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Abstract 

The aim of tcxwal criticism is to recover the original text of the 

New Tcsi:IJ11t!nt. By s111dying and comparing the many cxwnt manuscripts 

it is hoped to discover which of them, or the variants they contain, arc 

closest to the original Text 

In choosing between the many variant readings, New Testament 

scholars developed the method of grouping mrmuscripts into different 

fom1s of text which fit the pattern of their variants. In contrast to this 

approach,J. W. Burgan propounded a method later identified as "The 

Major.ity Text" approach. This focuses on the Byzantine texwal tradition, 

and assumes that ils numerical preponderance is prima facie evidence of a 

superior text. 

With the lapse of time, and due to the results of the many studies 

made of newly discovered papyri, there is growing uncertainty as to the 

value of the traditional groupings of manuscripts. Both current research 

and contemporary methods of criticism may indicate that F. J. A. Hort's 

description of the Byzantine text (Majority text), as late, inferior, and 

recensional, needs to be reevaluated. 

There is a loss of methodological consensus; differing ways have 

emerged of estimating the many variant readings of the New Testament. 

This depends on whether the critic relies on the supposed history of the 

text, or prefers to focus on stylistic and philological issues. The need is to 

find a text-critical method acceptable to all. 
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Recent debate between scholars advocating different upproachcs to 

tcxtunl criticism has addressed several key theoretical issues, whose 

out<.~omc dctennincs whether the Majority wxt method is :t viable 

:tlternativc to other approaches. 

This study responds to the recommendation of Kurt Aland ( 1987) 

that interested students should test the Majority text method, hy 

considering several texts from the Gospels which arc relegated to the 

criticnl apparatus of the Greek New Testament I UBS4 j. This is done by 

employing Burgan's "Seven Notes of Truth", and the results are compared 

with Aland's conclusions, as well as with the corclusions of other critics 

who fnllow similar or varying methods. 

Not surprisingly ir was found that, of all the verses examined on the 

basis of the Majority teXt method, the textunl decisions were markedly 

different from those made by Aland and the UBS editors. In contrast, the 

Majority text conclusions for half of the verses considered were in 

agreement with those reached by the more radical approach of G. D. 

Kilpatrick who was willing to evaluate some Byzantine variunts as good 

readings. 

The differing approaches indicate that New Testament textual 

criticism is at a methodological impasse. II is hoped that a clearer 

understanding of the history of the text will provide an objective basis for 

making sound textual choices. This quest must include a more exact 

method of patristic studies to enable the critic to place the Text more 

accurntely in the conrext of its time and location. 

If a consensus emerged which accepted that Hart's views of the 

origins of the Byzantine text are no longer tenable. this may encourage 

scholars to study Burgon's work more closely, and thereby assess the value 

of the Majority text method. 



Majority Text 4 

I cenify that this thesis does not incorporate without 

ncknowledgment ;my m:uerial previously submitted for a 

degree or diploma in any institution of higher education; and 

that to the best of my knowledge and belief it does not 

contain ~my material previously published or written by 

anmher person except where due reference is made in the 

text. 

oate ......... rl.Ht. ~t : 



Majority Text 5 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I thank my supervisor, Dr. Peter Bedford, for 
guiding me through, bringing out the best, and helping me to 
find a balanced perspective. 

I thank also the church officers and memhers of 
North Balga Christian Cemre who released me from some of 
my pasroral duties, and supported this project with their 
prayers. 

Not least, I thank my wife Jome for her 
enc.:ourugement ;md patience, which helped to complete the 
task; also r thank my son David for reading the proofs. 

Finally, I thank my Creator for the incxhaustuble 
treasure contained jn the Bible. 



Majority Text 6 

Tahlc of Contents 

Abstract 
Declaration 
Acknowledgments 

CHAPTER 

I. 

2. 

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

Smges ofTextunl Criticism: From Origen to Elliot! 
First Period: The Founding Farhers 
Second Period: Gathering Daw 
Third period: Changing the Greek Text 
Fourth Period: Towards a Standard Text 

The historical-documenmry method 
Competing text-types 
Exploring the genealogical principle 
The crisis of the criteria 

Current Uncertainty and its Causes 

Revival of an Earlier Debate 

THE THEORETICAL ISSUES 

Hart's Analysis of the Byzantine Text 
The Stallls of Text-Types 
Characteristics of the Byzantine Text 
Applying the Genealogical Principle 

Earliest Evidence for the Majority Text 
Evidence from the Papyri 
Ame-Nicene Patristic Evidence 

Page 

2 
4 
5 

9 

10 
10 
12 
14 
16 
16 
20 
23 
25 

32 

35 

42 

43 
44 
46 
50 

54 
55 
59 



CHAPTER (continued) 

2. The Majority Text versus Intcrn;JI Evidence 
Questioning the Criteria 

Proclivi lectioni pracstat ardua 
Rrcvior Jectio potior 
M:Uority text ambivalence 

Is Conjecture Inevitable'! 
Differing Views e;f Conjecture 
The Majority Text View 

Majority Text 7 

Page 

65 
66 
67 
68 
71 

74 
75 
77 

3. UNDERSTANDING THE MAJORITY-TEXT METHOD 85 

4. 

Explaining the Majority Phenomenon 
Nonnal versus Abnom1al Transmission 
The Case for Radical Disloca1ion 
Unresolved Differences 

Rationale for the Majority Text Method 

TESTING THE METHODOLOGY 

How Majority Decisions are Made 
Aland's Marginal Readings 

Matthew 17:2I 
Mark 9:44, 46 
Mark Il:26 
Mark I5:28 
John 5:3b-4 
Acts 8:37 

85 
85 
88 
91 

98 

118 

118 
119 
120 
134 
144 
153 
164 
179 



Majority Text X 

CHAPTER (continuc:d) Page 

5. EVALUATION OF TilE MAJORITY TEXT METIIOO 193 

Burgon and His Successors Compared 193 
The Numerical Argument 194 
The Evidence of Variety 197 
The Argumem from Continuity 199 
The Age of the Text 2fXl 
The Best Manuscripts 202 
The Note of Reasonableness 206 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Majority Text Approach 206 
The Importance of the Age of a Manuscript 207 
The Relationship between Papyri 

and Text-types 208 
The Validily of the Numerical Argument 209 
The Nonmtlity of Textual Transmission 212 
The Use of the Genealogical Principle 213 
The Meaning and Significance ofTexHypes 214 
The Special Characteri:-;tics of the Byzantine Text 216 
Evidence from Versions and Lectionaries 219 
The Patristic Use of the Byzantine Text 221 
Issues of Intern;~! Evidence 225 

The Results of the Majority Text Debate 22X 

A Way Forward 232 

6. REVIEW 235 

Background to the Study 235 
The Theoretical Issues 239 
Understanding the Majority Text Method 242 
Testing the Methodology 244 
Evaluation and Way Forward 246 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 249 



Majority Text 9 

CHAPTER I 

Background to the Study 

'The fundamental aim of the discipline oftext1L1l critici~m ic.: to not 

rnc:r~jy discovc::r distim;tive readings ot variations in word-<Jrder· iu a 

document, but to establi<h the original text of the New T estamenl. This 

aim, as J. Keith Elliott points out (1974, p. 338), is a more important goal 

than for other ancient literature, because Christianity is based on an 

historical revelation and forms the basis for Christian doctrine and practice. 

The process involves a study and comparison of the many manuscripts, 

versions, lectionaries and patristic quotations of the New Testament, in 

order to discover their characteristic patterns of similarities and differences 

in wording. These patterns show how manuscripts interrelate; the results 

have been classified in terntS of their geographical affinities. Internal 

phenomena relating to the author's characteristic style and vocabulary are 

also added to the evidence. By such a method it is hoped to discern which 

words more probably represent the original text of the New Testament. The 

purpose of this study is to examine the wninns way~ in which t~vhtal ~ritic."l 

dwid~ between competing variants, with particular reference to recent 

discussion as to the significaoce oftheMajori(Y text approach. The 

common objective is to understand the history of the transmission of the 

New Testament text, and to apply the most effective method by which its 

original wording may be restored. 
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Stages of Textual Criticism: From Origen to Elliott 

The method of choosing between the many variant readings of the 

New Testament has substantiaUy changed from ancient to rnodL.'T'n times; the 

ensuing outline traces the features common to the di'icipline which 

characteristically recur through its gradually unfolding history. 

First Period: The Founding Fathers 

Eldon J. Epp describes Origen as the founding father of textual 

criticism, as he was the first to apply critical canon• to the Text ( 1993, pp. 

17-18). A study by Bruce M. Metzger (1963, pp. 80-81) shows thatin 

exegesis Origen noticed the same various readings later discerned by 

subsequent critics, and referred to the witness of "few", "many", "most", or 

"almost all" manuscripts. Further, where he disliked the reading reflected in 

the majority, Origen freely departed from it when historical or intrinsic 

reasons compelled him to do so. For the same reasons he also rejected the 

entire manuscript witness at times, in preference for conjectural emendation. 

Metzger says: "He was an acute observer of te"'1ual phenomena but was 

quite uncritical in his evaluation of their significance" (p. 93). He did not 

usually state a preference between readings, but simply set them ou~ 

hesitating to pass judgment. His decisions were not always based on the 

study of manuscripts, but on theological or etymological concerns. 

Sometimes he preferred readings suiting the inunediate context, at other 

times those which harmonised with parallel passages ( 1963, pp. 78-95). 

F. H. A. Scrivener (1894:2, p. 269) shows the criteria Jerome 

employed 150 years later. Jerome believed the numerical preponderance of 

manuscripts to be a significant factor in deciding between readings. Epp 
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( 1993, p. 144) points out that his critical canons also included the age and 

respectability of manuscripts, the study of the immediate context, and the 

grammatical soundness of each reading. 

The textual work of Erasmus fhnns an essential link, bridging the 

classical and patristic world with modem scholarship. Thc establishing of 

the printed text of Erasmus, later described as the Rec·eived text, is seen ac; 

the first stage commencing the modem period of textual criticism. 

Concerning his texlual notes, Jerry H. Benlley (1983, pp. 124-173) says: 

"The Annotations make it clear that ErasmlL'i devoted an enormous amount 

of time and effort to New Testament research, considered a staggering 

amount of evidence, and intelligently evaluated it in proper theological and 

philological context" (1983, p. 19). These Annotations are mysteriolL<ly 

neglected (1983, p. 139). Bentley add<: 

In this field ... Erasmus far outstripped his predecessors in 
philolo-§cal and textual scholarship. And in doing so, he 
furth,:red tho development of the methods, principles and 
insights that loter philologists would use in classical and New 
Testament studies. (p. 161) 

Erasmus decided between the myriad variant readings which he assembled 

from Greek and Latin Patristic writings on the weight of texlllal evidence. 

He discovered their origin through, for example, asssimilation, confusion of 

homonyms, intentional scribal changes, and through theological and other 

considerations. He was the first scholar to regularly employ the "harder 

reading" principle (1983, pp. 146-157). His Annotations shows he 

consulted many more than four manuscripts for his first edition of the Greek 

New Testament 
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He collected readings from different parts of Europe, though Edward F. 

Hills (1956, pp. 198-199) says that Erasmus in establishing the text was 

guided by "the common faith" rather than by hie; own literary preferences; 

these latter he set out in his Annotations, accepting the conventional 

restrictions of the day. 

Whereas Robert Stephens' printed text of 1550 put variolL' reading,• 

in the margin, not aU extant collated readings were lisled until 1657, in Brian 

Walton's Polyglot. This work was spurred on by the recently presented Cod 

A. to Charles I. Walton appended a critical apparatus, adding fifteen 

authorities to those contained in Stephens' margin. (Metzger, 1992, p. I 07). 

Second Period: Gathering Data 

A second stage began with the assembling of the great mass of 

materials for critical study by John FeU and John Mill. FeD's 1675 New 

Testament added to the 100 manuscripts appended to the critical apparatus. 

This helped and gave impe!us to Mill's Edition in 1707. Edward Miller 

(1886, p. 14), a "disciple" and conternporaryofJ. W. Burgon, says that 

Mil added some 30,000 readings, and "far excelled all his contemporaries in 

accuracy of collation and comprehensiveness of method." The classical 

scholar Richard Bentley supported Mill's work; he determined to publish a 

Greek and Latin text of the New Testament restored to the state they were 

in dUring the fourth cenltny. However the work has never been published, 

because it was felt he had been too optimistic about the settled state of the 

text in the fourth centtny. A. Souter (1954, p. 90) comments: "The impulse 

he gave to [text critical] studies was such, that but for him there would have 

been no Lachmann and no Hort". 
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J. A. Bengel is sometimes described as "the father of lcxtual 

criticism." In publishing bis New Testamc"tlt of I 734, Bengel wao the first 

to dt.-part in principle from the Recei..,ed text (Miller, 1886, p.16). "He was 

the first editor to introduce the principle that authorities must be clac;silicd 

and weighed, no! counted" (Souter, 1954, p. 90). This principle led him to 

evaluate the oldest manuscripLc; as being gem .. -rally the best Jk-ngcl wa'i al<io 

the first to classifY manuscripl!i into "companies: families, tribes, nation'i" 

(Metzger, 1992, p. I 12). By this means he distinguished between A•iatic 

and African manuscripts. Epp (1993, pp. 147-149) set• out Bengel's 

method in detail. The notes of antiquity, variety of evidence, and number of 

witnesses are cited; scriba~ intetference within the immediate context is also 

emphasised as a useful test of a varian~ and as helping to explain how a 

corrupt reading arose. Kurt Aland (1987, p. I I) says of Bengel: "To him is 

due the laurel for the eighteenth century", rather than to his contemporary J. 

J. Griesbach. 

When publishing bis I 751 Edition of the Greek New Testamen~ J. 

J. Wettstein set out eighteen critical canons which showed, a.::cording to 

Epp, a more thoughtful approach than was characteristic of his age (1993, 

p. 150). In conscious opposition to Bengel's view that the mom ancient 

reading is preferable, Wettstein believed that the oldest Greek m'muscripts 

were untrustworthy for havng been latinised, that is, corrupted by 

interpolation from Latin manuscripts. Thus purity for him lay in tho later 

manuscripts. The Greek New Testament editions of C. F. Matthaei in 1782-

1806 <Mdenced him, according to Souter, "a most industrious and accurate 

C<>Dator of manuscripts" (1954, p. 91). Burgon (1883, p. 246) linked bis 

namt> with Scrivener as "the only two scholars who have coDatcd any 

considerable number of sacred Codices with the needful amount of 

accuracy". 
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J. J. Gricshach (0. 1774) vies with Dengel a< the founding father of 

current text-critical methods. He was the lind to print the Greek text with a 

critical apparatu'i unrestricted by any deference to the Received text. Bengel 

saw geography as the key to the groupings of manoscripL<, and hi• 

succes...;;ors, J. S. Semler and Griesbach, applied the princip]e by cla'>sifying 

manuscripts as Alexandrian, Western and Byzantine. Griesbach followed 

Semler's similar threefold division of manu.c.;cripts, according to Metzger 

(1992, p. 119) and established the principle which treated a variant a< 

authentic where all three streams agreed on it. He made the joint testimony 

of two independent families always to prevail over the third (Scrivener, 

1894:2, pp. 224-225). This had the effect of declaring the Byzantine 

manuscripts subordinate, inasmuch as the other two families more often 

than not united with each other, vis-3-vis the Majority text. 

Thos in the work of these scholars we see the inOuence of 18th 

century classical studies. New Testament critics rejected the earlier more 

general approach to textual characteristics as being unscientilic, .in favour of 

grouping manuscripts into different forms of text which ostensibly fit the 

pattern of their variants. By genealogical linking it was hoped to provide 

empirical proof for these manuscript groupings. 

Third Period: Changing the Greek Text 

K. F. I..achmarm introduced a third stage of textual criticism in 1831 

by printing the Greek text in a modified form. He was the first to break 

totally with the Received text. He tried to complete Richard Bentley's work, 

that is, with the aim of recovering the text as it existed at the fourth centtuy. 

ht doing this he relied on only two, three, or four of the oldest of the 

Alexandrian and Western manuscripts, and totally ignored the Byzantine 
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(Metzger, 1992, pp. 125). He U.'!Cd the principle of the "communily of 

errors" to distinguish further between the tcxl-lypes. Souter says of 

Lachrnann: "The lnlroduction [of his Greek/Latin Edition] is comparable 

to Mill's and Hart's in importance" (1954, p. 92). Lachmann relied entirely 

on external evidence. 

J. M. A. Scholz, a contemporary of Hort, may foreshadow to some 

extent modem trends, in questioning the Western text as a homogeneous 

and separate tradition. Thus he modified Griesbach's theory of three 

recensions, by combining Griesbach's Western text in the Alexandrian 

stream. In doing this he reverted to Bengel's twofold cla~Sification which he 

had earlier held (Scrivener, 1894:2, p. 229). However, in contrast to most 

critical scholars, he preferred the Byzantine text; but he applied his view 

inconsistently. 

Constantin von Tischendod's unparalleled laboW'S led to his 

published eighth edition of 1872 with its critical apparatus, which is still 

unsurpassed. He personally discovered 15 uncial manuscripts, including 

Cod. Aleph (hereafter: Cod. II); he used 23 for the lint time, collated 13, 

copied 4, and worked on 30 others (Miller, 1886, pp. 23-24). He made the 

rule of Griesbach foundational to his method: "the reading which explains 

all others is most probable." He gave more weight to Cod. II than many 

scholars could accept. Metzger (1992, p. 127) notes thai Tischendorfs 

work was characterised by "a somewhat wooden adherence to a nwnber of 

critical canons, as well as a certain arbitrariness in dealing with problems not 

covered by the canons. • 

S. P. Tregelles was contemporary with Tischendorf and edited the 

Greek text, which was published pregressively between 1857 and 1872. He 

followed in essence Lachmano's plan. Scrivener (1894, pp. 240-241) says 

that he refused to give any voice to the Byzantine stream, choosing ooly 
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uncial manuscripts, except lor lour cllnlives. Epp ( 1993, p. I 56) shows 

how TrcgcUes supplemented this exMnal criMion by gMng a decisive role 

to internal criteria, but only when the older witnesses disagreed among 

themselves; he resisted reliance on internal rules because· it invofv,;d · 

unacceptable conjecture. 

