of Synoptic parallels.

9

See Parker’s comment ‘Harmonisation may not necessarily be made in the direction of what the
modern synopsis would present as a parallel but might be to apassage which today is considered to be one
that is unrelated’ in D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) 340. A text-critical decision is though taken at some point
to mention that the harmonisation is done in the way indicated by the critical apparatus!
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Chapter 7
CONCLUSIONS

I.

Summary of the Preceding Chapters

The present work has revisited afresh all the variant readings in the Gospel of Matthew
in Codex Bezae (D.05), compared with the roughly contemporaneous Alexandrian text of
Codex Vaticanus (B.03), as well as the wider textual tradition, with a particular focus on
the variants identified as harmonising in the Greek New Testament of Nestle-Aland.
The reason for choosing the Gospel of Matthew in Codex Bezae was the comparably slight scholarly treatment of the first Gospel in contrast to the studies of the book
of Acts or of the other Synoptics in this manuscript. At the same time, the wealth of
methodological approaches available for the analysis of a Gospel in a particular manuscript allowed a smooth access to the study of the variant readings in Bezan Matthew.
Though earlier scholarly work provided a good starting point, it is the presence of contradictory analyses and judgements on the secondary character of the variant readings in
Mt D.05 that generated the interest for re-visiting them by applying the tools of both
linguistics and textual criticism.1
Chapter 1 introduces the text critical study of manuscripts of the New Testament
and delineates the study of the Bezan text of the Gospel of Matthew. The history of the
related scholarship was presented and the point was made that general use of the Greek
text of the New Testament as presented in the current edition of Nestle-Aland (NA28)
tends to cause the user to consider most of the time any alternative reading in Codex
Bezae as secondary.
Textual criticism generally groups variant readings found in manuscripts as an
omission, an addition, a substitution, a word order change or a harmonisation. This
usual classification was identified as expressing a parti pris – indeed, it favours the reading with which a variant is being compared as most probably the earliest – reason for
reason this work substituted the former categories with presence, absence, alternative
wording and word order differences. The chapter further introduced the concept of
harmonisation as a combination of these four categories. Earlier influential scholarly
works on the harmonistic tendency of Codex Bezae were briefly commented on in order
to understand the background of textual critics’ eagerness to conclude that the Bezan
text reflects secondary, albeit early, scribal activity aimed at ‘adding’ or ‘omitting’ as well
as trying to remove verbal differences that exist in relation to parallel passages.
In chapter 2, the limited scholarship that exists on Bezan Matthew was presented
through Holmes’ and Amphoux’s respective works. Their opposing views show the diffi1

Despite the more recent classification of manuscripts as A-, B-, C- and D-texts, I retained the
distinction of ‘text-types’ (Alexandrian, Byzantine, Caesarean and ‘Western’) throughout the thesis since
this continues to be a customary practice.
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culties in finding an objective methodology suitable for discussing the origin of variant
readings. Indeed, the review of Holmes’ work suggests that because internal evidence is
rarely conclusive, the argument of external evidence is used, making the reasoning circular because of the assumed pre-eminence of Codex Vaticanus (and to large extent Codex
Sinaiticus) whereby ‘Western’ readings are frequently deemed more likely to be secondary. For his part, Amphoux explains each variant reading by referring to the cultural situation of the pre-200 CE Church, suggesting that the Bezan variants in Matthew reveal
lectiones difficiliores that were not understood by later scribes due to their complex and
abstruse nature. This reasoning explains that such original readings were de facto simplified into a form that eventually gave birth to the Alexandrian text. Amphoux’s views,
based on literary analysis, are only shared by a minority of scholars, mainly because of
the overwhelming weight of the Westcott-Hort heritage and the complex approach suggested by the author, which remains inaccessible to non-French speakers. Finally, the
presentation of the literature on Bezan Matthew concluded with a look at the status of
papyri witnesses and the importance of early versions.
Chapter 3 discussed the philological aspects inherent to the fluid state of Koine
Greek in the first centuries, comparing all variant readings between Mt D.05 and
Mt B.03 from the basis of a linguistic analysis. This was an important step because the
Bezan scribe has often been described as careless, generating orthographical mistakes or
grammatical errors because of his poor knowledge of Greek. An exhaustive comparison
of all the D.05 readings that differ from those of B.03, whether orthographical, grammatical, lexical or syntactical, was undertaken in order to objectively weigh the variability of readings with relatively a contemporary manuscript.
A specific section in this chapter was dedicated to word order differences between
Mt D.05 and Mt B.03 by using the principles of discourse analysis, which have been outlined by Levinsohn with reference to the New Testament generally, and applied by ReadHeimerdinger in a study of the Bezan form of the book of Acts. Variant readings based
on word order differences are frequently discarded as insignificant, or simply as a scribal
emendation, but recent linguistic research in the field of discourse analysis indicates
that, on the contrary, word order flexibility is a tool used by a speaker to convey or enhance his or her message. The fact that NA28 does not systematically count word order
differences confirmed this idea.
The exhaustive philological study carried out in chapter 3 established a foundation on which to build a closer inspection of the issue of harmonisation. Indeed, the
classification into orthographical, grammatical and lexical differences between Mt D.05
and Mt B.03 helped to consider harmonisation as a combination of these very classes
when the variant text in Codex Bezae is found to ‘resemble’ a parallel passage from the
Synoptics (whether Matthew itself and/or Luke and/or Mark) in contrast to the text witnessed in Codex Vaticanus. Since earlier scholarship was dedicated to verses of ‘repre-
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sentative length’2 and de facto imposed a significant restriction on the work, the present
study has sought to adopt a more holistic approach by taking into account all the vll potentially pointing to harmonisations in the critical apparatus of Mt D.05 in NA28. For the
purposes of this thesis, comparison with the Gospel of John was not included because of
the complex differences between John and the Synoptic Gospels. Such a study would,
however, no doubt be fruitful and would serve to refine conclusions reached on the basis
of Synoptic Gospels comparison.
In order to achieve the goals of this research, I proposed at the beginning of
chapter 4 criteria for the identification of harmonisation as suggested by the critical apparatus of NA28. Though it is not made explicit as such, it would appear that both references tagged as ‘p)’ (for ‘parallel passages’) as well as cross-references with the parallel
passage(s) in question, indicated in brackets, constitute the way the readings are indicated in the Nestle-Aland as harmonistic. Therefore, I have used the criteria that any variant reading indicated in the critical apparatus with such a p) symbol or a biblical crossreference is understood as potentially being a harmonistic reading and vice-versa. With
this methodology, I found 70 readings that are identified as harmonistic in the critical
apparatus of NA28. The rest of the work focused on 65 of them, after setting to one side
the variant reading that apparently harmonises with John and four readings that allegedly harmonise with the Septuagint. Indeed, in this latter case, the claim that readings in
Mt D.05 are ‘aligning’ with the LXX ignores the possibility of multiple Greek and Hebrew textual traditions, and even appears to assume a single text for the Septuagintal
and Masoretic texts, both reasons being ground to exclude such readings and to devote
the study to the harmonisation with the Synoptic Gospels alone.
Chapter 5 analyses the references which are suggested as harmonistic readings in
the critical apparatus of NA28 with either inter- or intra-Gospel passages in the Bezan
text of Matthew. Section I of chapter 5 dealt with the apparent harmonisations within
the book of Matthew itself (ten instances). Such harmonisations are potentially influenced by the immediate or intermediate contexts but equally with other Gospels as well.
This section examined only the interactions within Matthew and evaluated the corresponding variant readings.
Section II analysed the particular case of potential harmonisation with Mark.
Harmonisations with the second Gospel have a particular status. Indeed, it is often forgotten in text-critical studies that such harmonisations are inevitably linked to the question of the accessibility of the text of Mark in the first two centuries, a possibility that is
far from being a foregone conclusion. As a matter of fact, the ground-breaking work of
the Belgian scholar Massaux on the use of the Gospel of Matthew in the Christian literature before Irenaeus has carefully documented that Mark was not circulating widely in
the second century. If this conclusion is applied to the process of harmonisation, the

2

HOLMES, ‘Early Scribal Activity,’ 138. Amphoux’s discussion of the text of Matthew in Codex
Bezae also discusses variant readings that have substantial word variation (AMPHOUX, L’Évangile de Saint
Matthieu).
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probability that scribes in the second century would have made the text of Matthew closer to Mark because of their supposed more intimate knowledge of the second Gospel
calls for some prudent reflection before reaching any conclusion. That being said, I have
analysed all ten readings in Mt D.05 noted by NA28 as harmonistic where the parallel
would seem to be in Mark, carefully distinguishing between the cases where the parallel
passage exhibits a similar textual variation and those that do not.
Section III discusses the 11 places where NA28 indicates variant readings in Bezan
Matthew where the parallel would be in Luke. This section was of particular importance,
since the textual similarity between Matthew and Luke is closely linked to the so-called
Synoptic Problem and any misjudged harmonisation may either contradict or question if
not the existence, at least the form, of any document lying behind the common parts of
Matthew and Luke.
Chapter 6 completed the examination of harmonisations in Mt D.05 as given in
the critical apparatus of NA28, by considering those places where there were parallels in
both of the other two Synoptic Gospels, and sometimes inner parallels in Matthew as
well. The three Gospels were considered simultaneously, a complex endeavour that involves up to four (three inter-Gospel and one intra-Gospel) parallels, with each one often bearing their own variant readings. The chapter was divided into two types of potential harmonistic variant readings. The first deals with material that involves either standard expressions (six instances), or expressions found from both the immediate context
and in parallel passages (ten instances), which could have facilitated a harmonisation.
The second type concerns all the remaining inter-Gospel parallels that could be equally
deemed harmonisations (18 instances).
As an excursus, I subsequently applied the criteria I identified earlier on how
28
NA designates harmonistic readings to Codex Sinaiticus then to Codex Vaticanus in
Matthew and briefly described the nature of their variant readings.
II. Main Conclusions
In broader terms, it appears from the present study that judgements on variant readings
in the Bezan text of Matthew are somewhat influenced by some pre-conceived ideas from
earlier scholarship on the ‘Western’ text which fairly systematically sees traces of scribal
activity in any divergence from the Nestle-Aland text. The present study of the Greek
text of Bezan Matthew has revealed a number of findings that will now be listed.
II. 1.

Prior Studies

The contrasting studies of Holmes and Amphoux proposed two different analyses of the
text of Bezan Matthew: the first scholar gives greater weight to external evidence and
thus sees early scribal amendments in most Bezan variants, favouring the ℵB reading in
inconclusive or disputable cases. The second scholar generally justifies the Bezan variant
as being the one most likely to be original, appealing to internal textual symmetries and
contextually-based reasoning. Both discuss only the main (i.e. longer) variant readings
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and leave the others aside as insignificant. A holistic approach as described in this work
has helped ‘close the loop’ by taking account of all the vll in Bezan Matthew.
II. 2.

External Evidence

The availability of Matthew in papyri was discussed and readings shared with Codex
Bezae were pointed out. Their fragmentary status does not allow the reconstruction of
any kind of ‘proto-Bezan’ text on a par with papyrus প75 with respect to Codex Vaticanus, but it does confirm the existence of readings as early as the 2nd c. that are found
in Mt D.05, especially in প21, প37, প45 and প101. Although the nature of the readings
shared by the papyri and Codex Bezae does not allow any particular patterns to be established, their very existence nevertheless indicates that judgements that argue for idiosyncratic and late scribal activity in Codex Bezae in Matthew should be approached with
caution.
A review of the scholarship of the other Greek witnesses to Matthew (majuscules
and minuscules) indicated that it was thin on the ground. Little would appear to be
gained from a numerical comparison of the majuscules and minuscules with Codex
Bezae precisely because of their fragmentary nature of their texts. Strikingly, majuscules,
apart from the earlier extant or near extant codices, can be as fragmentary as papyri but
the latter seem to attract more scholarly attention that the former.
On the other hand, it was useful to present numerically the frequent agreements
between Bezan Matthew and early versions. Despite documented evidence on agreements between Codex Bezae and early versions, especially Latin, Syriac, Coptic, no satisfactory explanation has been offered to account for their wide geographical distribution,
and those manuscripts from the Old Latin, the Old Syriac and the Coptic dialects are
frequently dismissed as ‘Western’ without further discussion. However, such agreements
have been instrumental in the dating of a number of variant readings in Bezan Matthew
to 2nd c., preventing such readings thereby from being discarded during the analysis of
the external evidence as later corruptions. It was also shown that in many instances the
support of the Old Latin and Old Syriac combined with Mt D.05 is discarded in NA28,
despite the wide geographical attestation it provides in contrast to the support of one
single, Alexandrian text-type.
Language
The review of all the differences between the Bezan text of Matthew and Codex Vaticanus unsurprisingly reported a number of scribal slips and variation that are typical of
the copying of Koine Greek. The work listed the differences in Matthew between the two
manuscripts throughout the entire Gospel, and it tended to reveal that the variation goes
back to the earliest steps of the transmission of the text rather than its representing a
poorly executed copying exercise. Furthermore, Mt D.05 is equally as subject to orthographical variation as Codex Vaticanus is, and these comparisons allowed the somewhat
unrealistic concept of ‘correct spelling’ in the first centuries to be challenged. This study
indicates that different spelling should be considered simply as alternative forms of orPage | 303
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thography, except where an authorial message could lie behind alternative spellings, an
avenue that has been already documented in for other books of Codex Bezae and that is
something that could be taken up further in future research with reference to Matthew.
Besides, the presence in Codex Bezae of alternative forms that are typical of the first centuries suggests that it is more likely that the copy carried out in the 5th c. by the Bezan
scribe testifies to careful copying activity rather than any introduction of archaic or Latinising forms.
The study went on to classify other variant readings between Mt D.05 and B.03
according to the nature of parts of speech. From this study, it could be seen that the majority of the D.05 variants either involve pronouns and connectives that give a different
force to the message, or they consist in alternative readings that are particularly close to
those found Codex Vaticanus (nominal or verbal synonyms or differences in verbal tenses); it is also apparent that most of the time the variant readings are isolated within a
secure sentence. As a result, it appears that the variant readings in the Bezan text of Matthew cannot be judged to be purely erratic scribal errors, or arising from extra-Greek
influences or a poor knowledge of Greek. They should rather alert the reader to ask the
question as to why a scribe would have ‘substituted’ apparently synonymous words for a
matching one in the exemplar.
In the majority of cases, alternative wording in Mt D.05 compared to Mt B.03 has
not been identified as obvious alterations aiming at clarifying the sentence but can be
only judged as being of equal status in both manuscripts. One important cause for lexical variation was identified: being alert to the potential use of allusions appealing to Jewish tradition on the basis of findings in the Bezan text of other books, this work brought
to light several examples where the Bezan reading was the trace of most probably authorial composition when the author had made an implicit reference to the Jewish context
that is absent in the other manuscripts. Notable examples are Mt 26.55 and Mt 28.8.
Given their discreet nature, it could be argued that it is more likely that such references
were removed in other manuscripts because they were not understood or because the
link they established with Judaism was felt to be contrary to the new direction of Christianity, rather than that they were added in at a later stage. Nevertheless, there has been
found nothing like the extent of Jewish allusion in Bezan Matthew that has been found
in Bezan Luke and Acts.
Similarly, the examination of the frequent occurrences of ‘additions’ and ‘omission’ of material, disambiguated in this work as ‘presence’ and ‘absence’, have shown
that there cannot be at the same time a tendency to ‘add to clarify,’ or ‘omit to simplify,’
or a mixture thereof, based on the reading proposed as most likely to be original according to the Nestle-Aland text. While no firm pattern or removing text in either manuscript could be observed, the careful comparison made by the present study of all the
readings in Mt D.05/B.03 has facilitated further research which can aim to reach a clearer understanding of the process that may have generated such readings.
Beyond the presence or absence of words and that of alternative wording, there
are variant readings that use the same words but arranged in a different order, a feature
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that has no immediate impact on the meaning. Since the idea of a free order in Koine
Greek does not answer the question why virtually identical sentences in manuscripts
differ only in word order if there is no consequence for understanding the sentence, I
applied the conclusions of the discourse analysis to look for evidence for changes in the
significance or force of sentences between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew. Specifically, the effect that the linguistic concepts of default order, prominence
and markedness has on the importance given to a particular element of the clause or
phrase was considered with reference to word order variation in the first Gospel, and it
was found that these concepts do indeed provide a rationale for identifying the reasons
for the variation. This study established that differences in word order are not free variations where a scribe would have deliberately or unknowingly re-arranged the constituents for no other reason than personal habit or whim, but rather that they express a difference of viewpoint or emphasis. The position of pronouns or prepositional phrases has
been identified as the major source of variation, an indication of an active discourse
based on the articulation using linguistic features of the language. A few telling examples have illustrated the difference in force in similar sentences where only word order
differs. In particular, the present study suggests that, with regard to the vll studied, Mt
D.05 usually has the default order signalling no specific emphasis, or rather the emphasis lies somewhere else in the sentence than in the variant words, in contrast to Codex
Vaticanus. This section of the thesis provided all instances of word order differences
between the texts of Matthew in Codex Bezae compared to Codex Vaticanus, in an orderly manner, doubling thereby the cases listed in the critical apparatus of NA28. In the
process, it became apparent that the typically neglected consideration of word order
‘change’ raises important questions. In many instances, it brings to light why a scribe
would have ‘twisted’ a sentence around rather than simply copying the text. On some
occasions, the reason is not so obvious and more investigation, linguistic, textual and
exegetical is required.
Harmonisations
The careful examination of the presence, absence, alternative wording and word order
differences, helped in the analysis of harmonisations since they can be technically seen
as a combination of these four classes. Attention was paid to the concept of harmonisation itself, which was noted to bear implicitly the assumption that a scribe had deliberately altered the text taken as reference (most of the time Codex Vaticanus) in order to
reduce the discordance between Gospels because of his/her alleged familiarity with parallel passages of the Scriptures. The systematic analysis of all the readings suggested by
NA28 as harmonisations in Bezan Matthew has demonstrated that such a conclusion often results from a superficial reasoning. Indeed, the wording is frequently not the same
in the parallel Gospel passages but in many cases, only partially ‘resembles’ a parallel
reading. Furthermore, most of the time, alternative explanations for the Bezan readings
are equally plausible.
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With regard to readings that verbally echo a different Matthean passage in the
Bezan text and that are referred to as potential harmonisations in the critical apparatus
of NA28 (ten such instances), it was found repeatedly that these can equally be understood as such in Codex Vaticanus on the basis of other passages from the immediate or
more distant context. More generally and because of the verbally repetitive nature of the
Gospels, it appeared that both the reading in Mt B.03 and that in Mt D.05 can be found
in different places within the immediate or intermediate context. In consequence, to
identify one reading as a harmonisation and not the other does rather seem to reflect a
purposeful bias founded on prior assumptions, generally in favour of the Alexandrian
text.
After the point was made that a harmonisation with Mark is stricto sensu either
potentially anachronistic or irrelevant, careful scrutiny of the readings and the Markan
parallels showed that none of the eight alleged harmonistic parallels with Mark can be
classified straightforwardly as such. More specifically, most of these variant readings
involve a complex textual difficulty, either because of further variant readings in Mark or
simply because the similarity with the Markan parallel is only verbally approximate.
Here again, in instances where the tradition is equally split there appeared to have been
the mechanical application of the rule for preferring a discordant reading over a similar
one, despite the important weight of the manuscripts supporting the Bezan readings.
When a reading in Bezan Matthew (contra ℵB) ‘resembles’ a passage in Luke that
is firm, it is tempting to identify it with a harmonisation. Nevertheless, even in this case
the careful review of such instances rather suggests that the Bezan resemblance of Matthew’s text to Luke’s could be due to other reasons than scribal emendation, one of
which being a common source between Matthew and Luke. Indeed, while it was noted
that virtually any common textual material between the two Gospels in NA28 is attributed
by many synoptic scholars to the same source (e.g. ‘Q’), any material which is common
between Bezan Matthew and Luke against ℵB is indicated as potentially harmonising in
the critical apparatus. This conclusion is a facile one, which prevents proper investigation of how the Gospel texts were created and transmitted.
This point was demonstrated by applying to Bezan Matthew one of the alternative theories to Q as the origin of the text of Luke that is verbally common with Matthew, namely the Goulder-Farrer hypothesis which claims that such verbal agreements
arise from Luke’s use of the text of Matthew. When the Bezan text of Matthew is used,
the hypothesis can often be successfully substantiated, and these initial findings suggest
that it should be revisited afresh taking into account textual variation.
More problems frequently arise when the Lukan text is also variant, a factor that
appears to be ignored by NA28. Just as with Mark, in such instances the alleged harmonistic variant readings of Bezan Matthew with Luke show either textual/theological difficulties or approximate connections. Additionally, when they were scrutinized in detail, it
was revealed that the alleged harmonisation of the Bezan reading in Matthew did not
always reflect Bezan Luke but rather a parallel verse in ℵ.01and/or B.03. The analysis
does not show any specific pattern of textual relationship, and opens up the possibility
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that the readings in question are more likely to be authorial than the consequence of
scribal emendation.
In the last chapter (6), where alleged harmonistic readings in Bezan Matthew involving all Synoptics (both vertical and horizontal) were considered, it was suggested
that any conclusion concerning harmonisation is somewhat unrealistic. It is evident that
the presence of interwoven readings among a multiplicity of texts echoing similar situations renders any conclusion at least partial, if not impossible. It emerged that all harmonistic readings implied as such in the critical apparatus of NA28 and affecting the
three Synoptic Gospels are mostly based on external evidence, when not on a deliberate
preference for Codex Vaticanus. Most of the readings even appear to have been randomly selected on the basis of their (sometimes very partial) match with a verbally similar
parallel against other discordant ones.
An excursus to Chapter 6 was presented to examine the indications in the NestleAland edition of harmonisation in Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus in Matthew.
The number of harmonisations appeared to be identical in both codices (Mt ℵ.01: 24,
Mt B.03: 24) with four instances where both manuscripts have different readings. However, there is no harmonisation of substantial length apart from the presence of
16 words in Mt 8.13ℵ.01 (par. Lk 7.10), once the ‘Western’ non-interpolation of Mt
27.49 (par. Jn 19.34) is omitted due its presence in the Fourth Gospel. The rest amounts
to unrelated variant readings, being a mix of mainly individual words (article, pronouns,
prepositions, adverbs etc.). In sum, they can be analysed as mostly theologically insignificant and would not help in the understanding of textual transmission. That said, additional potential harmonisations in ℵ.01 and/or B.03 were noted in looking at places
where harmonisation in D.05 is indicated by NA28. These would need to be taken into
account in taking the research further.
As a summary of the review of 65 apparently harmonistic readings of Bezan Matthew, the core part of this research, the present work suggests that:
(1)

Mt D.05 attests readings that, most of the time, are suggested as harmonistic simply because they differ from somewhat reflect the presupposed
pro-Alexandrian preference towards Codex Vaticanus as suggested by
Westcott-Hort. the Alexandrian text, specifically B.03 and to a lesser extent ℵ.01.The reasoning is based on the fact that readings found in B.03
and its support are more discordant than in Codex Bezae when compared
with the parallel passages in the Synoptics. The rationale, which is understandable from a mechanical point of view, is in actual fact rarely applicable in most of the cases presented or, at the very least, subject to caution;

(2)

for each harmonistic reading there are, in an overwhelming majority of
cases, only two strands of tradition: one attested by Codex Vaticanus and
one by Codex Bezae. The rest of the textual tradition follows more or less
equally each of the steams; interestingly, the original and later hands of
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Codex Sinaiticus oscillate between the readings supported by Codex Vaticanus or Codex Bezae without any obvious pattern;
(3)

where Mt D.05 allegedly harmonises with a different Gospel and the parallel passage is itself variant, no conclusion can be drawn except to note
the fact that the variant reading usually testifies to a textual difficulty.

(4)

when the Alexandrian reading is the most discordant one compared to the
Bezan allegedly harmonised word, it is usually a rare word which may
have been generated by correction, but the most likely original form cannot be ascertained for certain;

(5)

the presence of doublets (Matthean or Lukan) in the immediate context
complicates the data and it is not possible to be conclusive as to which
reading is harmonising since the existence of doublets precludes an objective reference point.

(6)

Some Jewish characteristics hidden in the Bezan of Matthew were identified. Though only a few instances were detected, they corroborate the
findings by some scholars of extensive reference to Jewish tradition in the
Bezan text of Luke-Acts, which they suggest could have been attenuated
by in later tradition. These findings are an encouragement to find other
causes than harmonising amendment in alternative wording.

(7)

if the Matthean passage is also found in Mark and Luke, it may be concluded that Mt D.05 tends to ‘harmonise’ with Mark, however, such a
conclusion that ignores the relative absence of Mark in the early part of
the 2nd c.

(8)

out of the 65 vll considered in this work, there are five instances where
Codex Bezae and either the original or even a later hand of Codex Sinaiticus agree. These instances would deserve further research. As Codex Sinaiticus is traditionally seen as an Alexandrian text contaminated with
‘Western’ variants,3 it would be interesting to further analyse the cases
when scribes responsible for emendations in ℵ.01 have corrected either a
reading matching the one in B.03 according to D.05 or vice versa.

