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Acts 20:17-21 in Codex Bezae (D)
by
Chrys C. Caragounis

A New Testament Colleague, specializing in Textual Criticism,
brought to my attention the differences in the Bezae (D) text of
Acts 20:17-21 along with some interesting observations, at the
same time requesting my response. The following are a few
simple remarks of mine on the Bezae text that perhaps may
hold some interest for visitors of my web site.

The D text is as follows (different form/order in Dblue;
different text in red):

17. 'Ano 6e g MiAntov meépyac €ic "Edecov uetemeuwaro toug
npecPutEpoug ¢ €KkkAnolac. 18. ¢ 0& mapeyEVOVTO TPOC AVTOV
opmoe Oviov VTV elmev tpoc avtove, Yuelc erioracbar  Amod
TpATNG NUEPAG £€4° NG EnéPnv eic v "Aciov O¢ tpletiov 1) Kol
TAE10V TOTOMOC MED’ VUDV 1V, mavioc ypovov, 19. Soviedwv Td
KLPL® UETO TAONC TOTELVOOPOSVVNG KAl daKPV®MY KOl TELPUCUDV
TOV cvupdaviov pot €v toilg €mifoviaic tov Tovdoiwv: 20. mg
OVOEV VTECTELAGUNY TOV CLUOEPOVI®MV TOV GVOAYYELAOL VULV KOl
owdéal kot oikovs kol Onuocic,  21. SiouopTUPOVUEVOS
Tovdatoilg e kal "EAAncy v €1¢ t0v OOV peTdvolay Kol TioTLy
o1 700 Kvpiov NUoV Incob Xpioto.




1. Preliminaries

The Bezae text has a number of spelling mistakes:

In vs. 18 ouwoe is clearly a pronunciation mistake,
perpetrated under the influence of the Historical Greek
Pronunciation; it should be ouodéce (< ouov) meaning “in the
same place”. This word occurs since the time of Homeros, all
the way through the classical period down to Hellenistic times.

‘EniotacOol, an infinitive, is clearly another mistake arising
on account of the Historical Greek Pronunciation. The correct
form should be the second person plural €énictoc6s.

The preposition £¢ 7Mc (“on which”) in verse 18, is
undoubtedly a mistake for d¢ f¢ (“from which”). The latter is
demanded by the earlier temporal phrase dno nTpmtng NuEpog, to
which this is appositional. Strictly speaking (i.e. in classical
Greek) the preposition should not be repeated. It would have
been enough to say: anod mpotng Muépac Me ... The repetition
belongs to the later developments (in various directions) in
which it was felt that earlier terse expressions needed
strengthening. It all reflects the loss of the feeling that enough
was enough and the unnecessary emphasis by means of extra
words (a frequent phenomenon in the NT) in order to say what
in earlier times had been said with a greater economy of words.

Verse 18. The adverb motondc could also be a pronunciation
mistake for the adjective notandc. If motandg, the meaning would
be “what manner of person I have been among you”. If the
adverb motomm¢ was intended, the translation would be: “in
what manner I have been among you”, i.e. “how I have
conducted myself among you”. Both are possible grammatically,
though the former is of more frequent occurrence.

The first pers. sing. 7v, is classical and occurs only here in the
NT. As is well known, the normal later form is funv. With the
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adverb motandc, v takes the sense of éyevouny, i.e. “I have been
.... i.e. “I have conducted myself”.

The temporal genitive mavtog ypdvov (expressing time within
which something happens) is less appropriate in this context,
where the time is one of extent, an idea that is expressed in the
accusative: mavto ypovov (so the alternative reading).

The omission of un in verse 20 is not a problem. In either
case the meaning is the same. If the negative particle is to be
included, the meaning is “I did not withhold anything of
importance/interest/profit to you, that is, [I did not fail] to
announce to you and to teach you ...” If the negative is to be
omitted, the implication is “I did not withhold anything of
importance to you, such as announcing to you and teaching
you ...”

The inversion xat olkovg kol dnuootiq is less likely. The public
teaching would have had precedence. This was complemented
by his private teaching in various homes.

Verse 21: dwopoptupovuevog is a future participial form of
dtapoptopounatr (“to  call as witness”, “to protest”, “to
remonstrate”), which is out of place here, instead of the present
participle. form dwapoptupduevog. The form Sropaptvpoduevog as
such could also have been intended as middle present of
dtapoptup®d (-€w), i.e. present middle Siouaptvpovuor, with
participle S&iapoaptvpovuevoc. But this verb, which means “to
confirm”, “to give witness in a court of law” (in which case
hypothetically Paul would be calling on God to give witness)
perhaps does not suit the exigencies of the case as well as
oo PTUPOUEVOC.



2. Your Questions
Now to come to your questions and observations:

1. «In the Bezan text of Luke’s writings, ¢ does not mean
‘approximately’, for which w@oei is used. Before a number, it
usually draws attention to the symbolic value of the number».
To be able to make such a statement, we will need a sufficiently
large number of instances, which will indicate clearly that this
particular scribe attaches different meanings to these two
words. [ am not sure that the above observation that mg does
not occur in the sense of “approximately” in the D text of Lk-
Acts, holds. If I have not mistaken the apparatus, the following
can be said:

Lk 1:56 oc unvog tpeic is omitted by D. This is no evidence for
or against

3:23 woel etov Tprakovto accord. to the Alexandrian tradition.
D has oc¢

8:42 w¢ €1v dwdexka. D omits. Again, no evidence for or
against

Acts 4:4 o¢ yiadeg tévie. D omits. The same as above

5:7 o¢ wpav tpLdv ddotuo. No v.l. are taken up. Does this
mean that D agrees in having o¢?