Fourth Period: Towards a Standard Text 

The historical~documentary method. 

The increasing sophistication of critical methods became more 

ob>ious when another stage in Textual Criticism was reached with the 

printing of the English Bible on the basis of a rr.vi"'~.d r~e:k t~Yt From 

lhc:rir Introduc:tion io the Greek New Testament, B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. 

Hort (1881) showed themselves to be on many points disciples of 

Lachmann (Scrivener, 1894:2, p. 285) and sought thus to prove that the few 

oldest manuscripts were more trustworthy than the great majority. They 

accordingly exalted the fourth-centwy text as original, especially Cod. B. In 

doing so, they ten dod .to downgr~de Codd, A and C, even though they were 

both nearly as ancient They posited a Lucianic recension to explain how 

the By7alltine text became an official ecclesiastical text. F. G. Kenyon 

(1949, p. 165) says that their theocy in Prolegomena is "in the direct line of 

descent from Bengel and Griesbach." Hort classified the manuscripts into 

four groups: Group (ex) were the later uncials and the""""' uf cw•ives 

d=ended from an Anliochian re>ision, which he eaUed Syrian; the (ll) 

group were "neutral" manuscripts, particularly Cod. B, which had received 

no editorial re>ision, and thus was relatively pure; group (y) were 

manuscripts, named Alexandrian, which had reacfutg. akin to "neutral" 

I 



Majority Toxl 17 

of manuscripts with a predominant Latin (We.,tem) attestation, which 

\\idcly diverged from other families ( 1949, pp. 166-167). I lorl's method 

refied on the basic principle: "lhe earliest manll"cripl contain'> the best 

reading." This approach, which E. J. Epp (1992, p. 432) calls tho 

historical-documentary method, iii still seen by many as the ideal. 

Ilort ruled out group (a)-as did Ocngcl, Griesbach, Lacbmann, 

Tischendorf, and TregeJies htifcn:: him-by claiming that no di~Jtinctive 

Byzantine reading occurred in patristic writings before Chryroslmn. Tho ( r i 

group showed stylistic reWion and thus should be wred with caution. 'The 

Western group (o) :mte©t<d (il) inasmuch"" Latin fathers from circa AD 

ISO onwards were characteristically Western; also the Old Syriac had many 

Western readings. Thoogh of earlier date, Hort felt on the basis of 

'instinctive preference that the Western showed marks of deliberate and 

li . al ti' "Tbi )ftln) f • Is .,,r- AD cenbous tera on , s e \1"' , a group o manuscnp , ;;.i, ........ au. u 

superior~ whose characteristic reading.~ were "almost decisive" when 

supported by K, except fer.! fe!'.r i.~terpcb.ti~.s ~vhich Cod. D h.!ppert.s to 

ontit (Kenyon, 1949, pp. 166-168). 

Hort admitted that his first rule in deciding between competing 

variants was to thllow internal rather than external evidence. An instinctive 

preference had priority, thoogh checked by Bengel's rule; Difficilior leclio 

potior. This involves finding the variant which hest explains the others, then 

making a comparative estiiuatc vf manuscripts. TtJs process meant deciding 

on an external basis which variant is supported by manuscripts which most 

ofh.."Jl offer superior reading; clscwh~. Tr.is comparative estimate helps to 

decide readings which otherwise would be left in doubt. Such a procedure 

whether a manuscript supports a set of characteristic readings usiL'ally found 

combined together within the text of c...7.ain rna.,uacrlp:S. Such a 

I 

I 
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classificalion enables descent lo be tracked, at least in lheory, to a prcviow., 

generation of manuscripts, that is, it implies dcscc..-nt among the manuscripts 

of a group from a more remote ancestor (Kenyon, 1949, pp. 165-166). 

In contrast to this developed method ofWestcoll and Hort (1881), J. 

W. Burgon (18%a, pp. 40-67) propounded a method later to he identified 

as "The Majority text" approach to the textual method of !his 19th-century 

scholar. Burgon's method hac; an interesting resemblance to that of Jerome; 

however Jerome does not share the tests of Continuity and Variety which 

help to make up Burgan's "Seven Notes". Burgon also shares some simiJar 

features with Benge~ though Burgon's overall method was very different. 

He believed that the age of a manuscript wa• only one external factor to 

consider, and not the main basis for evaluation. He mostly distrusted the 

study of intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities which explain what gave 

rise to variant readings, and so gave no value to internal evidence, as usually 

understood. As a !a;;t rt1SOrl, he preferred to accept a variant reading upheld 

by the mass of manuscripts as genuine, regardless of age, than speculate as 

to how the various rea~ings arose. This method will be considered in more 

detail later. 

Another contemporary ofBurgon was F. H. A. Scrivener. In 

contrast to Burgon, Scrivener (1894, pp. 300-301) looked for agreement 

between the oldest manru;cripts, vorsions, and FathetB as the key to 

authenticity. His method wa• to follow the reading of the oldest uncials, 

tmless they conflicted internally. If the oldest manuscripts conflicted inter 

se, he resorted to the later uncials, and thence to the great mass of cursives 

mually in support of them. Burgon, however, objected to making the 

earliest manuscripts oracular, inasmuch as it reduced the critic's resources to 

about 1 verse in 3 of the Gospels- they being, between them, so textnally 

incomplete. 
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Hort's work -;stablished some clear workmg princJPles which, 

compared \\ith Burgon's approach, were more in line with method!: which 

had long been used in the analysis of clactsicaltcxts. Hort's method relied on 

the basic principle: "the earliest manuscript contains the best reading." This 

approach, the historical-documentary method, is still seen by many as the 

ideal. The method emphasises external manuscript evidence using the 

criteria of age and provenance, the quality of scribal habil"!, and the resultant 

text contained in the manuscript. However, there are few if any current 

practitioners of this method becalLc;e it is so difficult to isolate the earliest 

fmm of text. 

The work of H. von Sodeo (191 I -1913) is an example of the 

historical-documentary method, developed independently of Hort, though 

contemporaneous with him. Von Soden's analysis of text-types is somewhat 

similar to his predecessors. He assumed there were three, which he named 

with the abbrtMations: I - H - K, that is, the Kaine, the Egyptian 

(Alexandrian), and the Jerusalem text. The latter type was the Western and 

Caesarean combined. All three he thought were recension.• derived from 

an archetype held by Origen. Thus where aU three families agreed on a 

variant it wa• almost certainly original. If 2 out of the 3 agree, this is 

generally enough (Aland, 1987, p. 22). However Kenyon considered his I 

!ext was mistakenly described, whilst the K text was overrated. The resul~ 

he though~ was a text "not materially different from that of most other 

modem editors• (Kenyon, 1949, p. 186). According to Epp (1993, p. 212), 

his groupings have stood the test of analysis over time very weU. However 

the same cannot be said for his 1-H-K theol)' of recensions, which describes 

how the smaUer groups isolated by him fit into text-forms or recensions. 

Nevertheless "the isolation, homogeneity, and independeot existence of most 

of his small groups ... have become e<,ntributions of abiding value." 
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The challenges ensuing on the results of Hort's textual studies 

inclu<kd the search for tho original text behind the great uncials. Pursuant 

to this, von Soden cla.c;sified some 1,260 minlL'iculcs, out of a resource of 

1,350; this was 63% of what is now available for.tudy (1993. p. 212). This 

mas .. c;ive work fonns the basis for all classification of minuscule manuc;cripL"' 

today. Epp agrees that a greater part of Von Soden's monumental and 

detailed dissection of the Ry7.antine text hac; produced pennanent resuiLc;; 

however his reconstruction of the history of the text has not stood up so well 

to criticism (1993, p. 39). 

Aland (1987, pp. 26-27) believes that among the many manual 

editions of the 20th century, Von Soden's 1913 Greek New Testament has 

had the strongest influence, and stands much closer to Tischendotf than to 

Hort. 

Competing text-types. 

Hart's views were met with both confinnation and opposition. The 

work ofKirsopp Lake and R. P. Blake (1902) developed the historical-

doctunenlary approach, as did the detailed analyses of B. H. Streeter 

(1924). AI the same time the study and evaluation of the Western text 

brought some opposition to Hart's conclusions which led him to champion 

the Alexandrian text. The battle over text-types led in tum to a search for a 

via media. 

Lake and Blake developed Hort's genealogical method and thereby 

discovered a new family of manuscripts, the Caesarean text. p45 was 

analysed a• the leading mantL•cript with this text-type. Epp (1993, pp. 89-

90) describes how Lake and Lake, with others, went on to describe its 

precise nature as "pre-Caesarean", that is, a text which could be shown to be 

among the sources of the later Caesarean text. 
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Running parallel to this, Street~ also used lhe hislorical

docwnentuy medtod to argue for more localised texts. G. D. Kilpatrick 

(1978, p. 142) explains that Streeter's aim, like that ofl,a.kc, was to recover 

Ute original text by traveUing Ute high road of recovering the texL• of the 

great provincial churches, then working back to.a common original. By 

isolating smailer manuscript groups and localised text.:;, there emerged, for 

example, Family II and !he Ferrar Group; also Family Theta ostenstbly 

represents the old text of Caesarea, after Origen arrived there. Subsequent 

to Ute work of Streeter and Lake, the growing view has been that the 

Caesarean text divided into pre.Caesarean, and a recensional text-the 

Caesarean proper. Both are seen as self-contained texts. On the ba!ii.c; of 

extensive collations and analyses, L. \V. Hurtado questioned whether the 

pre-Caesarean is after all a distinct type (Epp, 1993, p. 90). This reinforced 

Aland's (1965, p. 337) earlier denial of its existence. Quantitative analysis 

suggests it is a "midway" text between Codd. B and D, where these latter 

are seen as "competing extremes of a spectrum of te;..1s" (Epp, 1993, p. 92). 

By these local texts they hoped to work back to a common original which 

would explain them all. "Development of the genealogical method was 

distinctive of Streeter's generation", says David C. Parker (1977, p. I 53). 

Whilst Hort's view of a "neutral" text was being promoted by such 

analyses, opposition to his textual conclusions was seen from two directions: 

fus~ in the work of A. C. Clark who was able to argue the priority of Cod. 

D and the Western text over the Alexandrian "neutral", by showing from 

classical analysis of Cicero that Griesbach's canon brevi or lec.:tio potior was 

faulty (1977, p. 154). Epp (1993, p. 25) shows that Kenyon rallied to the 

defence ofHort's "neutral" text even though earlier he had argued on the 

basis of the mixed cha.-.cter of the Chester Beatty papyri, that there was no 

evidence in favour of a pure Egyptian text; rather Cod. B's homogeneous 
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character showed that it was reccnsional (Fee, 1993, pp. 248-251 ). During 

thl< same "between the wars" period, C. H. Turnc"T ( 1923) further 

strengthened doubts as to Hort's conclusions, by a study of the stylistic and 

philologicalti.!atures of Mark; this aimed to show that safC textual 

conclusions could be reached without joining battle over competing text

types. In place of Hort's dictum: "Knowledge of document< should precede 

fmaljudgement upon readings", he substituted: "Knowledge of an author's 

usage should precede fmaljudgment" (Epp, 1993, pp. 168-169). Turner 

had been anticipated in this by the work of Hort's contemporary, Bernhard 

Weiss (fl. 1870). However, writing as an exegete rather than as a critic, 

Weiss reached the same high estimate as Hort of Codex B and the 

Alexandrian text. He did so, according to Metzger (1992, pp. 137-138), 

not in the usual way of firSt externally grouping manuscript•, but by the 

study of purely internal features, making no discrimination between 

manuscript traditions. By thus reaching textual conclusions without 

reference to recognised text-types, he foreshadowed later te,"tual method. 

It is clear from the foregoing developments that although Hort had 

achieved his aim of dethroning the Received text, his attempts to reconstruct 

the text did not meet with unqualified approval by textual critics. 

The gradual accumulation of new papyri brought a shift of 

understanding and method. This resulted from the work done on several 

early papyri which have come to ligh~ from among the Martin Bodmer and 

Chester Beatty collections. These date from the second and third centuries 

and cover a large part offhe New Testament. They have been carefully 

studied and the results have thrown into question the earlier accepted view 

of the Alexandrian and Western texts. However the Byzantine text-type 

which makes up the majority of Greek manuscripts is stili seen as a product 

of later recension. 
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&·ploring the genealogic:al princ:iple 

Further opposition to Hort's conclu.o;ions came with the sceptical 

response lo Hort's "neutral" lex~ by Leon V aganay and E. C. Colwell. 

They believed that the genealogical method wa'ii uselcs.-; a'ii an instrumL"lll to 

recover the original 'fcxt, as distinct from recovering the text of 200 AD 

(Patter, 1977, pp. 151-152). Colwell despaired oflhc genealogical 

principle because he saw that all manuscripts contained "mixture", and th11' 

the impassable barrier ofthe second centwy remained. According to Parker 

(1977, p. !52), Colwell then developed the alternative method of"Mulliple 

Readings". 

Whilst Colwell was working on the Gospels and Acts, GUnther 

Zuntz affinned the classical genealogical principle by applying it to the 

Corpus Paulinum (1946), with the aim of recovering the state of the text as 

at I 00 AD. Zuntz accepted the priority of the Alexandrian text and saw it 

as a !50-year process commencing with Origen who used superior 

manuscripts not for the purpose of producing merely an ediJYing revision, 

but with the critical concern of the Alexandrian school for scientific 

exacb!ess. Zuntz believed that he was able, by the genealogical method, to 

separate out the mixture. For example, he found Western readings in non-

Western wihlesses. Parker (1977, pp. 149-162) explains that Zuntz 

discovered that seventy "Western" readings were to be found in p46; these 

readings, though rarely right on their own, were almost always right when 

allied to an earlier form of the Egyptian text; he termed the latter "proto-

Alexandrian" (p. 156), and grouped it with other Egyptian wib!esses. Zuntz 

also found Byzantine readings in "Western" witnesses. 
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Zuntz describe.'i fh~ achieve~ncnt of his objective: . . . 
We thus begin to discern, beyond the later 'families', the 
second century reservoir from which derive aU those 
readings, whelher right or wrong, which arc found in more 
than one of them . ... From this 'rcscrvoir'-it i'i not a 'tcxl'-
issued both lhe remarkably pure 'Alexandrian' stream and the 
muddy Western tradition. (cited in Parker, p. 156) 

Parker (1977, p.l57) believes that Zuntis work avoids Colwelrs criticisms 

inasmuch as Zuntz applied the genealogical principle to manuscript groups, 

not to indi\,;dual manuscripts lhemselves, so that what he discovered were 

not stemmata but streams. The distinction between stemmata and streams 

is, however, not obvious. Nevertheless, he claimed to have discovered the 

second-centwy source, and considered the "proto-Aiexandr.ian" to be a 

superior non-neutral text. The work of contemporary schol~rs. particularly 

on lhe Bodmer Papyri, p66, p 12, p 74, and p 75 have given rise to the same 

problems !hat p45 gave to Zuntz. Thus lhe studies of K. Aland, A J. K. 

Klijn, J. N. Birdsall and olhers have led to the conclusion !hat Hart's theory 

needs serious revision. Also the studies of Metzger, Porter, and Gordon D. 

Fee have established close linl<s between p 75 and Cod B. 

J. H Pelzer (1986) says: 

These linl<s have shown lhe text of B to be much older !han 
lhe 41h century, at least as old as the first part of the 2nd 
century. This is the historical evidence which Westcott and 
Hart needed to prove !hat the Alexandrian text is older than 
lhe Western. (p. 21) 

The discovery and study of lhe many papyri in lhe twentieth century has 

led to a noticeable loss of consensus in providing a firm external basis for 

textual criticism by means of • convincing lheory which explains the history 

of the text. The battle over text-types, and the relevance of the genealogical 

principle has not served to strenglhen the validity of Hart's textual 

I 
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conclusions, though the latter are still acceplahle to many in a modified 

lbnn. ll is difficult to ev•luate text-types conlidcnlly when, lor many, 

Hart's "neutral" texl is no longer convincing, the Caesarean text ha" aU bul 

disintegrated, and the "Western" is said to lack homogeneity. The interior 

status of the B}7.antine text, however, remains unchanged for most textual 

critics. Modem textual criticism thus divides on how to weigh the external 

evidence, and whether there is a theoretical reconstruction which 

adequately explains the history ofthe text. 

The crisis of the criteria. 

As the following quotation indicates, the methodological problem is 

not limited to the difficulties encountered in weighing external evidence; lack 

of consensus also exists on the question of critical method, that is, how to 

evaluate evidence internal to the Text itself, in order to decide between 

variants. Epp (1993) sets out the ongoing dilemma: 

Following Westcott-Hort but beginning particularly with C. 
H. Turner (!923ft'.), M.-J. Lagrange (1935), G. D. 
Kilpatrick (1943ff.), A. F. Klijn (1949), and J. K. Elliott 
(1972ff.), a new crisis of the criteria became prominent and 
is very much with us today: a duel between external and 
internal criteria and the widespread uncertainty as to 
precisely what kind of compromise ought to or can be 
wotked out between them. (p. 40) 

Most critics are confessedly eclectic. The work of Eldon J. Epp (1993) 

focuses on the question of method. He defines an ecleotic as someone who 

pursues: 

a method: (I) that treats each text-critical problem ... 
separately .. , (2) that "chooses" ... from among the 
available and recognised text-critical criteria those that 
presumably are appropriate .. , and (3) that then aP:>lies the 
selected criteria in such a way as to "pick" or "choose" ( 
(~lEyqlac) a reading from one or other MS. (p. 141) 

I 
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Epp (1993, pp.l42-143) goes on to explain that the weakness of the method 

is clearly seen when a choice must be made between criteria which con1Jict, 

both external and internal. Thll• it may be impossible to apply the shorter 

reading if the harder reading which is to be prefCrred is also, as it happens, 

the longer reading. Likewise, the earliest manlL'icript principle may conflict 

with the "best text" desideratum; for example, a Byzantine reading in an 

early second cenlwy papyrll• may easily put in doubt a hitherto preferred 

"neutral" reading in Cod. B. External evidence may indicate a \Vestcm 

reading which is earlier than an Alexandrian one. According to Hort, 

internal <Mdence shows that the Alexandrian text generally gives bett<:r 

readings; nevertheless the priociple of genealogy implies that Western 

readings should be given more credibility. At the end of the day, for Hort 

the rules of intrinsic and transcriptional probability required that Alexandrian 

readings be preferred; he acknowledged the problem and capitulated to 

internal <Mdence. A third example of the weakness of the eclectic method is 

when the test of "the oldest and best manuscripts" runs counter to a variant 

preferred for its "confonnity to the autho~s style." 