(9)

the atomistic approach consisting in judging that an isolated word is a
scribal emendation aimed at making parallel passages agree appears sometimes disingenuous. Indeed, it has been shown in a few examples that
there are other verbal elements in the parallel passage which are not in
Matthew that would have been far more likely to have been ‘imported’ to

3

C.-B. AMPHOUX et al., Manuel de Critique Textuelle du Nouveau Testament. Introduction générale (Bruxelles: Safran, 2014) 19.
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Bezan Matthew at the expense of a difference in one pronoun or preposition, where the contrary is witnessed.
(10) Evidence for frequently alleged harmonising trend of Codex Bezae and its
‘love for paraphrase,’ commonly mentioned in text-critical works, has not
been substantiated in this detailed and close analysis of the text. Hitherto,
the widely used Griesbachian canons, along with Vogels’ key but slightly
subjective work, have been both influential enough to leave the status quo
unchallenged. The deliberations that generated the text in the NestleAland edition seem to be based onthe status of Codex Vaticanus as a
“Neutral” text, which was suggested at the end of the 19th c. but is a view
still alive in textual criticism today, whereby the value of Bezan readings is
accepted chiefly when they agree with either the dual support of
Mt ℵ.01/B.03, or at least with Codex Vaticanus.
The findings of the present work suggest that the references to harmonistic readings in the Nestle-Aland edition should be revised. Specifically, the symbol ‘p),’ should
not be used in the critical apparatus as it carries too high a level of presupposition reflecting a high confidence in Codex Vaticanus; ideally, it should be replaced by the corresponding biblical cross-reference only. Where the starting point of the potential harmonisation that may have generated variant readings is uncertain, the alternative wording should be indicated by the usual text-critical signs and abbreviations. As Christian
Amphoux mentioned during the Lunel colloquium, the alleged harmonisation features of
the Bezan text ‘demeure solidement ancrée dans les esprits,’4 a statement that explains
why hardly any work has been done after Holmes’ dissertation.
III. Further Considerations
Consequences for the Synoptic Problem

III. 1.

A direct consequence of the careful scrutiny of potential harmonisations in Bezan Matthew is that the matter of the literary dependence of the Synoptics is called into question. Where current theories attempt to explain the verbal inter-relationships, the text of
NA28 is inevitably used. The consideration of the Bezan text in the Synoptics would lead
to somewhat different results. For example, if one takes the Two Document theory under consideration, as generally accepted by most scholars since Streeter’s influential
work in the 1920s, the texts describing special Matthew (‘M’) or special Luke (‘L’) as well
as passages common to Matthew and Luke (‘Q’) are different when the Bezan text is
used as a basis. To illustrate this statement, two striking examples from this work can be
taken: because the longest ‘addition’ of Bezan Matthew (61 words), Mt 20.28D.05, is
verbally close to Lk 14.8-11 and could be explained as a harmonisation, it can equally, if
original, be considered as material common to Matthew and Luke, and consequently
4

C.-B. AMPHOUX, ‘Le Texte,’ in PARKER‒AMPHOUX, Codex Bezae, 339.
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qualify as ‘Q’ material, even though it is usually regarded as ‘L’ material (present in Luke
only) according to the NA28 text. Similarly, Lk 19.10, which says ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου ζητῆσαι καὶ σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός (‘For the Son of Man came to seek and to save
the lost’) is also found verbatim in Mt 18.11D.05 and would also qualify as ‘Q’ material
as opposed to ‘L.’ Certainly, reasoning based on the external evidence, considering the
superiority of Alexandrian manuscripts and weak Greek support, will disregard both Mt
20.28D.05 and 18.11D.05 as original, but the idea merits consideration for all similar
passages in order to evaluate the form ‘Q’ would take if ℵB were not assumed a priori to
have preserved the more authentic text.
While the secondary character of all alleged harmonistic variants in Bezan
Mathew remains a possibility, it should be noted that, because the text of the reconstructed ‘Q’ document/material is decisive here in determining from the ℵB text by and
large, if not exclusively, the delineation of ‘Q’ may be different if the Bezan text were
used instead. The reasoning is inevitably circular if the Bezan text is by essence taken as
harmonising and ℵB as relatively ‘pure’ in terms of harmonisation. It needs to be highlighted that the two components of this reasoning are intimately linked together. This
conclusion contradicts to some extent Parker’s statement that harmonisations are ‘not
influenced by modern Synoptic Problem theory.’5 I believe it is precisely because it is
thought that ‘[the critical study of the text] has restored the unharmonised texts of the
Gospels’6 that the text as presented in NA28 allows to generate a text allegedly ‘free of
harmonisation,’ this being the text from which theories on the Synoptic Problem are
generated. On the contrary, it is hoped that the present work has specifically cast some
light on the frequently doubtful instances of harmonisations, and therefore that the theories on the Synoptic Problem should consider the variant readings indicated in NA28 as
harmonistic at equal state to the assumed ‘original’/‘initial’ text. As a direct result, the
assumption that the status of the reconstructed sources of Matthew is fixed would, if not
be invalidated, at least require to be reconsidered.
The Problem of Sources

III. 2.

Beyond these traditional views on the document sources, it can be observed that the variants in Bezan Matthew discussed in this work could have been original, or at least not
harmonistic, when other theories like the Goulder-Farrer are taken into account. This
alternative theory to the more widely accepted Two-Document theory suggests that Luke
would have taken Matthew as a source. The main drawback in this latter explanation of
Matthew-Luke verbal agreements is the absence of a definite explanation for the socalled minor agreements, i.e. Mt–Lk agreements against Mark. Indeed, such agreements
would, as it has been mentioned several times in this work, differ if the basis of the text
were Codex Bezae since the usual reference in this theory is the ℵB text. On this view,
the presence of common material in Matthew and Luke in Codex Bezae as opposed to
5

D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008) 314.
6
Ibid., 314.
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Codex Vaticanus may well testify to Luke’s use of Matthew. However, considerable care
would need to be taken in order to avoid a circular reasoning similar to that discussed
earlier, which more or less treats the Nestle-Aland text as the ‘initial’ or even the ‘original’ form of Matthew.
Furthermore, although the focus of Gospel scholarship has tended to move away
from the theory of sources in recent years, the unresolved nature of the textual issues
means that it cannot yet be set aside: the text of Matthew has followed a complex history
and our understanding of how Matthew or the compiler of Matthew transmitted his
Gospel is an area that deserves further attention in order to obtain the most objective
picture possible.
Finally, while Parker’s monograph Codex Bezae probably obviates the need for a
further description of the manuscript, it has also led to the impression that there is no
longer anything to be said about one of the first majuscules available as a nonfragmentary text and about its influence on our understanding of the construction of the
New Testament. It is my belief that the publication of Amphoux’s Evangile de Matthieu,
Codex de Bèze, where scattered variant readings are discussed and in which the construction of Matthew as well as the Synoptic Gospels is presented, has received too little
attention in the Anglo-Saxon world. His work on Bezan Matthew has left certain questions unanswered, or overlooked, mainly because of the persistence of the widely assumed ℵB superiority.
This latter point, emphasised by the confirmatory early support of Codex Vaticanus by প75, continues to ignore the question of agreement between Codex Bezae and
other early papyri. However, I hope this research has shown that the present identification of harmonistic variants based on Nestle-Aland is significantly linked to the external
evidence and apparently obeys mechanical text-critical principles. In this respect, any
conclusion based on the assumption that the Bezan verse (or any verse in any manuscript) is an ‘obvious’ import from a parallel passage should not be taken for granted;
further scholarly work to refine the observation is needed. On the contrary, I conclude
that there is no objective or mechanical way of identifying a true harmonisation. As a
result, the question of sources is highly dependent on the text used as a reference.
III. 3.

Further Research Areas

This work makes a contribution to the study of the text of Matthew in Codex Bezae. It
highlights a number of areas that could be investigated further, and there remain various
desiderata.
Firstly, linguists, and specifically specialists of discourse analysis, should now be
able to use the lists presented in Chapter 2 and conduct a more in-depth analysis pertaining to the probable reason for one word being used or changed into an apparently
synonymous one. Such a work would help in providing more insight into the word order
differences or choice of words and their impact on the discourse and articulation of the
passages studied.
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Secondly, the same exercise needs to be ideally conducted in Luke and Mark in
Codex Bezae in order to validate, challenge, or fine tune the present conclusions, especially with respect to Bezan variants that appear prima facie as harmonising. Furthermore, the construction of the New Testament as a text should take into consideration
the ‘not so insignificant’ variants.
Thirdly, it could prove illuminating to reconstruct the ‘Q’ document based on
Codex Bezae and see how it compares with the current scholarly form of ‘Q.’ Such a
work could be undertaken on the basis of this work as well as the recently published
Synoptic Gospels in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus by J. Read-Heimerdinger and
J. Rius-Camps.7 the result will in essence lead to a different form of ‘Q,’ it will immediately demonstrate that the present reconstructed Q text is actually subject to the one
presented in Nestle-Aland as a reference.8 It would be interesting to analyse its new borders and differences in an attempt to revisit the current conclusions on the proposed
theological aspects of ‘Q’ and the Sitz im Leben of the early communities.9
Fourthly, the relatively scarce examples of alleged harmonisations with the Gospel of John would deserve special attention by including the particular status of the
Fourth Gospel and its relationship with the Synoptics.
Finally, it could be real value to compare the findings on the Gospel of Matthew
in Codex Bezae that emerged from this study with those related to other books in the
manuscript, notably the Gospel of Luke and Acts of the Apostles, which are the only
books to have been studied in comparable detail. Bringing the present research on Matthew alongside the earlier research would enable textual critics to work towards acquiring a more accurate and more comprehensive notion of the manuscript than presently
exists.

7

J. READ-HEIMERDINGER and J. RIUS-CAMPS, A Gospel Synopsis of the Greek Text of Matthew,
Mark and Luke. A Comparison of Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus (NTTSD 45; Leiden: Brill, 2014).
8
This conclusion would be come as complementary to Parkers’s opinion that ‘The study of harmonisation, however, is not influenced by modern Synoptic Problem theory.’ (D.C. PARKER, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008)
314.
9
J.S. KLOPPENBORG, ‘The Function of Apocalyptic Language in Q,’ in SBLSPS 25 (1986) 224–35;
ibid., ‘Jesus and the Parables of Jesus in Q,’ in R.A. PIPER (ed.), The Gospel behind the Gospels. Current
Studies on Q (NovTSup 75; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995) 275–319; ibid., ‘The Sayings Gospel Q: Literary and
Stratigraphic Problems,’ in R. URO (ed.), Symbols and Strata. Essays on the Sayings Gospel Q (PFES 65;
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht/Helsinki: The Finnish Exegetical Society, 1996) 1–66; ibid.,
‘L’Évangile ‘Q’ et le Jésus historique,’ in D. MARGUERAT, E. NORELLI and J.M. POFFET (eds), Jésus de Nazareth. Nouvelles approches d’une énigme (MdB 38; Genève: Labor et Fides, 1998) 225–68.
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APPENDIX 1 SUPPORT OF EARLY PAPYRI FOR BEZAN MATTHEW
The below lists detail the 83 instances of variant readings noted in the critical apparatus
of NA28, between Papyri, Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew, where Codex
Bezae is extant.
•

Agreements between B.03, D.05 and papyri: 21 references (22%)

Mt 4.1 ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύµατος εἰς τὴν ἔρηµον πειρασθῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ διαβόλου ℵ K 892 1424 sys.(c.p)
¦ txt প101vid B C D L P W Γ ∆ f 1.13 33vid 565 579 700 1241 ै latt syh sa
Mt 10.33 αὐτὸν κἀγώ C K L Γ f 13 565 579 700 1424 ै ¦ txt প19vid ℵ B D W ∆c Θ f 1 33 892
l2211 lat
Mt 11.25 ἀπέκρυψας C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1424 ै; MarIr ¦ txt প62 ℵ B D
33 l2211
Mt 12.4 p) οὕς ℵ C K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 1 (οἷς 33) 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syh sa bo ¦ txt প70
B D W f 13 aur ff2* k q
Mt 17.3 ὤφθησαν C K L W Γ ∆ f 1 565 700 892 1241 1424 l2211 ै f ff1 q vgcl syp.h; Cyr ¦
txt প44vid ℵ B D Θ f 13 33 579 lat syc
Mt 19.17 τήρει প71vid B D 565 ¦ txt ℵ C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 l2211
ै
Mt 23.37 ἐπισυνάρει ὄρνις C W Γ ∆ 0102 565 579 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦ txt প77 ℵ B D (K) L
Θ f 1.13 33 700 892 latt; (Cl)
Mt 25.21 ⸆ δέ A W ∆ f 1.13 565 579 1424 l844 l2211 pm syh bo ¦ txt প35 ℵ B C D K L Γ Θ
33 700 892 1241 pm lat syp sa mae
Mt 26.3 ⸆ καὶ οἱ (-∆) γραµµατεῖς K Γ ∆ 579 1241 ै it syp.h ¦ καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι W ¦txt প45 ℵ A
B D L Θ 0293 f 1.13 33vid 565 700 892 1424 lat sys co
Mt 26.8 ⸆ αὐτοῦ A K W Γ ∆ f 1 565 579 1241 1424 ै c f q sy sams ¦ txt প45vid.64vid ℵ B D L
Θ 0293 f 13 33 700 892 l844 lat co
Mt 26.20 ⸆ µαθητῶν ℵ A L W ∆ Θ 33 892 1241 1424 l844 pm lat syh samss mae bo ¦
µαθητῶν αὐτοῦ 0281 it vgcl syp ¦ txt প37vid.45vid B D K Γ f
samss; Eus

1.13

565 579 700 l2211 pm (sys)

Mt 26.26 ⸆τόν A K W Γ ∆ 0160vid f 13 565 1241 ै ¦ txt প45 ℵ B C D L Z Θ f 1 33 579 700
892 1424 l844 l2211 co
Mt 26.26 p) καὶ εὐχαριστήσας A K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 1241 l844 pm syh ¦ -1424 ¦ txt প45 ℵ
B C D L Z Θ 0160 0281 0298vid 33 700 892 l2211 pm sys.p.hmg co; (Or)
Mt 26.26 ἐδίδου τοῖς µαθηταῖς καί (-ℵ*) ℵ* A C K W Γ ∆ 565 579 1241 ै ¦ διδοὺς τοῖς
µαθηταῖς l844 ¦ δοὺς τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ 0298 1424 ¦ txt প37.45vid ℵ1 B D L Z Θ 0160 0281 f
1.13
33 700 892 l2211
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Mt 26.28 ⸆ τό A C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै syh ¦ txt প37 ℵ B D L
Z Θ 33 l2211
Mt 26.29 ⸆p) ὅτι A C K L W Γ ∆ 565 579 700 892c 1241 1424 l844 ै f ff2 r1 vgmss ¦ txt প45
ℵ B D Z Θ 0281 f 1.13 33 892* l2211 ; Irlat
Mt 26.42 ⸆ἀπ’ ἐµοῦ A C K W Γ ∆ 067 f 13 565 579 1241 ै f ff2 q vgmss syh ¦ txt প37vid ℵ B
D L Θ f 1 33vid 700 892 1424 l844 lat sys.p
Mt 26.43 εὗρεν αὐτούς πάλιν A K W ∆ 565 1241 1424 syh ¦ εὑρίσκει αὐτούς πάλιν 579 ै ¦
πάλιν εὑρίσκει αὐτούς Γ ¦ txt প37vid ℵ B C D L Θ 067 f 1.13 33 700 892 l844 (lat) sys.p.hmg samss
mae bopt
Mt 26.52 ἀποθανοῦνται K W Γ ∆ f 13 565 579 1241 pm syp.h mae? ¦ txt প37 ℵ A B C D L Θ
0281 f 1 33 700 892 1424 l844 pm sys sa bo; Cyr
Mt 28.3 ὡσεί A C L W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै ¦ txt প105vid ℵ B
D K f 1 892
Mt 28.4 ἐγένοντο A C3 K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt প105 ℵ B C* D
L 33 l844 l2211

•

Agreements between papyri and D.05 contra B.03 (17 references, 18%)

Mt 4.2 καὶ τεσσεράκοντα νύκτας প101vid ℵ D 892 ¦ p) -f
33 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै syh

1

syc ¦ txt B C K L P W Γ ∆ f 13

Mt 10.25 Βεεζ- ℵ B ¦ Beelzebub c (ff1) vg sy ¦ txt (প110) C D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f
33 565 579 700 892 1424 l2211 ै it co; Cyp

1.13

Mt 10.32 om. τοῖς প19vid ℵ D L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1 579 700 1424 l2211 ै; Cl Or ¦ txt B C K f
565 892 ; Eus

13

Mt 10.33 om. τοῖς প19 ℵ C D K L W Γ ∆c Θ f 1 565 579 700 l844 l2211 ै ¦ txt B f 13 892
1424
Mt 12.4 ἔφαγεν প70 C D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892c 1424 ै latt sy co; Eus ¦
ἔλαβεν 892* ¦ txt ℵ B
Mt 12.24 Βεεζεβούλ ℵ B ¦ Beelzebub c (ff1) vg sy ¦ txt প21 C D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 0281 f
33 565 579 700 892 1424 ै it (co)

1.13

Mt 12.25 εἰδὼς δέ Ἰησοῦς C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 0106 f 1.13 565 579 700 1424 ै (lat) syp.h mae ¦
ἰδὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς 0281vid 33 892c ff1 bomss ¦ ἰδὼν δέ প21 ℵ1 D 892* (k) sys.c bo ¦ txt δέ ℵ*.2 B
sa
Mt 20.29 ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ (-প45) ὄχλοι πολλοί (ὄχλος πολύς Γ 1241) প45 D Γ 1241 1424 it
vgmss syh bomss ¦ txt B rell
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Mt 20.30 p) υἱέ প45 C D 085 0281 f 1 33 565 579 1241 1424 pm ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ ℵ L N Θ f
700 892 c e h n samss mae bo ¦ txt B K W Z Γ ∆ pm

13

Mt 24.1 ἐπορεύετο ἀπὸ τοῦ ἱεροῦ C K W Γ 0102 565 579 1241 ै ¦ ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροῦ ἐπορεύετο B ¦
ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄροῦ ἐπορεύετο Θ ¦ txt প83vid ℵ D L ∆ f 1.13 33 700 892 1424 lat
Mt 26.22 om. αὐτῷ প37vid.45 D Θ f 13 700 1424 l2211 latt sys mae bo; Eus ¦ txt B rell
Mt 26.22 εἷς ἕκαστος αὐτῶν প45vid D Θ f 13 ¦ ἕκαστος αὐτῶν A K W Γ ∆ f 1 565 579 700 1241
l844 l2211 ै syh; Eus ¦ -প64vid 1424 ¦ txt ℵ B C L Z 0281 33 892 sa
Mt 26.27 ⸆τό প45 A C D K Γ f

13

565 1241 pm ¦ txt ℵ B L W Z ∆ Θ 0281 0298 f 1 33 579

700 892 1424 l844 l2211 pm co; Or
Mt 26.29 πίω প37 D Θ 565 l2211 ; Irlat Epiph ¦ txt B rell
Mt 26.34 om. ἐν প37 D ¦ txt B rell
Mt 26.44 om. ἐκ τρίτου প37 A D K f 1 565 1424 it ¦ txt B rell
Mt 26.45 om. τό B C L W 892 1241 ¦ txt প37 ℵ A D K Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 1424 l844 ै

•

Agreements between Papyri and B.03 contra D.05 (18 references, 19%)

Mt 4.3 προσελθὼν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν C K L P Γ ∆ 565 579 1241 1424 ै f (k) syh ¦
προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ ὁ πειράζων καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ D it sys.c.(p) ¦ txt প101vid ℵ B W f 1.13 33 700 892vid
aur ff1 l vg mae bo
Mt 5.13 βληθῆναι ἔξω καί D K W Γ ∆ Θ f
প86*.(c) ℵ B C f 1 33 892

13

565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै ¦ txt

Mt 5.22 ⸆εἰκῇ ℵ2 D K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै it sy co; Irlat Ormss
Cyp Cyr ¦ txt প64 ℵ* B aur vg; Or Hiermss
Mt 5.25 ⸆p) σε παραδῷ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 ै lat syc.p.h co ¦ σε
παραδώσει D ¦ txt প64vid ℵ B 0275 f 1.13 892 k; Cl
Mt 18.16 ἔτι ἔνα ἢ δύο µετὰ σοῦ প44vid B 0281 ¦ µετὰ σεαυτοῦ ἔτι ἔνα ἢ δύο ℵ K L N Θ f 1.13
33 892 pm ¦ txt D W Γ ∆ 078 565 (-ἔτι 579) 700 1241 1424 pm lat
Mt 19.3 ⸆ οί ℵ D K Γ 1241 1424 ै samss; Or ¦txt প25 B C L W ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892
sams mae bo
Mt 19.18 ἔφη প71 B f 13 ¦ txt ℵ C D K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l2211
ै
Mt 23.34 καί C D K L Γ 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै it vgcl.ww syh** bo; Irlat pt ¦ txt প77vid ℵ B
W ∆ Θ 0102 f 1.13 33 565 l844 e q vgst sys.p; Irlat pt
Mt 23.38 om. ἔρηµος প77vid B L ff2 sys sa bopt ¦ txt ℵ C D K W Γ ∆ Θ 0102 f
33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat syp.h mae bopt; Cl Eus

1.13
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Mt 25.22 ⸆ λαβών ℵ D K Γ 565 579 700 1424 l844 l2211 ै latt samss ¦ txt প35 A B C L W ∆
Θ f 1.13 33 892 1241 syp.h samss
Mt 25.22 ἐπεκέρδησα D Θ f vgmss ¦ ἐπεκέρδησα ἐπ’ (ἐν 1424) αὐτοῖς A C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13
565 579 892c 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै syp.h ¦ txt প35 ℵ B L 33 700 892* lat co
Mt 25.41 ὁ ἡτοίµασεν ὁ πατήρ µου D f 1 it syhmg mae; Irlat Cyp ¦ txt প45 ℵ A B K L W Γ ∆ Θ
067 0128 f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै lat sy sa bo; Eus Did
Mt 25.42 ⸆ καί প45vid B* L ¦ txt ℵ D rell
Mt 26.28 ⸆ p) καινῆς A C D K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै latt sy
sa bo; Irlat ¦ txt প37.45vid ℵ B L Z Θ 0298vid 33 mae boms; Irarm
Mt 26.34 ἀπαρνήσῃ µε τρίς A ¦ τρὶς µε ἀπαρνήσῃ ℵ* 33 ¦ τρὶς ἀπαρνήσει µε প53 B C Θ 565
579 892 1424 ¦ txt ℵ2 D K L W Γ ∆ 067 0160vid f 1.13 700 1241 ै
Mt 26.36 προσεύξωµαι ἐκεῖ A C K W ∆ 067 f 1 579 l844 pm ¦ προσεύξοµαι ἐκεῖ Γ 1241 1424
pm ¦ ἐκεῖ προσεύξοµαι (εύξοµαι 700) D Θ f 13 700 ¦ προσεύξοµαι 565 sys.p ¦ txt প53vid ℵ B L
0281 33 892
Mt 26.42 τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον K Γ (∆*) Θ 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sys.p mae bo ¦ τὸ
ποτήριον τοῦτο D f 13 g1 l ¦ txt প37 ℵ A B C L W ∆c 067 f 1 33 565 b ff2 q syh samss
Mt 26.44 om. πάλιν A C D K W Γ ∆ 067 f
syp.h sa mae ¦ txt প37 ℵ B L Θ (sys) bo

•

1.13

33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat

Agreement between B.03 and D.05 contra Papyri (28 references, 30%)

Mt 2.23 Ναζαρέθ C K N W Γ f 13 565 pm lat co ¦ Ναζαράθ ∆ f 1 ¦ Ναζαρά প70vid; Eus ¦ txt ℵ B
D L 33 700 892 1241 1424 l2211 pm
Mt 5.28 αὐτῆς ℵ1 f 1 ¦ -প64 ℵ* ; Tert Cl ¦ txt B D K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241
1424 l844 ै; Irlat vid
Mt 10.14 ἢ (+τῆς 0281) κώµης প110 ℵ 0281 f 13 892 vgmss syhmg co ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 10.14 ⸆ἐκ ℵ C 0281 33 892 lat ¦ ἀπό প110 ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 10.37 om. B* D ¦ om. usque ad ἄξιος (v 38) প19 ¦ txt ℵ rell
Mt 18.32 πονηρέ δοῦλε প25 c ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 18.33 ἠλέησα ὑµᾶς প25vid ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 19.2 om. ἐκεῖ প25vid h sys ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 19.10 om. αὐτῷ প25 ℵ* ¦ txt αὐτῷ ℵc B D rell
Mt 20.31 ἔκραζον ℵ 2a C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 579 1241 1424 ै ¦ ἐκραύγαζον Θ f 13 ¦
ἐκραύγασαν প45 ¦ txt ℵ*.2b B D L Z 085 0281 700 892
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Mt 23.30 κοινωνοὶ αὐτῶν প77 ℵ C K L W Γ ∆ 0102 33 565 579 892 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦
κοινωνοί Θ g1 ¦ txt B D f 1.13 700
Mt 25.43 ⸆ἤµην প45 h vgmss ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 25.43 ⸆καί প45 Θ ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.7 ἀλάβαστρον µύρου ἔχουσα A K W Γ ∆ f 1 565 579 1241 1424 ै ¦ ἀλάβαστρον
ἔχουσα µύρου প45 ¦ txt ℵ B D L Θ 0293 f 13 33 700 892 l844 latt
Mt 26.7 τὴν κεφαλήν প45 A K L W Γ ∆ 33 565 579 892 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦ txt ℵ B D Θ
0293 f 1.13 700
Mt 26.21 om. ὅτι প37.45 ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.25 ⸆ ὁ Ἰησοῦς প45 ℵ 13 it vgmss syp ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.29 τούτου প37* ℵ* C L ¦ τοῦ ∆ 892 1424 sys samss mae bo; Irlat ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.33 om. αὐτῷ প37 700 1424 b c ff2 sys sams ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.33 ἐν σοί ἐγὼ δέ C3 K Γ 33 565 700 1241 pm h samss mae bo ¦ ἐγὼ ἐν σοί প53 ¦ txt B D
rell
Mt 26.34 ⸆καί প37 ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.34 ἀλεκτοροφωνίας (+ἢ L) প37vid.45 L f 1 (a) ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.38 ⸆δέ প37vid ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.39 om. µου প53* L ∆ f 1 892 a vgww ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.42 om. µου প37 a c hc ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.44 ἀπελθὼν πάλιν προσηύξατο Γ 579 1424 pm f r1 syp ¦ ἀπελθὼν προσηύξατο πάλιν A
K W ∆ 565 1241 pm q syh ¦ ἀπελθὼν προσηύξατο প37vid Θ f 1.13 700 l844 a sys ¦ txt ℵ B C D
L 067 33 892 lat sa bo
Mt 26.49 ⸆αὐτῷ প37 C sys sams mae bo; Eus ¦ txt B D rell
Mt 26.49 om. χαῖρε প37 ¦ txt B D rell

•

Agreement between Papyri and B.03 contra Other Papyri and D.05 (4 references,
4%)

Mt 19.10 om. αὐτοῦ প71vid ℵ B Θ e ff1 g1 sams mae ¦ txt প25 C D K L N W Z Γ ∆ 078 f
33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat sy samss bo

1.13

Mt 26.23 τὴν χεῖρα µετ’ ἐµοῦ ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ প37.45 (D) Θ 700 l2211 syh ¦ µετ’ ἐµοῦ ἐν τῷ
τρυβλίῳ τὴν χεῖρα C K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 1241 ै ¦ τῷ τρυβλίω µετ’ ἐµοῦ τὴν χεῖρα 579 ¦ txt
প64vid ℵ A B L Z 0281 33 892 1424 l844 lat; Cyr
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Mt 26.31 διασκορπισθήσεται প37.45 D K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1 565 579 1424 pm ¦ txt প53 ℵ A B C L
067 0281 f 13 33 700 892 1241 pm
Mt 26.39 προσελθών প53 ℵ A C D K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 33 565 579 700 1241 1424* l844
ै syh ¦ txt প37 B 892 1424c lat co

•

Absence of Support between Papyri, B.03 and D.05 (5 references, 5%)