5:36 wg tecoepakocimv. No v.l. noted. Does this mean that D,
too, has o¢?

13:18 o¢ tecoepakovtaeth ypdvov. D omits.

13:20 o¢ €teolv teTpaKociolg kol tevinkovto. D has apparently
£mC.

There may be other instances of wg or woet in D, to which I
have no access at present.
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[ cannot see in which texts D in Lk-Acts uses w¢ before
numbers symbolically. If Lk 3:23 is understood symbolically, I,
for one, fail to see its symbolic nature. Nor do I see any
symbolic intention in Acts 5:7. And I would think the same may
be said of Acts 5:36.

2. «Could w¢ have a comparative purpose?» That o¢ could
have had the sense of “approximately” is strengthened by the
phrase 1 kot mAelov = “or even more”, i.e. “about three years, or
even more”,

The comparative sense, if accepted, would give a sentence
that is hardly appropriate in Greek: “You know from the early
days I set foot in Asia as (also) for three years or more”. It
would be more natural in Greek to say: “You know from the
first day I set foot in Asia [and] for about three years or more
..... This implies that the sense of w¢ in Greek is one of “until”,—
even though we may not be able to fit in “until” in an English
sentence—that is, Paul is thinking of the period which began
with his first visit to Asia and stretches all the way to a point of
time which is to be placed about three years later, or even
more. The idea of “even” is, of course, signalled by kat. The fact
that Paul leaves the exact length of the period somewhat open
does not justify us in seeing a symbolic reference to the given
period. A symbolic understanding of this text does not make
sense.

3. «Could a¢ introduce the content of the verb erniotacOe?». You
are right that €mictocOe (vs. 18) continues with ®¢ ovdev
vneotelAouny (vs 20) as its content. However, the two c-
structures are quite different. “You know” has its object in ¢
ovdev vmeotelldunyv, where wg is declarative “that”, followed
appropriately by the verb UnecteiAdunv. In the first wg-phrase,



however, there is no verb, so as for g to function
declaratively. The function of w¢ at this place, therefore, seems
to be different. Qg either expresses the idea of approximation
(“[and for] about three years or even more”), which is more
likely, or introduces a temporal marker, the notion of “till”,
“until”, i.e. “from the first day ... till about three years or
more”, which is less likely. In the latter case m¢ would be the
equivalent of €wg “till”, “until”, a meaning which is found as v.l.
already in a number of classical texts (e.g., Sophokles, Aias
1117: €mg Ov ng otog mep €1 (L A: wc); Sophokles, Philoktetes
1330: €mg av a0to¢ NAtog tavt uev oipn (Coddices: wc); Polybios I.
19.4: 100g 6¢ Aowmoug £€mg €1¢ TOV YApoko cuvediméov (V.. mg); see
also Jn 12:35: mepumateite og 10 0wg £xete “Walk as long as /
while / until you have the light”) and is often witnessed at a
much later stage (especially Byzantine and Neohellenic).

But in English this is better rendered with “from the first day
.. and till about three years or even more”. Freely translated,
the whole sentence could be: “You know, brethren, what
manner of person (notandg) I have been among you [or in what
manner (moton®g) I have behaved among you] the whole time
from the first day I set foot in Asia and for about the space of
three years or even more”.

4. «Is it possible to have éniocracOe @c ... motanwc nv, where wc
seems to be redundant’». The word motandg is a later form for
classical modandg (occurring first in Menandros [III B.C.]), whose
original meaning was “of what country”, “from where” (cf,
oAlodamdg = “foreigner”, and dAiodamn = “abroad”, “in another
country”, still used in Neohellenic), but which in Neohellenic
has taken on the meaning of “cheap”, “mean”, “bad quality”,
“base”, “vile”. I have found 151 instances of modamndg (from
Aischylos down to the XVI cent.), but only 4 instances of the
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adv. modanwc (all from Hellenistic and later times). ITotamdg
occurs 161 times, mostly during Christian times, while of
notan®¢ no instance was supplied by TLG. This form of the
adverb, however, does occur in Neohellenic.

The first person sing. funv (here fv) would more naturally
collocate with the adjective motomdc, the adj. constituting a
personal characterization. The adverb would be more natural in
modifying a verb such as &yevounv = “how I have behaved”.
However, since the verb eiut also functions in a similar manner
and as an equivalent to yivouot, the adverb is not impossible
with Aunv (or 7Mv). Thus, whether we decide for motomdc or
notan®¢ as the intended reading of the scribe, the meaning is
the same. I think though, that in view of the fact that no
examples of motandc have turned up in TLG (though there may
exists some), but I know that it occurs in Neohellenic, the
formation of the adverb may be later, but not later than Codex
Bezae.

All this makes it rather likely that motanwg should be
regarded as a mistake for motomdc.

My conclusion then is that the sentence should be
understood in some such way as:

“You know, brethren, what manner of person (wotonog) I have
been among you the whole time from the first day I set foot in
Asia and for about the space of three years or even more”, the
idea being that he is saying these words around three years
after his first visit to Asia.