Critics disagree as to how to make hard choices. Some are radical in 

approach while others claim to be more reasonable, that is, they by to 

maintain a balance in using differing kinds of <Mdence. Thus radical 

eclectics ignore the competing claims of this or that text-type; this departure 

sterns from the distrust created by study of the papyri towards earlier 

recensionaltheories. Consequenlly, there i• a prevailing sense of inability to 

be able to clearly define the worth of comparative text-typos, when deciding 

between variants as to which is the correct reading. This despair of "the 

cult of the best manuscript" leads them to rely solely on the <Mdence of 

internal criteria. This is the approach of G. D. Kilpatrick (1990) and Elliott 

(1972). Most scholars however, still believe that the papyri do not touch the 
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validily of the traditional text-type classificalion as it applies lo the fburth 

century and allerwards. 'I11Us Fcc ( 19'J3, p. 127) charges the 

"thoroughgoing" eclectic critic with a method which, to lL'iC Colwell's word~. 

"relegates the manuscripts to the 1 mere 1 role of supplier of r<'ading,<." 

Elliotfs (1978, pp. 97-98) defence to this charge is: "Bul unless one is able 

to point to one manuscript as the sole possessor of the monopoly of original 

readings, one is bound to use manuscripts in this way." 

Epp (1993, p. 169) says: 

Kilpatrick claimed that his proposals entailed no 
disparagement of e:\1emal evidence . . . yet in a real sense 
ex1emal criteria were seriously undennined. . . . How can 
[these criteria] play a role when "each reading has to be 
judged on its merits and not on its supports"? 

In rejecting such supports, Kilpatrick (cited by Epp, p. l6!i) said: "We 

cannot r.ccept or reject textual types or manuscripts as wholes," for that 

makes each segment merely a collection of variants. Elliott's ! 1978, pp.l 08-

110) further rely to Epp's (1993, p. 171) criticism of him foran unhistorical 

attitude was to defend his position on the basis of two reasons which he 

finds compelling: (1) Any theory which reconstructs the history ofthe text 

is too dubious to be of use, and (2) the radical method forces the critic to 

helpfully focus on the history of individual variants, to answer the prior 

question: "Which reading best accounts for the rise of the variants?" This 

involves the study of the history of doctrine, christological claims, the Arian 

controversy, and the influence of Atticism. Elliott (1995, pp. 330-331) also 

defends his apparent ignoring of the textual tradition by emphasising that the 

bulk of deliberate changes were made prior to the recognition of the 

canonical status of the New Teslamen~ that is, prior to 200 AD. 
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Kilpatrick (1990, p.34) appealed, in his lime, lo H. J. Vogcls in making a 

similar claim. No manuscripts arc available lOr the earliest period; so 

external evidence is of little relevance. 

"Reasoned eclectics" arc unhappy with such a pessimistic outcome, 

where "the cult of the best rnanlL~cript gives way to the cult of the best 

reading". Their use of internal criteria is still marked, but is subject to the 

claims of clear external evidence, if available. Epp ( 1993, pp. 169-170) is 

unhappy with Kilpatrick's (1990) method-axiom: "The deci•ion rests 

ultimately with the criteria as distinct from the manuscript•" (p. 115). He 

comments on the effects of the "rigorous" approach on external evidence: 

"For aU practical purposes it has been eliminated from the text-critical 

decisions on !he original text" (p. 170). Epp has similar problems with 

Elliott's thoroughgoing eclecticism, claiming that "He devotes very little 

attention to external evidence" (p. 170). No exposition by Elliott mentions 

or approves an external criterion among a long lic;t of canons. 

The distinctive method of the reasoned ecloctic is described by 

Metzger (1992, pp. 207-211), in his Textual Commentary (1971, pp. xxiv-

xxviii ). Michael W. Holmes (I 995, p. 344) notes !he remarkable degree of 

consensus among reasoned eclectics as to how this method should operate, 

whether theoretically or practically. All agree on a method which decides 

between variants by weighing up in a balanced way the external witness of 

manuscripts and !he textual choices indicated by applying !he rules of 

intrinsic and transcriptional probability. There is an ongoing struggle to 

achieve a balanced approach. However Epp (1993, pp. 143-144) makes a 

distinction between eclectics who are "generalists" and others who are 

"specialists"; !he former are !hose who try to give both external and internal 

evidence equal consideration; the latter are those who tend to rely on one or 

other of !he two. Epp (1993, p. 143, n. 3) believes !hat the number of 
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critics who "apply the appropriate criteria without prejudice as to their 

relative wdghf or value" arc vel)' few (lor example, Vaganay and Birdsall). 

A1ost by far value either external criteria above intema~ or vice venta . For 

example, Elliott (1978, pp. \03-104) poinls out in defence of his own 

melhod lbaf Fee allows even a singular reading fo be original iffhe infernal 

C\li.dence is "decisive". Also other critics of the radical method at times print 

readings wilh only meagre support, and claim originality for them. 

Moreover, Epp fOwtd that "a perusal of A Textual Commentary on the 

Greek New Testament by the editors of UBS3 strongly sugge•ls fhat ... [fhe 

edifors have] a predilection for an exfernal principle ... and mosf often Ibis 

means B wilh It" (1993, p. 166). "II signifies lhaf [!hey) ... arc nof eclectic 

generalisls after all ... (buf) are fo be classed as eclectic specialisls, whelher 

on lhe right wing [using exfernal evidence] ... or on the left", preferring 

inlemal criferia (p. 166). Fee, for example, is on lhe left ofEpp's speelnun 

in lrusting internal evidence above external, and only thereafter "appealing 

to lhe relative value of the witnesses" (1993, p. 140). In the ongoing 

struggle to achieve a balanced approach it is nof surprising that a critic is 

driven to rely on one kind of evi<knce rather t:tan anolher. The pattern was 

set by Hort's method. Of Ibis method, Epp (\993, p. 160-\63) says that by 

a "synergism of external and infernal evidence" (p. 160) Hort tried to 

determine the single best text. But lhe process of exalting B as best meant 

rejecting even earlier readings in D. This "synergism ... breaks down to 

reveal ... a genuine polarity of external aod internal evidence" (1993, p. 

161). Preference for "neutral" over Weslern "nof only violafes lhdr 

genealogical principle ... but also is a clear capitulation to the primacy of 

inlemal evidence" (p. 162). 
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In the light of controversial discoveries thrown up by study of early 

papyri, another method expounded more recently i• Kurt Aland's "local-

genealogical" approach. This i.~ ccleclici~tm by another name. ThlL~t, afk-r 

marshalling the extant variant~t vying tbr originality, Aland, in the 

inlroduclion to Nostio26th Greek Now Toslamonl (1979), says lhalthe 

te:'\tuaJ decision must "always then be determined afresh on the basis of 

e>1ernal and internal criteria" (p. 5). Aland (1987, p. 275) comes on the 

right of Epp's specialist spectrum, as shown by his rule three. Ho calls his 

melhod "local" in as much as a manuscript sternma for an L.-ntire textual 

tradition is too difficult to reconstruc~ unlike classical texts. How any two 

manuscripts interrelate is impossible to describe comprehensively. How the 

indMdual variants interrelate is, in contras~ more accessible by discovering 

which variant explains the history of the others. Aland describes the process 

of isolating all variants for a single text as "the reconstruction of a stemma of 

readings' (p. 276). Epp explains that Aland's method denies that the 

genealogical principle is valid, not only for distinguishing manuscripts more 

loosely grouped as text-types, but also for textual "families". "A family", 

says Metzger (1992), "is a relatively tightly-knit group" (p. 287). Epp 

(1993) says: "His 1ocali!enealogical' approach really seems to represent a 

rejection of the whole enterprise of grouping New Testament manuscript 

witnesses for the purpose of tracing the history of the text" (p. 116). It 

seems ironic, therefore, that in his 12 basic rules for textual criticism, Aland 

(1987, pp. 275-276) states his belief in the prior value and importance of 

external evidence. He also canies this through in the way he makes textual 

decisions for the 15 selected verses omitted from his "Standard Text" (1987, 

pp. 292-300). Yet he seems in fact to be sceptical as to the superior value 

of any particular textual tradition. How does this negative approach to text-

types help him judge on the basis of external evidence? Such scepticism 
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may be born oul of his dislrust ofHort's preference for Cod. n. and his 

belief lhallhc second and lhird cenlwy papyri cannol be calcgoriscd in 

terms of later text-types. The logical inference of this position is thai Aland 

was left wilh only inlemal rules lo work wilh in reaching lexlual 

conclusiom! 

Critics who prefer external evidence have a major probkw in 

knowing "which hi.'itorical-developmental scheme to adopt as nonnative" 

(Epp, 1993, p. 168); should lhey choose Hart's, or some other reconslrucled 

history? Epp's judgmenl is: 

This inconclm;iveness is no t3ull of the eclectic method, hut 
is rather a wc;akness-pc:rhaps the weakness-of m<xltmt NT 
lexlual theory. . . . If rea•onahly conlidenl a>sertions could 
be fonuulated as to precisely how ow· e:\.1ant MSS are 
relaled to lhal hislory of transmission, lhese differences ... 
would disappear. (p. 168) 

It can be seen from Ibis summary of lhe various slages in lhe hislocy 

oftextual criticism lhat !here have emerged, in lhe main, lhrce possible 

bases on which variant readings are evaluated: (I) lhe hislorical-

docwnentaJy rnelhod, (2) lhe ostensibly "reasoned" approach of balancing 

exlernal and inlernal factors, and (3) lhe more exlreme melhod of 

dispensing wilh doewnentary .,jdence in favour of a free choice belween 

readings. The differing ways of arriving at texlual decisions often remove 

the sense of any certainty among critics lhat righltexiUal choices have been 

made. Because it is so difficult to isclale the earliest fonn of tex~ most 

critics content themselves with melhods (2) •md (3) above, lhal is, an 

"eclectic" approach which sees no need for a rigid application of a sel of 

rules which are entirely self-consistent-if such were possible. This means 

lhat lhe texiUal resulls ernCQ!ing from lhe use of lhese rules differ markedly 

from critic to critic, depending on his controlling asswnptions. 
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Current Unc:ertuinty and its Causes 

Rather than simply rest content with Hortian dogma concerning the 

nature and lesser importlncc of the By7.antinc text, further research into it is 

being plU'SUed lhrough lhe development of Colwell's analysi• of "multiple 

readings" (1969, pp. 26-44). Epp (1993, p. 219) explain• the work carried 

out by Frederick Wtsse and Paul McReynolds in 1982, which has foclL';ed 

on nearly fourteen manuscripts of Luke. It is anticipated that by u•ing the 

Claremont Profile Method, groupings (that is, "clusters of manuscripts") 

may be established, on a more inductive basis. The aim of this melhod is to 

identiJY the earliest chronological group of manuscripts by a selection of 

key variants. This group is then linked by a similar analysis of patristic and 

versional data to see how lhey interrelate. This method recognises lhe 

relevance of nwnber in assessing the value of a witness to the original text, 

but only wilhin the context of readings grouped within a cluster of 

manuscripts. By a process of quantitative analysis critics are IIying to 

analyse and classifY lhe myriad variants more scientifically. In discussing 

this melhod with Epp, Aland (1979) shows his scepticism towards this 

approach: 

Epp believes he can establish a stemma, that is an overall 
view, ~f lhe history of the Text. This is to be achieved by 
radically restricting the number of manuscripts needing to be 
taken into consideration to those which contain a small 
number of significant patterns-whether they be real or 
whether they be merely hypothetical-distinguishing lhem 
from those olher manuscripts from which they are thought to 
be derived. However, if anyone believes that such 
established "master manuscripts" will be automatically 
validated by this process, he is making a basic mistake. . . . 
[If a critic's aim is] to investigate the earlier history . . . in 
order to fix on "master manuscripts", he dreams a dream that 
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cannot be Julfilled. The lime is irrevocably gone for "leading 
stars" (B for Westcou-Hort, II for 'l'i'!Chcndort) lo show the 
scholar a straightfOnvard way of achieving hie; goal of 
recovering the original Greek text of the New Tcstamt.~l. So 
is the naively which e-ver believed il was po~•iblc. (pp. I 0-I I, 
trans.) 

Perhaps Aland was indireclly faulting an analytical starting point of this 

process which assumes the fundamental validily ofthe traditional 

description of text-lypes, grouped more or less along geographical lines. 

Irrespective of this problem of text-type status, other shortcomings of the 

method have also been exposed by Bart D. Ehrman (1987). 

The loss of consensus as to how to do textual criticism exi'its 

because of the uncertain nature and relative value of the differing lexl-lypes 

in the earliest centuries. The value of external e\li.dence is measured largely 

by the extent lo which we have an accurate history of the Text. However 

there is no unanimity; various explanations are promoted and vie for 

acceptance. 

The current lack of consensus in text-critical method suggests IMI 

no examination of text-types as separate entities can lead, as of now, to a 

categorical allinnation that one lype is superior 10 another in the task of 

recovering the Original Text (Epp, 1993, p. 87). Whether a critic is more or 

less sceptical abnut the validity of classification based on geographical 

groupings - for example, "Alexandrian", "Western", "Byzantine", 

"Caesarean" - or on supposed editorial revisions, both teet free to choose 

across these familiar groupings. If these groupings arc objectively verifiable, 

why do radical eclectics ignore them as an essential guide in making their 

final choice between competing variants? Should we not infer from this 

conflicting methodology that there is substantial uncertainly as to the 

comparative worth and relevance of text-lypes ? 

I 



Mljority Text 34 

Epp ( 1993, p. 172) belieVes the 'eclectic approach' of doing textual 

criticism, whether reasoned or radical, is only a tentative mclhod, and a 

temporary expedient. Most textual criticism proceeds on lhc assumption 

that ultimately a convincing and detailed history of the transmission of the 

Te~1 will be recovered. In contrast Holmes (1995) believes that "a• long as 

our subject matter is, lo paraphrase Housman, the human mind and its 

disobedient subjects, the fmgers, hopes for a more objective method will 

remain an impossible dream" (p. 349). Holmes believes tha~ whether the 

dream is one day realised or not, the eclectic method of choosing between 

variants on the basis of internal canons will always be necessaJ)', because it 

is unlikely tha~ a recovery of the transmission will ever be so detailed and 

complete as to be able to explain, without the need to apply internal rules, 

how competing variants arose in the first place. The common aim, 

however, is always to get closer to the Original. 

As long as there remain ambiguities in weighing up external 

evidence, and in employing Wtcertain canons of internal evidence, there will 

be a continuing need to find a text-critical method acceptable to aU. ll is in 

the light of this background and atmosphere of uncertainty, that the 

Mljority text method is examined in the belief that Burg on's defence of the 

"Traditional Text" (Byzantine text) may yet prove to con1ribute to a break-

thmugh in text-critical method. Epp (1993, pp. 83-84) has described the 

current methodological impasse, resulting from a century of study since 

Hort, as an interlode in the history of the discipline, in the hope that through 

study of newly-discovered materials a break-through is about to occur. If 

this happens, it will bring with it greater certainly to the process of deciding 

which variants are part of the original Text 
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Revival of an Earlier Debate 

During lhe la•l 30 years !here ha• been a revival of a debale held in 

lhc wake of lhc 1881 English rewion by scholars advocaling a me !hod of 

doing textual criticism which questions the prevailing consensus regarding 

lhe Byzantine !ext The original dcbale was bclwccn Burgon and C. J. 

Ellicott; between Scrivener and Westcott and Hort; between 1\..filler and W. 

Sanday; between H. C. Hoskier and Soulcr. 

In these discussions the results of Hart's worJ.: were evaluated, after 

the Received text was "overthrown." Although the focus on the majority of 

manuscript readings has not received the approval of leading critics, the 

debale has raised some irnportanl issues which need lo be addressed. 

One important reason for the revival of the earlier debate is the need 

to re-cvaluale teXIual lheoty and practice in !he lighl oflhe presenl 

uncertainty resulting from new papyrus discoveries and research. Petzer 

(1986) cornmenls: 

II is clear lhal they are still lrying to prove Westcott and 
Hort's rejection of lhe Byzantine !ext wrong, and rightly so 
. . . . The papyri have strengthened the argumenls against 
Westcott and Hort somewha~ because of lhe questions !hey 
raised about !he relevance of [!heir] reconstruction of lhe 
histoty of lhe text. (p. 26) 

S~ddy of papyri from !he second and lhird centuries shows !hat !heir 

te~ wilh one or two possible exceptions, bears very little resemblance to !he 

fixed text-types long familiar lo lhe critic. The prevalence of mixture in lhe 

papyri shows lhat all text-types seem to be represented earlier !han !he 

recensional activity lhal was supposed lo give rise lo !hem! 

This has led some critics to suggest lhat a fresh £~-examination of lhc 

<Mdence for text types needs to be undertaken. Olhcrs, however, still 

I 
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believe study of the papyri confinns the bas:.: soundness of Hart's methode; 

and results. 

Another problem motivating the current debate is the way the 

rusults of criticism are now inconsistently applied. 'Ibe more dcbalablc 

passages are retained within the text of some modem translations for the 

sake of sentiment rather than tfom reasoned conviction, as shown, for 

example, by the caveat in the New Inlet national Version, with reference to 

the longer Marean ending, and the pericope de adu/tera: "The most 

reliable early manuscripts do not have [these verses)" (I 978: NT, p. 70). 

This shows the continuing influence of Hortian theory which relies on the 

readings of KB. Why should the fact be ignored that the large majority of 

manuscripts and versions contain the relevant verses? Even though many 

no longer accept Hart's idea of a "neutral", that is, pure Alexandrian text, 

nonetheless where there is conflict in the evidence, the Alexandrian reading 

will usually be relied upon. In the words of Scrivener (1894), this "[made] a 

clean sweep of all critical materials, Fathers, versions, manuscripts uncial or 

cursive, comprising about nineteen-twentieths of the whole mass" (p. 288). 