Mt 13.55 Ἰωσῆς প103vid K L W ∆ 0106 f 13 565 1241 pm k qc sa bomss ¦ Ἰωσῆ 700* syh bopt ¦
Ἰωάννης ℵ*vid D Γ 579 1424 pm vgmss; Orpt ¦ txt ℵ1 B C N Θ f 1 33 700c 892 lat sys.c.hmg mae
bopt; Orpt
Mt 18.33 οὖν প25 ¦ οὖν καὶ σέ D Θ (lat) samss ¦ txt B rell
Mt 19.9 ⸆p) καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην (ἀπολυµένην Θ 565, +ἀπὸ ἀνδρός 579) γαµῶν (γαµήσας B K
Z Γ 700 892 ै) µοιχᾶται B C* K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat
syp.h bo ¦ ὡσαύτως καὶ ὁ γαµ. ἀπολελ. µοιχ. প25 mae ¦ txt ℵ C3 D L 1241 it sys.c sa boms
Mt 20.30 κύριε ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς B L Z 085 0281 892 lat samss bo ¦ ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ D Θ f 13 565
700 it syc mae ¦ txt প45vid C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 579 1241 1424 ै f q syp.h sams
Mt 26.36 ἄν D K L W ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 ¦ - ℵ C 0281 33 700 892 1424 l844 ¦ οὗ ἄν প53vid A ¦ txt
B Γ 067 579 1241 ै
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I. Itacistic forms in Matthew According to Codex Bezae Compared to Codex Vaticanus
I. 1. Common Itacistic Forms in ‘ει’ in Mt B.03/D.05 contra Dictionary Form: 68 forms
Spelling in D.05/B.03
ἀκρειβῶς
ἀπεκρείνετο] -νατο
ἄτειµος
Γαλειλαίας
Γαλειλαίᾳ
Γαλειλαίου
Γεθσαµανεί] Γεθσηµανεί
γείνεσθαι
γείνεσθε
γείνεται
γεινόµενα
γεινωσκέτω
γεινώσκεται
γεινώσκετε
γεινώσκει
∆ανείδ
ἐπειτειµᾶν] ἐπιτείµων
ἐπετείµησεν
ἐπετείµησαν
ἐπιγεινώσκει
ἔπνειγεν] -γε
ἐφειµώθη
ἐφείµωσεν
ἠκρείβασεν
θλείψαιως
θλεῖψις
θλεῖψειν
κάµεινον
καταπείνοντες
κειβωτόν
κεινῆσαι
κρείνοντες
κύµεινον
λείαν
λειµοί
µαργαρείτας
µαργαρείτην
µεικρότερον
µεικρῶν
µεισήσεις

References
2.8
27.12
13.57
4.25; 19.1
17.22
26.69
26.36
6.16; 24.44
10.16
9.16; 12.45; 13.22; 26.2; 27.24
27.54
9.30
12.33; 24.32,43
24.33
24.50
9.27; 12.3,23; 15.22; 20.30,31; 21.9,15; 22.42,43,45
16.22
16.20; 17.18
19.13
11.27b
18.28
22.12
22.34
2.7,16
13.21; 24.21,29
24.21
24.29
13.50
23.24
24.38
23.4
19.28
23.23
2.16; 4.8
24.7
13.45
13.46
13.32; 18.10,14; 26.39,73
18.6
5.43
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Spelling in D.05/B.03
µεισήσουσιν
µεισούµενοι
Νεινευεῖται] Νινευεῖται
Νεφθαλείν] –λείµ
παραγείνεται
Πειλᾶτος
Πειλάτῳ
Πειλᾶτον
πείνων
πείνοντες
πείνῃ
πεινῶντα
πειπτόντων
πεντακισχείλιοι
πολύτειµον
Ραββεί
Σειδῶνι
Σειδῶνος
σειτιστά
συνπνείγει
τείµα
τετρακεισχειλείοις] -κισχειλίων
τραπεζείταις
Φαρεισαῖοι
ψείχων] - χιων
ψευδόχρειστοι

References
24.10
10.22; 24.9
12.41
4.15
3.1
27.17,22,65
27.58
27.62
11.18,19
24.38
24.49
25.37,44
15.27
14.21
13.46
23.7,8; 26.25,49
11.22
15.21
22.4
13.22
15.4; 19.19
16.10
25.27
12.14; 22.34
15.27
24.24

I. 2. Shorter Forms in ‘ι’ in Mt D.05 contra Itacistic Forms in Mt B.03: 60 Forms
a. Shorter Form ‘ι’ in Mt D.05 and Dictionary Form contra Mt B.03: 19 forms (53 occ.)
D.05
Γαλιλαίας
Γαλιλαίαν
ἐνεβριµήσατο
ἐρίσει
ἐσθίων
ζιζάνια
ζιζανίων
Ἰεριχώ
κάµινον
µικρότερος
νῖκος
Πιλᾶτος
πίπτει
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B.03
Γαλειλαίας
Γαλειλαίαν
ἐνεβρειµήθη
ἐρείσει
ἐσθείων
ζειζάνια
ζειζανίων
Ἰερειχώ
κάµεινον
µεικρότερος
νεῖκος
Πειλᾶτος
πείπτει

References
2.22; 4.15,18,25; 15.29; 21.11; 28.7,10,16
4.12,23; 26.32; 28.7,10
9.30
12.19
11.19
13.25,26,27,29,30,36,38,40
13.36
20.29
13.42
11.11
12.20
27.13,24
17.15
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D.05
Σαµαριτανῶν
Σιδῶνει
Σιών
τετρακισχίλιοι
Φαρισαίων
Φαρισαῖοι

B.03
Σαµαρειτῶν
Σειδῶνι
Σειών
τετρακισχείλιοι
Φαρεισαίων
Φαρεισαῖοι

References
10.5
11.21
21.5
15.38
3.7; 16.6,11,12; 22.41
9.11,14; 12.2,24; 15.12; 16.1; 19.3; 21.45; 22.15;
23.2,13,15,23,25;27,29; 27.62

b. Shorter Form ‘ι’ in Mt D.05 contra Mt B.03 and Dictionary Form: 41 forms (45 occ.)
D.05
ἄλιψόν
ἀναπεσῖν
ἀποκρειθίς
βαλῖν
βασιλία
βασιλίας
βλασφηµί
δάνιον
ἐκλίσθη
ἐπειορκήσις
ἐπί
ἐπίνασαν
ἐπίνασεν
ἐρῖ
ἤδι
ἰδῆτε
Καισαρίας
κατακρεινῖ
κηρύσσιν
λαβῖν
λάµπι
µερισθίσα
µνηµῖα
µνηµίων
µνηµίου
µοιχῖαι
ὀνιδίσουσιν
ὀφιλέµατα
πάσχιν
πιράζων
πλίονας
πόλι
πόλις
προάγιν

B.03
ἄλειψαί
ἀναπεσεῖν
ἀποκριθείς
βαλεῖν
βασιλεία
βασιλείας
βλασφηµεῖ
δάνειον
ἠκλείσθη
ἐπιορκήσεις
ἐπεί
ἐπείνασαν
ἐπείνασεν
ἐρεῖ
ἤδει
εἰδῆτε
Καισαρείας
κατακρινεῖ
κηρύσσειν
λαβεῖν
λάµπει
µερισθεῖσα
µνηµεῖα
µνηµείων
µνηµείου
µοιχεῖαι
ὀνειδίσωσιν
ὀφειλήµατα
πάσχειν
πειράζων
πλείονας
πόλει
πόλεις
προάγειν

References
6.17
15.35
20.13
15.26
3.2; 13.47
4.23
9.3
18.27
25.10
5.33
21.46
12.1
12.3
25.41
27.18
9.6
16.13
12.4
4.17
21.34
5.15
12.25
27.52
27.53
27.60
15.19
5.11
6.12
17.12,13
4.3
21.36
10.23
9.35
14.22
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D.05
προσεκύνι
προφητία
σηµῖον
σπείριν
ταµῖόν
τέλιός
χρονίζι

B.03
προσεκύνει
προφητεία
σηµεῖον
σπείρειν
ταµεῖόν
τέλειός
χρονίζει

References
9.18; 15.25
13.14
12.39b; 16.4
13.4
6.6
5.48
24.48

I. 3. Shorter Form ‘ι’ in Mt B.03 contra Itacistic Form ‘ει’ in Mt D.05: 160 forms (304 occ.)
a. Shorter Form ‘ι’ in Mt B.03 contra Mt D.05 and Dictionary Form: 5 forms (6 occ.)
D.05
ἀγαπήσεις
εἱστήκεισαν
ὄφεις
βρῶσεις
καταλειπών

B.03
ἀγαπήσις
ἱστήκεισαν
ὄφις1
βρῶσις
καταλιπών

References
22.39
12.46
10.16
6.19
4.13; 21.17

b. Itacistic Form in ‘ει’ in Mt B.03 contra Mt D.05 and Dictionary Form: 155 forms (298 occ.)
D.05
αἰτείαν
αἰτεία
ἀκαθαρσείας
ἀκρασείας
ἁµαρτείας
ἀνακλειθῆναι
ἀνείπτοις
ἀνοµείας
ἀντίδεικος
ἀπεδοκείµασαν
ἀπιστείας
ἀποκρειθείς
ἀποκρειθέντες
ἀποκρειθίς
ἀποκρειθῆναι
ἀποστασείου
Ἁρειµαθείας
ἄρτει
ἀρχειεραίων
ἀρχειερεῖς
ἀφείεται

1

B.03
αἰτίαν
αἰτία
ἀκαθαρσίας
ἀκρασίας
ἁµαρτίας
ἀνακλιθῆναι
ἀνίπτοις
ἀνοµίας
ἀντίδικος
ἀπεδοκίµασαν
ἀπιστίαν
ἀποκριθείς
ἀποκριθέντες
ἀποκριθείς
ἀποκριθῆναι
ἀποστασίου
Ἁριµαθαίας
ἄρτι
ἀρχιερέων
ἀρχιερεῖς
ἀφιεται

References
19.3; 27.37
19.10
23.27
23.25
9.6
14.19
15.20
23.28
5.25
21.42
13.58
11.25; 13.37; 14.28; 21.24,29,30; 22.29; 24.2; 25.40
21.27
20.13
22.46
19.7
27.57
26.29
16.21
26.3
24.41a

ὄφεις can be understood as a plural form, in which case, this variant reading would not
be an itacism of ὄφις or vice versa.
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D.05
ἀφορείζει
βαραχείου
βασειλεία
Βηθανείαν
βλασφηµεία
βλασφηµείαν
γαµείζονται
γαµείζοντες
γείνεται
γενεσείοις
γυναικεί
γωνείας
δειψῶντα
δεξειά
διδασκαλείας
διεφήµεισαν
ἐδείψησα
εἰδίαν
εἴδιον
εἰδόντες
εἰδού
εἰδών
εἰδεῖν
εἴδητε
εἴδε
εἰδόντες
εἴδεται
εἴδωσιν
εἱερεῖς
εἱµατείου
εἱµατίῳ
εἱµάτεια
εἱµάτειον
εἱµάτια
εἱµάτιον
εἰµει
εἴσθι
Εἰσραήλ
ἐκκλησεία
ἐκτεινάξατε
ἐλειθοβόλησαν
ἐµεισθώσατο
ἐµπορείαν
ἐξουσεία
ἐξουσείαν

B.03
ἀφορίζει
βαραχίου
βασιλεία
Βηθανία
βλασφηµία
βλασφηµίαν
γαµίζονται
γαµίζοντες
γίνεται
γενεσίοις
γυναικί
γωνίας
διψῶντα
δεξιά
διδασκαλίας
διεφήµισαν
ἐδίψησα
ἰδίαν
ἴδιον
ἰδόντες
ἰδού
ἰδών
ἰδεῖν
ἴδητε
ἴδε
ἰδόντες
ἴδετε
ἴδωσιν
ἱερεῖς
ἱµατίου
ἱµατίῳ
ἱµάτια
ἱµάτιον
ἱµάτια
ἱµάτιον
εἰµι
ἴσθι
Ἰσραήλ
ἐκκλησία
ἐκτινάξατε
ἐλιθοβόλησαν
ἐµισθώσατο
ἐµπορίαν
ἐξουσία
ἐξουσίαν

References
25.32
23.35
18.4; 26.29
21.17
15.19
26.65
22.30
24.38
13.32
14.6
19.5
21.42
25.37,44
6.3
15.9
9.31
25.42
14.13
22.5; 24.15; 25.20; 28.6
9.8
2.1,13; 11.8; 12.42
9.22; 21.19
11.9; 13.17; 26.58
24.15
25.20
27.54
28.6
5.16
12.5
9.16
9.16
17.2; 21.7,8; 27.35
24.18
26.65; 27.31
5.40
11.29; 14.27; 18.20; 20.15
2.13
10.6; 15.24
18.17
10.14
21.35
20.7
22.5
21.27
21.23
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D.05
ἐπεί
ἐπειορκήσις
ἐπειτειµᾶν
ἐπετείµησεν
ἐπιγεινώσκει
ἐπότειζεν
ἐποτείσαται
ἐποτείσατε
ἐρίφεια
εὐδοκεία
εὐρείσκει
ἡµεῖν
θερεισταί
θλεῖψειν
Ἰηρεµείαν
ἴσθει
καθείσαι
καρδεία
κατακρεινῖ
καθαρείσατε
κατακρεινῖ
καταρτείσω
κοιλείαν
κοιλείας
κρείσεως
λαλειά
λεγειῶνης
µαλακείαν
µαστειγῶσαι
µαστειγώσουσιν
µείαν
µεία
µεισθόν
µηδενεί
Νεινευεῖται
νηπείων
νοµείσητε
νοσσεία
οἰκειακούς
οἰκείαν
οἰκείᾳ
οἰκεία
οἰκείας
ὀπείσω
ὅστεις
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B.03
ἐπί
ἐπιορκήσεις
ἐπιτείµων
ἐπετίµησεν
ἐπιγινώσκει
ἐπότιζεν
ἐποτίσατε
ἐποτίσατε
ἐρίφια
εὐδοκία
εὐρίσκει
ἡµῖν
θερισταί
θλεῖψιν
Ἰρεµίαν
ἴσθι
καθίσαι
καρδία
κατακρινῖ
καθαρίζετε
κατακρινεῖ
κατηρτίσω
κοιλίαν
κοιλίας
κρίσεως
λαλιά
λεγιῶνας
µαλακίαν
µαστιγῶσαι
µαστιγώσουσιν
µίαν
µία
µισθόν
µηδενί
Νινευεῖται
νηπίων
νοµίσητε
νοσσία
οἰκιακοῖς
οἰκίαν
οἰκίᾳ
οἰκία
οἰκίας
ὀπίσω
ὅστις

References
4.6; 5.23
5.33
16.22
20.31
11.27a
27.48
25.35
25.42
25.33
11.26
12.43
6.11,12; 15.15,33; 19.27; 20.12; 21.25; 24.3; 26.63,68
13.39
24.9,29
16.14
5.25
20.23
22.37
12.42; 4.13; 21.17
10.8
12.42
21.16
15.17
19.12
11.22
26.73
26.53
4.23; 9.35; 10.1
20.19
10.17
5.36; 17.4; 19.5; 21.19
19.6; 24.41
5.46
17.9
12.41
21.16
5.17
23.37
10.25
2.11; 9.23,28; 10.12; 12.29; 17.25; 24,43
9.10; 13.57; 26.6
10.13
19.29; 24.17
4.19
10.32
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D.05
ὀψείας
πάλειν
παρουσεία
πᾶσει
πείεται
πεντακισχιλείοις
πείνειν
πλησείον
ποικείλαις
ποσάκεις
ποτείσῃ
πρείν
πρωτοκλεισίαν
ῥαπείσει
σείτου
σεῖτον
σειωπήσωσιν
Σιδῶνει
σκανδαλείσωµεν
σκανδαλείσῃ
σκειᾷ
σκοτείᾳ
σοφεία
στρουθείων
σχείσµα
τεί
τεις
τειµήσει
τειµᾷ
τετρακεισχειλείοις
τρεία
τρείβους
τρείτης
τρειῶν
ὕβρεισαν
ὑγειής
ὑµεῖν

B.03
ὀψίας
πάλιν
παρουσία
πᾶσι
πίετε
πεντακισχιλίων
πίειν
πλησίον
ποικίλαις
ποσάκις
ποτίσῃ
πρίν
προτοκλισίαν
ῥαπίζει
σίτου
σῖτον
σιωπήσωσιν
Σειδῶνι
σκανδαλίσωµεν
σκανδαλίσῃ
σκιᾷ
σκοτίᾳ
σοφία
στρουθίων
σχίσµα
τί
τις
τιµήσει
τιµᾷ
τετρακισχειλίων
τρία
τρίβους
τρίτης
τριῶν
ὕβρισαν
ὑγιής
ὑµῖν

ὑποκρειταί
χειτῶνά

ὑποκριταί
χιτῶνα

References
14.15,23- 20.8- 26.20- 27.57
13.47
24.27,37,39
23.20
26.27
16.9
20.22
19.19
4.24
18.21 ; 23.37
10.42
26.34
23.6
5.39
13.25
13.29,30
20.31
11.21
17.27
18.6
4.16
4.16
13.54
10. 31
9.16
11.9
16.24
15.6
15.8
16.10
13.33
3.3
27.64
18.16; 26.61
22.6
12.13
3.7; 5.18,22,28,32,34,39,44; 6.2,5,14,16,20; 9.29;
10.15,20,23,27; 11.9,17,21,22,24; 12.6,31,36; 13.11,17;
16.28; 17.12,20; 18.3,10,12,13,18,19,35; 19.8,9,24,28;
20.4,26; 21.21,24,27,31,43; 22.31,42;
23.9,13,15,16,23,25,27,29,36,38; 24.2,23, 25,26,34,47;
25,8,9, 11,12,34,40,45; 26.13,15,21,29,64,66; 27.17,21;
28.20
6.16; 22.18
5.40
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D.05
χειθῶνας
ὠτείον

B.03
χιτῶνας
ὠτίον

References
10.10
26.51

II. Lexical differences
II. 1. Nouns
(1) Similar Meaning
D.05
ἄγγια
ἀνδρος
ἀπάντησιν
ἀπιστείαν
βόθρον
γάµος
ἐρίφων
ἔξω (τό)
ἔξωθεν (τό)
θεοῦ
θεραπείας
Ἰησοῦ
Ἰουδαίας
Ἰσραήλ
καθηγητής
κοινωνοῦντα
κόσµου
κρυφία
κτήµατα
κυναρίων
µύλωνι
νυνφίου
ὀµµάτῶν
παῖδα
ποιήσας (ὁ)
στατήρας
υἱόν
φαρισαίων
φυλακάς
φυλακῶν
D.05
ἐν οὐρανοῖς
Ἰησοῦ
πολλοί (οἱ)
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B.03
ἄγγη
ἀνθρώπου
ὑπάντησιν
ὀλιγοπιστίαν
βόθυνον
νυµφών
ἐρίφιων
ἔξωθεν (τό)
ἐκτός (τό)
κυρίου
οἰκετείας
Χριστοῦ
γῆ Ἰούδα
γῆν Ἰσραήλ
διδάσκαλος
κοινοῦντα
αἰῶνος
κρυφαίῳ
χρήµατα
κυρίων
µύλῳ
νυµφῶνος
ὀφθαλµῶν
παιδίον
κτίσας (ὁ)
ἀργύρια
ἄνθρωπον
πρεσβυτέρων
κουστωδίαν
κουστωδίας

References
13.48
19.10
25.1
17.20
15.14
22.10
25.32
23.25
23.26
23.39
24.45
11.2
2.6
2.21
23.8
15.20
13.49
6.18
19.22
15.27
24.41
9.15
9.29
2.11,13,14,20,21
19.4
26.15
10.35
27.41
27.65
27.66

Alternative Parts of Speech
B.03
οὐράνιος
αὐτοῦ
ὄχλοι (οἱ)

References
5.48
26.51
21.11
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τις
τυφλούς

ἄνθρωπος
αὐτούς

13.44
15.14

(2) Different Entities
D.05
ἐθνικοί
Ἡρῳδιάς
Ἰωάννης
Ἰωσήφ
Λεββέος
τέκνων
χειών
ὥρας

-

B.03
ὑποκριταί
Ἡρῳδιάδος
Ἰωσήφ
Ἰωσῆ
Θαδδαῖος
ἔργων
φῶς
ἡµέρας

References
6.7
14.6
13.55
27.56
10.3
11.19
17.2
22.46

Alternative Parts of Speech

D.05
δικαιοσύνης
αὐτόν

B.03
ἐµοῦ
Ἰησοῦ

References
5.11
15.1

II. 2. Adjectives
(1) Similar Meaning
D.05
ἄλλην
αἴσχατος
δεκαδύο
διετεῖας
ἐλαχίστων
ἑκατονταπλασίον
ἑτέρῳ
εἰσερχόµενον
εἰσπορευόµενον
κάλλιστα
πάντας
πολυτείµου
σταυρωθέντες

B.03
ἑτέραν
ὕστερος
δώδεκα
διετοῦς
µεικρῶν
πολλαπλασίονα
δευτέρῳ
ἐρχόµενον
εἰσερχόµενον
καλά
ἅπαντας
βαρυτείµου
συνσταυρωθέντες

References
10.23
21.31
19.28
2.16
10.42
19.29
21.30
15.11
15.17
13.48
24.39
26.7
27.44

(2) Different Meaning
D.05
ἀπλούστατοι
δύνατόν
ἐργαζόµενος

B.03
ἀκέραιοι
ἀδύνατόν
ἐρχόµενος

References
10.16
19.26
11.3
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πέντε
σώζοντος

δέκα
ζῶντος

25.28
16.16

(3) Change of Part of Speech
D.05
αὐτοῦ
ἑπτακις
ἰδίῳ

B.03
ἰδίαν
ἑπτά
ἑαυτοῦ

References
25.15
18.22
13.24

II. 3. Verbs
(1) Similar Meaning

a. Synonyms or equivalent in meaning
D.05
ἀνάγει
ἀναστῆναι
ἀνήγγειλαν
ἀπήντησεν
ἄρατε
ἐγερθήσεται
εἶπεν
εἶπεν
ἐκαθήµην
ἐξελθοῦσαι
ἐξέστιν
ἐπέθηκαν
ἐπέπληξεν
ἐποίησαν
ἐπώλησεν
ἔφη
ζήτει
ἰδών
κοινώνει
λέγει
λέγει
παραγών
παράγων
πάσχει
προσελθών
σταθήσεσθαι
συνέκειντο
συνλέγεται
σφάξαι
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B.03
ἀναφέρει
ἐγερθῆναι
ἀπήγγειλαν
ὑπήντησεν
δήσαντες
ἀναστήσεται
ἔφη
φησίν
ἐκαθεζόµην
ἀπελθοῦσαι
ἔστιν καλόν
περιέθηκαν
ἐπετείµησεν
ἔλαβον
πέπρακεν
λέγει
αἰτεῖ
εἰδώς
κοινοῖ
ἔφη
φησίν
ἐπαναγαγών
περιπατῶν
ἔχει
προελθών
ἀχθήσεσθε
συνανέκειντο
συνάγετε
ἀποκτεῖναι

References
17.1
16.21
28.11
28.9
22.13
17.23
19.18
14.8
26.55
28.8
15.26
27.29
12.16
27.1
13.46
19.21
16.4
9.4, 12.25
15.18,20
27.23
13.29
21.18
4.18
17.15
26.39
10.18
9.10
13.30
10.28
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D.05
ὑπάγετε
ὑπάγουσιν
φράσον

B.03
πορεύεσθαι
ἀπερχοµένων
διασάφησον

References
10.6
25.10
13.36

b. Compound Verb in Mt D.05/Simple Verb in Mt B.03
D.05
ἀναστρεφοµένων
ἀνεβόησεν
ἀπέλθῇ
ἀπῆλθεν
ἀποχωριζέτω
διεξελθών
διεγερθείς
ἐπερωτήσω
ἐξεγερθήσονται
ἐνπεσοῦνται
ἐπεκέρδησα
εἰσελθόντι
παραλαβών

B.03
συστρεφοµένων
ἐβόησεν
βληθῇ
ἦλθεν
χωριζέτω
ἐξελθών
ἐγερθείς
ἐρωτήσω
ἐγερθήσονται
πεσοῦνται
ἐκέρδησα
ἐλθόντα
λαβών

References
17.22
27.46
5.29
14.25
19.6
20.3
1.24; 2.14,21
21.24
24.11
15.14
25.20; 25.22
17.25
27.59

c. Simple Verb in Mt D.05/Compound Verb in Mt B.03
D.05
ἀρθῇ
βάλεται
εκάθητο
ἐφάνησαν
ἐφάνησαν
ἐλθεῖν
ἐλθών
ἔπνιξαν
ἔσπειρεν
ἦλθες
ἦλθον
ἦλθον
ἤλθατε
ἦλθεν
λάµψουσιν
ὀρκίζω
πειράσεις
πληρωθήσεται
τηροῦνται

B.03
ἀπαρθῇ
ἐκβάλετε
ἐπεκάθισεν
ἐνεφανίσθησαν
ἐνεφανίσθησαν
εἰσελθεῖν
προσελθών
ἀπέπνιξαν
ἐπέσπειρεν
εἰσῆλθες
εἰσῆλθον
προσελθόντες
ἐξήλθατε
εἰσῆλθεν
ἐκλάµψουσιν
ἐξορκίζω
ἐκπειράσεις
ἀναπληροῦται
συντηροῦνται

References
9.15
22.13, 25.30
21.7
27.53
27.53
19.17
9.18
13.7
13.25
22.12
27.53
26.60
26.55
2.21
13.43
26.63
4.7
13.14
9.17
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d. Different Prefixes
D.05
ἐξελθοῦσαι
ἐπέθηκαν
καταλλάγηθι
παραγών
προσελθών
συνέκειντο

B.03
ἀπελθοῦσαι
περιέθηκαν
διαλλάγηθι
ἐπαναγαγών
προελθών
συνανέκειντο

References
28.8
27.29
5.24
21.18
26.39
9.10

D.05
γαµείζοντες
ἐλάλησεν
ἐλάλησεν
ἐποίησαν
ἔστε
ἐστιν
ἐστίν
εὗρεν

B.03
γαµίσκοντες
ἐτέλεσεν
παρέθηκεν
ἔλαβον
ἐλθέτω
ἀπέχει
ἔξεστιν
εἶδεν

References
24.38
19.1
13.31
27.1
10.13
15.8
20.15
20.3

ζήτει
λαλοῦντας
νηστεύειν
πάσχει
συνιόντος

αἰτεῖ
ἀκούοντας
πενθεῖν
ἔχει
συνιέντος

16.4
15.31
9.15
17.15
13.19

B.03
οἱ
ὅσα
ἥν
ὑµεῖς
ἑαυτοῦ
ἑαυτῶν
τοῦτο
αὐτός
αὐτούς
αὐτήν
αὐτῇ
οὗτος
τίς
σοί
ὑµῶν

References
16.14; 26.67
13.46
13.48
19.28
12.45
6.16; 18.31; 21.8; 25.4; 25.7
15.11
16.20
4.24
23.37
12.39
3.17
12.11
11.24
23.9

(2) Different Meaning

II. 4. Pronouns
D.05
ἄλλοι
ἄ
αὐτήν
αὐτοί
αὐτοῦ
αὐτῶν
ἐκεῖνο
οὗτος
πάντας
σε
σοί
συ
τί
ὑµεῖν
ὑµεῖν
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-