Some scholars now feel the need to examine more criticaUy the 

theoreticail'Oasons underlying this change. They be6eve that the text 

witnessed to by the majority of manuscripts will more likely contain the 

original reading. Pickering (1977, pp. 79-87, 149-159) sets outthe 

arguments for the Majority text in the belief that (a) the most frequently 

used rules of internal evidence, as applied to specific texts, have been too 

seriously compromised by adverse criticism to be relied upon and (b) that 

the Majority text is more likely on a statistical basis to contain a reading 

closer to the original Text than any other. 

Westcott and Hort (1881) established clear working principles of 

textual criticism and concluded from them that the text closest to the 

I 

I 
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Original was to be found in the few ~arly fourth-century uncial manuscripts, 

rather than in the mass oflatcr ones. Majority text advocates now question 

the gains supposed to have been made by applying elas•ical method• to the 

New Testament text. They doubt whether Hart wac; correct in seeing it as 

an inferior secondaty revision. They argue in t3vour of returning to the 

Received text. They believe it is unreasonable to ignore the numerical 

weight ofthc great variety of documentary attestation to a specific textual 

reading. 

Hort's revised Greek Text was embraced by the 1881 revision 

committee through the very skilful advocacy of Hort who, according to 

Sabnon (1897, pp. 33-34), was so dexterous in argoment that he could 

make the most unlikely reading appear to be origi.1al. Burgan ( 1883, pp. 

231, 502-503) shows how it was only with great reluctance that Scrivener 

acquiesced in Hart's control of the more debatable textual decisions made in 

the Revision process. For Scrivener (1894) Hart's theories were not only 

"entirely destitute of historical foundation" (p. 291), but also were based on 

an arbitrary evaluation of Alexandrian readings as intrinsically superior (pp. 

291-292, 296). Burgan (1883, pp. 25-29, 106-107), who is described by 

K. W. Clark (1950, p. 9) as one of the "great contemporaries" of 

Tischendorf, shared Scrivenet's scepticism of Hart's view. Although he 

believed minor skilful revision of the Received text was needed, Burgan 

(1896a, pp. 46-4 7) wanted essentially to retain the Received text on the 

basis that (I) it reflected the majority reading of manuscripts, versions, 

fathers and lectionaries from the earliest times-which accounts for the later 

manuscripts having a remarkably uniform character-and, (2) he believed 

Hart's genealogical theory of manuscripts was an irrelevant device designed 

to arbitrarily justiJY why the majority of the evidence had been consigned to 

oblivion (1883, pp. 253-256). Scrivener believed Burgan was right to assert 

I 
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the non-neutral and coiTUpled stale of liB (1894:2, pp. 296-297, n. l ), and 

that in the absence of some clear external historical evidence, Hort's 

hypothesis of a Syrian recension was doubtful. Hort's system had 

"foundations ... laid on the sandy ground of ingenious coJ\iccture" (p. 

285). Scrivener did not acr.ept Burgan's "majority principle", a.'!. shown by 

his practical rule four (p. 301 ). Rather he assigned "lhe highest value to 

those readings which come to us from several remote and independent 

sources" (p. 301). Burgon agreed with this latter test (1896a, p. 52) except 

that he gave the Majority principle a value equal to it, because he believed 

that numerical preponderance of readings was an obvious factor to consider 

in evaluating their place and importance in the transmission of the Text (pp. 

43-49). 

Those critics who doubted Hort's new theory of text did not 

necessarily champion lhe Received text per se, as if all principles of Textual 

Criticism were suspect. But they believed that Hort had an unreasonable 

prejudice against it. Dean Burgon, in his attack on lhe Greek text 

underlying the English Revised Version, based his objections on the 

conviction that Codd. liB are two of the most scandalously cOITUpt 

manuscripts in existence. This distrust is shared by Pickering, whose work, 

and that of his mentor Zane C. Hodges (1968), renewed a debate which 

was mostly buried with the passing of H. C. Boskier. This attempt to 

rehabilitate the Received text Ita:; been heavily criticised by Fee, among 

others, in an exchange of views with Pickering and Hodges between 1968-

1987. However, not all critics share Fee's (1993, p. 272) conviction that 

Hort was right to evaluate the Alexandrian text as s~perior to other text-

types, and non-recensional in nature. 

BW!!on believed Horl's evaluation of textual phenomena lacked 

objectivity, and that his theory of the text lacked !he required independent 

I 
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historical witness in its support. This a.'tses.~tmenl of Hort's theory and 

practice inevitably resulted from a conviction lhat any method which 

dismissed 95% of the evidence is patently suspect, where it i~; ba"ied on 

intuitive prelerenccs lbr readings which had "lhe ring of genuinc"tless." He 

believed lhat closer study of all the evidence would eventually prove that 

Hart's judgements on the ldajority text were incorrect, and that the day 

would come when the Byzantine tra!;lition would no longer be dio;missed as 

late, edited and recensional, and the Majority text would be rein<tated. 

Miller set forth Bu~&on's textual method in the years following, but 

Hart's view on text-types became sufficiently well established for critics to 

consider lhe status of the Byzantine text to be a closed matter by lhe 20th 

century inter-war period. After a silence of 30-40 years, lhe debate was 

effectively renewed, when Zane Hodges and Gordon Fee entered into a 

discussion whose motive force carne partly from a renewed interest in the 

Received text by conservative Christians, in the shape of the King James 

Version. W. Pickering's work has provided more substance to the Majority 

view, though it was severely criticised by Fee. This discussion resulted 

directly from increasing disparity between the views of critics, stemming 

from lhe perplexing nature of the early papyri and lhe difficulties found in 

relating the results of papyrus studies to hitherto well established views on 

text -types. 

Scholars who hope to reinstate the Byzantine text usually prefer lhe 

term "the Mqjority text." They question lhe correctness of limiting this type 

of text to the Greek-speaking eastern area of ancient Christendom. Hodges 

(1978, pp. 150-152) says it is safe to assume that there was continual 

intennixture between lhe textual traditions of aU parts of Christendom 

throughout lhe middle ages. He believes no extant evidence invites the 

asswnption that the Majority text was merely an eastern tradition, in as 



Majority Text 40 

much as Greek-speaking refugees from religious persecution took their 

manuscripts westwards with them to be copied faithJWJy. To say with 

Mot7,\!er (1992): "By the sixth c<mtury [Greek] was scarcely understood 

beyond tho borders of the Byzantine Empire" (p. 292) may be to overlook 

the fact that some Biblical scribes would have known Greek; in any case 

they would have copied Greek manuscripts, even if they did not unden;tand 

tho langoage properly. Hills ( 1956, pp. 170-172) summarises evidence 

which shows the distinctive readings of the Majority text are weD 

represented outside any one strictly geographical area. Thus, for example, 

Cod. A was written in Egypt; it has theMojority text in the Gospels, and 

shows the early presence ofBwgon's "Traditional Text" there. Likewise the 

Freer manuscript of the Gospels, Cod W, has theM ojority text among a 

selection of other types in the Gospels; it also may have been written in tho 

place of its original ownership, namely, Egypt. Also Metzger (1977, p. 385) 

affirms the Gothic vor.;ion has a fonrth century Byzantine text. 

However Daniel B. WaUace (1995, p. 313, n. 85) says that some 

Majority text advocates are content to see the Byzantino text as having been 

produced in a comer, for example, W. G. Pierpont and M. A. Robinson, 

W. F. Wisselink, aud RusseU P. Hills. WaUace suggests they infer from this 

that Constantine in effect acted the part of an 'Erasmus'. Hodges' Majority 

text is Griesbach's "Byzantine text", and Burgan's "Traditional Text." These 

are basically synonymous terms, as is Hort's "Syrian" text. This study uses 

the 1emts interchangeably, according to whose views are being represented 

or discussed. 
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There arc four questions which constitute the main theoretical issues 

at slake tOr Majority text advocates; these dctc:.-nninc their entire approach to 

textual criticism. They concern the status of the fly7..antine text, the 

evidence-or lack ofit--for the befieflhat lhcMajori(V text reaches back to 

the Original, the usefulness of internal rules of evidence, and the question ali 

to what place, if any, conjecture should have in the decision-making 

process. These are the issues to be examined in the next chapter, the 

responses to which d:'!tetmine whelher the claims of the Majority text 

approach can be seriously considered in the desire to find methodological 

agreement 
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CHAPTER 2 

The Theoretical Issues 

There are four theoretical issues, the responses to which decide 

whether the Mo_ .. ·wfcy text approach is valid. They are (I) The status of the 

Byzantine text: Does Hon's explanation of the main characteristics of the 

Byzantine text really st:tnd up in the light of current studies? (2) The 

relationship between the Majority text and the Original: Majority text 

advocates argue that the Majority text could be at least as close to the 

Original text as any other type. {3) The usefulness of internal rules of 

evidence: Why do MG;JOritv text advocates question whether the well-

established canons of internal evidence are a sound basis for making textual 

decisions? and (4) the place of conjecture in the decision-making process: 

Are Majority text advocates reasonable in believing that the uniqueness of 

the New Testament makes it both possible and necessary to find a method 

which will eliminate the use of conjecture in resolving textual problems? 

These four areas of debate are cmcial in detennining whether the claims of 

the Majority text approach ~an be seriously considered in its attempt to 

offer an alternative text-critical method. 

Several reviews have been undertaken of the Majority rext debate 

and these have not been generally favourable. Nevertheless, whatever the 

critic may think of Hodges' method, the debate of the last thirty years 

provides a convenient vantage-point from which to re-evaluate the 

arguments for the secondary value of the Byzantine text of the New 

Test'ament. It also pro~ides an interesting and convenient context within 

which to examine the current state of text-critical theories and methods. 
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/fort',\' Anal)'.\' is of the Ryzmuine Tt!xt 

Docs Hort's explanation of the m:1in characteristics of the Byzantine 

text really stand up in the light of current studies'! For the participants in 

the Majority text debate, the first and fundamental question at issue is: Has 

there been an overreaction to the claims of the Received text to be a 

primary witness within the Greek manuscript tradition'! Om it any longer 

be maintnined in the light of current studies by textual critics of the second 

and third-century papyri that Hort's analysis of the Byzantine tradition is 

unquestionably correct? Hon went to immense trouble to 'dethrone' the 

Received text. He did this by delineating the internal characteristics of the 

Byzantine text as late, inferior and recensional. Recent studies of the 

papyri, however, indicate that not only may rhe Western and Alexandrian 

text-types be traceable back to the second century but the Byzantine also. 

Did Hort really prove that the Majority text cannot be found in the ante-

Nicene church fathers, or was it merely assumed as a necessary inference 

from other evidence now put in doubt by the papyri? 

These questions, once buried, may now be raised again in so far as 

some textual scholars in the field are themselves either asking similar 

questions, or doing textual criticism in a way which suggests the questions 

should be asked. It is also increasingly recognised that it was wrong for 

Hort to make his proof of the inferiority of the Byzantine text depend on 

the genealogical principle. 

If the questions above are answerable in the affinnutive, then it is 

worth discussing whether the Majority text may be closer to the original 

New Testament text than any critical revision. If the Byzantine text can be 

traced to the earliest centuries, then it vies with the other two textual 
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streams for the same claim to being a non-rcccnsionnl witness to the first 

copies. 

The Statu.< ofText-1)•pes 

Matters of external evidence are, theoretically, of prior importance. 

First, there is a lack of consensus as to meaning and significance of the 

various text-types for textual criticism. Metzger ( 1992) distinguishes a 

text-type from a "family" of manuscripts. Whereas the latter denotes a 

more tightly knit group, a rex Hype is defined as "a more broadly-based 

fom1 of text that evolved as it was copied and quoted in a particular 

geographic:tl :trea of the early Christian world" (p. 287). 

Manuscripts have long been classified along geographical lines as 

Alexandrian, Western and By::antine (Majority). Reasoned eclectics are 

mostly committed to these categories, though some ask for fresh 

reassurance as to their accuracy. Radical eclectics question the relevance 

of text-types. Majority text advocates, Pickering (1977, p. 110) for 

example, even doubt their existence, and wish the term could be retired. 

The familiar groupings remain axiomatic for many, for example, 

Metzger, Aland, and Fee. The A lands (1987, pp. 67-71) state a clear but 

limited commitment to text-types: 

Only the Alexandrian text, the Koine text, and the D text 
are incontestably verified. . . . [Whatever may be proposed 
about] the so-called Western, Caesarean, and Jerusalem 
text-types is purely theoretical, based on uncertain 
foundations and often completely in the clouds. (p. 67) 

Metzger (1992, p. 179) believes text-type cl:tssification is necessary to 

accurately assess a very large number of manuscripts and other witnesses. 

Thus ill though the geographically-oriented terminology has been modified 

to soine extent, the concept holds. 
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Fcc (1993, pp. 7-X) says 1ha1: 

Allhough there is general agreement that making such 
groups is both a possible and necessary task the significance 
of such groupings remains contested. It is surely dubious 
procedure to accept or reject a reading solely because it is 
found in u certain text-type; on the other hand such 
grouping . . . greatly reduces the work of sifting a 
muhiplicily of MSS. (p. 8) 

Not nil critics are happy, however, with this supposed consensus. Thus 

Leon Vaganay and C-B. Amphoux (1986/1992, p. 70) ask liulllexl-lypes 

be established afresh, and the radical eclectic Kilpatrick ( 1978) doubts their 

relevance in making textual decisions: 

Even today tem1s like Alexandrian, Western, and Byzantine 
are current in the text-books, though they do not appear to 

help us much toward rhe solution of our problem lof 
recovering the original textj. If we have labelled a reading 
as Alexandrian or Western or Syrian, have we really 
discovered thereby that it is any more likely to be original? 
(p. 144) 

Ellioll (1978) makes a similar point He acknowledges !here is a hiSiory 10 

trace but no reconstruction so far attempted is significant for textual 

decisions because "the ability to trace such a history is doubted by so many 

crilics uowadays"(p. 108). The use of Byzanline readings by Kilpalrick and 

Elliott does not sit easily with the view that the Byzantine text is inferior, 

late and recensional. Few, if any, Byzantine readings can be shown to have 

arisen after the second century. How does the presence of them altogether 

after the fourth century as a text-type, prove the non-existence of the 

Byzantine text-type before this time? Regardless of whether a papyrus is 

ever discovered which shows all the Byzantine peculiarities together, some 

scholars seriously doubt whether Hart's description of Byzantine origins is 
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still valid (Holmes, 1995, p. 351). In this case, the way is more open to 

suggest that the M(~joriry rext may reach back to the Original. 

For Pickering ( 1977, pp. 54-57), contemporary studies point to the 

non·existence of finn texHypes, and he refers to them, accordingly, within 

inverted commas. If the lack of a convincing history of the Text leaves the 

truth or relevance of texHypes in doubt, then this leaves the field open for 

Majority text advocates to offer a method of choosing between variants 

which does not depend on the superiority of their supposed characteristics. 

Characteristics of the Byzantine Text 

Can it any longer be maintained in the light of current studies by 

textual critics of the second and third century papyri that Hort's analysis of 

the Byzantine tradition is unquestionably correct? Majority text advocates 

believe that Hort unfairly stigmatised the Byzantine text··his analysis of its 

special characteristics is essentially faulty. Thus Hodges (1968, pp. 31-34) 

questions the accuracy of Hon's description of Byzantine peculiarities, a 

view that is shared by Van Bruggen (1976, pp. 30-35), and Pickering 

(1977, pp. 59-92). Hart (1881) described the Majority text in three ways: 

He believed it was the result of an editorial process which (I) produced 

"conflate" readings (p. !06), (2) hannonised parallel accounts in the 

interests of a fuller text, and (3) deliberately smoothed out roughness (pp. 

134-135). 

On the first point, Colwell (1947, p. 118) objected to the 

generalisations implicit in "conflates", in as much as all texts involve 

mixture. Van Bruggen (1976, p. 32) believes that the very basis of Hart's 

proof is defective in us much as he gives only eight examples of conflation, 

which all come from two Gospels. Not only are there few others to draw 

·On, bu,t u~Ontlationsu are not exclusive to the text-type; they occur in Cod. 
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B. Metzger (1971, p. 620), for example, cxphtins Col I: 12 in this way. 

Van Bruggcn (1976, p. 32) says, in agreement with Kilpatrick, that "many 

of these shoner readings can equnlly well be described as reduction~ 

readings with regard to the longer and original reading." Wallace (1983) 

makes a similar point in commending the usefulness of Hodges and 

Farstad's (1982) The Greek New Testament according to the Majority Text: 

"A perusal of almost nny page of text will reveal that ... the alleged 

'contlations' of the Byzantine text-type do not always hold up: quite 

frequently these manuscripts have a shorter reading than that found in 

Egypt" (p. 120). 

As to the second perceived characteristic of the Byzantine text, 

Kilpatrick (1965, p. 37) questioned harmonisation as a Byzantine 

peculiarity becuuse he saw this tendency at work in other texHypes also. 

In similar vein Van Bruggen (1976, p. 33) says that it depends on which 

angle the reader is coming from as to whether a reading is convincingly 

explained as harmonisation. For example, a reading may seem to be 

assimilated from a parallel source, yet the third synoptic parallel still 

deviates--even though the assimilation o;;upposedly occurred after the Four 

Gospel Canon was well established. A reading may seem to be borrowed 

from another Gospel yet it is out of tune with another statement in its own 

wider context. Van Bruggen believes that when the overall context is kept 

in mind it can be readily seen that examples of this arbitrary process are 

innumerable. Besides, he says, if this was a deliberate editorial policy, why 

did they pursue it so sparingly? The obvious purpose of dealing this way 

with parallel passages was to eliminate apparent contradictions in the face 

of criticism of the Gospels by the founh century Neoplatonic school, yet 

the problem of apparent contradictions in the Byzantine text remains just as 

strongly, as can be seen in our modern text editions. Defence of the 
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Gospel h<mnony wm; both needed and given in Augustine's day, yet it wns 

not nchievcd by fordng :m artitici:~l consisiCncy with the usc of redaction 

methods. Van Bruggcn ( 1976, p. 30) refers to Hills' work on 

hannonisations in the Caesarean text of Mark, which illustrates how one 

can "prove" a non-Byzantine text-type is also characterised by the same 

harn1onising, conOating and other supposed pcculiariries of the Majority 

text. Peculiarities arc distinctive and general if they characterise the whole 

text; however Hort (I 88 I) himself admitted that the evidence of 

harnmnismion and assimilming imerpolations in the Byzantine text are 

"fortunately capricious and incomplete" (p. 135). Van Bruggen (1976, pp. 