Alternative Part of Speech

D.05
αὐτοῦ
ὅς
σου
τί
τόν

B.03
ἐκεῖνοι
πᾶς
σῆς
τά
αὐτόν

References
22.10
5.32
24.3
24.17
17.8

II. 5. Particles, Prepositions and Conjunctions
•

Particles

(NoI = Number of Instances)
D.05
δέ
καί
µητέ
γάρ
δέ
ἤ
µήγε
ἀλλά
γάρ
δέ
ἥ
κάγώ
καί
καὶ µή
µήτι
µητέ
νῦν
οὖν
οὖν
οὖν
τότε

D.05
ἰδού
δέ
καί

B.03
καί
δέ
µηδέ
δέ
οὖν
καί
µή
δέ
ἄρα
ἀλλά
δέ
καί
ἤ
οὐδέ
µή
µή
οὖν
δέ
γάρ
καί
δέ

NoI
9
5
5
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

References
9.11; 10.39; 11.4; 12.16; 12.26f; 17.6; 20.10; 26.47
9.28; 12.14; 17.24; 20.17; 21.3
10.9 x2; 10.10 x3
12.6; 23.4
18.26; 27.17
12.37; 12.48
9.17; 10.13
10.30
24.45
9.17
25.39
18.29
20.23
13.13
9.15
10.10
28.19
20.9
25.3
26.63
16.7

Alternative Part of Speech
B.03
ἴδε
ἔτι
ἐκεῖ

NoI
1
1
1

References
25.22
12.46
27.55
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•
D.05
ἀπό
εἰς
εἰς
ἕως
ἐκ
ἐν
ἐν
ἐν
ἕνεκεν
ἐπί
ἐπί
ἐπί
ἐπί
παρά
περί
πρός
πρός
ὑπέρ
ὑπό
ὑπό

-

B.03
ἐκ
ἐν
ἐπί
µέχρι
ἀπό
ἐκ
ἐπί
εἰς
ἕνεκα
ἐν
εἰς
περί
κατά
ἐν
ἐπί
ἐπί
εἰς
περί
παρά
ἀπό

NoI
2
4
2
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

References
24.1; 28.2
10.17; 10.28; 21.28; 26.23
3.16; 13.7
28.15
24.29
12.11
4.4
10.16
5.10; 5.11; 19.5
22.16
5.39
18.6
12.25
21.25
14.14
10.13
21.1
26.28
15.30
16.21

Alternative Part of Speech

D.05
παρ᾽ οἷς

B.03
ἐκει

•
D.05
ἄν
εἰ δὲ µήγε
ἵνα
ἵνα
ἵνα
ὅταν
ὅτι
ὡς
ὥσπερ

D.05
ἄν

NoI
1

NoI
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

References
21.3; 28.14
10.13
6.18
13.13
27.1
2.8
14.5
3.16; 9.36
5.48; 24.38

Condition Particles
B.03
ἐάν

NoI
10

Alternative Part of Speech
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References
18.20

Subordinating Conjunctions
B.03
ἐάν
ἐὰν δὲ µή
ὅπως
ὅτι
ὥστε
ἐπάν
ἐπεί
ὡσεί
ὡς

•

-

Prepositions

References
11.27; 12.32; 15.5; 16.19,25; 18.5; 20.4; 22.9; 24.28; 26.13
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D.05
ὡς

B.03
εἰς

NoI
1

References
21.46

II. 6. Adverbs
D.05
ἐκεῖ
ἐνίοτε
ἔξω
ἔξωθεν
εὐθέως
κάτω
µή
µή
ὅπου
τότε
ὡς
πῶς

-

B.03
ὧδε
πολλάκις
ἔξωθεν
ἐκτός
εὐθύς
κατωτέρω
οὐδαµῶς
οὐκ
ὅθεν
δή
ὡσεί
ὅπως

References
24.23
17.15
23.25
23.26
26.74
2.16
2.6
22.11
25.24
23.23
14.21
22.15

Alternative Part of Speech

D.05
οὐκ
οὕτως

B.03
οὐδέν
τὸ αὐτό

References
13.34
5.46

III. Verbal Grammatical Differences
III. 1. Differences in Person
The list is ordered by variant reading, specifying reference in Matthew, form in Codex Bezae,
form in Codex Vaticanus, and nature of the grammatical change:

•
Ref.
12.20
13.13
20.27

•
27.27
12.4
1.23
6.5
6.5

Singular

Singular

D.05
κατιάξεις
λαλεῖ
ἔστε

B.03
κατεάξει
λαλῶ
ἔστω

Singular

Plural

συνήγαγεν
ἔφαγεν
καλέσεις
ἔσῃ
προσεύχῃ

συνήγαγον
ἔφαγον
καλέσουσιν
ἔσεσθε
προσεύχεσθε

Type of Alternation
2nd/3rd
3rd /1st
2nd/3rd

ind aorist
ind aorist
ind future
ind future
subj present

3rd
3rd
2nd
2nd
2nd
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•
6.19
4.16
11.23
12.28
17.4

Plural Singular
ἀφανίζουσιν
εἶδον
ἔµειναν
ἔφθασαν
ποιήσωµεν

•

ἀφανίζει
εἶδεν
ἔµεινεν
ἔφθασεν
ποιήσω

ind present
ind aorist
ind aorist
ind aorist
ind future

Plural Neuter Subject with the Singular instead of the Plural

- verb plural / verb singular
10.21
10.29
13.6
13.40
15.20
15.27

ἐπαναστήσονται
πωλοῦνται
ἐκαυµατίσθησαν
συνλέγονται
εἰσιν
ἐσθίουσιν

ἐπαναστήσεται
πωλεῖται
ἐκαυµατώθη
συλλέγεται
ἐστιν
ἐσθείει

- verb singular/ verb plural
13.5
26.31

ἐξανέτειλεν
ἐξανέτειλαν
διασκορπισθήσεται διασκορπισθήσονται

III. 2. Difference in Tense
III. 2. 1. Indicative
Present

Future

Ref.

D.05

B.03

4.6
5.41
12.11

ἀιροῦσίν
ἀγγαρεύει
ἐστιν, ἕχει,
κράτει, ἐγείρει
ἀπαγγελλεῖ
ἀκούει
ἐλπιζοῦσιν
λαλοῦσιν
βαλλοῦσιν
βαλλοῦσιν
ὠφελεῖται
ἀφίησιν
κατακυριεύουσιν
µέλλεται
περισσεύσεται

ἀροῦσί
ἀγγαρεύσει
ἔσται, ἕξει,
κρατήσει, ἐγερεῖ
ἀπαγγελεῖ
ἀκούσει
ἐλπιοῦσιν
λαλήσουσιν
βαλοῦσιν
βαλοῦσιν
ὠφεληθήσεται
ἀφήσει
κατακυριεύσουσιν
µελλήσεται
περισσευθήσεται

•

12.18
12.19
12.21
12.36
13.42
13.50
16.26
18.12
20.25
24.6
25.29
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Present

Aorist

Ref.

D.05

B.03

2.13
6.12
10.25
13.52
19.16
20.21
15.39

φαίνεται
ἀφίοµεν
κάλουσιν
λέγει
λέγει
λέγει
ἐνβαίνει

ἐφάνη
ἀφήκαµεν
ἐπεκάλεσαν
εἶπεν
εἶπεν
εἶπεν
ἐνέβη

Aorist

Present

Ref.

D.05

B.03

4.8
21.13
25.11

ἔδειξεν
ἐποιήσατε
ἦλθον

δείκνυσιν
ποιεῖτε
ἔρχονται

Aorist

Imperfect

Ref.

D.05

B.03

1.25
2.18
5.2
18.30
20.11
21.8
21.11
27.23

ἔγνω
ἠθέλησεν
ἐδίδαξεν
ἠθέλησεν
ἐγόνγυσαν
ἔστρωσαν
εἶπον
ἔκραξαν

ἐγείνωσκεν
ἤθελεν
ἐδίδασκεν
ἤθελεν
ἐγόγγυζον
ἐστρώννυον
ἔλεγον
ἔκραζον

Aorist

Future

ἐπληρώσατε

πληρώσετε

Aorist

Perfect

ἐγένετο

γέγονεν

Future

Present

ἐστε
ῥαπείσει
ἔξεται
ἀποστέλω

ἐστιν
ῥαπίζει
ἔχετε
ἀποστέλλω

Future

Aorist

καταρτείσω

κατηρτίσω

•

•

•

•
23.32

•
19.8

•
5.10
5.39
5.46
23.34

•
21.16
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•
9.9,19
17.5
26.4

•
18.25

Imperfect

Aorist

ἠκολούθει(‒ι)
ἐπεσκίαζεν
συνεβουλεύοντο

ἠκολούθησεν
ἐπεσκίασεν
συνεβουλεύσαντο

Imperfect
εἶχεν

•
11.20
19.27
25.6

Present
ἔχει

Perfect

Aorist

γεγόνεισαν
ἐγένοντο
ἠκολουθήκαµεν ἠκολουθήσαµεν
γέγονεν
ἐγένετο

•
11.21

Pluperfect

Aorist

ἐγεγόνεισαν

ἐγένοντο

III. 2. 2. Imperative
Ref.
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.8
10.27
23.3

D.05
θεραπεύσατε
ἐγείρατε
καθαρείσατε
ἐκβάλετε
κηρύσσεται
ποιεῖτε

B.03
θεραπεύετε
ἐγείρετε
καθαρίζετε
ἐκβάλλετε
κηρύξατε
ποιήσατε

aor/pres
aor/pres
aor/pres
aor/pres
pres/ aor
pres /aor

III. 2. 3. Subjunctive
Ref.
26.29

D.05
πίω

B.03
πείνω

aor/present

III. 2. 4. Participle
Ref.
9.4
13.18
13.19
13.22
18.12
18.31
23.21
26.23
27.35

D.05
ἰδών
σπείροντος
σπειρόµενον
σπειρόµενος
πορευόµενος
γεινόµενα
κατοικήσαντι
ἐνβαπτόµενος
βάλοντες

B.03
εἰδώς
σπείραντος
ἐσπαρµένον
σπαρείς
πορευθείς
γενόµενα
κατοικοῦντι
ἐµβάψας
βάλλοντες

aor/perfect
pres/aor
pres/perfect
pres pass/aor pass
pres mid/aor pass
aor mid/ pres mid
aor/pres
pres mid/aor
aor/pres

III. 3. Difference in Mood
III. 3. 1. Indicative in Mt D.05
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(1) Indicative
Ref.
4.3
9.28
9.29
13.1
13.4
13.48
17.26
19.3
20.6
20.30
21.6
25.25
26.51
26.66
27.58
28.19

D.05
προσῆλθεν
καὶ ἔρχεται
εἶπεν
ἐξῆλθεν
ἦλθον
ἀνεβίβασαν
λέγει
λέγουσιν
ἐξῆλθεν
ἤκουσαν
ἐποίησαν
ἀπῆλθον
ἐπάταξεν
σώσει
προσῆλθεν
πορεύεσθαι

B.03
προσελθών
ἐλθόντι δέ
λέγων
ἐξελθών
ἐλθόντα
ἀναβιβάσαντες
εἰπόντος
λέγοντες
ἐξελθών
ἀκούσαντες
ποιήσαντες
ἀπελθών
πατάξας
σώσων
προσελθών
πορευθέντες

(2) Indicative
Ref.
5.24
5.40
6.19

D.05
προσφέρεις
ἀφήσεις
θησαυρίσεται

D.05
διώξουσιν, ὀνιδίσουσιν
λύσει
παραδώσει
παραδώσουσιν
διώκουσιν
κατηγορήσουσιν
ἀφεθήσεται
ποιεῖ
ἀπολέσει
συνφωνήσουσιν
ἑτοιµάσοµεν
προσεύξοµαι
πληρωθήσονται
θανατώσουσιν
ἐροῦσιν

aor
pres mid/aor
aor/pres
aor
aor
aor
pres /aor
pres
aor
aor
aor
aor
aor
fut
aor
aor mid/pass

Imperative

B.03
πρόσφερε
ἄφες
θησαυρίζετε

(3) Indicative
Ref.
5.11
5.19
5.25
10.19
10.23
12.10
12.32
12.50
16.25
18.19
26.17
26.36
26.54
26.59
27.64

Participle

Pres
fut /aor
fut mid/pres

Subjunctive
B.03
διώξωσιν, ὀνειδίσωσιν
λύσῃ
παραδῷ
παραδῶσιν
διώκωσιν
κατηγορήσωσι
ἀφεθῇ
ποιήσῃ
ἀπολέσῃ
συµφωνήσωσιν
ἑτοιµάσωµεν
προσεύξωµαι
πληρωθῶσιν
θανατώσωσιν
εἴπωσιν

fut/aor, fut/aor
fut/aor
fut/aor
fut/aor
pres/pres
fut/aor
fut/aor pass
pres/aor
fut/aor
fut/aor
fut/aor
fut/aor mid
fut/aor pass
fut/aor
fut/aor
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(4) Indicative
Ref.
27.1

D.05
θανατώσουσιν

Infinitive

B.03
θανατῶσαι

fut/aor

III. 3. 2. Imperative in Mt D.05
(1) Imperative
Ref.
5.37

D.05
ἔστω

Indicative

B.03
ἔσται

pres/fut

III. 3. 3. Participle in Mt D.05
(1) Participle
Ref.
17.2
27.41

D.05
B.03
µεταµορφωθείς µετεµορφώθη
λέγοντες
ἔλεγον

(2) Participle
Ref.
14.19

D.05
κελεύσας

aor pass
pres/impf

Imperative

B.03
κελεύσατε

(3) Participle
Ref.
6.5

Indicative

Aor

Infinitive

D.05
B.03
προσευχόµενοι προσεύχεσθαι

pres mid

III. 3. 4. Subjunctive in Mt D.05
(1) Subjunctive
Ref.
9.6
13.13
13.13
24.23
27.22

D.05
ἰδῆτε
βλέπωσιν
ἀκούσωσιν,
συνῶσιν
πιστεύσηται
ποιήσωµεν
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Indicative

B.03
εἰδῆτε
βλέπουσιν
ἀκούουσιν,
συνίουσιν
πιστεύετε
ποιήσω

aor
pres
aor/pres
aor/pres
aor/fut
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(2) Subjunctive
Ref.
5.32
19.9

D.05
ἀπολύση
γαµήσῃ

B.03
ἀπολύων
γαµήσας

(3) Subjunctive
Ref.
23.15

D.05
ποιῆσηται

D.05
κωλύσητε

aor/pres
aor

Infinitive

B.03
ποιῆσαι

(4) Subjunctive
Ref.
19.14

Participle

aor mid/aor

Imperative

B.03
κωλύετε

aor/pres

III. 3. 5. Optative
(1) Optative
Ref.
24.21

D.05
γένοιτο

B.03
γένηται

(2) Optative
Ref.
24.12

D.05
πληθύναι

Subjunctive

aor mid

Infinitive

B.03
πληθυνθῆναι

aor passive

III. 4. Difference in Voice
•
Ref.
6.17
24.27
27.66

D.05
ἄλιψον
φαίνει
ἠσφάλισαν

•
Ref.
9.17
13.32
27.26

Active Middle
B.03
ἄλειψαι
φαίνεται
ἠσφαλίσαντο

impv aor
ind pres
ind aor

Active Passive

D.05
ῥήσσει
αὐξησῇ
σταυρώσωσιν

B.03
ῥήγνυνται
αὐξηθῇ
σταυρωθῇ

ind pres
subj aor
subj aor
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•
Ref.
24.19
27.35

D.05
θηλαζοµέναις
διεµερίσαντο

•
Ref.
9.2
9.30

Active
B.03
θηλαζούσαις
διεµέρισαν

Middle

D.05
ἀφίοντε
ἐνεβριµήσατο

•
Ref.
12.22
24.24
27.57

Middle

Passive
B.03
ἀφίενται
ἐνεβρειµήθη

Passive

D.05
προσηνέχθη
πλανηθῆναι
ἐµαθητεύθη

ptc pres
ind aor

ind pres
ind aor

Active
B.03
προσηνέγκαν
πλανῆσαι
ἐµαθητεύσεν

ind aor
inf aor
ind aor

IV. Nominal Grammatical Differences
IV. 1. Difference in Number
•
Ref.
5.12
11.16
15.19
15.31
15.36
16.11
16.23
19.28
21.7
21.16
22.7
23.27
25.27
27.39
28.12

Plural

D.05
τῷ οὐρανῷ
τῇ ἀγορᾷ
βλασφηµεία
τὸν ὄχλον
τῷ ὄχλῳ
ἄρτου
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
αὐτῷ
αὐτοῦ
αὐτῷ
τὸ στράτευµα
ὁ τάφος φαίνετε ὡραῖος
τὸ ἀργυριόν
τὴν κεφαλήν
ἀργύριον ἱκανόν

•
Ref.
13.19
13.58
17.25
20.29

Singular

Plural Singular

D.05
αὐτῶν
τὰς ἀπιστείας
τίνων
ἠκολούθησαν ὄχλοι πολλοί
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B.03
τοῖς οὐρανοῖς
ταῖς ἀγοραῖς
βλασφηµίαι
τοὺς ὄχλους
τοῖς ὄχλοις
ἄρτων
τῶν ἀνθρώπων
αὐτοῖς
αὐτῶν
αὐτοῖς
τὰ στρατεύµατα
φαίνονται ὡραῖοι
τὰ ἀργύρια
τὰς κεφαλάς
ἀργύρια ἱκανά

B.03
αὐτοῦ
τὴν ἀπιστίαν
τίνος
ἠκολούθησεν ὄχλος πολύς
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22.5
18.10
24.30
28.18

οἱ µὲν, οἱ δὲ …αὐτῶν
οὐρανοῖς
οὐρανοῖς
οὐρανοῖς

•
Ref.
9.22
9.27
17.20
20.30
20.31

Difference in Case

D.05
θυγάτηρ
υἱέ
κόκκος
υἱέ
υἱέ

•

ὃς µὲν, ὃς δὲ …αὐτου
τῷ οὐρανῷ
οὐρανῷ
οὐρανῷ

B.03
θύγατερ
υἱός
κόκκον
υἱός
υἱός

Difference in Declension

Ref.
D.05
12.1,12 σάββασιν

B.03
σαββάτοις

IV. 2. Prepositions
-

Governing Different Cases
•

Ref.
14.19
16.18
18.26
18.29
21.7
27.29
27.43

D.05
ἐπὶ τὸν χόρτον
ἐπὶ ταύτην τὴν πέτραν
ἐπ’ ἐµέ
ἐπ’ ἐµέ
ἐπ’ αὐτὸν
ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλήν
ἐπὶ τὸν θεόν

•
Ref.
10.18
14.25

Ref.
12.18
15.1
16.21
17.14
17.23
22.16
25.18

ἐπί +accusative in Mt D.05 vs. ἐπί +genitive/dative in Mt B.03
B.03
ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου
ἐπὶ ταύτῃ τῇ πέτρᾳ
ἐπ’ ἐµοί
ἐπ’ ἐµοί
ἐπ’ αὐτῶν
ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς
ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ

ἐπί + dative in Mt D.05 vs. ἐπί + accusative in Mt B.03

D.05
ἐπὶ ἡγεµόνων
ἐπὶ τῆς θάλάσσης

B.03
ἐπὶ ἡγεµόνας
ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν

Use of a Preposition in D.05 vs. B.03
D.05
ἐν ῷ ηὐδόκησεν
πρὸς αὐτόν
µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
ἔνπροσθεν αὐτοῦ
µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας
πρὸς αὐτόν
ἐν τῇ γῇ

B.03
ὃν εὐδόκησεν
τῷ Ἰησοῦ
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ
αὐτόν
τῇ τρί<τῃ> ἡµέρᾳ
αὐτῷ
γῆν
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Ref.
4.23
10.32
13.30
21.37
27.42

Ref.
5.40
5.42
9.24
9.25
9.38
10.25

Use of a Preposition in B.03 vs. D.05
D.05
ὅλην τὴν Γαλιλαίαν
αὐτόν
δέσµας
αὐτοῖς
αὐτῷ

Differently Inflected Nouns
D.05
ὁ θέλών
τῷ θέλοντι δανίσασθαι
καὶ κατεγέλων αὐτόν
ἐκράτησεν τὴν χειρά
δεήθητε οὖν τὸν κύριον
εἰ τὸν οἰκοδεσπότην Βελζεβοὺλ κάλουσιν

-

Agreement with a Different Word

Ref.
2.13
6.5
9.26
13.32

D.05
τὸν παῖδα τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτόν
τὸν µισθὸν αὐτόν
ἡ φήµη αὐτοῦ
ὃ µεικρότερον µέν ἐστιν πάντων σπερµάτων
ὅταν δὲ αὐξησῇ µείζων τῶν λαχάνων ἐστὶν

14.12
21.5
22.34
23.24

ἔθαψαν αὐτό
ἐπὶ …πῶλον υἱὸν ὑποζυγίον
συνήχθησαν ἐπ’ αὐτόν
ὁδηγοὶ τυφλοί, τὸν δὲ κάµηλον
καταπείνοντες

V.
Ref.
2.6
2.9
4.16
6.8
9.2
9.17
9.17
10.11
10.15
10.42
12.22
13.17
13.23

B.03
ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλειλαίᾳ
ἐν αὐτῷ
εἰς δέσµας
πρὸς αὐτοὺς
ἐπ’ αὐτόν

B.03
τῷ θέλοντί σοι κριθῆναι…
τὸν θέλοντα ἀπὸ σοῦ δανίσασθαι
καὶ κατεγέλων αὐτοῦ
ἐκράτησεν τῆς χειρός
δεήθητε οὖν τοῦ κυρίου
εἰ τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ Βελζεβοὺλ ἐπεκάλεσαν

B.03
τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό
τὸν µισθὸν αὐτῶν
ἡ φήµη αὔτη
ὃ µεικρότερον µέν ἐστιν πάντων σπερµάτων
ὅταν δὲ αὐξησῇ ὅταν δὲ αὐξηθῇ µεῖζον τῶν
λαχάνων ἐστὶν
ἔθαψαν αὐτόν
ἐπὶ … ἐπὶ πῶλον υἱὸν ὑποζυγίου
συνήχθησαν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό
ὁδηγοὶ τυφλοί, τήν δὲ κάµηλον
καταπείνοντες

Differences in Wording
D.05
Βηθλέεµ τῆς Ἰουδαίας
ἐπάνω τοῦ παιδίου
οἱ καθήµενοι… ἀνέτειλεν αὐτοῖς
πρὸ τοῦ ὑµᾶς ἀνοῖξε τὸ στόµα
ἀφίοντέ σοι αἱ ἁµαρτίαι
ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς
ὁ οἶνος ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοι
ἡ πόλις εἰς ἣν ἄν εἰσέλθητε εἰς αὐτήν
(γῇ Σοδόµων καὶ) Γοµόρας
µὴ ἀπόληται ὁ µισθὸς αὐτοῦ
προσηνέχθη αὐτῷ δαιµονιζόµενος τυφλός
οὐκ ἠδυνήθησαν εἰδεῖν
ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν τὴν καλὴν
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B.03
Βηθλέεµ γῆ Ἰούδα
ἐπάνω οὗ ἣν τὸ παιδίον
τοῖς καθηµένοις… ἀνέτειλεν αὐτοῖς
πρὸ τοῦ ὑµᾶς αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν
ἀφίενταί σου αἱ ἁµαρτίαι
ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί
ὁ οἶνος ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται
εἰς ἣν δ’ ἄν πόλιν ἢ κώµην εἰσέλθητε
(γῇ Σοδόµων καὶ) Γοµόρρων
µὴ ἀπολέσῃ τὸν µισθὸν αὐτοῦ
προσηνέγκαν αὐτῷ δαιµονιζόµενον τυφλόν
οὐκ εἶδαν
ἐπὶ τὴν καλὴν γῆν
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Ref.
14.24
14.25
16.9
16.10
16.22
20.17
22.13
22.39
23.9
23.9
24.20
24.38
25.10
25.41
26.15
26.22
26.60
26.61
26.71
26.73

D.05
ἦν εἰς µέσον τῆς θαλάσσης
τετάρτης δὲ φυλακῆς τῆς νυκτός
πέντε ἄρτους τοῖς πεντακισχιλείοις
τοῖς τετρακεισχειλείοις
ὁ Πέτρος ἤρξατο αὐτῷ ἐπειτειµᾶν καὶ λέγειν
καὶ ἀναβαίνων ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ἄρατε αὐτὸν πόδων καὶ χείρων
δευτέρα δὲ ὁµοία ταὐτῇ
πατέρα µὴ καλέσητε ὑµῶν
ὁ ἐν οὐρανοῖς
χειµῶνος µηδὲ σαββάτου
ἄχρει τὴς ἡµέρας
ἔως ὑπάγουσιν ἀγοράσαι
τὸ πῦρ τὸ αἰώνιον ὁ ἡτοίµασεν ὁ πατήρ µου
οἷς δέ
ἤρξαντο λέγειν εἷς ἕκαστος αὐτῶν
καὶ πολλοὶ προσῆλθον ψευδοµάρτυρες
τοῦτον ἠκούσαµεν λέγοντα
ἐξελθόντος δὲ αὐτοῦ... εἶδεν…
ἡ λαλειά σου ὁµοιάζει

B.03
ἤδη σταδίους πολλοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀπεῖχεν
τετάρτῃ δὲ φυλακῇ τῆς νυκτός
πέντε ἄρτους τῶν πεντακισχιλίων
τῶν τετρακισχειλίων
ὁ Πέτρος λέγει αὐτῷ ἐπιτειµων
µέλλων δὲ ἀναβαίνειν Ἰησοῦς
δήσαντες αὐτοῦ πόδας καὶ χεῖρας
δευτέρα ὁµοίως
πατέρα µὴ καλέσητε ὑµῶν
ὁ οὐράνιος
χειµῶνος µηδὲ σαββάτῳ
ἄχρι ἧς ἡµέρας
ἀπερχοµένων δὲ αὐτῶν ἀγοράσαι
τὸ πῦρ τὸ αἰώνιον τὸ ἡτοιµασµένον
οἱ δέ
ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος
πολλῶν προσελθόντων ψευδοµαρτύρων
οὗτος ἔφη
ἐξελθόντα δὲ... εἶδεν…
ἡ λαλιά σου δῆλόν σε ποιεῖ

VI. Presence/Absence of Words in Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew
VI. 1. Presence in Mt D.05 contra Absence in Mt B.03 (1‒2 Words)
One Word
Ref.
1.22
1.25
1.25
2.22
2.8
3.2
3.7
4.1
4.16
4.17
4.19
4.24
4.4
4.3
4.3
5.1
5.12
5.13

D.05
Ἠσαΐου
(ἕως) οὗ
τὸν (υἱόν)
ἐπὶ (τῆς Ἰουδαίας)
(εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
καί
(τὸ βάπτισµα) αὐτοῦ
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
(ἐν) τῇ (σκοτείᾳ)
γάρ
γένεσθαι
καί
Ἰησοῦς
καί
(προσῆλθεν) αὐτῷ
(προσῆλθον) αὐτῷ
ὑπαρχόντων
καί