30-35) again points out that Metzger (I 971, pp. 47-48, 680, 684-686) 

expluins non-Byzantine readings in Cod. 8 as resulting from the tendencies 

of scribes to assimil:ue and simplify the text. Thus this characteristic is not 

peculiar to the Ryzantine text-type either! W. F. Wisselink published a 

study on ham10nisation in 1989, which shows that the Alexandrian text 

manifests this tmit as much as the Byzantine. Wallace ( 1995, p. 305) faults 

Wisselink's method by saying he has attributed to the Alexandrian text-type 

as a whole what is chamcteristic of merely individual manuscripts within it. 

As to the Majority text being a fuller text, Van Bruggen believes the 

reproach of "completeness" is undeserved, because it shares this reputation 

with the Western text, compared to which it is .at many points shorter. 

Neither does it have several Received text readings which might be 

expected, for example, I John 5:7-8, and Acts 9:5b-6a. "Thus these 

differences cannot be mentioned aro typifying chamcteristics" (1977, p. 35). 
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Wallace ( 19X9) conuncnts on the results of testing the "longer reading" rule. 

in studying Hodges' and rarstad's Greek New Testament: 

One would expect /the Byzuntine text] to ... huvc adapted 
and adopted earlier traditions. But of the 6,577 differences 
between the Majority Text and the critical texts, in only 
I ,589 places is the Majority Text longer than the critical 
This is less than one-founh of the total differences .... 
Further, tht:! Mt~joriry Text is sometimes shorter thnn the 
critical text. ( p. 277) 

As to the third characteristic mentioned, roughness and difficult 

expressions are suppose.dly smoothed out of the text. Yet Kilpatrick (1965, 

p. 205) shows this resuhed not from fourth-century revision, but has its 

source in a second-century practice of eliminating Semitisms, improving 

poor Greek, and "Atticising" here and there. He alf>o believed the Semitic 

expressions of the Byzantine text with its smoother Greek style were in 

many cases part of the original text. If this is true, Van Bruggen ( 1976, p. 

34) believes the Byzantine text is better understood as linguistic restoration 

rather than as a result of editorial freedom. Kilpatrick's studies show that 

"one cannot speak of a typical secondary character of the Bywntine text us 

far as the language is concerned." Van Bruggen believes he has made his 

case: "[Its supposed] secondary character rests on the suggestive force of 

selected illustrations, but is contrary to the facts as a whole. What is 

advanced as 'typifying' is not distinctive and is not general" ( 1976, p. 35). 

He questions whether Hort's preference for a New Testament "more fitted 

for cursory perusal or recitation than for repeated and diligent study" (Hort, 

1881, p.l35) should detennine whether we believe the Original had to have 

characteristics naturally more admired by a philologist and textual critic, 

than by the common reader. 
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Arguing from these criticisms, Majority text advocates like Van Bruggcn 

and Pickering (1977, pp. 58-62, 86) feel confident to ttssert that these 

charucteristics arc pan of the originul text. II seems the characteristics of 

the Byzantine text may not be so peculiar arter all. 

Applying the Genealogical Principle 

In the past an appeal to the numerical weight of the Byzantine text 

was ruled out by the genealogical principle, as laid down by J-lort (1881, p. 

57). This assumes that a family of causal relationships must be traced 

between manuscripts before the numerical factor can have any possible 

relevance to a textual decision (Colwell, 1947, p. Ill). Souter (1913) 

explains this principle as the one "scientific" argument that Westcott and 

Hort offe:-ed to make the majority approach invalid: 

The old unscientific method of Textual Criticism was to 
constmct the text from the consensus of the majority of 
witnesses. What nineteen out of twenty witnesses read must 
be right against that which is read by the twentieth. This 
erroneous method of counting is corrected by the 
application of the principle of genealogy of mn.nuscripts. (p. 
104) 

The genealogical principle was brought in to explain why numerical 

preponderance is not in itself evidence for superiority of text Pickering 

(1977, p. 46) relies on studies by Colwell and Kirsopp Lake which question 

the validity of the genealogical principle. 

Thus Colwell cautioned: 

Since [I pointed out the limitations in Hart's use of 
genealogyJ many others have assented to this criticism, and 
the building of family trees is only rarely attempted .... 
[However] Hart has put genealogical blinders on our eyes. 
(quoted in Pickering, 1977, p. 47). 
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Studies by Lake, Blake, and Silva New on the manuscripts of Mt. Sirmi, 

Patmos und Jerusulcm showed th:u, of the many Byzantine manuscripts 

found and studied there, hardly :my had been copied directly from one 

anmhcr. Almost no evidence suggested a direct genealogical relationship 

between m:muscripts. Pickering quotes the authors' conclusions in a 

statement which, if true, is fatal to all effective gcnealogiciil study: "It is 

hard to resist the conclusion that the scribes usually destroyed their 

exemplars when they had copied the sacred texts" (1977, p. 52). Thus 

Colwell (1935, pp. 212-213) declared that the complexity of Byzantine 

manuscripts, and the lack of evidence for a close genealogical relationship 

between m:muscripts within this broad stream rules out the idea of a 

gmdual editorial process which led to a unifonn medieval text. In 1969 

Colwell seemingly did a volte-face in advocating "Hort-Redivivus;" yet 

Hart's conclusions about the Alexandrian tradition were based not on 

genealogy but on internal criteria, and these do nO! affect Colwell's earlier 

scepticism towards the genealogical principle. Presumably he would still 

affinn his earlier statemems. Thus the genealogical principle should not be 

used in an a priori fashion to rule out any text or textual tradition, as Hort 

did in the case of the Byzantine manuscripts. Its validity and ~1ppeal should 

be restricted to textual situations where causal links are paim:.t<lkingly 

proved, that is, in an a posteriori manner. 

There is general agreement among eclectic critics that Colwell's 

evaluation of the genealogical principle was correct Thus, Kilpatrick 

(1965, pp. 136-153) points om that Hort never applied the principle in the 

way that classical scholars did; this he believes is necessary if the threefold 

classification is to convince us that text-type evaluation is more than 

hypothesis. It has been shown, he says, that a few manuscripts have 
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genealogical relations which can be traced, for example, families I and 13. 

Thus: 

There are manuscripts fin the New Testament( which are 
related mnong themselves in such a wuy that their 
relationship can be expressed in tenns of a f:tm:Jy tree .... 
The majority ... are in no such condition. . . . Much less 
can any genealogical tree be constructed to cover the New 
Testament manuscripts as a whole. Consequently rigorous 
argumems based on . . . the imprecise grouping of 
manuscripts in local texts or text-types . . . cannot be 
employed in this way. (p. 143) 

Epp's (1993) comments sum up why the whole notion of genealogy is of 

doubtful relevance: 

The older simplistic genealogical approach (stemmata and 
archetypes) has been abandoned almost entirely by NT 
textual critics (except in connection with small "families" of 
MSS) because it is both inapplicable to the massive and 
disparate NT data and ineffectual in trueing sure 
developmental lines through MSS wilh such complex 
mixture as those of the NT textual tradirion (quoting 
Colwell and Kenyon). (p. 143) 

If this is true, it is surprising that Metzger (1992) still feels able to dismiss 

Burgon's Majority Text approach on the basis that he was ··apparently 

unable to comprehend ... the force of the genealogical method, by which 

the later, conflated text is demonstmted to be secondary and corrupt". (p. 

136) 

Pickering believes that one of the irnponant reasons why the 

genealogical approach is too difficult to apply to the New Testament is the 

presence in the text of many intentional and religiously motivated scribal 

errors; he thus believes the numerical factor has been unfairly excluded by 

the principle (p. 43). However, Majority text advocates are not agreed on 

the relevance of the genealogy principle to the text Thus, Hodges attempts 
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to apply .stemmatics ro pnrts of his text ( 19R2, pp. xii, xxv). Indeed, he 

believes the Majority text lends itself to this method: 

Most modern textual critics have despaired of the possibility 
. . . . NevcJthcless this method remains the only logical one 

In nH:t, the major impediment to this method in 
modem criticism has been the failure to recognize the claims 
of the Majority Text. Any text-fom1 with exceedingly large 
numbers of extant representatives is very likely to be the 
result of <I long tnmsmissional chain. All genealogical 
reconstmction should take this factor into account. (p.xii) 

Hurtado ( 1984) is sceptical of Hodges.' and Farstad's commitment to 

genealogy as u basis for providing final decisions on readings, in so far as 

they have applied the principle so sparingly to the Text. Fee (1983, p. 112) 

criticises their genealogical work on the Apocalypse, in that they wrongly 

extrapolate from the data discovered there, that is, they fail to realise they 

are arguing from within a tradition which contains unique features. This, 

Fee believes, makes the application of their discoveries invalid outside The 

Apocalypse. The same, he says, is true for their treatment of the peri cope 

de adultera. According to Wallace (1989a. p. 287), the attempt to apply 

the genealogical principle is abortive for the method, since the results of 

doing so have an undermining effect on the numerical principle. This is 

because, in the process of choosing between more than one variant within 

the Majority tradition, the editors not infrequently chose a reading 

supported by only a minority of manuscripts within it. M. Silva (1983, p. 

187) believes also that, by this means, Horti:m principles get in through the 

back door--which probably invalidates the editors' approach. Besides, says 

Wallace ( 1989a, p. 288), Hodges' approach to textual criticism is ostensibly 

based only on external evidence, in the attempt to avoid Hort's allegedly 

subjective and intuitive preferences. 
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However, Hodges cannot apply the gcncalogJc<limcthod 10 the text without 

employing some fonn of internal criteria by which to determine what Hort 

( 1 RR I :2, p. 32) described ns "n1orally certain or at least strongly preferred 

readings." 

Fee ( 1978c, p. !55) agrees the g'.!nealogical argument is defective 

but shows (1993, pp. 192-195) that this fact does not necessarily touch 

Hart's analysis of the Byzantine text-type as late and recensional, because 

his evaluation was based nor on genealogical claims as such, but on the 

internnl criteria he employed 

By way of summary, the work of Kilpatrick and Van Bruggen, for 

example, tends to show that Hart's analysis of the Byzantine tradition may 

not be correct Majority wxr advocates believe that Hart unfairly 

stigmatised the Byzantine text--his analysis of its special characteristics is 

essentially faulty. Neither can the genealogical argument be pleaded as 

relevant to the status of the Byzantine text. If the Iauer were allowed w vie 

with the other text-types in a claim to originality. then the numerical 

preponderance of the Majority text may be seen to have more significance. 

Earliest Evidence for The Majority Text 

The second question which tests the status of the Majority text is 

the possibility that it reaches back to the autogmphs. How does the 

Majority text advocate respond to the assertion that his preferred text did 

not appear until the fifth century? On what basis does he argue that his 

preferred text could be at least as close to the Original text as any other 

type? He believes there is clear supportive evidence for this from the 

results of contemporary papyrus studies; he also believes that the 
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acknowledged presence of Byzantine readings in the writings of church 

fathers before rhc founh century is evidence that the Majority text reached 

back to the second century. 

Evidence from the Papyri 

The direction of the evidence from recently studied papyri suggests 

a much more fluid state for the text of the second and third centuries than 

had before been anticipated. Epp (1993, pp. 3R-39) stresses the need to 

discover answers which explain how the earliest papyri relate to the later 

text-types. He acknowledges that though most of the great figures in the 

past had a theory of the text, we are today without one: this is because 

none of the theories we inherited can be integrated with the findings of rhe 

papyri, and these papyri reflect varying textual complexions within each 

manuscript. Thus: 

When ... much earlier MSS . . . (earlier than the 
cornerstone MSS of each text-type} began to appear ... we 
began to recognise the anachronism of placing these earlier 
MSS into groups whose nature had been detennined on the 
b".sis only of the complexion of later MSS. (p. 37) 

The need for solutions to this problem is demonstrated by the 

differing explanations as to how the textual characteristics of the earliest 

papyri should be described, that is, whether they can be described in terms 

of existing text-types, and thus be integrated with the rest of the later 

manuscript tradition. Thus Aland concludes that text-types do not apply to 

the earliest extant manuscripts, whereas Fee, Epp, and others believe that 

they they are present in embryo in the second century. 

The textual characteristics of third century papyri seem to confuse 

the scholar's understanding of text-types. This is because studies show that 

a mixture Of text-types existed in the second and third centuries before the 
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editorial activity which was thought to have produced them. Aland's 

response to the presence of "mixture" in the papyri was initially 10 question 

tho very existence of text-types (1965, pp. 334-337), at least as they apply 

to the second and third centuries. Both Colwell (1969, pp. 156-157), and 

Epp (1993, pp. 93-94) deny that such a conclusion is necessary. Epp 

(1993, p. 119) expresses astonishment that K. Aland went for the simple 

solution. Aland remained unimpressed by the anticipated merits of 

quamitative annlysis as a route to confirming the established outlines of 

text-types. Such confirmation would enable the critic to use them more 

accurately in making textual decisions. Epp quotes Aland as 

recommending the making of textual choices by simple papyrus readings, 

that is, as a decisiorHnaking process ummmmelled by all talk of text-types: 

If this 'early history of the text' is visible anywhere, it is 
directly and immediately fvisibleJ only in the nearly forty 
papyri and uncials from the time up to the third/fourth 
cemury. Here it [the early history of the text] can be studied 
in the original [!.J; all other efforts must remain 
reconstructed theories. (pp. 118-119) 

Aland is not denying the reality of later text-types; but like the radical 

eclectic, he may just as well have done so, in as much as he makes them 

irrelevant for texmal criticism. 

Pickering (1977, pp. 55-56) avers that much textual work on the 

papyri indicates that there were no clear textual streams in the earliest 

centuries. To prove this he quotes nudies in the papyri by Epp (p45, St. 

Mark 6-9), A. F. J. Klijn (p45,p66,p75, St. John 10-11), and Fee (p66, St. 

John 1-14). He believes that these studies each indicate that the papyri 

have a wide and complex textual colouring which defies any mtempt to 

prove beyond reasonable doubt that they should be mainly assigned to one 

I 
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text-type nuhcr than an01her. Pichring quotes Birdsall's comments as 

implying the same thing:: 

In these third-century manuscripts, whose evidence takes us 
back into the mid-second century at least, we find no 
pristine purify, no unsullied ancestors of V1.1ticanus, but 
marred and fallen representatives of the originul text. 
Features of all the main texts isolated by Hart or von Soden 
are here found--very differenlly mingled in pf>li, p45,63, (p. 
56) 

In contrast, Epp ( 1993) himself is more confident that the earlier papyri 

should be grouped in traditional categories: 

Severn! early papyri draw to themselves other later MSS and 
fom1 three reasonably separate constellations with similar 
textual characteristics ... each with roots in th1! earliest 
period. . . . IThesej also constitute three distinguishable 
"1ex1-types" as early as 1he second cemury. (pp. I 18-1 19) 

Fee (1993, pp. 247-251, 272) is also much Jess sceplical !han Aland of1he 

traditional framework received from Hort, both as it applies 10 the 

Byzantine and Alexandrian text-types. Although nm accepting Horr's 

method of reasoning in all particulars, he is in effect a champion of his main 

textual conclusions. Up to 1956 the mixed chamcter of the papyri showed 

no evidence of a pure Egyplian leX I. Kenyon (1949, pp. 248-249) believed 

the Chester Beatty papyri indicated that Cod. B by its homogeneous 

character was recensional. Thus Hort was wrong to denote it as a "neutral" 

1ex1 (Fee, 1993, pp. 250-251). Although Cod. B was thus demmed, it 

came out of the third century, and was based on good Alexandrian 

manuscripts. In contmst to Kenyon, Fee believes he has successfully 

proved from a sllldy of p 75 lhat Cod. B is nol at all a hue lhird cemury 

recension; rather the text of B existed in the second century "across two 

textual histories both in its main features and in most of its particulars " 
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(1993, p. 256). Of the three nmjor families of texts generally acct!ptcd, Fcc 

(1993, pp. 7-8) describes the Alexandrian as being composed of p(>6, p 75, 

p46, p12, Cod. Band Origen. Fee believes that "the combined study of 

p75, p46, p72, and Origen has placed this text in all of its particulars 

squarely in the second century". There is, he says, no evidence of 

recension, that is, of a carefully ediled or created text at Alexandria, 

whether in the second or fourth centuries. p 75, and Bare a "relatively 

pure" fonn of preserv:nion of a "relmively pure" line of descent from the 

original text" (1993, p. 272). This leaves Han's view intact--he anticipated 

an Alexandrian 'neutral' prototype of Cod. B. Fee believes he has found it 

in p75; it is "proto-Alexandrian"; it is a carefully preserved tradition; it is a 

careful copy, not an edited revision (p. 272). 

Hart believed he had proved that the Byzantine texHype did not 

emerge before the fourth century. However H. A. Sturz (1984, p. 240) 

attempted to show from the papyri that the Byzantine text-type is indeed 

present in the third century. As early as 1952 Colwell had said: "Most of 

[the Byzantine text 1 readings existed in the second century" (quoted in 

Pickering, 1977, p. 76). Fee (1985, pp. 239-242) was unconvinced by 

Sturz' reasoning, and offered three criticisms: (1) Many of Sturz' 

"Byzantine" readings are not in fact peculiar to that text-type, because they 

are present in other streams; (2) a reading from the Byzantine text-type 

found in an early papyrus does not in itself prove the text-type existed--

other characteristic features must also be present in the same manuscript, 

and (3) no distinction was made between variants which are significant for 

determining manuscript relationships, and other readings. However. Ellion 

(1986) felt that Sturz' work had successfully "rehabilitated the Byzantine 

text" (p. 282). 
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Majority textmlvocatcs :trgue from the unusunl results of second-

third century studies fOi the non-existence of text-types (Pickering, 1977, p. 

55). This suggests thut the Majority text could be at least as dose to the 

Original text as any other type. Aland's more sceptical approach to such 

categorisation makes Pickering's (1977, p. 57) proposal more credible, 

namely, that critics should abstain from allotting papyri to text-types until 

relmionships between the later manuscripts have been empirically plotted. 

Until such time, the later manuscripts should be treated as individuals rather 

than being lumped into the Byzantine basket Until the history of the text 

can be convincingly shown, the weight of a manuscript cannot be evaluated. 

Until individual manuscripts can be weighed properly, the numerical aspect 

should assume more significance in deciding which variant reading is 

correct (p. I 30). 

Ante·Nicene Patristic Evidence 

The Majority text advocate also believes that the acknowledged 

presence of Byzantine readings in the writings of Church Fathers before the 

fourth century is evidence that the Majority text reached back to the second 

century, that is, to the earliest period of manuscript history. This was a key 

argument of Hort (! 88 I, pp. I 14- I IS) for the inferiority of the Majority 

text. namely, it appears to be absent from the writings of Greek Fathers. 

Hort (1881, p. I 12) says we have clear patristic material only during the 

period I 70·250 AD, and thus the evidence is restricted mainly to Irenaeus 

and Hippolytus in the West, and Clement and Origen in the East--especially 

Origen. 

The evidence available to date is interpreted in one of two ways: 

Either the main characteristics of the later Byzantine text·type are believed 

to be absent from pre·Nicene writings--even though various isolated 

I 
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Byzanline readings may be found among them--or, nltcrnatively, the 

Byzantine text-type, even if it could be shown to be present in those 

writers, still bears no witness to the early presence of the Majority text, for 

we may safely assume thm !mer editors assimilated Byzantine readings into 

the Fathers' texts to confonn with ecclesiastical usage. The first 

interpretation will be tested by further patristic studies. The second 

interpretation depends on whether Han's use of internal canons can be so 

trusted that we should affirm their implications as cenainly as if we had 

independent historical evidence for them, that is, independent of inferences 

dmwn from the text. The inference is that a founh century ecclesiastical 

revision was undenaken, whether by Lucian or some other editor. 

The paucity of patristic material during the second century is 

panicularly relevant to the status of the Byzantine text, as Van Bmggen 

(1976, pp. 22-23) points out. The limitation means we are quite unaware 

of what the text of Antioch looked like in this period. From the silence we 

may infer that the Majority text suddenly emerged, but arguments from 

silence can be presumptuous. Where are the contemporaries of Origen or 

Tertullian in Antioch to show us the textual colour of their New 

Testament? Western Fathers and Alexandrian writers used a non-Byzantine 

text. This indicates two possibilities: (1) The writers preferred the local 

text current in their time and region, rather than the Majority text, and (2) 

the Majority text was not used by them because it was not in the majority in 

their location. We have, at present, no way of knowing whether they lived 

at a time and in a region where the textual tradition was at its best, or, 

alternatively, whether it was a tradition disturbed by all kinds of influences 

during the second century. Van Bruggen urges caution in a situation where 

.difficultdata can often be interpreted in various ways. Metzger's (1972, pp. 

3B7-395) review of Boismard's studies on St. John suggest that a separate 
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Church F:.1ther texHype can be made out for the fourth Gospel. Van 

Bruggen illu!ilr.lte!i his point from B~mrda's Mudy of Aphmhat's use of St. 

John; the Iauer interpreted Aphmhat as siding with the Egyptian text rather 

than the Byzantine. Yet when compnring the use of these two texts, Van 

Bruggen says the Byzantine text does not come out unfavourably: "A 

relevant variation occurs only in seven insumces in the passages discussed" 

(1976, p. 23). If we ::~ssume on the basis of a few Fathers in three or four 

regions that the Byzantine text was unknown before AD 325, we encounter 

an even greater difficulty than the ambiguity of the evidence, and that is its 

sudden appearance on the scene: 

How can this text ... suddenly be known, for example, in 
the writings of Eustathius of Antioch (beginning fourth 
century), and in the writings of the Syrian Aphrahat? How 
can this text then be found in a sectiCJn of Chrysostom's 
works as the known text? [If one says,] this now proves that 
this Byzantine text was made at the time of Nicaea [then] ... 
how did it manage to spread so quickly? Through what 
influence? And why are there no indications, in the writings 
of the fourth century, that the writers were aware that they 
were introducing a newer text? (p. 24) 

Thus Van Bruggen suggests a more plausible reconstruction of the history, 

as found in the law of antecedence. If fourth century writers used the 

Byzantine text as a nonnal text, then they did not regard it, he says, as 

"new." It is thus more likely that it was handed on from a previous age. 

After all, Antioch has, historically, far more significance for textual 

transmission than either Alexandria or Rome. It was the first Gentile 

Church, the hub of Apostolic activity outside Israel. It would not be 

surprising if it had a remarkable archive of early copies of Gospels and 

Leuers. The fact that Antioch before the fourth century is a blank spot on 

the text-historical map should make us aware that our description of the 

textual history of the earliest centuries might conceivably be different if we 
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restricted ourselves to the data we achmlly possess, rather than reaching 

conclusions based, in part 1 on intelligent conjecture. 

Earlier M(ljority text advocates like Miller believed they had proved 

the presence of the traditional text in the antc-Nicene writings. Pickering 

(1977, pp. 64-77), appt>rently unaware of the changing method of studying 

the Father5, relies on Miller (1886, pp. 53-54) and Burgon (1896a, pp. 94-

122), whose patristic studies tested Hart's view that no ante-Nicene father 

used the Byzantine text. After examining 76 patristic sources between 100-

400 AD, Miller ( 1896a, pp. ix-x) firmly concluded that the "Traditional 

Text" (a tem1 approximately equivalent to "Byzantine") predominated in 

this early period. F. G. Kenyon earlier this century (1901, pp. 277-278) 

criticised Miller's work from the Hortian standpoint, that is, he believed that 

the fourth cenury recensional nature of the Byzantine text did not square 

with Miller's findings. It was thus logical to infer that all readings peculiar 

to the Byzantine text, which occur in the ante-Nicene fathers, must have 

been placed there by later editorial assimilation (1901, p. 276). Fee (1993, 

pp. 201-202), whom Holmes (1983) describes as "among the most active 

and significant researchers in the area of patristic citations" (p. 16), objects 

to Pickering's reasoning on two counts: (1) He is confusing readings, 

which are undoubtedly present in ante-Nicene patristic writing, with those 

readings which, when combined together characterise the text-type, and (2) 

Miller's quotations of patristic references to the New Testament falsely 

assume the general trustworthiness of their transmission. 

Burgon and Miller (1896a) had said: 

Too much variation ... of readings meets us in the works of 
the several Fathers, for the existence of any doubt that in 
most cases we have the words, though perhaps not the 
speHing, as they originally issued from the author's pen. 
Variant readings of quotations occurring in the different 
editions of the Fathers are found, according to my 
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experience, much less frequently than might have been 
supposed. (p. 9R) 

Pickering relies on Kenyon's (1901) statement that when critical editions of 

the Fathers have mnde allowance for assimilation to the Byzantine text "the 

errors arising from this source would hardly affect the general result to any 

serious extent" (p. 276). However, Fee apparently disagrees with the 

implications of Kenyon's statement. He emphasises that it is crucial to be 

sure that a Father's work is faithfully transmined~-crucial both to the 

specific question as to what text-type is reflected in it, and to the more 

general question of the theoretical soundness of the text. Fee ( 1995) 

reflects Hart's views in evaluating the importance of patristic evidence: 

When properly evaluated ... patristic evidence is of primary 
importance, for both of the major tasks of New Testament 
textual criticism, that is, the recovery of the original text and 
reconstructing its history ... Unfortunately ... the data ... 
have not always been used circumspectly, thus often 
resulting in skewed ... infonnation or conclusions. (p. 191) 
(italics mine) 

Fee (1993, p. 202) explains that reliance on either Burgon or Miller's work 

is hopelessly inadequate, in that they failed to recognise, for example, 

whether the Father was quoting one Gospel rather than another, when 

examining synoptic pantllels. Miller (I 896a, pp. ix-x) had examined 30 test 

passages where 1 ctriations between manuscripts are more substantial and 

obvious. He found that the ante-Nicene fathers quoted the Traditional Text 

against other variations, that is, the Western or Neutral, with a ratio of at 

least 3:2 in favour of the Majority text. Fee (1993, p. 203) demolishes the 

credibility of these studies by referring to his enquiry into one of the 30: 

Mauhew 9:13. Miller had cited seven Fathers who supported the 

Byzantine reading for this verse. However Fee found only one of them in 

certain -support; none of the others had made it clear whether Matthew was 
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being quoted. It would he helpful to know whether such serious defects in 

Miller's work, in relation to a small sample, are ch;mtctcristic of in:utcntion 

to detail in the rest of the evidence for the "Traditional Text". 

Critics in the Hortian tradition do not see the need for such caution 

in using the argument from silence; they anticipate that both past and future 

patristk' studies will be seen to justify it. The first appearance of the 

Majority text as a text-type is said to be in the homilies of Chrysostom 

(Hart. 1881, p. 91). Pickering (1977, p. 63) challenged this latter 

identification by referring to the results of Geerling's and New's collation of 

Chrysostom's text. The authors said: "No known manuscript of Mark has 

the text found in Chrysostom's homilies, or nnything approaching it. And 

probably no text which existed in the fourth century came much nearer to 

it" (p. 135). Fee (1995, pp. 197-200) reexamined the findings of Geerlings 

and New on Chrysostom and found that "[their] analysis, which has 

frequently been quoted or referred to, has proved to be quite inaccurate and 

misleading" (p. 197). Fee also says that studies were pursued up to 1970 

with the general aim of placing a Father's text in the history of transmission, 

by using evidence presemed in the form of lists of variants from the 

Received text. Now, with the advent of the quantitative method, 

percentages of agreements are established between the Father's text and 

other manuscripts which are representative of the main textual "families" or 

streams. Percentages are based on readings where at least two of of the 

manuscripts used in the collation agree in variation against the rest. If the 

Majority text is inferior and secondary, those readings with characteristics 

peculiar to it are by definition late readings, and thus if they occur in early 

Fathe•s they must have been assimilated to the text by later scribes, as 

Kenyon had said. Pickering (1977, pp. 72-74) pleads, however, that before 

it is affirmed that no ante-Nicene Father quotes the Byzantine text, it must 
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be clearly dt~mowtrated that later copyists altered the earlier Father's 

wording to mnke it confonn to the revision. l-lowcvcr, Pickering ( 1977, p. 

17 I, n. 122) is looking for reasons from patristic evidence to rehabilitate 

the Mqiority teXt. He compares the treatment received by patristic texts 

with the wny rl and rt3 were distinguished in the process of describing the 

Caesarean text-type. In order to define the Caesarean text, it was assumed 

that the Byzantine text is late and recensional; readings which differed from 

the Byzantine were made characteristic of all the manuscripts within the 

group, even if the variant occurred in only one manuscript. Pickering 

(1977, pp. 72-73) believes there is unfair bias at work here. As applied to 

patristics, if editorial assimilation to the later text should first be 

demonstrated, not merely assumed, then the patristic writings in the earliest 

centuries of manuscript transmission become evidence for the presence of 

the Byzantine text before the fourth century. Whether it be assumed or not, 

Fee (1993, p. 202) is convinced from his own patristic studies, and that of 

others, that the combined characteristics of the Byzantine text do not occur 

in the early Fathers. 

The MajtJrity Text versus !merna/ Evidence 

The third question posed by recent discussion and debate is: Why 

do Majority teXt advocates question whether the canons of internal 

evidence are a sound basis for making textual decisions? Is there an 

alternative to the eclectic method which makes the well-established rules of 

internal evidence redundant? Thus the Majority text debate is not only 

about the significance of external evidence; the place of internal evidence is 

also critical to the whole discussion. 
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There is among crhics a prevailing consensus on this nwttcr, that is, both 

mdical and rensoncd eclectics rely heavily on the rules of internal evidence; 

this is true even when, as not infrequently happens, their textual conclusions 

differ. 

Questioning the Criteria 

Majority text advocates do not accept long-established rules of 

internal evidence. There are two main criteria on which the others depend: 

"Choose the reading which fits the context'', and, "Choose the reading 

which explains the origin of the other reading". The second of these rules 

is clarified by a further guideline: proc/ivi /ectioni prae.'ital ardua--the 

harder reading is preferable. Colwell (cited by Hodges, J96H, p. 35) said of 

these two rules: "As a matter of fact these two standard criteria for the 

appraisal of the internal evidence of readings can easily cancel each other 

out and leave the scholar free to choose in terms of his own prejudgments". 

Hodges explains why he questions the application of the main criteria 

nomm!Iy used to detern1ine an original reading. He considers it does little 

more than provide opportunity to express subjective and uncertain opinion. 

G. Salmon's (1897) comment about Hort's defence of his revised Greek 

Text reflects the problem associated with these internal rules. It is a sad 

fact that, in the absence of a history of the Text convincing enough to take 

us beyond theory, all textual traditions must inevitably be evaluated on the 

basis of internal evidence. Sillman said: 

That which gained Hart so mnny adherents had some 
adverse influence with myself--1 mean his extreme 
cleverness as an advocate; for I have felt as if there were no 
reading so improbable that he could not give good reasons 
for thinking it to be the only genuine. (pp. 33-34) 
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Salmon's commc111 \\.'Otdd still have bcc.:n relevant, had 1-lort chosen to 

champion, for example, Cod. D, rather than Cod. B. Hodges ( 196X, pp. 

35-36) believes the rules too easily connict :md appeals to ColwclllO justify 

his reservations: 

Indeed, it is Colwell w':m h<IS cffeclively pointed out that the 
generalizations which scholars have been making for so long 
about scribal habits are based upon a quite inadequate 
induction of the evidence. He calls for a fresh and 
comprehensive description of these. But if this is needed 
then it is also clear that we must reconsider nearly all the 
judgments previously based on individual readings on the 
basis of the alleged tendencies of scribes. (p. 36) 

Thus where the harder reading is nonnally to be preferred, this may at the 

same time be the longest reading, which is nonnally to be rejected. 

Vaganay (1986/1992, p. 79-81) also questioned the efficacy of both the 

"harder reading" rule and the "shorter reading" rule; scribal habits can be 

contradictory. Thus, according to A. C. Clark (cited in Pickering, 1977, p. 

80) while the scribe's wish to ensure thnt nothing be lost from the text led 

him often to interpolate, yet still the characteristic carelessness of scribes 

may have made them even more prone to omit than to interpolate. 

Proclivi /ectioni praestat ardua. 

As for the "harder reading" rule, Metzger ( 1992) explains why 

scribes were inclined to introduce many intentional changes into the text: 

"It is apparent from even a casual examination of a critical apparmus thm 

scribes, offended by real or imagined errors of spelling, grammar, and 

historical fact, deliberately introduced changes into what they were 

transcribing" (p. 196). 
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Pickering believes this fact vitiates the entire rule; 

The amply documented fact that numerous people in the 
second century made deliberate changes in the text, whether 
for rloctrinul or other reasons, introduces an unpredictable 
variable which invalidates this canon .... We have no way 
of knowing what factors influenced the originator of a 
variant , .. or whether the result would appear to us to be 
"harder" or "easier". (p. 84) 

Brevior /ectio potior. 

Another rule much used since Hart is brevior lectio potior--the 

shorter reading is bener. This also is currently under more serious scrutiny. 

Kilpatrick (1978) shows how Hart was not completely enslaved to Cod. B 

in choosing the shorter reading: 

The maxim /ectio hreuior pntior delivered Hart, on 
occasion, from idol:ury, but is it true? ... Can we see any 
reason, apart from repetition and tradition, why it should be 
right or wrong? We can produce reasons for thinking 
sometimes that the longer text is right and sometimes that 
the shorter text is right, but that will not demonstmte our 
maxim. (p.140) 

Pickering (1977, pp. R2-R3) describes scribal habits by quoting Colwell 

(1965, pp. 376-377) at length to disprove Hort's (I RR I, p. 235) assertion 

that corruptions by interpolation are many times more numerous th:tn 

corruptions by omission. Colwell summarised his findings as they applied 

to the scribes of p66, p75 and p45, as follows: 

p66 has 54 leaps forward, and 22 backward; 18 of the 
forward leaps are haplography. p 75 has 27 leaps forward, 
and 10 backward. p45 has I 6 leaps forward and 2 
backward. From this it is clear that the scribe looking for 
his lost place looked ahead three times as often as he looked 
back. In other words, the loss of position usua1ly resulted in 
a loss of text, an omission". (pp. 376-377) (italics mine) 
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Elliott (1972) sets out the implicutions of the tendency of scribes to omit: 

The rational critic should accept the originality of a longer 
rather than a shorter reading other things being cqunl (e.g. if 
the style and language of the longer reading are consistent 
with the author's usage) on the assumption that to omit is 
common and accidentul when copying, whereas to :1dd to a 
text being copied demands a conscious mental activity .... 
As well as accidental errors explicable on palaeographical 
grounds, scribes often deliberately omitted material which 
was against their theological position. (p. 342) 

Fee ( 1993, pp. 194-6) believes Pickering makes too much of doctrinal 

motives in explaining textual ch;:mges. The latter's dismissal of internal 

canons stems from his assumplion that deliberate changes to the text were 

always made for dogmatic reasons, that is, with a theological motive. It 

does not occur to him that the myriad trivial changes resulted from the 

scribe's inherent inclination to alter the text in the interests of clarifying the 

meaning. Fee, however, sets out reasons for saying that the vast majority 

of changes were made, not to bolster orthodox teachings derived from the 

Text, but simply to clarify what is already there: "For the early Christians, 

it was precisely because the meaning was so imponant that they exercised 

a certain amount of freedom in making that meaning clear" (p. 195). Thus 

two forces were at work: first a tendency to shorten the text through 

carelessness or from doctrinal motives; secondly a tendency to lengthen the 

text to clarify meaning. Fee says the latter tendency was the more u:;ual 

cause of corruption: 

Thus the canon of "the shorter reading", though less useful 
than others, simply means that in most cases of deliberate 
variation scribes were more likely to have added words 
(pronouns, conjunctions, etc.) than they were to have 
deleted them. The canon of "the more difficult reading" 
means thnt since a copyist changed the text one way or the 
other, the change usually w.as made toward a more 
"readable," or clearer, understanding of the text. (p. 196) 
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None of these issues fcnturc in Burgon's writings, for he believed 

textual criticism was a handmaid of theology rather than an independent 

discipline. Though hy no means un:u.:quaint~.:d with the very many "trivial" 

changes in the text, he was far more concerned with ombsions which had 

doctrinal significance, especially those which tended to dilute the New 

Testament witness to orthodox: Christology. For example, he saw the 

effec1s of the founh-ccruury Arian controversy at work motivating the 

many omissions of Hart's Neutral text, whereby Trinitarian doctrine was 

emaciated (I R96a, pp. !59-165). aB were seen as the products of semi-

Arian or homoean teaching intimately linked with Alexandrian philosophy. 