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
(προσηλών) om.
om.
om.
om.
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Ref.
D.05
5.16
(τὰ καλὰ) ἔργα
5.18
ἄν
5.22
εἰκῆ
5.32
ἄν
6.10
(ἐπὶ) τῆς (γῆς)
6.15
(ἀφήσει) ὑµεῖν
6.4
αὐτός
6.5
στῆναι
6.5
καί
9.14
(νηστεύοµεν) πολλά
9.15
αἱ (ἡµέραι)
9.22
ἔστη
9.28
καί
9.28
δύο (τυφλοί)
9.29
καὶ (εἶπεν)
9.32
ἄνθρωπον (κωφόν)
9.4
(εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
9.6
καί
10.23 (ἕως) ἄν
10.29 τοῦ (ἀσσαρίου)
10.33 ἄν
10.4
καί
10.42 (ποτήριον) ὕδατος (ψυχροῦ)
10.5
καὶ (λέγων)
10.7
(λέγοντες) ὅτι
10.8
καί
11.11 τοῖς (γεννητοῖς)
11.11 τῶν (γυναικῶν)
11.12 οἱ (βιασταί)
11.23 ἤ
11.28 ἔσται
11.8
εἰσίν
12.1
τούς (στάχυας)
12.12 τοῦ (προβάτου)
12.15 (αὐτοὺς) πάντας
12.18 εἰς (ὄν)
12.18 ἐν (ῷ)
12.2
(ἰδόντες) αὐτούς
12.21 ἐν (τῷ ὀνόµατι)
12.23 ὅτι
12.26 δὲ (καί)
12.35 (λαλεῖ) ἀγαθά
12.40 καί
12.42 τοῦ (Σολοµῶνος)
12.45 (πονηρότερα) αὐτοῦ
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B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (λέγων)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (ὄν)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
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Ref.
12.5
13.1
13.1
13.6
13.13
13.14
13.14
13.14
13.16
13.17
13.2
13.23
13.27
13.28
13.29
13.29
13.35
13.4
13.43
13.44
13.45
13.48
13.52
13.6
13.9
14.1
14.10
14.11
14.12
14.15
14.2
14.22
14.3
14.30
14.33
14.36
14.6
14.9
15.11
15.15
15.2
15.24
15.27
15.30
15.31

D.05
ἐν (τοῖς σάββασιν)
δέ
καί
τοῦ (δὲ ἡλίου ἀνατείλαντος)
καί
τότε
ἐπ’ (αὐτοῖς)
τοῦ (Ἠσαΐου)
(ὦτα) ὑµῶν
ἠδυνήθησαν
(εἰς) τὸ (πλοῖον)
τὴν (γῆν) (τὴν καλήν)
(οἰκοδεσπότου) ἐκείνου
(οἱ) δοῦλοι
καί
σὺν (αὐτοῖς)
κόσµου
καί
ἀκούειν
(πωλεῖ) πάντα
ἀνθρώπῳ
τά (ἄγγια)
ἐν (τῇ βασιλείᾳ)
τοῦ (ἡλίου)
ἀκούειν
δέ
τὸν (Ἰωάννην)
(ἐπὶ) τῷ (πίνακι)
(τὸ πτῶµα) αὐτοῦ
(οἱ µαθηταὶ) αὐτοῦ
µήτι
τό (πλοῖον)
(ἔδησεν) αὐτόν
(ἄνεµον) ἰσχυρόν
ἐλθόντες
(παρεκάλουν) αὐτόν
(ἡ θυγάτηρ) αὐτοῦ
(διὰ… καὶ) διά
πᾶν (τὸ εἰσερχόµενον)
(παραβολήν) ταύτην
(τὰς χεῖρας) αὐτῶν
(πρόβατα) ταύτα
γάρ
(ἔριψαν) πάντας
καί

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
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Ref.
D.05
15.31 τούς (τυφλούς)
15.32 (ὄχλον) τοῦτον
15.32 ἤδη
15.33 (οἱ µαθηταί) αὐτοῦ
15.34 (εἶπον) αὐτῷ
15.39 (ὅρια) τῆς (Μαγαδάν)
15.5
δ’(ἄν)
15.5
δ’(ἄν)
16.13 µε
16.16 (εἶπεν) αὐτῷ
16.17 τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
16.20 (ὁ Χριστός))Ιησοῦς
16.21 µετὰ (τρεῖς ἡµέρας)
16.22 ἤρξατο
16.22 καί
16.24 ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
16.27 ἁγίων (ἀγγέλων)
16.9
ὅτε
17.1
ἐγένετο
17.1
τὸν (Ἰάκωβον)
17.1
τὸν (Ἰωάνην)
17.14 ἔνπροσθεν (αὐτοῦ)
17.26 (λέγει) αὐτῷ
17.27 (εἰς) τὴν (θάλασσαν)
17.27 εκεῖ
17.7
καί
18.10 τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
18.12 δέ
18.14 τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
18.17 ὡς
18.18 τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
18.19 τοῦ (πράγµατος)
18.20 οὐκ
18.25 (τὴν γυναῖκα) αὐτοῦ
18.26 (δοῦλος) ἐκεῖνος
18.27 (δούλου) ἐκείνου
18.28 (δοῦλος) ἐκεῖνος
18.30 (ἕως) οὗ
18.33 οὖν
18.7
ἐστιν
18.7
δέ
19.10 (οἱ µαθηταὶ) αὐτοῦ
19.11 (λόγον) τοῦτον
19.14 (εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
19.17 εἷς
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B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (αὐτόν)
om. (εἰπόντος)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

APPENDIX 2 PHILOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF BEZAN MATTHEW
Ref.
19.26
19.26
19.3
19.3
19.3
19.7
19.8
19.9
20.14
20.17
20.18
20.21
20.21
20.23
20.25
20.30
20.32
20.5
20.6
20.7
21.29
21.3
21.30
21.36
21.43
21.7
22.10
22.13
22.16
22.21
22.21
22.24
22.27
22.37
22.37
22.37
22.39
22.39
22.7
22.7
23.1
23.15
23.37
23.38
23.39

D.05
τῷ (θεῷ)
ἐστιν
οἱ (Φαρισαῖοι)
(λέγουσιν) αὐτῷ
ἀνθρώπῳ
ὁ (Μωϋσῆς)
καί
(γαµήσῃ) ἄλλην
δέ
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
θανάτῳ
(ἐκ δεξιῶν) σου
(λέγει) αὐτῷ
τοῦτο (δοῦναι)
(εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
καί
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
δέ
καί
(ἀµπελῶνα) µου
δέ
ποιεῖται
ὑπάγω
οὖν
ὅτι
καί
τῶν (ἀνακειµένων)
καί
πρὸς (αὐτόν)
(λέγουσιν) αὐτῷ
τῷ (Καίσαρι)
ἵνα
καὶ (ἡ γυνή)
Ἰησοῦς
τῇ (καρδείᾳ σου)
τῇ (ψυχῇ)
δέ
(ὁµοία) ταὐτῇ
ἐκεῖνος (ὁ βασιλεύς)
ἀκούσας
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
ἵνα
(νοσσεία) αὐτῆς
ἔρηµος
ὅτι

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om. (λέγοντες)
om.
om.
om.
om. (γαµήσας)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (εἶπεν)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (αὐτῷ)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
(ὁµοίως) om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
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Ref.
D.05
23.7
(Ῥαββεί) Ῥαββεί
24.17 δέ
24.2
ὅτι
24.30 τοῦ (ἐν οὐρανοῖς)
24.3
τῆς (συντελείας)
24.31a καί
24.32 ἐστιν
24.37 καί
24.38 καί
24.48 ἐλθεῖν
25.15 εὐθέως
25.16 τάλαντα
25.21 (ἐπὶ) ἐπ’ (ὀλίγα)
25.22 δέ
25.22 λαβών
25.23 (ἐπὶ) ἐπ’(ὀλίγα)
25.25 καί
25.30 ἔξω
25.41 οἱ (κατηραµένοι)
25.42 οὐκ
25.6
(ἀπάντησιν) αὐτοῦ
26.16 (παραδῷ) αὐτοῖς
26.24 οὖν
26.25 ὁ (Ἰούδας)
26.27 τὸ (ποτήριον)
26.28 (τῆς) καινῆς (διαθήκης)
26.36 (τοῖς µαθηταῖς) αὐτοῦ
26.36 ἄν
26.40 (τοὺς µαθηταῖς) αὐτοῦ
26.42 λέγων
26.45 (τοὺς µαθητὰς) αὐτοῦ
26.45 τὸ (λοιπόν)
26.51 καί
26.61 ἠκούσαµεν
26.61 (οἰκοδοµῆσαι) αὐτόν
26.64 ὅτι
26.68 (ἐράπεισαν) αὐτόν
26.7
(ἀνακειµένου) αὐτοῦ
26.71 παιδίσκη
26.72 λέγων
26.9
τοῖς (πτωχοῖς)
27.15 τήν (ἑορτήν)
27.23 (λέγει) αὐτοῖς
27.23 (ὁ) ἡγεµών
27.24 ἐγώ
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B.03
om.
om.
om.
om. (ἐν οὐρανῷ)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (ἔφη)
om.
om.
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Ref.
27.26
27.34
27.40
27.40
27.41
27.43
27.43
27.49
27.51
27.58
27.64
27.65
28.14
28.15
28.15
28.9

D.05
(παρέδωκεν) αὐτοῖς
καί
τοῦ (θεοῦ)
οὐά
δέ
εἰ
(ῥυσάσθω) αὐτόν
καί
(δύο) µέρη
καί
(οἱ µαθηταὶ) αὐτοῦ
δέ
(πείσοµεν) αὐτόν
τὰ (ἀργύρια)
τοῖς (Ἰουδαίοις)
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

Two Words
Ref.
2.17
2.18
3.17
4.10
4.23
5.25
5.41
10.11
10.14
12.31
12.38
12.44
13.13
14.2
15.22
15.32
18.2
18.9
19.20
19.6
19.25
20.23
21.12
22.20
22.35

D.05
ὑπὸ κυρίου
θρῆνος καὶ (κλαυθµός)
πρὸς αὐτόν
ὀπίσω µοῦ
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
σε παραδώσει
ἔτι ἀλλά
εἰς αὐτήν
µὴ δέξηται
τοῖς ἀνθρώποις
καὶ Φαρισαίων
τὸν οἶκον
µήποτε επιστρέψωσιν
διὰ τοῦτο
ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ
εἰσὶν καί
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
τὸ αὐτό
ἐκ νεότητος
εἰς ἕν
καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
τοῦ θεοῦ
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
καὶ λέγων

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
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Ref.
22.45
23.27
25.18
26.15
26.24
26.3
26.4
26.42
26.55
26.60
26.66
26.70
27.58
28.6

D.05
ἐν πνεύµατι
ὁ τάφος
ἐν τῇ (γῇ)
καὶ (εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
διὰ τοῦτο
τοῦ λαοῦ
καὶ ἀποκτείνωσιν
τὸ ποτήριον
πρὸς ὑµᾶς
τὸ ἐξῆς
πάντες καί
οὐδὲ ἐπίσταµαι
τὸ σῶµα
ὁ κύριος

B.03
om.
om.
om. (γῆν)
om. om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

Three Words
Ref.
1.25
12.10
12.16
14.2
21.29
25.1
25.40
25.41
27.28
27.32
3.16

D.05
αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον
ἦν ἐκεῖ τήν (χεῖρα)
πάντας οὓς ἐθεράπευσεν
ὃν ἐγὼ ἀπεκεφάλισα
εἰς τὸν ἀµπελῶνα
καὶ τῆς νύµφης
τῶν ἀδελφῶν µου
ὁ πατήρ µου
εἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καί
εἷς ἀπάντησιν αὐτοῦ
ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

Four Words
Ref.
9.15
18.10
25.3
25.17

D.05
ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµεραῖς
τῶν πιστευόντων είς ἐµέ
ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν
τάλαντα λαβὼν καὶ αὐτός

B.03
om.
om.
om.
om.

5-15 Words
Ref.
26.60
10.12
13.14
20.16

D.05
καὶ οὐκ εὗρον τὸ ἑξῆς
λέγοντες εἰρήνη τῷ οἴκῳ τοῦτῳ
Πορεύθητι καὶ εἴπε τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ
πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί
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B.03
om. (5 words)
om. (5 words)
om. (6 words)
om. (7 words)
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16.2b
5.44

Ὀψείας γενοµένης λέγεται, Εὐδεία, πυρράζει γὰρ ὁ οὐρανός
εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµειν καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
µεισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς
18.11
ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός
24.41b δύο ἐπὶ κλείνης µειᾶς εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται
10.23
ἐὰν δὲ ἐν τῇ ἀλλῃ διώκουσιν ὑµᾶς φεύγετε εἰς τὴν ἄλλην
17.21
τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ

om. (8 words)
om. (9 words)
om. (9 words)
om. (9 words)
om. (11 words)
om. (12 words)

More than 15 words
Ref.

D.05
B.03
ἀρχοµένων δὲ τούτων γείνεσθαι ἀναβλέψατε καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς
om. (15 words)
24.31b κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν διότι ἐγγείζει ἡ ἀπολυτρώσεις ὑµῶν
12.47 Εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ, Ἰδοὺ ἡ µήτηρ σου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί σου
om. (17 words)
ἑστήκεισαν ἔξω ζητοῦντές λαλῆσαι σοι
16.3
καὶ πρωεΐ, Σήµερον χειµών, πυρράζει γὰρ στυγνάζων ὁ ἀήρ. Τὸ om. (23 words)
µὲν πρόσωπον τοῦ οὐρανοῦ γεινώσκεται διακρείνειν τὰ δὲ
σηµῖα τῶν καιρῶν οὐ δύνασθαι;
20.28 ὑµεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε· ἐκ µεικροῦ αὐξήσαι καὶ ἐκ µείζονος ἔλαττον om. (61 words)
εἶναι. εἰσερχόµενοι δὲ καὶ παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι µὴ
ἀνακλείνεσθαι εἰς τοὺς ἐξέχοντας τόπους, µήποτε ἐνδοξότερός
σου ἐπέλθῃ καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ εἴπῃ σοι; ἔτι κάτω
χώρει, καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ. ἐὰν δὲ ἀναπέσης εἰς τὸν ἥττονα
τόπον καὶ ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων, ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ· συνάγε
ἔτι ἄνω, καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο χρήσιµον

VI. 2. Absence in Mt D.05 contra Presence in Mt B.03 (1‒2 Words)
One Word
Ref.
2.3
3.4
3.6
4.15
4.16
4.16
4.17
4.23
5.11
5.13
5.19
5.19
5.19
5.3
5.32
5.38

D.05
om.
om.
om.
om. (Νεφθαλείµ)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

B.03
πᾶσα (Ἱεροσόλυµα)
ὁ (Ἰωάνης)
(ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ) ποταµῷ
γῆ (Νεφθαλείν)
καί
καί
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
ἐν (ὅλῃ)
ψευδόµενοι
ἔτι
ἐάν
τῶν (ἐλαχίστων)
οὕτως
τῷ (πνεύµατι)
ὅτι
καί
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Ref.
D.05
om.
5.9
om.
6.1
om.
6.10
om.
6.14
6.18
om. (κρυφίᾳ)
om.
6.6
om.
9.10
om.
9.17
om.
9.18
om.
9.22
om.
9.30
om.
9.33
om.
10.13
om.
10.17
om.
10.2
om.
10.20
om.
10.23
10.32
om. (αὐτόν)
om.
10.33
om.
10.42
om.
10.6
om.
11.12
om.
11.20
om.
11.7
om.
11.8
12.1
om. (σάββασιν)
om.
12.11
om.
12.11
om.
12.15
om.
12.31
om.
12.32
12.32
(οὐκ) om.
om.
12.35
om.
12.40
om.
12.49
om.
12.50
om.
13.14
om.
13.16
om.
13.16
om.
13.21
om.
13.23
om.
13.26
om.
13.28
om.
13.28
13.3
om. (σπείραι)
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B.03
αὐτοὶ (υἱοί)
(ἐν) τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
ὡς
γάρ
(ἐν) τῷ (κρυφαίῳ)
τῷ (ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ)
καί
ἐκχεῖται
ὅτι
(ὁ δέ) Ἰησοῦς
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
(ἐν) τῷ (Ἰσραήλ)
καί
δέ
καί
(πατρὸς) ὑµῶν
γάρ
ἐν (αὐτῷ)
(ἐν) τοῖς (οὐρανοῖς)
µόνον
δέ
δέ
(δυνάµεις) αὐτοῦ
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
ἐν (µαλακοῖς)
τοῖς (σάββάτοις)
ἐάν
(ἐµπέσῃ) τοῦτο
(αὐτοὺς) πάντας
(ἀφεθήσεται) ὑµῖν
οὑκ
(οὐ) µή
ὁ (ἀγαθὸς ἄνθρωπος)
ἥν
(χεῖρα) αὐτοῦ
ἄν
ἡ (λέγουσα)
οἱ (ὀφθαλµοί)
τὰ (ὦτα)
ἐν (ἑαυτῷ)
ὃς
καί
οὖν
δέ
τοῦ (σπείρειν)
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Ref.
13.30
13.32
13.44
13.46
13.46
13.5
14.16
14.18
14.22
14.22
14.28
14.29
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.31
14.4
14.6
15.26
15.28
15.3
15.30
15.38
16.11
16.11
16.13
16.13
16.17
16.2a
16.21
16.23
16.28
16.7
17.11
17.12
17.15
17.2
17.24
17.26
17.9
18.1
18.12
18.16
18.19

D.05
om.
om.
om.
om.
(ἐπώλησεν) om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (Ἡρῳδιάς)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (τοῦ ἀνθρώπου)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (δείδραγµα)
om.
(καταβαίνοντες) om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

B.03
(κατακαῦσαι) αὐτᾶς
τῶν (σπερµάτων)
(ἐν) τῷ (ἀγρῷ)
ἕνα
(πέπρακεν) πάντα
τῆς (γῆς)
(ὁ δὲ) Ἰησοῦς
ὧδε
(προάγειν) αὐτόν
(τοὺς µαθητὰς) αὐτοῦ
ὁ (Πέτρος)
καί
καί
ἀπέθετο
Φιλίππου
τότε
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
ὁ (Ἰωάννης)
τῆς (Ἡρῳδιάδος)
καλόν
Ὦ (γύναι)
(εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
κωφούς
ὡς
(εἶπον) ὑµῖν
δέ
(τοὺς µαθητὰς) αὐτοῦ
τόν (υἱόν)
(εἶπεν) αὐτῷ
(εἶπεν) αὐτοῖς
(Ἰησοῦς) Χρίστος
τά (τῶν ἀνθρώπων)
ὅτι
οἱ (δὲ διελογίζοντο)
καί
ἐν (αὐτῷ)
(τὸν υἱόν) µου
καί
τὰ (δίδραχµα)
δέ
(καταβαινόντων) αὐτῶν
δέ
(ἐννέα) πρόβατα
(δύο) µαρτύρων
ἀµήν
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Ref.
D.05
om.
18.21
om.
18.26
om.
18.32
om.
18.34
om.
18.7
om.
19.17
om.
19.17
om.
19.18
om.
19.22
om.
19.22
om.
19.28
om.
19.7
om.
20.14
om.
20.17
om.
20.22
om.
20.30
om.
21.11
om.
21.16
om.
21.19
om.
21.22
om.
21.24
om.
21.25
21.28
(ἀµπελῶνα) om.
om.
21.32
21.37
om. (αὐτοῖς)
om.
21.4
om.
21.5
om.
21.5
om.
21.6
om.
22.20
om.
22.21
om.
22.25
om.
22.30
om.
22.32
om.
22.38
om.
23.11
om.
23.16
om.
23.23
om.
23.27
om.
23.27
om.
23.3
om.
23.34
om.
23.35
om.
23.35
om.
24.17
Page | 374

B.03
ὁ (Πέτρος)
(ἀποδώσω) σοι
(λέγει) αὐτῷ
πᾶν (τὸ ὀφειλόµενον)
(ἀνθρώπῳ) ἐκείνῳ
(περὶ) τοῦ (ἀγαθοῦ)
ὁ (ἀγαθός)
τό (οὐ φονεύσεις)
δέ
(λόγον) τοῦτον
τάς (δώδεκα φυλάς)
(ἀπολῦσαι) αὐτήν
ἐγώ
µέλλων
(λέγουσιν) αὐτῷ
κύριε
(Ἰησοῦς) ὁ (ἀπὸ Ναζαρέθ)
ὅτι
οὐ
ἄν
ὅν
(τὸ βάπτισµα) τὸ (Ἰωάννου)
(ἀµπελῶνι) µου
οὐδέ
πρὸς (αὐτούς)
ὅλον
καί
ἐπί (πῶλον)
καί
καί
οὖν
δέ
τῶ (οὐρανῷ)
ὁ (θεός)
ἡ … (ἐντολή)
δέ
οἱ (λέγοντες)
δέ
οἵτινες
µέν
(εἴπωσιν) ὑµῖν
ἐγώ
τοῦ (αἵµατος)
τοῦ (αἵµατος)
(οἰκίας) αὐτοῦ
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Ref.
D.05
om.
24.2
24.21
(ἕως) om.
24.21
om. (γένοιτο)
om.
24.31a
om.
24.38
om.
24.43
om.
24.45
om.
24.9
om.
25.14
om.
25.18
om.
25.24
om.
25.24
om.
25.29
om.
25.33
om.
25.42
om.
25.7
om.
26.1
om.
26.10
om.
26.2
om.
26.27
om.
26.34
om.
26.35
om.
26.36
om.
26.44
om.
26.45
om.
26.56
om.
26.63
om.
26.72
om.
26.75
27.17,21 om.
om.
27.23
om.
27.31
27.42
om. (αὐτῷ)
om.
27.46
om.
27.47
om.
27.59
27.61
(Μαρία) om.
om.
27.64
om.
28.1
om.
28.10
om.
28.12
om.
28.16
om.
28.19
om.
28.7

B.03
οὐ
(ἕως) τοῦ (νῦν)
οὐ (µὴ) (γένηται)
τῶν (ἄκρων)
ταῖς (πρὸ τοῦ κατακλυσµοῦ)
ἄν
τοῦ (δοῦναι)
τῶν (ἐθνῶν)
γάρ
ἀπελθών
(δέ) καί
(ἔγνων) σε
(τῷ γὰρ ἔχοντι) παντί
µέν
καί
(παρθένοι) ἐκεῖναι
(τοῖς µαθηταῖς) αὐτοῦ
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
οἴδατε
(πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ) πάντες
ἐν (ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτί)
ὁ (Πέτρος)
(ἕως) οὗ
πάλιν
γάρ
(οἱ µαθηταί) αὐτοῦ
καί
ὅτι
ὅτι
τόν (Βαραββᾶν)
δέ
καί
ἐπ’ (αὐτόν)
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
ὅτι
ὁ (Ἰωσήφ)
(Μαριὰµ) ἡ (Μαγδαληνή)
τῆς (τρίτης ἡµέρας)
(Μαριὰ) ἡ (Μαγδαληνή)
(εἰς) τὴν (Γαλειλαίαν)
τε
ὁ (Ἰησοῦς)
τοῦ (υἱοῦ)
(καί) ἰδού
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Two Words
Ref.
2.4
2.9
5.42
6.8
10.11
12.20
13.1
13.29
13.30
13.33
13.52
14.27
15.28
16.12
16.14
16.4
18.9
19.29
19.9
20.21
22.37
23.19
23.34
26.44
26.73
27.14

D.05
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
(δήσατε) om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om. (γαµήσῃ)
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

B.03
παρ’ αὐτῶν
οὗ ἥν
ἀπό σοῦ
ὁ θεός
ἢ κώµην
κάλαµον συντετρειµµένον
τῆς οἰκίας
ὁ δέ
αὐτὰ εἰς (δέσµας)
ἐλάλησεν αὐτοῖς
ὁ δέ
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
τῶν ἄρτων
οἱ µέν
καὶ µοιχαλείς
τοῦ πυρός
(ἢ ἀδελφάς) ἢ πατέρα
ὁ ἀπολελυµένην (γαµήσας)
ἡ δέ
ὁ δέ
µωροὶ καί
πρὸς ὑµᾶς
ἐκ τρίτου
καὶ σύ
πρὸς οὐδέ

Three Words
Ref.
4.4
6.15
10.13
10.14
10.18
11.5
14.8
19.9
22.17
22.24
23.26
28.7
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D.05
om.
om.
εἰρήνη
ἔξω
om.
om.
κεφαλὴν
om.
om.
om.
om.
om.

B.03
ἐκπορευοµένῳ διὰ στόµατος (θεοῦ)
τὰ παραπτώµατα αὐτῶν
ᾖ ἀξία, ἡ εἰρήνη
ἔξω τῆς οἰκίας ἤ
δὲ καὶ βασιλεῖς
καὶ χωλοὶ περιπατοῦσιν
ἐπὶ πίνακι τὴν κεφαλήν
ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι
εἰπὲ οὖν ἡµῖν
τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ
καὶ τῆς παροψίδος
ἀπὸ τῶν νεκρῶν
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Four Words
Ref.
2.13

D.05
om.

B.03
εἰς τὴν χώραν αὐτῶν

More than Five Words
Ref.
5.32
23.34
10.19b
10.41b
18.18

D.05
om. (5)
om. (8)
om. (9)
om. (10)
om. (11)

B.03
καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσας µοιχᾶται
καὶ ἐξ αὐτῶν µαστειγώσετε ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς ὑµῶν
δοθήσεται γὰρ ὑµῖν ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ τί λαλήσητε
καὶ ὁ δεχόµενος δίκαιον εἰς ὄνοµα δικαίου µισθὸν δικαίου λήµψεται
ἔσται δεδεµένα ἐν οὐρανῷ, καὶ ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς

Larger Portions (more than 15)
Ref.
27.49b

D.05
om. (13)

21.44

om. (15)

5.19b-20

om. (37)

B.03
ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν λόγχην ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τῆν πλεῦραν, και ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ
αἱµα
Καὶ ὁ πεσὼν ἐπὶ τὸν λίθον τοῦτον συνθλασθήσεται· ἐφ’ ὃν δ’ ἄν πέσῃ
λικµήσει αὐτόν
ὃς δ’ ἄν ποιήσῃ καὶ διδάξῃ, οὗτος µέγας κληθήσεται ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τῶν
οὐρανῶν. λέγω γὰρ ὑµῖν ὅτι ἐὰν µὴ περισσεύσῃ ὑµῶν ἡ δικαιοσύνη πλεῖον
τῶν γραµµατέων καὶ Φαρεισαίων, οὐ µὴ εἰσέλθητε εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν
οὐρανῶν

VI. 3. Word Order Differences between Codex Bezae and Codex Vaticanus in Matthew2
Ref.
1.20*
2.13a*
2.13b
2.13c*
2.22
4.2
4.4*
4.9*
4.16*
4.24a*
4.24b*
5.11a
5.11b
5.18*

D.05
ἐκ πνεύµατός ἁγίου ἐστιν
Αὐτῶν δὲ ἀναχωρησάντων
φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ τῷ Ἰωσήφ
ἕως ἄν σοι εἴπω
Ἡρῴδου τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτου
καὶ τεσσαράκοντα νύκτας
ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν
πάντα σοι δώσω
εἶδον φῶς µέγαν
αὐτοῦ ἡ ἀκοή
καὶ πάντας ἐθεράπευσεν
διώξουσιν ὑµᾶς καὶ ὀνιδίσουσιν
εἴπωσιν καθ’ ὑµῶν πᾶν πονηρόν
ἕως ἂν γένηται πάντα

B.03
ἐκ πνεύµατός ἐστιν ἁγίου
ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν
κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη τῷ Ἰωσὴφ
ἕως ἄν εἴπω σοι
τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτου Ἡρῴδου
καὶ νύκτας τεσσεράκοντα
ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν
σοι πάντα δώσω
φῶς εἶδεν µέγα
ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ
καὶ ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτούς
ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑµᾶς καὶ διώξωσιν
εἴπωσιν πᾶν πονηρόν καθ’ ὑµῶν
ἕως πάντα γένηται.