The Arian controversy was played out during AD 31 R-3R 1 with 

Constantine under Arian influence, and this coincided in mid-century with 

the appearance of a B. Orthodoxy emerged at end of the fourth century 

under Chrysm.tom which coincided with the triumph of the traditional text. 

Burgon saw Origen as responsible for the shorter text, but whether or not 

8 should be directly linked with Origen was not the crucial point. Burgan 

believed that Greek philosophical principles had taken the edge off Biblical 

doctrines, and that Origen and aB shared a sceptical character in several 

areas. Thus (1896a, pp. 2R7-29l), there was a tendency to soften passages 

which taught the true deity of Jesus Christ, and to omit passages which 

taught the everlasting punishment of the wicked. Besides Burgan 

suspected omission as sceptical--sceptical, thnt is, of the supen1:1turalism 

assumed by the Biblical writers. He saw some omissions as "evincing a 

'philosophical' obtuseness to tender passages", like the agony of 

Gethsemane and the Crucifixion, and "the mutilation of the Lord's prayer" 

(1896a, p. 290). Burgan also anticipated Kilpatrick's deteclion of the many 

second century Atticisms contained in a B. He believed that the literary 

tastes of clnssical scholars schooled in "Thucydidean compactness, 
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condensed and well~pnmed" were too fastidious to serve as a swndard hy 

which to measure a litcraturc designed to appeal to people whose habitual 

lifc·style was very ordinary, or even to scholars exercised in a wider range 

of litera lUre. Thus the philosophical preference of the Alexandrian school 

led them to omit when:: an excuse provided. He also believed the onhodox 

were just as capable of changing the text from a pious motive, by "the 

insenion, suppression or substitution of a few words in any place from 

which danger was apprehended" (1R96b, p. 197). Correspondingly, those 

who draw their inspiration from Burgan see the Traditional text as 

championing Trinitarian theology as a definitive, historic Christian 

statement. 

Majority text ambivalence. 

The misgivings of Mqiority text advocates about internal rules 

naturally and inevitably result from their unwillingness to ignore the 

numerical weight of the great variety of documentary attestation to a 

specific textual reading. By using the "shorter reading" rule, Hort 

characterised the "fuller" Byzantine text as recensional. It was thus by the 

use of these rules that Hort concluded the secondary nature of the 

Byzantine text. However by employing the same methods, Kilpatrick 

reached different textual decisions which implicitly challenged some of 

Hon's conclusions ( 1965, pp. 190·193). This provides another important 

reason for Hodges' (1970) misgivings; he was no doubt referring to himself 

when he said: "To anyone schooled in the standard handbooks of textual 

criticism, it may come as a shock, for example, to find Kilpatrick defending 

so-called Byzantine "conflate" readings as original!" (p. 36). Nevertheless, 

in his acceptance of the status quo, Fee ( 1993, p. 187) continues in the 

conviction that no historical phenomena suggest anything but the inferiority 
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of the Byzantine text Rather than arguing every important dct:lil of 

external evidence in response to Hodges and Pickering, Pee ( IIJIJ3, pp. 195-

20 I) relies on the logical and persuasive force of applying the rules of 

internal evidence, bdicving that following the method will inevitably justify 

confidence in the effectiveness of this way of dealing with the text. 

Majority te.rt advocates tend thus to follow Burg~m in their distrust 

of the rules of internal evidence. This is not true, however, of Hodges and 

Farstad. as shown by the expl:mation of their guiding principles in their 

introduction to Tile Greek Text New Testament accordi111: to tile Majority 

Text. Moises Silva (19X3, pp.l86-187) points out that their principles do 

not square with their earlier criticism of the "harder reading" rule. Thus, 

where there is substantial division of readings within the Mc~jority text 

tradition and these readings rival each other in tenns of von Soden's 

estimate of "good Byzantine readings", Hodges and Farstad ( 1982) say: 

"Rival readings [are to bel weighed ... with regard to intrinsic and 

transcriptional probabilities" (p. xxii). Fee (1978a, p. Ill) faults them for 

not taking a thoroughgoing attitude to internal canons; it seems they are 

willing to use them, but only as a last resort where the history of the text is 

notoriously complex, as in, for example, John 7:53~8: II. Thus Hodges and 

Farstad say: "Excellent reusom; almost always can be given for the 

superiority ofnmjority readings over their rivals" (1982, p. xi), yet at the 

same time they criticise the use of internal canons as "unduly subjective"~~ 

this Fee finds to be an almost incredible tour de force. 

Miller ( 1886, pp. 120~ 121) believed external evidence far outweighs 

any other tests, and at first saw no inconsistency with his preference for the 

Traditional text in following the seven internal canons set out by Scrivener 

(1894:2, pp. 247-256) as useful. Scrivener affim1ed: (I) Bengel's "harder 

reading", (2) Griesbach's "shorter reading", {3) the reading which expluins 
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the origin of the vari:uion (Tischcndorf), and (4) the rcmling which 

confonns to tl1c uuthnr's style; (5) tlmt tl1e varhmt should be evaluated in 

the light of "the special genius and usage of each authority; for example, 

always suspect the omissions of B, the carelessness of A, and the 

interpolations of D" (I X94, p. 121 ); (6) that the transcriptional probabilities 

relating to grammatkal changes, for example, itadsms, be noted; and 

fm;.lily (7) that nonsem.e readings which injure meaning and construction be 

rejected. Miller agrees with Scrivener in rejecting Griesbach's rule, namely, 

that "suspicion must ever rest upon such readings as make especially for 

onhodoxy" (I H86, p. 121 ). 

Modem Mc~iorit)' rext advocmes like Hodges and Farstad arc thus 

seen to be identified with Miller's earlier willingness to use the internal 

canons. Burgan himself seems to give no quarter to it, which is an attitude 

which Pickering receives from him. The results of the work are 

correspondingly different. Thus. on the one hand. Hodges and Farstad 

employ intemnl rules when confronted with choices within the Majority 

text. and as a result sometimes choose minority readings. On the other 

hand, Pickering (cited in Wallace, 1995, p. 315) is reluctant to follow suit, 

and so finds it too difficult a task to nffirm Hodges' <md Farsmd's choice 

between split readings. At this point, Pickering would seem to be furthest 

removed from accepted text-critical methods. However. Wallace seems to 

be overstating the implications of this when he says: "[Mc~iority text 

advocates] make no large-scale effon to interact with the intrinsic and 

transcriptional evidence. This ... is a tacit admis.,·ion that the traditional 

text is imlefensih/e on internal gromuls" (1995, p. 315). (italics mine) 
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Is cm,jl!C:lf{f(! hwviwh/e? 

The. fourth concern for Majority wxt Hdvocatcs relates to 

conjectural emendation :1s a way of resolving textual problems. It is 

acknowledged generally that there is <tn increasing tendency for critics to 

use conjectuml emendation. This tendency is shown by a survey of several 

places in the UBS Tcxmal Commemary (cited by Holmes, 1995, pp. 348-

349). Colwell (1965, pp. 371-372) admits that often a conjectural element 

has to be allowed in making textual decisions. He defines "conjecture" so 

widely as to apply it to all textual choices based on internal evidence, even 

those which appeal to some manuscript support: 

IHort'sl prudent rejection of ulmost all re.adings which have 
no manuscript .support has given the words "conjectural 
emendation" a meaning too narrow to be realistic. , , , We 
need to recognise that the editing of an eclectic text rests 
upon conjectures. If these conjectures are to be soundly 
based, they must rest upon transcriptional probability as well 
as intrinsic probability, (p. 371) 

This definition of conjecture seems to assume that any textual decision 

based on the superiority of manuscripts is suspect, because we are still 

working in the realm of "the theory of the text." If this theoretical status is 

accepted, it follows that basing textual conclusions on the supposed 

superiority of one or more manuscripts falls within a dictionary definition of 

conjecture, namely, "to arrive at a conclusion from incomplete evidence." 

The presence of conjecture is shown in the different decisions 

reached by the radical and the reasoned eclectic, when applying the rules of 

internal evidence to the same text. Westcott and Hort in their Text found 

60 passages, each of which they felt contained an error older than any 

extant witness--thus necessitating the use of conjecture to remove them. 

Fee (1993, p. 191) comments on the settled opposition shown by Elliott 
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and Kilputrick to many of the reasoned conclusions rcncctcd in the U!JS3 

Greek New Tatamelll texts. Metzger (1992, pp. I H4-I H5) also notes that 

the critic•1l apparatus of Nestle's 24th Edi(ion of the Greek New Testament 

indudes about 200 conjectures from various sources. 

D(lferifl~ Views t~{ Cm{iecture 

Fee (1993, p. 191) does nm agree that textual decisions based on a 

balnnced use of both intemal and external evidence contain a conjectural 

element. He could, however, be interpreted :ts defining cenainty in such a 

way as to leave the scholar equally free to either reject or accept 

conjectural emendation, as a way of dealing with the Text 

The immense amount of material available to NT t~xtual 

critics ... is ... their good fortune, because with such an 
abundance of material one c;m be reasonably certain that the 
original text is to be found somewhere in it. !Thusj they 
scarcely ever need to resort to textual emendation, though 
the possibility must always be kept open that the very first 
copy of the original MS, from which all others derived, had 
some uncorrected errors. (p.6) 

Holmes (1995, pp. 347-348) comes out unashamedly for 

conjectural emendation on the grounds that, (I) it will always be the only 

way forward--contrary to Epp's view that reasoned eclecticism is at best a 

tempomry approach--, and (2) it is presumptuous to assume that the 

original must in every case have survived somewhere among the extant 

manuscript testimony. Holmes compares the historical-documentary 

method with the classical approach to textual criticism and shows that the 

latter follows two main stages in searching for the original. First the 

Recensio stage often reduces the evidence to two or more manuscripts or 

archetypes. At the next Se/ectio stage a choice is made between the 

variants. Sometimes a third and fourth stage is necessary. Thus 
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Examinatio may need to test the curliest disccrnihlc stage of the textual 

tradition. This third process may detect an unsound linkage in the tradition 

which suggests that no variant is a likely candidate for the original. 

Divinatio may be a needed final stage where competing conjectural 

proposals are evaluated. This whole process assumes that the aim of 

renching the autograph may prove to be a simplistic objective. ''It implies 

some son of'fixed target"'(l995, p. 353). But what if, says Holmes, there 

were two editions from St. Mark's pen, or several original copies of 

Ephesians, just as there mny have been two editions of Acts? Holmes 

believes New Testament critics should follow this classical model. With 

such a possibility, he says that to stop short of conjectural emendation 

"amounts to a squandering of resources, a neglect of evidence entrusted to 

us by the accidents of history" (p. 348). Thus, in many cases, recovering 

the original will never be confidently achieved. However close we might 

get to it, documentary evidence will never deliver certainty. Holmes quotes 

Hart to say "only intrinsic probability is concerned with absolute 

ori~'inuii:y" (p. 348). Thus he believes external evidence should be weighed 

up in the same way, that is, by acknowledging "the accidents of history that 

could, if properly used, enable us to penetrate beyond the limits of the 

extant tradition", by "ldetectingJ the presence of some primitive corruption 

antecedent to all extant witnesses, and (recognising] in these cases the need 

for emendation." (pp. 348-349) 
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The Mt(iority Text View 

said: 

The Majority text advocate agrees with F. F. Bruce ( 1963) who 

It is doubtful whether there is any reading in the New 
Testament which requires it to be conjecturally emended. 
The wealth of ~lttestation is such that the true reading is 
almost invariably bound to be preserved by at least one of 
the thousands of witnesses. (pp. 179-180) 

There are three main reasons why the Majority text advocate rejects 

conjecture: (I) He believes the vast amount of critical resources are 

sufficient to give an externally based evidence for making decisions which 

are certain; (2) the providential preservation of the text ensures certainty, 

and (3) human nature needs certainty as a motivational force in making 

moral choices. 

On the first point, the Majority text approach believes the eclectic 

method will never provide certainty, whilst on the other hand an almost 

total reliance on external factors will provide it; that is, reliance on factors 

external to the literary context of a variant. Following J. W. Burgan's 
11seven notes11 (l896a), Majority text advocates tend to distrust the 

established rules of intrinsic and transcriptional probability used to explain 

what gave rise to variant readings. They also suspect the value of 

probability in most textual judgments which are based on imemal evidence 

and eclectic reasoning. All talk of conjectural emendation is "anathema" to 

the Majority text advocate for whom theory by very definition moves in the 

realm of uncertainty, and all claims to be able to discern where editing or 

reconstruction of the text has occurred are uncertain. 

The Majority text advocate also rejects conjecture in the belief that 

(2) the providential preservation of the text ensures certainty, that is, the 

uniqueness of the New Testament makes it both possible and necessary to 
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tind a way to elimimuc every conjectural clement (Pickering, 1977, pp. 25-

26). His objection is theologically based, that is, the commitment to the 

Biblical concept of "the authority of Scriprurc" carries with it, for him, the 

implied corollary of the verbal inerrancy of the autographs. If such an a 

priori assumption be valid, it should be possible to be certain of the original 

reading in all or most cases. The concept of providential preservation is 

naturally more relevant for someone who adheres to such an a priori when 

coming to the Text. Kilpatrick (1990, p. 99) commems: "If such were the 

case, we might wonder why this Providence has not exerted itself a little 

further to ensure that at each point of variation the original reading would 

be manifest and immediately demonstrable." Burgan (1896a, pp. 11-12) 

hnd an answer to this; he believed it is unreasonable to expect that copyists 

should have been protected against the risk of error, in every minute detail, 

by a "perpetual mirac:le." However, Hart's revised text suggested an 

opposite extreme, namely, that very little, if any, providential preservation 

was in evidence to protect statements which had substantial doctrinal 

significance integral to them. For Burgan (1896a) championing one text-

tradition as "neutral", that is, as free of editorial influence, meant: 

that at the end of 1800 years 995 copies out of every 
thousand ... will prove untrustworthy; and [assuming 
Hart's reconstructed text,J that ... at the end of 1800 years 
much of the text of the Gospel had in point of fact to be 
picked ... out of a waste-paper basket in the convent of St. 
Catherine. (p. 12) 

Some Majority text reasoning bases its approach on the Protestant 

doctrine of Scriptural preservation, for example, "the Word of God ... 

kept pure in all ages" (Westminster Confession, chap. I :8). Wallace (1992, 

pp. 41-43) sees this as "entirely wrong-headed" (p. 41) for seveml reasons: 

First, its youthfulness is not in its favour, thnt is, it was not a doctrine of the 
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nncient church. Second, Biblical texts arc quoted ns supposed proof that 

the ipsissima verha of Scripture would be preserved. Contrary to Majority 

te:a reasoning, W;11lacc believes these texts suggest no such idea; rather, 

they should be interpreted as statements which offer sanction to moral laws 

which have an absolute claim. Alternatively they bcnr a prophetic 

character, inasmuch as they ostensibly guarantee the future fulfilment of 

every promissory statement. Third, it is sufficient to speak of God's 

providential care of the text being evidenced through the history of the 

Church, without lmving to give the idea dogmatic 5tatus; such a step is 

unnecessary considering the great quantily of manuscripts at the critic's 

disposal, and the remarkably close proximity of some of them to the 

originals. 

The third reason explaining his rejection of conjectural emendation 

is the Majority teXt advocate's desire for certainty. More than anything else 

the conjectural element explains his dissatisfaction with the reliance on 

internal evidence in reaching textual decisions. Even theologically 

conservative writers like D. A. Carson (1979) and P. McReynolds (1974, p. 

481) believe the desire for cenainty in making textual decisions is 

unrealistic. Wallace (1995, pJ00-301) illustrates the desire for cenainty in 

the case of the textual critic E. F. Hills who, notwithstanding 5cholarly 

recognition for his tcxtwcritical analyses, nevertheless reverted to the 

traditional certainties of his youth by consciously embracing the Received 

text. Wallace (1992, pp. 36-37) feels it is quite wrong to equate cenainty 

with truth: 

Truth is objective reality; certainty is the level of subjective 
apprehension of something perceived to be true. . . . It is 
easy to confuse the fact of this reality with how one knows 
what it is. . . . Indeed people with deep religious conviction 
are very often quite certain about an untmth .... 
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At bottom, this quest for certainty, though often 
masquemding as a legitimate epistemological enquiry, is 
really a prcsuppositional stance, rooted in a psychological 
insecurity. (p. 38) 

However, this quest for certainty, or as Wallace puts il, for "simple answers 

to the complex questions of life" (1992, p. 38) is no side-show in the debate 

over methodology. Either we seek the wording of the original Text where 

we can confidently say of a text: "This is it", or we reconcile ourselves to 

the "impossible dream" (Aland, 1979, p. 11 )), or to the "retreating mirage 

of the 'original text"' (K. W. Clark, 1966, p. II). Wallace's distinction 

between certainty tmd truth tends to esmblish a sceptical epistemology, in 

as much as most knowledge which has only "prob~tbility" sratus is still 

evaluated by us as psychologic;:llly certain before we are willing to act on if, 

that is, treat it as useful knowledge. On the other hand, Wallace (1992) is 

trying to be consistent with the need to treat both Testaments even-

handedly: 

In many plnces, all the extant Hebrew manuscripts (as well 
as versions) are so corrupt that scholnrs have been forced to 
emend the text on the basis of mere conjecture. 
Significantly, many such conjectures (but not all) have been 
vindicated by the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. (pp. 40-
41) 

There seems to be a double-minded attitude to the text-critical 

enterprise, where two presuppositions, each contrary to the other, serve 

simultaneously to guide the critical task. These are: (I) that the goal of 

text-critical analysis is to achieve textual choices which are cenain, that is, 

more than merely probable, and yet (2) that the goal of certainty in textual 

criticism is neither attainable nor necessary. The Majority rext approach 

may itself not produce the required certainty ~my more than any other text-

method; however it is possibly more appealing in its approach to the task, 
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in tlwt il attempts to be consistent with the presupposition that certainty is 

required in om nsscnion, fact or idea before it may bt! considered to be fully 

useful or objectively true. 