2

The asterisk indicates a reference which is not listed as a word order difference in the critical ap28
paratus of NA (68 instances out of 158 constituent order differences).
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Ref.
5.29*
5.36
5.36
6.4
6.4
6.14*
6.18
9.6*
9.9
9.11
9.17
9.21
9.28
9.30*
9.33*
10.11
10.30
11.9
11.26*
12.1*
12.4*
12.13*
12.46a
12.46b
13.13
13.23a*
13.23b*
13.24*
13.28
13.29*
13.30*
13.39*
13.48

13.56*
14.4
14.8*
14.14*
14.16
14.21
14.25*
14.28
14.33*
15.14
Page | 378

D.05
ὁ ὀφθαλµός ὁ δεξιὸς σου σκανδαλίζει σε
τρίχα µείαν
οὐ δύνασαι ποιεῖν τρίχα µείαν λευκήν
ὅπως ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη σου ᾖ
ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη σου
ἀφήσει ὑµεῖν καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν
ἵνα µὴ φανῇς τοῖς ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων
ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐξουσίαν ἔχει
καὶ παράγων ἐκεῖθεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶδεν
ὁ διδάσκαλος ὑµῶν µετὰ τῶν
ἁµαρτωλῶν καὶ τελωνῶν ἐσθίει
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ
ἐὰν ἅψωµαι µόνον
δύναµαι τοῦτο ποιῆσαι
οἱ ὀφθαλµοί αὐτῶν
οὐδέποτε οὕτως ἐφάνη
ἡ πόλις εἰς ἣν ἄν εἰσέλθητε εἰς αὐτήν
καὶ αἱ τρίχες τῆς κεφαλῆς ὑµῶν
εἰδεῖν; προφήτην;
ἐγένετο εὐδοκεία ἔνπροσθέν σου
ἤρξαντο τούς στάχυας τίλλειν καὶ αἰσθίειν
ὃ οὐκ ἣν ἐξὸν αὐτῷ
τὴν χεῖρα σου
λαλοῦντος δὲ αὐτοῦ
ζητοῦντες λαλῆσαι αὐτῷ
λαλεῖ αὐτοῖς
ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν τὴν καλήν
οὕτος ἐστιν ὁ ἀκούων τὸν λόγον
τῷ ἰδίῳ ἀγρῷ
λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ δοῦλοι
ἐκριζώσητε ἅµα καὶ τὸν σεῖτον σὺν
αὐτοῖς
ἄφετε ἀµφότερα συναυξάνεσθαι
ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ὁ σπείρας αὐτά ἐστιν ὁ διάβολος
ὅτε δὲ ἐπληρώθη ἀνεβίβασαν αὐτὴν
πάντα ταῦτα
ἔλεγεν γὰρ αὐτῷ Ἰωάννης
εἶπεν, ∆ός µοι
ὄχλον πολύν
δότε ὑµεῖς φαγεῖν αὐτοῖς
παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν
ἀπῆλθεν περιπατῶν πρὸς αὐτούς
αὐτῷ Πέτρος εἶπεν,
Ἀληθῶς υἱὸς θεοῦ εἶ σύ
ἀµφότεροι ἐνπεσοῦνται εἰς βόθρον

B.03
ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου ὁ δεξιὸς σκανδαλίζει σε
µίαν τρίχα
οὐ δύνασαι µίαν τρίχα λευκὴν ποιῆσαι
ὅπως ᾖ σου ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη
σου ἡ ἐλεηµοσύνη
ἀφήσει καὶ ὑµῖν ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν
ὅπως µὴ φανῇς νηστεύων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις
ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
καὶ παράγων ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐκεῖθεν εἶδεν
µετὰ τῶν ἁµαρτωλῶν καὶ τελωνῶν
ἐσθίει ὁ διδάσκαλος ὑµῶν
καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται
Ἐὰν µόνον ἅψωµαι
τοῦτο δύναµαι ποιῆσαι
αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλµοί
οὐδέποτε ἐφάνη οὕτως
εἰς ἣν δ’ἄν πόλιν ἢ κώµην εἰσέλθητε
ὑµῶν δὲ καὶ αἱ τρίχες τῆς κεφαλῆς
προφήτην ἰδεῖν;
εὐδοκία ἐγένετο ἔµπροσθέν σου
ἤρξαντο τίλλειν στάχυας καὶ ἐσθίειν
ὃ οὐκ ἐξὸν ἣν αὐτῷ
σου τὴν χεῖρα
ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος
ζητοῦντες αὐτῷ λαλῆσαι
αὐτοῖς λαλῶ
ἐπὶ τὴν καλὴν γῆν
οὕτος ἐστιν ὁ τὸν λόγον ἀκούων
τῷ ἀγρῷ ἑαυτοῦ
οἱ δὲ αὐτῷ λέγουσιν
ἐκριζώσητε ἅµα αὐτοῖς τὸν σῖτον
ἄφετε συναυξάνεσθαι ἀµφότερα
ὁ δὲ ἐχθρὸς ἐστιν ὁ σπείρας αὐτά ὁ διάβολος
ἣν ὅτε ἐπληρώθη ἀναβιβάσαντες
ταῦτα πάντα
ἔλεγεν γὰρ ὁ Ἰωάνης αὐτῷ
∆ός µοι, φησίν
πολὺν ὄχλον
δότε αὐτοῖς ὑµεῖς φαγεῖν
γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων
ἦλθεν πρὸς αὐτούς περιπατῶν
ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ
Ἀληθῶς θεοῦ υἱὸς εἶ
ἀµφότεροι εἰς βόθυνον πεσοῦνται
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Ref.
15.15*
15.30
15.31*
15.38
16.1*
16.4
16.5a*
16.5b
16.12
16.13
16.18*
16.19
16.22
17.3
17.4
17.4
17.8*
17.16*
17.22*
17.24*
18.8
18.9
18.10*
18.16
18.19
18.20
18.21
18.24
18.28*
18.31*
18.35*
19.6
19.8*
19.13*
19.16
19.29
20.3*
20.5
20.10
20.12
20.13
20.14*
20.17
20.22*

D.05
εἶπεν αὐτῷ
τυφλούς, κυλλούς
ὥστε τὸν ὄχλον θαυµάσαι βλέποντας
παιδίων καὶ γυναικῶν
αὐτὸν ἐπηρώτησαν
Γενεὰ πονηρὰ ζήτει σηµῖον
εἰς τὸ πέραν· ἐπελάθοντο οἱ µαθηταὶ
ἄρτους λαβεῖν
Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων
τίνά µε οἱ ἄνθρωποι λέγουσιν εἶναι
τὴν ἐκκλησίαν µου
σοι δώσω τὰς κλεῖς
ἤρξατο αὐτῷ ἐπειτειµᾶν καὶ λέγειν
µετ’ αὐτοῦ συνλαλοῦντες
τρεῖς σκηνάς
καὶ Μωϋσεῖ µείαν καὶ Ἠλείᾳ µείαν
εἶδον εἰ µη µόνον τὸν Ἰησοῦν
οὐκ ἠδυνήθησαν θεραπεῦσαι αὐτόν
Αὐτῶν δὲ ἀναστρεφοµένων
καὶ εἶπαν τῷ Πέτρῳ
χωλόν ἤ χωλόν
εἰ καὶ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου σκανδαλίζει σε
τούτων τῶν µεικρῶν
παράλαβε µετὰ σοῦ ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο
δύο ἐὰν συνφωνήσουσιν
οὐκ εἰσιν γάρ δύο ἢ τρεῖς συνηγµένοι
ἁµαρτήσει εἰς ἐµὲ ὁ ἀδελφός µου
(προσήχθη) αὐτῷ εἷς ὀφειλέτης
δηνάρια ρ̅ (ἑκατόν)
οἱ σύνδουλοι αὐτοῦ
ὑµεῖν ποιήσει ὁ πατήρ µου ὁ οὐράνιος
µεία σάρξ
πρὸς τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν ὑµῶν
ἐπέτρεψεν ὑµεῖν Μωϋσῆς
ἐπιθῇ τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῖς
λέγει αὐτῷ
τοῦ ὀνόµατός µου
ὥραν τρίτην
ὥραν ἕκτην καὶ ἐννάτην
ἔλαβον δὲ καὶ αὐτοί ἀνὰ δηνάριον
ἴσους αὐτοὺς ἡµεῖν ἐποίησας
Ὁ δὲ ἀποκρειθὶς ἑνὶ αὐτῶν εἶπεν
τῷ αἰσχάτῳ τούτῳ
ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ καὶ εἶπεν
δύνασθε τὸ ποτήριον πιεῖν

B.03
αὐτῷ εἶπεν
κυλλούς, τυφλούς
ὥστε τοῦς ὄχλοῦς βλέποντας θαυµάσαι
γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων
ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτόν
Γενεὰ πονηρὰ σηµεῖον αἰτεῖ
οἱ µαθηταὶ εἰς τὸ πέραν ἐπελάθοντο
λαβεῖν ἄρτους
Σαδδουκαίων καὶ Φαρεισαίων
Τίνα λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι
µου τὴν ἐκκλησίαν
δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας
λέγει αὐτῷ ἐπιτειµων
συνλαλοῦντες µετ’ αὐτοῦ
σκηνάς τρεῖς
καὶ Μωϋσεῖ µίαν καὶ µίαν Ἠλείᾳ
εἶδον εἰ µὴ αὐτὸν Ἰησοῦν µόνον
οὐκ ἠδυνηάσθησαν αὐτόν θεραπεῦσαι
ἀναστρεφοµένων δὲ αὐτῶν
τῷ Πέτρῳ καὶ εἶπαν
κυλλὸν ἢ χωλόν
καὶ εἰ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου σκανδαλίζει σε
τῶν µεικρῶν τούτων
παράλαβε ἔτι ἕνα ἢ δύο µετὰ σοῦ
ἐὰν δύο συνφωνήσουσιν
οὗ γάρ εἰσιν δύο ἢ τρεῖς συνηγµένοι
ἁµαρτήσει ὁ ἀδελφός µου εἰς ἐµέ
(προσήχθη) εἷς αὐτῷ ὀφειλέτης
ἑκατὸν δηνάρια
αὐτοῦ οἱ σύνδουλοι
ὁ πατήρ µου ὁ οὐράνιος ποιήσει ὑµεῖν
σὰρξ µία
Μωϋσῆς πρὸς τὴν σκληροκαρδίαν ὑµῶν
ἐπέτρεψεν ὑµῖν
τὰς χεῖρας ἐπιθῇ αὐτοῖς
αὐτῷ εἶπεν
τοῦ ἐµοῦ ὀνόµατός
τρίτην ὥραν
ἕκτην καὶ ἐνάτην ὥραν
καὶ ἔλαβον ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ αὐτοί
ἴσους ἡµῖν αὐτοὺς ἐποίησας
ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς αὐτῶν ἑνὶ εἶπεν
τούτῳ τῷ ἐσχάτῳ
καὶ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ εἶπεν
δύνασθε πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον
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Ref.
20.26
20.27
20.34
21.21*
21.24
21.26
21.28
21.31*
21.32
21.39
22.7
22.13
22.28
22.36*
23.1
23.2
23.9
23.10
23.36
24.2*
24.3*
24.14*
24.30a
24.30b*
24.33
24.34
24.40
24.51*
25.15*
25.23
25.27
25.38*
25.40*
26.22
26.23
26.26a
26.26b*
26.36
26.50a*
26.50b
26.53
26.55a*
26.55b
27.13*
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D.05
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµεῖν µέγας γενέσθε
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ ἐν ὑµεῖν εἶναι
τῶν ὀµµάτων αὐτῶν
καὶ τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ ἐὰν εἴπητε
ἕνα λόγον
ἔχουσιν τὸν Ἰωάννην ὡς προφήτην
τέκνα δύο
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πατρός ἐποίησεν
ἣλθεν γὰρ πρὸς ὑµᾶς Ἰωάννης
ἀπέκτειναν καὶ ἐξέβαλαν ἔξω τοῦ ἀµπελῶνος
ἐκεῖνος ὁ βασιλεὺς ἀκούσας ὠργίσθη
εἶπεν ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῖς διακόνοις
τίνος ἔστε τῶν ἑπτὰ γυνή;
ποία ἐντολὴ ἐν τῷ νόµῳ µεγάλη
ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς
τῆς καθέδρας Μωϋσέως
ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν
καθηγητὴς ὑµῶν εἷς ἐστιν ὁ Χριστός
ταῦτα πάντα
πάντα ταῦτα
τῆς παρουσίας σου
κηρυχθήσεται τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦτο
καὶ κόψονται τότε πᾶσαι αἱ φυλαί
πολλῆς καὶ δόξης
ταῦτα πάντα
ταῦτα πάντα
δύο ἔσονται ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ
µέρος αὐτοῦ θήσει µετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν
τὴν δύναµιν αὐτοῦ
ἦς πιστός
ἔδει οὖν σε βαλεῖν
εἴδοµεν σε ξένον
ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς ὁ βασιλεύς
ἤρξαντο λέγειν εἷς ἕκαστος αὐτῶν
ὁ ἐνβαπτόµενος τὴν χεῖρα µετ’ ἐµοῦ
Αὐτῶν δὲ ἐσθιόντων
ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν ὁ Ἰησοῦς λαβὼν ἄρτον
ἔρχεται ὁ Ἰησοῦς µετ’ αὐτῶν
εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ἐφ’ ὃ πάρει, Ἑτεραι
ὅτι οὐ δύναµαι ἄρτι παρακαλέσαι τὸν
πατέρα µου, καὶ παραστήσει µοι πλείω
ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν τοῖς ὄχλοις
καθ’ ἡµέραν πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκαθήµην ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ
τόσα καταµαρτυροῦσιν σου

B.03
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ µέγας ἐν ὑµεῖν γενέσθαι
ὃς ἄν θέλῃ εἶναι ἐν ὑµεῖν
αὐτῶν τῶν ὀµµάτων
κἄν τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ εἴπητε
λόγον ἕνα
ὡς προφήτην ἔχουσιν τὸν Ἰωάνην
δύο τέκνα
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο ἐποίησεν τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πατρός
ἣλθεν γὰρ Ἰωάνης πρὸς ὑµᾶς
ἐξέβαλον ἔξω τοῦ ἀµπελῶνος καὶ ἀπέκτειναν
ὁ δὲ βασιλεὺς ὠργίσθη
ὁ βασιλεὺς εἶπεν τοῖς διακόνοις
τίνος τῶν ἑπτα ἔσται γυνή;
ποία ἐντολὴ µεγάλη ἐν τῷ νόµῳ
Ἰησοῦς ἐλάλησεν
τῆς Μωϋσέως καθέδρας
ὑµῶν ὁ πατήρ
καθηγητὴς ὑµῶν ἐστιν εἷς ὁ Χριστός
πάντα ταῦτα
ταῦτα πάντα
τῆς σῆς παρουσίας
κηρυχθήσεται τοῦτο τὸ εὐαγγέλιον
καὶ τότε κόψονται πᾶσαι αἱ φυλαί
καὶ δόξης πολλῆς
πάντα ταῦτα
πάντα ταῦτα
ἔσονται δύο ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ
µέρος αὐτοῦ µετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν θήσει
τὴν ἰδίαν δύναµιν
πιστός ἦς
ἔδει σε οὖν βαλεῖν
σε εἴδοµεν ξένον
ὁ βασιλεύς ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς
ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος
ὁ ἐµβάψας µετ’ ἐµοῦ τὴν χεῖρα
ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν
ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον
ἔρχεται µετ’ αὐτῶν ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ
Ἑταῖρε, ἐφ’ ὃ πάρει
ὅτι οὐ δύνοµαι παρακαλέσαι τὸν πατέρα
µου, καὶ παραστήσει µοι ἄρτι πλείω
εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοῖς ὄχλοις
καθ’ ἡµέραν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην
ὅσα σου καταµαρτυροῦσι
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27.15*
27.17*
27.23
27.40
27.45*
27.51
27.59*
27.64*
28.9*
28.20
-

D.05
ἀπολύειν ἕνα δέσµιον τῷ ὄχλῳ
ὑµεῖν ἀπολύσω
λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ ἡγεµών
εἰ υἱος εἶ τοῦ θεοῦ
ἐνάτης ὥρας
εἰς δύο µέρη ἀπὸ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω
παραλαβὼν Ἰωσὴφ τὸ σῶµα
ἡµέρας τρείτης
τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ
εἰµι µεθ’ ὑµῶν πάσας τὰς ἡµέρας
Verse order changes

Ref.
5.5/5.4
5.4/5.5

Ref.
17.12

17.13

-

B.03
ἀπολύειν ἕνα τῷ ὄχλῳ δέσµιον
ἀπολύσω ὑµῖν
ὁ δὲ ἔφη
εἰ υἱος θεοῦ εἶ
ὥρας ἐνάτης
ἀπ’ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω εἰς δύο
λαβὼν τὸ σῶµα ὁ Ἰωσὴφ
τρίτης ἡµέρας
αὐτοῦ τοὺς πόδας
µεθ’ ὑµῶν εἰµι πάσας τὰς ἡµέρας

D.05
Μακάριοι οἱ πραεῖς ὅτι αὐτοὶ
κληρονοµήσουσιν τὴν γῆν
Μακάριοι οἱ πενθοῦντες
ὅτι αὐτοὶ παρακληθήσονται.

B.03
µακάριοι οἱ πενθοῦντες,
ὅτι αὐτοὶ παρακληθήσονται.
µακάριοι οἱ πραεῖς, ὅτι αὐτοὶ
κληρονοµήσουσι τὴν γῆν.

D.05
λέγω δὲ ὑµεῖν ὅτι Ἠλείας ἤδη ἢλθεν
καὶ οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν αὐτὸν· ἀλλ ὰ
ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἠθέλησαν
τότε συνῆκαν οἱ µαθηταὶ
ὅτι περὶ Ἰωάννου τοῦ βαπτιστοῦ
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς

B.03
λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ὅτι Ἠλείας ἤδη ἢλθεν
καὶ οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν αὐτὸν ἀλλ’ ἐποίησαν
ἐν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἠθέλησαν·
οὕτως καὶ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου µέλλει
πάσχειν ὑπ’ αὐτῶν

οὕτως καὶ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου· µέλλ ει
πάσχιν ὑπ' αὐτῶν

τότε συνῆκαν οἱ µαθηταὶ
ὅτι περὶ Ἰωάνου τοῦ βαπτιστοῦ
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς.

Modification of the order of the internal structure of a passage

Ref.
21.29-31

D.05
ὁ δὲ ἀποκρειθεὶς εἶπεν
οὐ θέλω ὕστερον δὲ
µεταµεληθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν
εἰς τὸν ἀµπελῶνα
προσελθὼν δὲ τῷ ἑτέρῳ εἶπεν ὡσαύτως
ὁ δὲ ἀποκρειθεὶς εἶπεν
ἐγώ κύριε ὑπάγω καὶ οὐκ ἀπῆλθεν·
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύω τὸ θέληµα
τοῦ πατρός ἐποίησεν
λέγουσιν ὁ αἴσχατος

B.03
ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν,
Ἐγώ, κύριε· καὶ οὐκ ἀπῆλθεν.

προσελθὼν δὲ τῷ δευτέρῳ εἶπεν
ὡσαύτως.
ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν,
Οὐ θέλω, ὕστερον µεταµεληθεὶς ἀπῆλθεν.
τίς ἐκ τῶν δύο ἐποίησεν τὸ θέληµα τοῦ
πατρός;
λέγουσιν, Ὁ ὕστερος.
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Ref.

D.05
Λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµεῖν ὅτι οἱ τελῶναι καὶ αἱ
πόρναι προάγουσιν ὑµᾶς
εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ

B.03
λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς,
Ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν ὅτι οἱ τελῶναι
καὶ αἱ πόρναι προάγουσιν ὑµᾶς
εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ.

VII. Summary Table of All Variant Readings between Mt D.05 and Mt B.03
Number of
Forms

Number of
Instances

Weak aorist endings

7

11

Strong aorist endings

8

8

Other Alternatives

7

7

‘ι’ in D/itacistic form ‘ει’ in B

60

98

‘ι’ in B/itacistic form ‘ει’ in D

160

304

Apparent Difference in Persons

2

3

Itacism with Grammatical Difference

5

5

Assimilation of Consonants

51

73

Elision and Non-Elision

7

7

Crasis and Non-Crasis

8

13

Confusion κ/ξ

2

2

Proper Nouns

All

38

57

Nonsense Readings

General

69

69

4

4

4

4

4

4

436

669

Similar Meaning

30

35

Alternative Parts of Speech

5

5

Different Entities

8

8

Alternative Parts of Speech

2

2

Similar Meaning

13

13

Different Meaning

5

5

Class
Specific Orthographic
Differences

Itacisms

Other Orthographic Differences

Subclass

Erroneous Form in Mt B.03
/Correct Form in Mt D.05
Nonsense Reading Due to Attraction
Grammatical Nonsense Reading
TOTAL Orthography
Mt D.05/B.03
Lexical Differences
Nouns

Adjectives
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Number of
Forms

Number of
Instances

Change in Part of Speech

3

3

Similar Meaning

32

34

Compound Verb /Simple Verb

32

36

Different Prefixes

6

6

Different Meaning

13

13

Pronouns

All

20

25

Particles

All

24

44

Prepositions

Alternative Prepositions Only

21

28

Conjunctions

All

11

23

Adverbs

All

14

14

Verbal Grammatical Differences

Singular/Plural

21

21

Tense

63

64

Mood

51

51

Voice

13

13

Singular/Plural

23

23

Declensions

7

7

Different Usage of Prepositions

35

35

All

33

33

485

541

Class

Verbs

Nominal Grammatical
Differences

Differences in Wording

Subclass

TOTAL Alternative
Wording Mt D.05/B.03
Presence in Mt D.05

All

327

327

Absence in Mt D.05

All

243

243

All

155

155

1,646

1,935

1,210

1,266

Word Order Differences
Mt D.05/B.03
Total Variant Readings
Mt D.05/B.03
(excl. Orthography)
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CODEX SINAITICUS
The below list identifies all the 24 vll indicated in NA28 as harmonistic. The variant readings between Codex Sinaiticus and the other manuscripts will be ordered according to
the nature of the harmonisation, whether it corresponds to the absence or presence of
word(s), alternative wording or word order difference. The list will then indicate the
reference of the verse in Matthew along with the one of the parallel passage involved in
the alleged harmonisation, the Greek text of the Matthean verse and the list of manuscripts supporting Codex Sinaiticus. The diacritical marks will indicate the location of all
variant readings as mentioned in the NA28, which can be consulted for further details.
All vll identified as harmonising in NA28 will be indicated below, even if the parallel is to be found in the Septuagint or John in order to present all the instances of harmonisations, despite the fact that the thesis concentrates on Synoptic parallel passages
only.
I. Absence in Mt ℵ.01 contra txt (1)
1. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.39-40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇· τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
°p) ℵ B K L N Z Γ Θ f 1.13 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp co ¦ txt C D W ∆
085 33 (565) l844 q sys.c.h

II. Presence in Mt ℵ.01 contra txt (5)
2. Mt 8.9 – par. Lk 7.8
Mt 8.9 καὶ γὰρ ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπός εἰµι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν, ⸆ ἔχων ὑπ’ ἐµαυτὸν στρατιώτας, καὶ λέγω
τούτῳ· πορεύθητι, καὶ πορεύεται, καὶ ἄλλῳ· ἔρχου, καὶ ἔρχεται, καὶ τῷ δούλῳ µου· ποίησον
τοῦτο, καὶ ποιεῖ.
⸆ p) τασσόµενος ℵ B it vgcl (sa bo)
3. Mt 8.13 – par. Lk 7.10
Mt 8.13 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τῷ ⸀ἑκατοντάρχῃ· ὕπαγε, ⸆ ὡς ἐπίστευσας γενηθήτω σοι. καὶ ἰάθη ὁ
παῖς °[αὐτοῦ] ⸂ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ⸃.⸇
⸇p) καὶ ὑποστρέψας ὁ ἑκατόνταρχος εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ὤρᾳ εὗρεν
τὸν παῖδα (+ αὐτοῦ syh) ὑγιαίνοντα ℵ*.2b C Θ f 1 (αὐτόν loco τὸν παῖδα N 33
1241) g1 syh
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4. Mt 11.21 – par. Lk 10.13
Mt 11.21 οὐαί σοι, Χοραζίν,⸂οὐαί σοι⸃, Βηθσαϊδά· ὅτι εἰ ἐν Τύρῳ καὶ Σιδῶνι ἐγένοντο αἱ
δυνάµεις αἱ γενόµεναι ἐν ὑµῖν, πάλαι ἂν ἐν σάκκῳ καὶ σποδῷ ⸆ µετενόησαν.
⸆ p) καθήµενοι ℵ C 33 ¦ ‒µεναι ∆ f 1 892 1424 syh
⸂καί D it | ⸀Βηθσαϊδάν প45 ℵ W Γ f 1.13 700 | ⸁ἐγένοντο A C K N W Γ ∆ Ψ
0115 f 1 565 ै ¦ txt প45.75 ℵ B D L Θ Ξ f 13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542;
Did
5. Mt 27.5 – par. Mt 27.3
Mt 27.5 καὶ ῥίψας τὰ ⸆ ἀργύρια ⸂εἰς τὸν ναὸν⸃ ἀνεχώρησεν, καὶ ἀπελθὼν ἀπήγξατο.
⸆ (3) τριάκοντα ℵ
6. Mt 27.49 – par. Jn 19.34
Mt 27.49 οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ ⸀ἔλεγον· ἄφες ἴδωµεν εἰ ἔρχεται Ἠλίας σώσων αὐτόν. ⸆
⸆(Jn 19.34) ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν λόγχην (λόγην Γ) ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν, καὶ
ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷµα (⸉αἷµα καὶ ὕδωρ Γ) ℵ B C L Γ vgmss mae ¦ txt A D K W
∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy sa bo

III. Alternative Wording in Mt ℵ.01 contra txt (15)
7. Mt 8.29 – par. Mk 1.24 // Lk 4.34; 8.28
Mt 8.29 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔκραξαν λέγοντες· τί ἡµῖν καὶ σοί, ⸆ υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ; ἦλθες ὧδε ⸂πρὸ καιροῦ
βασανίσαι ἡµᾶς⸃;
⸂(Lk 4.34) ἡµᾶς ἀπολέσαι πρὸ καιροῦ ℵ* vgmss bopt ¦ ἀπολέσαι ἡµᾶς καὶ πρὸ
καιροῦ βασανίσαι W
8. Mt 9.17 – par. Mk 2.22 // Lk 5.38
Mt 9.17 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή °γε, ⸂ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοὶ⸃ καὶ
ὁ οἶνος ⸄ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται⸅· ⸂1ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸃,
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται.
⸂1ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς βάλλουσιν καινούς C 1424 l844c (‒νέον l844*)
l2211 ¦ ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον βάλλουσιν εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς 892 ¦ p) ἀλλὰ οἶνον νέον
εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς βλητέον ℵ
9. Mt 9.27 – par. Mk 10.47-48 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 9.27 Καὶ παράγοντι ἐκεῖθεν τῷ Ἰησοῦ ἠκολούθησαν °[αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ
λέγοντες· ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, ⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸀p) υἱέ ℵ C D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1 579 892* 1424 pm ¦ κύριε υἱέ N f 13 892c ¦ txt B
W 565 (700) l844 l2211 pm
10. Mt 12.4 – par. Mk 2.26 // Lk 6.4
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Mt 12.4 πῶς εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως ⸀ἔφαγον, ⸁ὃ οὐκ
ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν οὐδὲ τοῖς µετ’ αὐτοῦ εἰ µὴ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν µόνοις;
⸁p) οὕς ℵ C K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 1 (οἷς 33) 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syh sa bo ¦
txt প70 B D W f 13 aur ff2* k q
11. Mt 13.57 – par. Mk 6.4 // Lk 4.23-24 // Jn 4.44
Mt 13.57 καὶ ἐσκανδαλίζοντο ἐν αὐτῷ. ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· οὐκ ἔστιν προφήτης ἄτιµος εἰ
µὴ ἐν τῇ ⸀πατρίδι καὶ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ αὐτοῦ.
⸀(Jn 4.44) ἰδία πατρίδι ℵ Z f 13 892; Orpt ¦ p) πατρίδι αὐτοῦ K L N W Γ ∆
0106 f 1 565 579 1241 ै (co); Orpt ¦ ἰδία πατρίδι αὐτοῦ C ¦ txt B D Θ 0281 33
700 1424 a k
12. Mt 17.9 – par. Mk 9.9-10
Mt 17.9 Καὶ καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους ἐνετείλατο αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς λέγων· µηδενὶ
εἴπητε τὸ ὅραµα ἕως οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ νεκρῶν ⸀ἐγερθῇ.
⸀p) ἀναστῇ ℵ C K L (W) Z Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l2211
ै ¦ txt B D
13. Mt 19.16 – par. Mk 10.17 // Lk 18.18
Mt 19.16 Καὶ ἰδοὺ εἷς προσελθὼν ⸂αὐτῷ εἶπεν⸃· διδάσκαλε, ⸆ τί ἀγαθὸν ⸄ποιήσω ἵνα σχῶ ζωὴν
αἰώνιον⸅;
⸂ποιήσω ἵνα ἔχῶ ζωὴν (⸉ζωὴν ἔχῶ W) αἰώνιον K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 700 1241
1424 ै ¦ p) ποιήσας ζωὴν αἰώνιον κληρονοµήσω ℵ L 33 (579) 892 l2211
(sys.c.hmg sams bo) ¦ txt B C D Θ syh
14. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες·
⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸂(30) Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss bo ¦
ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 1241 1424 ै f ff2 q syc.h
sams mae
15. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30 // Mk 10.47 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες·
⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ
⸁p) υἱέ ℵ(*).1 C D L N 085 0281 33 579 892 1241 1424 ¦ txt B K W Z Γ ∆ Θ f
1.13
565 700 ै
16. Mt 21.1 – par. Mk 11.1 // Lk 19.29
Mt 21.1 NA27 Καὶ ὅτε ⸀ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα καὶ ⸁ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφαγὴ ⸀1εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν
Ἐλαιῶν, τότε ⸀2 Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο µαθητὰς
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⸀1p) πρός ℵ D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f
ै lat syh ¦ txt B C 33 it

1.13

565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211

17. Mt 24.10 – par. Mt 24.9
Mt 24.10 καὶ τότε σκανδαλισθήσονται πολλοὶ καὶ ἀλλήλους παραδώσουσιν ⸂καὶ µισήσουσιν
ἀλλήλους⸃
⸂(9) εἰς θλῖψιν ℵ
18. Mt 24.24 – par. Mk 13.22 // Lk 21.10-11
Mt 24.24 ἐγερθήσονται γὰρ ψευδόχριστοι καὶ ψευδοπροφῆται καὶ δώσουσιν σηµεῖα ⸂µεγάλα καὶ
τέρατα⸃ ὥστε ⸀πλανῆσαι, εἰ δυνατόν, καὶ τοὺς ἐκλεκτούς.
⸂καὶ τέρατα µεγάλα 1241 1424 boms ¦ p) καὶ τέρατα ℵ W* ff1 r1 boms ¦ µεγάλα
syp
19. Mt 24.29 – par. Mk 13.24-25
Mt 24.29 Εὐθέως δὲ µετὰ τὴν θλῖψιν τῶν ἡµερῶν ἐκείνων ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται, καὶ ἡ σελήνη
οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς, καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες πεσοῦνται ⸀ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ αἱ δυνάµεις τῶν
οὐρανῶν σαλευθήσονται.
⸀p) ἐκ ℵ D 0281
20. Mt 26.7 – par. Mk 14.3 // Jn 12.3
Mt 26.7 προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ γυνὴ ⸉ἔχουσα ἀλάβαστρον µύρου⸊ ⸀βαρυτίµου καὶ κατέχεεν ἐπὶ ⸂τῆς
κεφαλῆς⸃ αὐτοῦ ἀνακειµένου.
⸀p) πολυτίµου ℵ A D L Θ 33 565 892 1424 syp.hmg ¦ txt B K W Γ ∆ 0293 f 1.13
579 700 1241 l844 ै sys.h
21. Mt 27.42 – par. Mk 15.32
Mt 27.42 ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν οὐ δύναται σῶσαι· ⸆ βασιλεὺς Ἰσραήλ ἐστιν, καταβάτω νῦν
ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ καὶ ⸀πιστεύσοµεν ⸂ἐπ’ αὐτόν⸃
⸀p) πιστεύσωµεν ℵ L W Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 1424 l844 pm ¦ πιστεύοµεν A
1241 it vgcl.ww ¦ txt B D K f 1 700 892 pm vgst

IV. Word Order Differences in Mt ℵ.01 contra txt (3)
22. Mt 6.23 – par. Mt 6.22 // Lk 11.34
Mt 6.23 ἐὰν δὲ ⸉ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρὸς ῇ⸊, ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου σκοτεινὸν ἔσται. εἰ οὖν τὸ φῶς
τὸ ἐν σοὶ σκότος ἐστίν, τὸ σκότος πόσον
⸉(22) ῇ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου πονηρός ℵ* W 33
23. Mt 8.10 – par. Lk 7.9
Mt 8.10 ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐθαύµασεν καὶ εἶπεν τοῖς ἀκολουθοῦσιν· ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν, ⸂παρ’
οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν ἐν τῷ Ἰσραὴλ⸃ εὗρον.
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⸂p) οὐδε ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ τοσαύτην πίστιν ℵ C K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700
1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै lat sy(s).p.h ¦ παρ’ οὐδενὶ τοσαύτην πίστιν f 1 ¦ txt B W
(0281 892) a (g1) k q sy(c.hmg) co
24. Mt 15.37 – par. Mt 14.20 // Mk 6.43; 8.8 // Lk 9.17
Mt 15.37 καὶ ἔφαγον πάντες καὶ ἐχορτάσθησαν. καὶ ⸉τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασµάτων ἦραν⸊
ἑπτὰ σπυρίδας πλήρεις
⸉p) ἦραν τὸ περισσεῦον τῶν κλασµάτων ℵ C K L N P W Γ ∆ f
1424 ै f (ff1) q ¦ txt B D Θ f 1 33 579 700 892 l2211 lat
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CODEX VATICANUS
The below list identifies all the 24 vll indicated in NA28 as harmonistic. The presentation
will be the same way as in Appendix 3.
I. Absence in Mt B.03 contra txt (5)
1. Mt 8.23 – par. Mk 4.36 // Lk 8.22
Mt 8.23 Καὶ ἐµβάντι αὐτῷ εἰς °τὸ πλοῖον ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ αὐτου.
°p) ℵ1 B C f
1424 ै

1.13

33 565 892 l844 l2211 ¦ txt ℵ*.2 K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 579 700

2. Mt 15.27 ‒ par. Mk 7.28
Mt 15.27 ἡ δὲ εἶπεν· ναὶ κύριε, καὶ °γὰρ τὰ κυνάρια ἐσθίει ἀπὸ τῶν ψιχίων τῶν πιπτόντων ἀπὸ
τῆς τραπέζης τῶν κυρίων αὐτῶν.
°p) B e sys.p sa boms
3. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.39-40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇ · τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
°p) ℵ B K L N Z Γ Θ f 1.13 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp co ¦ txt C D W
∆ 085 33 (565) l844 q sy s.c.h
4. Mt 24.39 – par. Mt 24.37 // Lk 17.26
Mt 24.39 καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ἕως ἦλθεν ὁ κατακλυσµὸς καὶ ἦρεν ἅπαντας, οὕτως ἔσται °[καὶ] ἡ
παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
°(37) B D 892 l2211 it vgmss sys.p co ¦ txt ℵ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 33 565 579
700 1241 1424 ै lat syh
5. Mt 25.40 – par. Mt 25.45
Mt 25.40 καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς· ἀµὴν λέγω ὑµῖν, ἐφ’ ὅσον ἐποιήσατε ἑνὶ τούτων
⸋τῶν ἀδελφῶν µου⸌ τῶν ἐλαχίστων, ἐµοὶ ἐποιή
⸋(45) B* 0128* 1424 ff1 ff2; Clpt Eus GrNy

II. Presence in Mt B.03 contra txt (7)
6. Mt 2.13 – par. Mt 2.12
Mt 2.13 Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν ⸆ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου ⸂φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ⸃ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ
λέγων· ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν µητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε εἰς Αἴγυπτον καὶ ἴσθι
ἐκεῖ ἕως ἂν εἴπω σοι· µέλλει γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ζητεῖν τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό.
⸆ (12) εἰς τὴν χώραν αὐτῶν B
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7. Mt 8.9 ‒ par. Lk 7.8
Mt 8.9 καὶ γὰρ ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπός εἰµι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν, ⸆ ἔχων ὑπ’ ἐµαυτὸν στρατιώτας, καὶ λέγω
τούτῳ· πορεύθητι, καὶ πορεύεται, καὶ ἄλλῳ· ἔρχου, καὶ ἔρχεται, καὶ τῷ δούλῳ µου· ποίησον
τοῦτο, καὶ ποιεῖ.
⸆ p) τασσόµενος ℵ B it vgcl (sa bo)
8. Mt 14.22 ‒ par. Mk 6.45
Mt 14.22 Καὶ °εὐθέως ἠνάγκασεν τοὺς µαθητὰς ⸆ ἐµβῆναι εἰς °1 τὸ πλοῖον καὶ προάγειν °2
αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ πέραν, ἕως οὗ ἀπολύσῃ τοὺς ὄχλους
⸆ p) αὐτοῦ B K P Θ f 13 565 579 892 1424 l844 l2211 pm it vgmss sy co? ¦ txt
ℵ C D L W Γ ∆ 067 0106 0277 f 1 33 700 1241 pm lat
9. Mt 15.38 ‒ par. Mk 8.9
Mt 15.38 οἱ δὲ ἐσθίοντες ἦσαν ⸆ τετρακισχίλιοι ἄνδρες χωρὶς ⸂γυναικῶν καὶ παιδίων⸃
⸆ p) ὡς B Θ f 13 33 892 l2211 ¦ ὡσεί ℵ 579 1241 ¦ txt C D K L N P W Γ ∆ f 1
565 700 1424 ै lat sys.c.p sams mae bo
10. Mt 19.9 ‒ par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11-12
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸆ p) καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυµένην (ἀπολυµένην Θ 565, + ἀπό ἄνδρος 579) γαµῶν
(γαµήσας B K Z Γ 700 892 ै) µοιχᾶται B C* K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 f 1.13 33
565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat syp.h bo ¦ ὡσαύτως καὶ ὁ γαµ. ἀπολελ. µοιχ. প25
mae ¦ txt ℵ C3 D L 1241 it sys.c sa boms
11. Mt 23.19 – par. Mt 23.17
Mt 23.19 ⸆ τυφλοί, τί γὰρ µεῖζον, τὸ δῶρον ἢ τὸ θυσιαστήριον τὸ ἁγιάζον τὸ δῶρον;
⸆ p) µωροὶ καί B C K W Γ ∆ 0102 f 13 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 ै c f
syp.h co ¦ txt ℵ D L Z Θ f 1 892 lat sys.c boms
12. Mt 27.49 – par. Jn 19.34
Mt 27.49 οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ ⸀ἔλεγον· ἄφες ἴδωµεν εἰ ἔρχεται Ἐλίας σώσων αὐτόν. ⸆
⸆ (Jn 19.34) ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν λόγχην (λόγην Γ) ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευρὰν, καὶ
ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷµα (⸉αἷµα καὶ ὕδωρ Γ) ℵ B C L Γ vgmss mae ¦ txt A D K W
∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy sa bo

III. Alternative Wording in Mt B.03 contra txt (12)
13. Mt 9.6 – par. Mk 2.10-11 // Lk 5.24
Mt 9.6 ἵνα δὲ εἰδῆτε ὅτι ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀφιέναι ἁµαρτίας - τότε
λέγει τῷ παραλυτικῷ· ⸀ἐγερθεὶς ἆρόν σου τὴν κλίνην καὶ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου.
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⸀p) ἔγειρε (+ καί D) B D 0281 sy ¦ txt ℵ C K L N W ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700
892 1424 l844 l2211 ै q
14. Mt 16.20 – par. Mk 8.30 // Lk 9.21
Mt 16.20 τότε ⸀διεστείλατο τοῖς µαθηταῖς ⸆ ἵνα µηδενὶ εἴπωσιν ὅτι ⸁αὐτός ἐστιν ⸇ὁ χριστός
⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν B* D e syc; Ormss ¦ txt ℵ B2 C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 (579)
700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h co; Ormss
15. Mt 17.23 – par. Mt 16.21 ; 20.18‒19 // Mk 8.31 ; 9.31 ; 10.33-34 // Lk 9.22 ;
18.32-33
Mt 17.23 καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν αὐτόν, καὶ ⸂τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ⸃ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται. ⸋καὶ ἐλυπήθησαν
σφόδρα.⸌
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B f 13 892 1424
16. Mt 19.9 – par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11‒12 // Lk 16.18
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸄(5.32) παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι B f 1 ff1 bo ¦ µὴ ἐπὶ
πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην (om. καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην N) ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι
C* N ¦ παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας καὶ γαµήσῃ ἄλλην µοιχᾶται D f 13 33 it (syc)
sa mae ¦ txt ℵ C3 K L (‒καί W) Z Γ ∆ Θ 078 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै l
vg sys.p.h
17. Mt 19.9 ‒ par. Mt 5.32 // Mk 10.11-12 // Lk 16.18 inter alia
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται⸅ ⸆
⸂p) ὃς ἂν B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424
18. Mt 20.19 – par. Mk 10.34 // Lk 18.33
Mt 20.19 καὶ παραδώσουσιν αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν εἰς τὸ ἐµπαῖξαι καὶ µαστιγῶσαι καὶ σταυρῶσαι,
καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται.
⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B C2 D K W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f 1.13 33 565 700 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦
txt ℵ C* L N Z 579 892; Or
19. Mt 20.23 – par. Mk 10.39-40
Mt 20.23 ⸆ λέγει αὐτοῖς⸇ · τὸ µὲν ποτήριόν µου πίεσθε ⸆1, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν µου ⸀καὶ ἐξ
εὐωνύµων ⸆2 οὐκ ἔστιν ἐµὸν °[τοῦτο] δοῦναι, ἀλλ’ οἷς ἡτοίµασται ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός µου.
⸀p) ἢ B L Θ f 1 33 1424 it vgcl sa mae bopt; Or Epiph ¦ txt ℵ D rell
°p) ℵ B K L N Z Γ Θ f 1.13 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp co ¦ txt C D W
∆ 085 33 (565) l844 q sy s.c.h
20. Mt 20.26-27 – par. Mk 10.43-44
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Mt 20.26 οὐχ οὕτως ⸀ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἐὰν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν
διάκονος, [27] καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν εἶναι πρῶτος⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν δοῦλος·
[26] ⸀p) ἐστίν B D Z 0281 samss | txt ℵ C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f
700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat samss mae bo

1.13

565 579

21. Mt 27.46 – par. Mk 15.34
Mt 27.46 περὶ δὲ τὴν ἐνάτην ὥραν ⸀ἀνεβόησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς φωνῇ µεγάλῃ λέγων· ⸂ηλι ηλι⸃ ⸄λεµα
σαβαχθανι⸅ ; τοῦτ’ ἔστιν· Θεέ µου θεέ µου, ἱνατί µε ἐγκατέλιπες
⸀p) ἐβόησεν B L W 33 700 l844
22. Mt 2.13 – par. Mt 1.20
Mt 2.13 Ἀναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν ⸆ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου ⸂φαίνεται κατ’ ὄναρ⸃ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ
λέγων· ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν µητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε εἰς Αἴγυπτον καὶ ἴσθι
ἐκεῖ ἕως ἂν εἴπω σοι· µέλλει γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ζητεῖν τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό.
⸂(1.20) κατ’ ὄναρ ἐφάνη B ¦ (19 v.l.) κατ’ ὄναρ φαίνεται C K 33 700 892 ¦ txt D
rell
23. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30 // Mk 10.47-48 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν
λέγοντες·⸂ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸂(30) κύριε ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss bo ¦
ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 1241 1424 ै f ff2 q syc.h
sams mae

IV. Word Order Differences in Mt B.03 contra txt (1)
24. Mt 16.5 – par. Mk 8.14
Mt 16.5 Καὶ ἐλθόντες ⸂οἱ µαθηταὶ⸃ εἰς τὸ πέραν ἐπελάθοντο ⸉ἄρτους λαβεῖν⸊.
⸉p) B K 579 892 1424 (e)
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The below list orders all the 70 vll indicated in NA28 as harmonistic according to the criteria identified in Chapter 4 according to the Gospel(s) identified as a parallel. The
presentation will be done the same way as introduced in Appendix 3.

I. Absence in Mt D.05 contra txt (4)
1. Mt 16.4 (Mt 12.39) – par. Mk 8.12-13 // Lk 11.29
Mt 16.4 Γενεὰ πονηρὰ ⸋καὶ µοιχαλὶς⸌ ⸂σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ⸃ σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ ⸆. καὶ καταλιπὼν αὐτοὺς ἀπῆλθεν.
⸋p) D it
2. Mt 19.9 (Mt 5.32) – par. Mk 10.11‒12 // Lk 16.18
Mt 19.9 λέγω δὲ ὑµῖν ⸂ὅτι ὃς ἂν⸃ ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸄µὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ καὶ γαµήσῃ
ἄλλην µοιχᾶται.⸅ ⸆
⸂p) ὃς ἂν B D Z it ¦ ὅστις 1424
3. Mt 24.39 – par. Mt 24.37
Mt 24.39 καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ἕως ἦλθεν ὁ κατακλυσµὸς καὶ ἦρεν ἅπαντας, οὕτως ἔσται °[καὶ] ἡ
παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
°(37) B D 892 l2211 it vgmss sys.p co ¦ txt ℵ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 33 565
579 700 1241 1424 ै lat syh
4. Mt 26.73 – par. Mk 14.70 // Lk 22.59
Mt 26.73 µετὰ µικρὸν δὲ προσελθόντες οἱ ἑστῶτες εἶπον τῷ Πέτρῳ, Ἀληθῶς ⸋καὶ σὺ⸌ ἐξ αὐτῶν
εἶ, καὶ γὰρ ⸆ ἡ λαλιά σου ⸂δῆλόν σε ποιεῖ ⸃.
⸋p) D Θ f 1 sys sams

II. Presence in Mt D.05 contra txt (28)
5. Mt 2.18 – par. Jr 38.15LXX
Mt 2.18 φωνὴ ἐν Ῥαµὰ ἠκούσθη, ⸆ κλαυθµὸς καὶ ὀδυρµὸς πολύς· Ῥαχὴλ κλαίουσα τὰ τέκνα
αὐτῆς, καὶ οὐκ ἤθελεν παρακληθῆναι, ὅτι οὐκ εἰσίν
⸆ (Jr 38.15) θρῆνος καί (‒1241) C D K L W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241
1424 ै sys.c.h ¦ txt ℵ B Z f 1 l2211 lat syp co; Ju
6. Mt 4.10 – par. Mt 16.23
Mt 4.10 τότε λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ὕπαγε ⸆, Σατανᾶ· γέγραπται γάρ, Κύριον τὸν θεόν σου
προσκυνήσεις καὶ αὐτῷ µόνῳ λατρεύσεις.
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⸆ (16.23) p) ὀπίσω µου C2 D L Z Γ 33 579c 892c 1241 1424 ै b h l* sy(s)c.h
samss bomss ¦ retro it; Irarm vid ¦ txt ℵ B C*vid K P W ∆ f 1.13 565 579* 700
892*vid f k vg syp sams mae bo; Irlat vid Or
7. Mt 4.19 – par. Mk 1.17
Mt 4.19 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, ∆εῦτε ὀπίσω µου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑµᾶς ⸆ ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων
⸆ p) γένεσθαι ℵ1 D 33 l844 l2211 lat syp.hmg
8. Mt 5.25 – par. Lk 12.58b
Mt 5.25 ἴσθι εὐνοῶν τῷ ἀντιδίκῳ σου ταχὺ, ἕως ὅτου εἶ ⸉µετ’ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ⸊, µήποτέ σε
παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος τῷ κριτῇ καὶ ὁ κριτὴς ⸆ τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν βληθήσῃ·
⸆ p) σε παραδῷ K L W Γ ∆ Θ 33 565 579 700 1241 1424 l844 ै lat syc.p.h co
¦ σε παραδώσει D ¦ txt প64vid ℵ B 0275 f 1.13 892 k; Cl
9. Mt 5.44 – par. Lk 6.27-28
Mt 5.44 ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν, ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν ⸆ ⸂καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν⸃
διωκόντων ὑµᾶς
⸆ p) εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς (ὑµιν D*) καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς µισοῦσιν
ὑµᾶς D*.1 K L W ∆ Θ f 13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy(p).h
mae; (Athen, Cl) Eus ¦ txt ℵ B f 1 k sys.c sa bopt mae; Irlat Or Cyp | ⸂p) καὶ (‒
W; Eus) προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑµᾶς (ἡµᾶς Θ*, ‒D; Eus) καί D
K L W ∆ Θ f 1333 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat sy(p).h; (Athen Cl)
Orpt Eus ¦ txt ℵ B f 1 k sys.c sa bopt mae; (Irlat) Orpt Cyp
10. Mt 9.15b – par. Mk 2.20 // Lk 5.35
Mt 9.15b ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡµέραι ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ὁ νυµφίος, καὶ τότε νηστεύσουσιν ⸆.
⸆ p) ἐν ἐκείναις ταῖς ἡµεραῖς D it syhmg
11. Mt 12.1 – par. Mk 2.23 // Lk 6.1
Mt 12.1 Ἐν ἐκείνῳ τῷ καιρῷ ἐπορεύθη ὁ Ἰησοῦς ⸆ τοῖς σάββασιν διὰ τῶν σπορίµων· οἱ δὲ
µαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπείνασαν καὶ ἤρξαντο τίλλειν ⸇στάχυας καὶ ἐσθίειν
⸇p) τούς D W 700 sa bo
12. Mt 13.9 – par. Mk 4.9 // Lk 8.8 inter alia
Mt 13.9 ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ⸆ ἀκουέτω
⸆ p) ἀκούειν ℵ2 C D K N W Z Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै
lat syc.p.h co ¦ txt ℵ* B L a e ff1 k sys
13. Mt 13.14 – par. Is 6.9LXX
Mt 13.14 καὶ ⸀ἀναπληροῦται αὐτοῖς ἡ προφητεία Ἠσαΐου ἡ λέγουσα· ⸆ ἀκοῇ ἀκούσετε καὶ οὐ
µὴ συνῆτε, καὶ βλέποντες βλέψετε καὶ οὐ µὴ ἴδητε.
⸆ (Is 6.9) πορεύθητι καὶ εἰπὲ τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ D it mae; Eus
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14. Mt 14.15a – par. Mk 6.35 // Lk 9.12 inter alia
Mt 14.15a ὀψίας δὲ γενοµένης προσῆλθον αὐτῷ οἱ µαθηταὶ ⸆ λέγοντες, Ἔρηµός ἐστιν ὁ τόπος
καὶ ἡ ὥρα ⸉ἤδη παρῆλθεν⸊· ἀπόλυσον ⸇ τοὺς ὄχλους
⸆ p) αὐτοῦ C D K L W Γ ∆ Θ 0106vid f 1.13 565 579 700 1241 1424 ै lat sy ¦
txt ℵ B Zvid 33 892 l844 l2211 b e k
15. Mt 16.13 (Mt 16.15) – par. Mk 8.27,29a // Lk 9.18,20
Mt 16.13 Ἐλθὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὰ µέρη Καισαρείας τῆς Φιλίππου ἠρώτα τοὺς µαθητὰς αὐτοῦ
λέγων, Τίνα ⸆ ⸉λέγουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι εἶναι⸊°τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου
⸆ p) µε D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 (C W) ै it
vgmss (sys.c); Irlat ¦ txt ℵ B 0281 579 700 c vg syp.h co; Or
16. Mt 17.20-21 – par. Mk 9.29
Mt 17.20 ὁ δὲ ⸆ ⸀λέγει αὐτοῖς, ∆ιὰ τὴν ⸁ὀλιγοπιστίαν ὑµῶν· ἀµὴν γὰρ λέγω ὑµῖν, ἐὰν ἔχητε
πίστιν ὡς κόκκον σινάπεως, ἐρεῖτε τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ, ⸂Μετάβα ἔνθεν⸃ ἐκεῖ, καὶ µεταβήσεται· καὶ
οὐδὲν ἀδυνατήσει ὑµῖν. ⸇ [21] om.
⸇p) [21] τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται (ἐκβαλλ‒ℵ2; ἐξερχ‒ 118 209
l2211) εἰ µὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ νηστείᾳ ℵ2 C D K L W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 700 892c
1241 1424 l2211 ै lat sy(p).h (mae) bopt; Or ¦ txt ℵ* B Θ 0281 33 579 892*
e ff1 sys.c sa bopt
17. Mt 18.10 – par. Mt 18.6
Mt 18.10 Ὀρᾶτε µὴ καταφρονήσητε ἑνὸς τῶν µικρῶν τούτων· ⸆ λέγω γὰρ ὑµῖν ὅτι οἱ ἄγγελοι
αὐτῶν ⸂ἐν οὐρανοῖς⸃ διὰ παντὸς βλέπουσι τὸ πρόσωπον τοῦ πατρός µου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς.⸇
⸆ (18.6) τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐµέ D it vgmss syc samss
18. Mt 18.11 – par. Lk 9.10
Mt 18.11 (om.) ⸇
⸇(Lk 19.10) [11] ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ (‒∆) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (+ ζητῆσαι καί 579 892c
c syh bopt., + ζητῆσαι Lmg) σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός D K Lmg N W Γ ∆ Θc 078vid
565 579 700 892c 1241 1424 ै lat syc.p.h bopt ¦ txt ℵ B Ltxt Θ* f 1.13 33 892*e
ff1 sys sa mae bopt; Or Eus.
19. Mt 19.20 – par. Mk 10.20 // Lk 18.21
Mt 19.20 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ νεανίσκος,⸉Πάντα ταῦτα⸊ ἐφύλαξα ⸆ · τί ἔτι ὑστερῶ;
⸆ p) ἐκ νεότητός µου (‒D) ℵ2 C D K W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 700c 892 1241 1424
l2211 ै it vgcl sy co; Cyr ¦ txt ℵ* B L Θ f 1 579 700* lat; Cyp
20. Mt 20.16 – par. Mt 22.14
Mt 20.16 οὕτως ἔσονται οἱ ἔσχατοι πρῶτοι καὶ οἱ πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι. ⸆
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⸆ (22.14) πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί C D K N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13
33 565 579 700 892c 1241 ै latt sy mae bopt ¦ txt ℵ B L Z 085 892* 1424
l844 sa bopt
21. Mt 20.28 – par. Lk 14.8‒10
Mt 20.28 ὥσπερ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἦλθεν διακονηθῆναι ἀλλὰ διακονῆσαι καὶ δοῦναι τὴν
ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον ἀντὶ πολλῶν. ⸆
⸆ (cf. Lk 14.8‒10) ὑµεῖς δὲ ζητεῖτε· ἐκ µεικροῦ αὐξήσαι καὶ (+µή syc) ἐκ
µείζονος ἔλαττον εἶναι. εἰσερχόµενοι δὲ καὶ παρακληθέντες δειπνῆσαι µὴ
ἀνακλείνεσθαι εἰς τοὺς ἐξέχοντας τόπους (⸉εἰς τους̀ ἐξέχοντας τόπους
ἀνακλίνεσθε Φ), µήποτε ἐνδοξότερός σου ἐπέλθῃ καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ
εἴπῃ σοι; ἔτι κάτω χώρει, καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ. ἐὰν δὲ ἀναπέσης εἰς τὸν ἥττονα
τόπον καὶ (‒Φ) ἐπέλθῃ σου ἥττων, ἐρεῖ σοι ὁ δειπνοκλήτωρ· συνάγε (ἄγε Φ) ἔτι
ἄνω, καὶ ἔσται σοι τοῦτο χρήσιµον.(χρησιµώτερον Φ) D Φ (it vgmss syc.hmg)
22. Mt 22.27 – par. Mk 12.22b // Lk 20.32
Mt 22.27 ὕστερον δὲ πάντων ἀπέθανεν ⸆ ἡ γυνή
⸆ p) καί D K Γ Θ 0102 f 13 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h samss mae
bo ¦ txt ℵ B L W ∆ f 1 565 (e) samss bomss
23. Mt 22.45 – par. Mt 22.43
Mt 22.45 εἰ οὖν ∆αυὶδ ⸆ καλεῖ αὐτὸν κύριον, πῶς υἱὸς αὐτοῦ ἐστιν;
⸆(43) ἐν πνεύµατι D K ∆ Θ 0281 f 13 565 1424 pm it vgmss syh** mae bopt
24. Mt 24.31 – par. Lk 21.27-28
Mt 24.31 καὶ ἀποστελεῖ τοὺς ἀγγέλους αὐτοῦ µετὰ σάλπιγγος ⸆ µεγάλης, καὶ ἐπισυνάξουσιν
τοὺς ἐκλεκτοὺς αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων ἀνέµων ἀπ’ ἄκρων ⸇οὐρανῶν ἕως °[τῶν] ἄκρων αὐτῶν
⸆1
⸆1

p) ἀρχοµένων δὲ τούτων γίνεσθαι ἀναβλέψατε καὶ ἐπάρατε τὰς κεφαλὰς ὑµῶν
διότι ἐγγίζει ἡ ἀπολυτρώσις ὑµῶν D it
25. Mt 24.37 – par. Mt 24.39
Mt 24.37 Ὥσπερ ⸀γὰρ αἱ ἡµέραι τοῦ Νῶε, οὕτως ἔσται ⸆ ἡ παρουσία τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
⸆(39) καί D K W ∆ Θ 067 f 1.13 565 579 1241 1424 l2211 ै lat syh ¦ txt ℵ B
L Γ 33 700 892 it vgmss sys.p co
26. Mt 24.41 – par. Lk 17.34-36
Mt 24.41 δύο ἀλήθουσαι ἐν τῷ ⸀µύλῳ, µία παραλαµβάνεται καὶ µία ἀφίεται ⸆
⸆p) δύο ἐπὶ κλίνης µιᾶς εἷς παραλαµβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται D f 13 it vgs
27. Mt 25.3 – par. Mt 25.4
Mt 25.3 αἱ γὰρ µωραὶ λαβοῦσαι τὰς λαµπάδας ⸀αὐτῶν οὐκ ἔλαβον µεθ’ ἑαυτῶν ἔλαιον⸆.
⸆ (4) ἐν τοῖς ἀγγείοις αὐτῶν D (ff1)
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28. Mt 26.9 – par. Mk 14.5 // Jn 12.5
Mt 26.9 ἐδύνατο γὰρ τοῦτο ⸆ πραθῆναι πολλοῦ καὶ δοθῆναι ⸇πτωχοῖς
⸇p) τοῖς A D K W Γ ∆ 700 1241 1424 pm ¦ txt ℵ B L Θ 0293 f 1.13 33 565 579
892 l844 pm
29. Mt 26.28 – par. Mk 14.24 // Lk 22.19-20
Mt 26.28 τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ αἷµά µου ⸆ τῆς ⸇διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόµενον εἰς
ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν.
⸇p) καινῆς A C D K W Γ ∆ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211 ै
latt sy sa bo; Irlat ¦ txt প37.45 vid ℵ B L Z Θ 0298vid 33 mae boms; Irarm
30. Mt 26.55 – par. Mk 14.48-49 // Lk 22.52-53
Mt 26.55 Ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοῖς ὄχλοις, Ὡς ἐπὶ λῃστὴν ἐξήλθατε µετὰ µαχαιρῶν
καὶ ξύλων συλλαβεῖν µε; καθ’ ἡµέραν ⸆ ⸂ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόµην διδάσκων⸃ καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ
µε.
⸆ p) πρὸς ὑµᾶς (A) C D K W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 1241 (l844) ै latt syp.h
mae; Eus ¦ txt ℵ B L 0281 33 700 892 1424 sys sa bo
31. Mt 26.70 – par. Mk 14.68 // Lk 22.57,60
Mt 26.70 ὁ δὲ ἠρνήσατο ἔµπροσθεν ⸀πάντων λέγων· οὐκ οἶδα τί λέγεις ⸆.
⸆ p) οὐδὲ (οὐτὲ ∆) ἐπίσταµαι D ∆ f 1 it sys
32. Mt 27.28 – par. Mt 27.31 // Mk 15.17,20
Mt 27.28 καὶ ⸀ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν ⸆ χλαµύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ
⸆p) ἱµάτιον πορφυροῦν καί D it (sys) ¦ τὰ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ 33 syh sams mae boms

III. Alternative Wording in Mt D.05 contra txt (37)
33. Mt 1.23 – par. Is 7.14LXX
Mt 1.23 Ἰδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει καὶ τέξεται υἱόν, καὶ ˹καλέσουσιν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ
Ἐµµανουήλ, ὅ ἐστιν µεθερµηνευόµενον µεθ ‘ ἡµῶν ὁ θεός.
⸀(cf. Is 7.14) καλέσεις D bomss; Or Eus
34. Mt 1.25 – par. Lk 2.7
Mt 1.25 καὶ οὐκ ἐγίνωσκεν αὐτὴν ἕως °οὗ ἔτεκεν ⸀υἱόν· καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν.
⸀(Lk 2.7) τὸν υἱόν αὐτῆς (–Dc L d q) τὸν πρωτότοκον C D K L N W Γ ∆ 087
565 579 700 892 1241 l844 l2211 ै aur d f ff1 q vg syp.h ¦ txt ℵ B Zvid 071vid
f 1.13 33 it mae sys.c (sa bo)
35. Mt 3.17 – par. Mk 1.11 // Lk 3.22 // Jn 1.34 (Mt 17.5 // Mk 9.7 // Lk 9.35)
Mt 3.17 καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν λέγουσα ⸆ · ⸂οὗτός ἐστιν⸃ ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν ᾧ
εὐδόκησα.
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⸂p) συ εἶ D a sys.c; Ir
36. Mt 4.18 – par. Mk 1.16
Mt 4.18 ⸀Περιπατῶν δὲ παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν τῆς Γαλιλαίας εἶδεν δύο ἀδελφούς, Σίµωνα τὸν
λεγόµενον Πέτρον καὶ Ἀνδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ, βάλλοντας ἀµφίβληστρον εἰς τὴν
θάλασσαν· ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς.
⸀p) παράγων D it sys; Eus
37. Mt 5.29 – par. Mk 9.47 inter alia
Mt 5.29 εἰ δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλµός σου ὁ δεξιὸς σκανδαλίζει σε, ἔξελε αὐτὸν καὶ βάλε ἀπὸ σοῦ· συµφέρει
γάρ σοι ἵνα ἀπόληται ἓν τῶν µελῶν σου καὶ µὴ ὅλον τὸ σῶµά σου ⸀βληθῇ εἰς γέενναν
⸀p) ἀπέλθῇ D 700mg it sys.c (mae) bo
38. Mt 5.32 (Mt 19.9) – par. Mk 10.11-12 // Lk 16.18
Mt 5.32 ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν ὅτι ⸂πᾶς ὁ ἀπολύων⸃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας
ποιεῖ αὐτὴν µοιχευθῆναι, ⸄καὶ ὃς ἐὰν ἀπολελυµένην γαµήσῃ, µοιχᾶται⸅
⸂p) ὅς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ D 579 pm it sys.c sams bo
39. Mt 5.39 – par. Lk 6.29
Mt 5.39 ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν µὴ ἀντιστῆναι τῷ πονηρῷ· ἀλλ ‘ ὅστις σε ⸀ῥαπίζει ⸁εἰς τὴν ⸂δεξιὰν
σιαγόνα [σου]⸃, στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν ἄλλην·
⸁p) ἐπί ℵ2 D K L ∆ Θ f
l844

1.13

33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै ¦ txt ℵ* B W

40. Mt 9.6 – par. Mk 2.9,11,12a // Lk 5.24
Mt 9.6 ἵνα δὲ εἰδῆτε ὅτι ἐξουσίαν ἔχει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἀφιέναι ἁµαρτίας τότε
λέγει τῷ παραλυτικῷ· ⸀ἐγερθεὶς ἆρόν σου τὴν κλίνην καὶ ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου.
⸀p) ἔγειρε (+ καί D) B D 0281 sy ¦ txt ℵ C K L N W ∆ Θ f 1.13 33 565 579 700
892 1424 l844 l2211 ै q
41. Mt 9.15a – par. Mk 2.19 // Lk 5.34
Mt 9.15a καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Μὴ δύνανται οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ ⸀νυµφῶνος ⸁πενθεῖν ἐφ’ ὅσον µετ’
αὐτῶν ἐστιν ὁ νυµφίος;
⸁p) νηστεύειν D W (579) 1424 it syp.hmg sa mae bomss
42. Mt 9.17 – par. Mk 2.22 // Lk 5.37–39
Mt 9.17 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή °γε, ⸂ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοὶ⸃ καὶ
ὁ οἶνος ⸄ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται⸅· ⸂1ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸃,
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται
⸂p) ῥήσσει ὁ οἶνος ὁ νέος τοὺς ἀσκούς D (g1 k µ sys)
43. Mt 9.17 – par. Mk 2.22 // Lk 5.37-39
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Mt 9.17 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ µή °γε, ⸂ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοὶ⸃ καὶ
ὁ οἶνος ⸄ἐκχεῖται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοὶ ἀπόλλυνται⸅· ⸂1ἀλλὰ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς καινούς⸃,
καὶ ἀµφότεροι συντηροῦνται
⸄p) ἀπόλλυται καὶ οἱ ἀσκοί D (a) k
44. Mt 9.27 – par. Mk 10.47-48 // Lk 18.38-39 inter alia
Mt 9.27 Καὶ παράγοντι ἐκεῖθεν τῷ Ἰησοῦ ἠκολούθησαν °[αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ
λέγοντες, Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, ⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸀p) υἱέ ℵ C D K L Γ ∆ Θ f 1 579 892*1424 pm ¦ κύριε υἱέ N f 13 892c ¦ txt B W
565 (700) l844 l2211 pm
45. Mt 9.29 – par. Mt 20.34
Mt 9.29 τότε ἥψατο τῶν ⸀ὀφθαλµῶν αὐτῶν λέγων· κατὰ τὴν πίστιν ὑµῶν γενηθήτω ὑµῖν.
⸀(20.34) ὀµµάτων D Θ
46. Mt 10.35 – par. Mi 7.6LXX
Mt 10.35 ἦλθον γὰρ διχάσαι ⸀ἄνθρωπον κατὰ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ καὶ θυγατέρα κατὰ τῆς µητρὸς
αὐτῆς καὶ νύµφην κατὰ τῆς πενθερᾶς αὐτῆς
⸀(Mi 7.6) υἱόν D it sys.c
47. Mt 11.19 – par. Lk 7.35
Mt 11.19 ἦλθεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐσθίων καὶ πίνων, καὶ λέγουσιν, Ἰδοὺ ἄνθρωπος φάγος καὶ
οἰνοπότης, τελωνῶν φίλος καὶ ἁµαρτωλῶν. καὶ ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ ⸂τῶν ἔργων⸃ αὐτῆς
⸂p) τῶν τέκνων B2 C D K L N Γ ∆ Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1424 ै lat
sys.c.hmg samss mae ¦ πάντων τῶν ἔργων f 13 (k) ¦ txt ℵ B* W syp.h sams bo; Hiermss
48. Mt 13.13 – par. Mk 4.12 // Lk 8.10
Mt 13.13 διὰ τοῦτο ἐν παραβολαῖς ⸂αὐτοῖς λαλῶ⸃, ⸄ὅτι βλέποντες οὐ βλέπουσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες
οὐκ ἀκούουσιν οὐδὲ συνίουσιν⸅
⸄p) ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ ἀκούσωσιν µηδὲ συνῶσιν 1424
ff1 sa mae ¦ ἵνα βλέποντες µὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες µὴ ἀκούωσιν (–σωσιν D)
καὶ µὴ συνιῶσιν (συνῶσιν D) µήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν D Θ f 1.13 it; (Eus)
49. Mt 13.34 – par. Mk 4.33-34
Mt 13.34 Ταῦτα πάντα ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐν παραβολαῖς τοῖς ὄχλοις καὶ χωρὶς παραβολῆς
⸀οὐδὲν ἐλάλει αὐτοῖς.
⸀p) οὐκ ℵ2 D K L Γ Θ f 1 33 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 ै lat bo ¦ txt ℵ* B
C W ∆ f 13 f syh sa; Cl
50. Mt 15.36 – par. Mk 8.6
Mt 15.36 ⸀ἔλαβεν τοὺς ἑπτὰ ἄρτους καὶ τοὺς ἰχθύας °καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ⸁ἐδίδου
τοῖς µαθηταῖς ⸆, οἱ δὲ µαθηταὶ ⸄τοῖς ὄχλοις⸅
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[36] ⸄p) τῷ ὄχλῳ C D N P W Γ ∆ Θ 565 1424 l2211 ै lat samss mae ¦ txt ℵ
B K L f 1.13 33 579 700 892 1241 e f ff1 sy sams bo
51. Mt 16.4 (Mt 12.39) – par. Mk 8.11 // Lk 11.29
Mt 16.4 Γενεὰ πονηρὰ ⸋καὶ µοιχαλὶς⸌ ⸂σηµεῖον ἐπιζητεῖ, καὶ⸃ σηµεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰ µὴ
τὸ σηµεῖον Ἰωνᾶ ⸆. Καὶ καταλιπὼν αὐτοὺς ἀπῆλθεν.
⸂p) ζήτεῖ σηµῖον καί D* b c e ¦ σηµεῖον ζήτεῖ καί Dc Θ ¦ σηµεῖον αἰτεῖ καί B* ¦ ‒
700
52. Mt 16.20 – par. Mk 8.30 // Lk 9.21
Mt 16.20 τότε ⸀διεστείλατο τοῖς µαθηταῖς ⸆ ἵνα µηδενὶ εἴπωσιν ὅτι ⸁αὐτός ἐστιν ⸇ὁ Χριστός
⸀p) ἐπετίµησεν B* D e syc; Ormss ¦ txt ℵ B2 C K L W Γ ∆ Θ f
700 892 1241 1424 ै lat syp.h co; Ormss

1.13

565 (579)

53. Mt 16.21; 17.23; 20.13 inter alia
Mt 16.21 Ἀπὸ τότε ἤρξατο ⸂ὁ Ἰησοῦς⸃ δεικνύειν τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ ὅτι δεῖ αὐτὸν ⸉εἰς
Ἱεροσόλυµα ἀπελθεῖν⸊ καὶ πολλὰ παθεῖν ἀπὸ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ ἀρχιερέων καὶ γραµµατέων
⸆ καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι καὶ ⸄τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµ έρᾳ ἐγερθῆναι⸅
⸄p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας ἀναστῆναι D (it) bo
54. Mt 16.23 – par. Mk 8.33
Mt 16.23 ὁ δὲ ⸀στραφεὶς εἶπεν τῷ Πέτρῳ, Ὕπαγε ὀπίσω µου, Σατανᾶ· σκάνδαλον ⸂εἶ ἐµοῦ⸃,
ὅτι οὐ φρονεῖς τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ⸄ἀλλὰ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων⸅.
⸀p) ἐπιστραφείς D K L Θ f 13 565 1424
55. Mt 17.2 – par. Mt 28.3
Mt 17.2 καὶ ⸀µετεµορφώθη ἔµπροσθεν αὐτῶν, °καὶ ἔλαµψεν τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ὡς ὁ ἥλιος, τὰ
δὲ ἱµάτια αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο λευκὰ ὡς ⸂τὸ φῶς⸃.
⸂(28.3) χιών D lat syc bomss
56. Mt 17.23 – par. Mk 9.31 // Lk 9.22 inter alia
Mt 17.23 καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν αὐτόν, καὶ ⸂τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ⸃ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται. ⸋καὶ ἐλυπήθησαν
σφόδρα⸌
⸂p) µετὰ τρεῖς ἡµέρας D it sys bo
57. Mt 20.3 – par. Mt 20.6
Mt 20.3 καὶ ἐξελθὼν περὶ τρίτην ὥραν ⸀εἶδεν ἄλλους ἑστῶτας ἐν τῇ ἀγορᾷ ἀργούς
⸀(6) εὗρεν D 1424 it
58. Mt 20.19 – par. Mk 10.34 // Lk 18.33 inter alia
Mt 20.19 καὶ παραδώσουσιν αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν εἰς τὸ ἐµπαῖξαι καὶ µαστιγῶσαι καὶ σταυρῶσαι,
καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ⸀ἐγερθήσεται
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⸀p) ἀναστήσεται B C2 D K W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f 1.13 33 565 700 1241 1424 l844 ै ¦
txt ℵ C* L N Z 579 892; Or
59. Mt 20.26 – par. Mk 10.43-44 // Lk 22.26-27
Mt 20.26 οὐχ οὕτως ⸀ἔσται ἐν ὑµῖν, ἀλλ’ ὃς ἐὰν θέλῃ ⸂ἐν ὑµῖν µέγας γενέσθαι⸃ ⸁ἔσται ὑµῶν
διάκονος
⸀p) ἐστίν B D Z 0281 samss ¦ txt ℵ C K L N W Γ ∆ Θ 085 f
892 1241 1424 l844 ै lat samss mae bo

1.13

565 579 700

60. Mt 20.30 – par. Mk 10.47 // Lk 18.38-39
Mt 20.30 καὶ ἰδοὺ δύο τυφλοὶ καθήµενοι παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν ἀκούσαντες ὅτι Ἰησοῦς παράγει,
ἔκραξαν λέγοντες, ⸂Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, [κύριε]⸃⸀υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸀p) υἱέ প45 C D 085 0281 f 1 33 565 579 1241 1424 pm ¦ Ἰησοῦ υἱέ ℵ L N Θ f
13
700 892 c e h n samss mae bo ¦ txt B K W Z Γ ∆ pm
61. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30 [1]
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες,
⸂Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸁p) υἱέ ℵ(*).1 C D L N 085 0281 33 579 892 1241 1424 ¦ txt B K W Z Γ ∆ Θ f
1.13
565 700 ै
62. Mt 21.1 – par. Mk 11.1 // Lk 19.29
Mt 21.1 Καὶ ὅτε ⸀ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα καὶ ⸁ἦλθον εἰς Βηθφαγὴ ⸀1 εἰς τὸ Ὄρος τῶν Ἐλαιῶν,
τότε ⸀2 Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο µαθητὰς
⸀1 p) πρός ℵ D K L N W Γ ∆ Θ f 1.13 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै lat syh ¦ txt B C 33 it
63. Mt 21.13 – par. Mk 11.17 // Lk 19.46
Mt 21.13 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Γέγραπται, Ὁ οἶκός µου οἶκος προσευχῆς κληθήσεται, ὑµεῖς δὲ
αὐτὸν ⸀ποιεῖτε σπήλαιον λῃστῶν.
⸀p) ἐποιήσατε C D K W Γ ∆ f 13 33 565 579 1424 l844 (N 700 1241 l2211) ै
¦ πεποιήκατε f 1; Orpt ¦ txt ℵ B L Θ 0281 892 bo; Orpt Cyr
64. Mt 24.17 – par. Mk 13.15 // Lk 17.31
Mt 24.17 ὁ ἐπὶ τοῦ δώµατος µὴ ⸀καταβάτω ἆραι ⸁τὰ ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας αὐτου
⸁p) τι D Θ f 1 33 1424 l2211 latt; Irlat ¦ τό ℵ*
65. Mt 24.29 – par. Mk 13.24-25
Mt 24.29 Εὐθέως δὲ µετὰ τὴν θλῖψιν τῶν ἡµερῶν ἐκείνων ὁ ἥλιος σκοτισθήσεται, καὶ ἡ σελήνη
οὐ δώσει τὸ φέγγος αὐτῆς, καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες πεσοῦνται ⸀ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ αἱ δυνάµεις τῶν
οὐρανῶν σαλευθήσονται
⸀p) ἐκ ℵ D 0281
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66. Mt 24.45 – par. Lk 12.42
Mt 24.45 Τίς ἄρα ἐστὶν ὁ πιστὸς δοῦλος καὶ φρόνιµος ὃν κατέστησεν ὁ κύριος ⸆ ἐπὶ τῆς
⸀οἰκετείας αὐτοῦ τοῦ δοῦναι αὐτοῖς τὴν τροφὴν ἐν καιρῷ;
⸀p) θεραπείας D K Γ f 1 700 1424 ै e sys ¦ οἰκίας ℵ 0281 565 579 892 q ¦ txt
B L W ∆ Θ 067 0204 f 13 33 1241 (l844 l2211) lat syp.h
67. Mt 25.27 – par. Lk 19.23
Mt 25.27 ἔδει ⸉σε οὖν⸊ βαλεῖν ⸂τὰ ἀργύριά⸃ µου τοῖς τραπεζίταις, καὶ ἐλθὼν ἐγὼ ἐκοµισάµην
ἂν τὸ ἐµὸν σὺν τόκῳ
⸂p) τὸ ἀργυριόν ℵ2 A C D K L Γ ∆ f 1.13 33 565 579 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै syh samss mae bo; Cl ¦ txt ℵ* B W Θ 700 samss
68. Mt 26.7 – par. Mk 14.3 // Jn 12.3
Mt 26.7 προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ γυνὴ ⸉ἔχουσα ἀλάβαστρον µύρου⸊ ⸀βαρυτίµου καὶ κατέχεεν ἐπὶ ⸂τῆς
κεφαλῆς⸃ αὐτοῦ ἀνακειµένου.
⸀p) πολυτίµου ℵ A D L Θ 33 565 892 1424 syp.hmg ¦ txt B K W Γ ∆ 0293 f 1.13
579 700 1241 l844 ै sys.h
69. Mt 28.8 – par. Mk 16.8 // Lk 24.9
Mt 28.8 καὶ ⸀ἀπελθοῦσαι ταχὺ ἀπὸ τοῦ µνηµείου µετὰ φόβου καὶ χαρᾶς µεγάλης ἔδραµον
ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς µαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ.
⸀p) ἐξελθοῦσαι A D K W Γ ∆ 0148 f 1 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 l844 l2211
ै | txt ℵ B C L Θ f 13 33

II. Word Order Difference contra txt (1)
70. Mt 20.31 – par. Mt 20.30
Mt 20.31 ὁ δὲ ὄχλος ἐπετίµησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα σιωπήσωσιν· οἱ δὲ µεῖζον ⸀ἔκραξαν λέγοντες,
⸂Ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς, κύριε⸃, ⸁υἱὸς ∆αυίδ.
⸂(30) Κύριε, ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς ℵ B D L Z Θ 085 0281 f 13 892 lat syp samss
bo ¦ ἐλέησον ἡµᾶς 579 700 e ¦ txt C K N W Γ ∆ f 1 33 565 1241 1424
ै f ff2 q syc.h sams mae
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