It is difficult to evaluate Majority text method, as its proponents, 

Pickering, for example, have hitherto given so few textual examples. 

Almost the entire focus is on the value of external evidence as a way of 

eliminating the ambiguities of subjective reasoning. However Wallace 

(1995, pp. 314-315) emphasises that present day Majority text approaches 

still do not eliminate the subjective element involved in making textual 

choices. This he (1995, pp. 306-307) believes is evidenced by the way the 

Majority text principle is used ambiguously by the differing viewpoints 

within the Majority text position. This ambiguity is illustmted in three 

ways: First, Wallace appeals to Hodges' and Farstad's :.mempts to apply 

stemmatics to the Text--this lends them to opt for some minority readings 

within the Majority tradition. Secondly, he sees Burgan as, in effect, failing 

to use the sevenfold method he propounded for detennining the Text. 

[Thus Wallace believes that if a variant had numerical proponderance in its 

favour, the other six Notes are not mken seriously--Acts 8:37 is a good 

example to test this criticism, but Burgan did not deal with the text in his 

writings.] A third example of ambiguity in applying the Majority principle 

is seen in the writings of the Dutch scholars Van Bruggen and Wisselink, 

neither of whom apply the Majority principle exclusively in deciding 

between variants. This is because they allow for Byzantine hmmonisations 

and corruptions. 

In comment on the first of these three points, Hodges and Farstad 

may be seen as not abandoning the Majority text principle, if the minority 

reading they adopt in the process of stemmatic reconstruction deserves 

special status for being preserved in that special stre<tm. They would 
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doubtless claim it does deserve special favour. Hodges' ( 19H2) first 

principle is: "Any reading overwhelmingly attested by the manuscript 

tradition is Tl'lore likely to be original than its rival(s)" (p. xi). This principle 

is so worded that it allows for minority readings, in effect; thus a minority 

reading within the Majority tr.tdition may still have far more manuscript 

support than a reading outside it. To weigh the Majority text reading as 

"more likely" is effectively to acknowledg:e that other factors need to be 

considered besides numerical preponderance. On Wallace's second point, 

Pickering (1977, pp. 129·138) is careful to avoid rnising the numerical 

principle to an absolute by expounding the seven.fold method Burgan 

believed should be used, to detennine the identity of the Text. Thus if there 

exists the threefold cord of number, variety, and continuity, the identity of 

the text is secure. If however one of the three is missing, other factors like 

the antiquity and weight of the manuscripts will tip the scales toward one 

variation rather than another. As is shown below, Acts 8:37, on this basis, 

may belong in the Text after all. It is not supported by most manuscripts, 

bm the other "notes of truth" may be in its favour. Doubtless, conservative 

restraint made Burgan a little wary of committing himself one way or the 

other. 

The desire to follow Burgan's Majority approach is intimately linked 

with the goal of effectively reinstating the Received text, as being no longer 

Hart's "villainous ... [and] vile Texl!L\' ReceptlL'i leaning entirely on late 

MSS" (quoted by Pickering, p. 31). D. D. Shields (1985, pp. 80-89, 132-

137) shows the impetus for its rehabilitation came from Burgan, and has 

been felt since the mid-1950"s at several levels: a popular defence, a 

scholarly defence, and now specifically the Majority text approach. 

Burgan, says Wallace (1995, p. 299), failed to distance himself sufficiently 

from the Received text by clarifying his views on texts which have long 



Majority Text X3 

been among the touchstones of New Tesuuncnt criticism, for example, the 

Comma .loJuumcum, Acts 8:37, and Revelation 22: 16~21. However, to be 

fair to Hodges ( 1978, pp. 145-146) who began the current debate over the 

Majority rext, he avers that he is willing to follow the evidence on the 

unresolved issues wherever it may lead. that is, whether it leads to 

reinswting the Received text or not. 

This chapter has outlined the four theoretical issues in the field of 

texuml criticism which remain controversial matters for debate. When the 

current Mt~iority text approach is related to the greater depth and textual 

skill evidenced in Burgan's writings, it can more easily be seen as an 

alternative method of textual criticism available--a method which takes 

these problems seriously. The Majority text advocate would summarise his 

premises as follows: (I) The latest evidence indicates that Hart's analysis 

of the Byzantine Text is fuulty. (2) Work on the earlier papyri tends to 

show that the main features of the Majority text did not emerge through 

the centuries gradually but were present from the first. (3) Recent 

discussions of the various [internal} criteria show increasing scepticism and 

ever-decreasing cenainty in making textual decisons--the inconsistent way 

they are applied makes their canonical status undeserved. (4) It is not 

possible with established methodology to eliminate an element of 

conjecture from textual decisions. Bur, they claim, the uniqueness of the 

New Testament makes this an intolerable situation. 

Is it true that the textual critic should take the Majority text more 

seriously than it was earlier thought? The answer to this question partly 

depends on whether a Majority text advocate possesses an alternative and 

viable critical method of doing textual criticism which, while taking into 

account valid criticisms of established method, still shows that its own 

textual decisions make sense. The Majority text advocate claims that he 
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docs have such a method, one proferred by Burgon··albcit with great 

passion··in response to l-Ion. By examining concrete textual cxampks it 

may be possible to establish whether, in its pra~;tical outworking, the 

Mqiority text approach is credible. This question will be examined in the 

next two chapters. 

·. :.,,_, 
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CJ-1 A I'TER 3 

Understanding the Majority Text Method 

Explaining the Mqiority Phenomenon 

The discussion of the previous chapter shows how and why it is 

possible for the Majority text approach to be re·considercd. After a lapse 

of years during which :.my questioning of the secondary recension a! nature 

of the Byzantine text was dismissed, textual criticism has moved into an era 

of grecu uncertainty, particularly in weighing up matters of external 

evidence. The whole notion of "best text" is seen as difficult w establish, 

regardless of the particular text-type under discussion. This bolsters the 

confidence of the Majority text advocate who senses that he may after all 

have something valuable to offer, panicularly for those who feel 

dissatisfaction with conjecture as a way of resolving textual issues. The 

notion of"best text" and the use of conjecture were considered in chapter 

2. There is a third reason for the Majority text approach. This relates to 

the felt need to explain the majority phenomenon. The discussion between 

Hodges and Fee, as subsequently taken up by Pickering, and critiqued by 

Wallace, focuses on the nature of the history of transmission of the text. 

Normal versus Abnormal Transmis.\·ion 

First, the Mt~iority text method attempts to provide a convincing 

historical reason for the numerical preponderance of one type of text. 

Discussion revolves around the question as to whether this preponderance 

is explained as the outworking of a nonnal transmission, that is, a healthy 

transmission free from serious corruption, vis·ll·vis an abnormal one. 1-Iort 
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(JXRI, p. 45) had mhnittcd nthcorctical presumption which is perhaps a 

crucial argument for Majority text advocates, namely, that the text which 

has been copied more cominuously and consistently than any other has a 

berter claim to represent the original. This is a guiding principle for 

Hodges. Holmes (19R3) quotes Hodges' way of developing this point: 

Under the nonmil circumstances the older a text is than its 
rivals, the greater are its chances to survive in a plurality or 
a majority of the texts extant at any subsequent period. But 
the oldest text of all is the autograph. Thus it ought to be 
taken for granted that, barring some radical dislocation in 
the history of transmission, a majority of texts will be far 
more likely to represent correctly the character of the 
original than a small minority of texts. This is especially true 
when the ratio is an overwhelming 8:2. Under any 
reasonably nomml transmissional conditions, it would be for 
all practical purposes quite impossible for a later text-form 
to secure so one-sided a preponderance of extant witnesses. 
(p. 15) 

Pickering ( 1977) attempts to describe simply how normal transmission 

occurred: 

Already by the year 100 ... there was a swelling stream of 
faithfully executed copies emanating/rom the holders of the 
Awograpils to the rest of the Christian world. . . . The 
producers of copies would know that the true wording 
could be verified, which would discourage ·them from taking 
liberties with the text. . . . I see no reason to suppose the 
;lituation was much different by the year 200. 

With an ever-increasing demand ... and with the potential 
for verifying copies by having recourse to the centers still 
possessing the Autographs, the early textunl situmion was 
presumably highly favourable to the wide dissemination of 
MSS in close agreement with the original text. By the early 
years of the second century ... the logical consequence 
[was] that the form of text they embodied would early 
become emrenched throughout the area of their in!luence. 
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]Thus] a b:1sic trend was established at the very beginning .. 
that would continue inexorably until the advent of a printed 
N.T. text. . . . The probabilities against a competing text 
fom1 ever achieving a majority attestation would be 
prohibitive no matter how many generations of MSS there 
might be. (pp.l05·106) (italics mine) 

Contrary to the generally accepted view, both Hodges and Pickering 

believe no historical grounds exist to suggest there has been a radical 

dislocation in the history of the transmission of the text. Pickering ( 1977, 

pp. I 04-1 07) identifies the Aegean area as the home of two-thirds of the 

New Tesmment autographs, and believes that the geographical area, later 

termed Byzantine was far better placed to check proliferating copies against 

the Original, even as late as 2(X} AD, than Alexandria for example, which 

did not receive a single original manuscript of the New Testament. Given 

this distinct advantage, Pickering beliews it is fair to presume that "the 

early textual situation was highly f:tvourable to the wide dissemination of 

manuscripts in close a&Yfeement with the original text" (p. 106). Thus he 

says: 

A basic trend was established at the very beginning--a trer:d 
that would continue inexor<.Jbly ... because, given a norn1al 
process of tmnsmission, the science of statistical probablility 
demonstrates thnt a text forn1 in such circumstances could 
scarcely be dislodged from its dominant position . . . . It 
would take an extraordinary upheaval in the transmissional 
history to give currency to an aberrant text fonn. (pp. 106-
107) 

Pickering (pp. 88-89) cites Kenyon, Colwell, F. C. Grant, and Jacob 

Geerlings, who all found difficully with Hart's view that the Byzantine text 

was the product of a deliberate revision. 
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Birdsall (1970) candidly admits that this is: 

... one of the major problems of the historian of the New 
Testament text. ... The origin of the Byzantine text is I nOll 
known .... fit I is frequently ascribed to Lucian of Antioch, 
and the ascription is turned to fact by frequent repetition ... 
but ... there is no direct evidence of any philological work 
by him upon the New Teswment text. (p. 320) 

It is by no means clear just how crucial the numerical factor is for a 

Majority teXt discussion on a given variant; however, the principle is clear. 

This principle establishes the continuity of the current discussion with 

Burgan. Hodges quotes his brother's mathematical work to justify the 

relevance of the statiStical argument ( 197Xa, p. 148). However T. J. 

Ralston (1994) has recently sought to show through computer analysis that 

this method of using textual data in exploring manuscript traditions is 

faulty. 

The Case for Radical Dislocation 

Fee (1993, pp. I 83-188) says that the way Hodges and Pickering 

argue their case for "normal transmission" amounts to a "rather total 

illogic" (p. 185, n. 6); he offers a way of explaining how one text-type 

could become predominant. A satisfactO!y explanation for the Majority 

text, he says, is found in three factors that converged between the fourth 

and seventh centuries: (I) The trained scribe emerged, for example, in 

Alexandria, whose more disciplined approach would begin to "freeze" 

(1978a, p. 26) the forces making for diversity in the text; (2) the lessening 

amount of new variation in text would be proportionate to the growing 

awareness of "canon" among copyists, and would increase scribal concern 

for accuracy by cross-referencing readings with other manuscripts, 
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and (3) the making of copies was motivated by the need to study rather 

than distribute them, which had the effect of focusing the text within a 

narrow Greek-speaking geographical area. 

Metzger (1992, p. 291) cites several upheavals which show the 

transmission was not "normal." Some examples of human interference 

which radically dislocmed textual transmission are: the Imperial 

persecutions; the destmction of libraries on a large scale; the Islamic 

conquests which caused copying to cease, for example, in Alexandria and 

Caesarea; and the decline in the use of Greek in the Western Church. 

The idea of radical dislocation could perhaps work in favour of the 

Majority text in the belief that it reaches back to the second century. 

Because the destruction of manuscripts occurred on such a vast scale 

through the great persecutions, for example, this might help to explain why 

there are so few manuscripts of the Majority type from this early period. It 

is unlikely that one text could gain u dominant position through a natural 

process of development, in the face of traumatic historical events like the 

great persecutions and the destructiol of manuscripts--even entire libraries. 

Such events would radically dislocate the textual transmission and work 

against the Majority text, stopping it from gaining dominance. The extant 

evidence gives the impression that the Mqiority text did not gain its 

dominant position until the early medieval period. However, rather than 

this being a necessary inference, it may instead be a mere assumption, made 

through lack of any available evidence to suggest otherwise. 

Fee (1993, p. 185) finds Hodges' reasoning illogical because, he 

Says, the further removed a manuscript is from the autograph, lhe more it 

.- will reflect 'the errors made during the history of its transmission. He 

' compares manuscript history to that of human genealogy (p. 185, n.6). 

-i,: 

... -···- . 
.-.• .. 

··--·' -
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Thus the multiple cfft!cts of producing a new copy, by using two 

manuscripts reflecting different tcxHypcs,m~y be compmcd to the 

physiognomous changes where a couple from two distinct and widely· 

separated ethnic and geographical backgrounds marry; this leads to new 

and quite unpredictable features, whose origins may not thereafter be easily 

traced. Thus, for example, if the results of Alexandrian editing of a passage 

are trartsmitted en bloc to another manuscript llitheno uninfluenced by it, 

the potential for error is greatly increased, and even more so with the 

further passage of time. In contrast, Hodges' (1978a, p. 152) approach is 

probably explained as an unwillingness to see the relevance of family 

patterns, or text-types, for the first two centuries. Thus, assuming that the 

Majority text may reach back 10 the emly second century, it could not have 

resulted from the cross-fertilisation between patterns of variation. 

Both Metzger (1992, p. 212) and Fee still affirm a deliberate 

revision by Lucian or his associates. Fee (1993, p. 8) believes most textual 

critics agree with this. Kenyon (1901, pp. 277-278) suggested that it was 

the result of a gradual and deliberate process over time. Fee ( 1993, p. I 87) 

describes the process in three stages: The "full-fledged foml'' appeared by 

AD 350; it evolved from nn earlier fmm, and finally came to full flower in 

the eighth and ninth century uncials. Parvis ( 1952, p. 172) quotes the view 

of F. Pack who traced the beginning of such a process to Origen, and 

believed it was completed by Chrysostom. 
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T. J. Ralston ( 1992) explains the effect of this process: 

Hodges' statistical model which lies at the heart of the 
Majority Tc!xt theory demands that a text-type becomes less 
homogeneous over time as the cumulative effect of scribal 
errors and emcndatiom are lnmsmittcd in subsequent 
generations of manuscripts. . . . However, the case is 
reversed for the Byzantine manuscripts, which grow more 
homogeneous over time, denying Hodges' statistical 
presupposition. (pp. 133-134) 

Wallace (1995, pp. 3 10-313) summarises three reasons to explain 

why the Majority text cannot claim to represent, or even be close to, the 

Original: (I) The M(~;ority text did not fully develop its typical 

characteristics until the ninth century, and did not exist at all in the first four 

centuries; thus we find no Byzantine text-fom1 in the papyri; (2) most of the 

Versions, for example the Coptic, Ethiopic, Latin, and Syriac do not reflect 

the Byzantine text--even if one of these versions did reflect it, this would 

still not mean that the versions in general supported the Majority text; (3) 

the ante-Nicene fathers did not use the Majority text. Metzger (1992, p. 

279) emphasises Wallace's third point (dealing with patristic evidence) in 

affinning that there has been a radical dislocation in transmission. Writers 

like Origen and Jerome explicitly refer to readings which were familiar to 

them in many manuscripts then extant, but which are now not available; 

though wideiy known these readings are now found in few witnesses or in 

none. "Such a situation rules out any attempt to sertle questions of text by 

statistical means" (p. 292). 

Unresolved D{fferences 

Hodges' ( 1978a, pp. 148-152) response to Fee's way of describing 

how the Majority text emerged, was to ask for documentation to support 

these assertions (p. 148), as he believes a growing uniformity would 
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demnnd more, nuhcr thnn less, intense communication and distrihution of 

texts between copying centres. We look in vain, he says, for any 

convincing explanmion as to how ecclesiastical forces could so cftectively 

work against the earlier <md great diversity to produce a unifom1 text. He 

(pp. 151-152) quotes Birdsall's studies on Photius, Patriarch of 

ConsHmtinople, which show he did not use the official, or standard text in 

his writings. Bm it is inconceivable, Hodges believes, that a ninth-century 

teacher exercising broad and deep scholarship in the Imperial University 

(Birdsall, 1974, p. 779) should not have used the Byzantine text at the 

height of its acceptance, if such an edited te"t existed. Hodges (1978a, p. 

152) suspects from this that "the concept of a standardised Eastern text is 

an historical fiction." Hodges (1968/1970) believes that, in the absence of 

historical evidence independent of the Text itself, the idea of a deliberate 

editorial recension is inherently improbable. 

The Majority text, it must be remembered, is relatively 
unifom1 in its general character with comparitively low 
amounts of variation between its major representatives. No 
one has yet explained how a long, slow process spread out 
over many centuries as well as over a wide geographical 
area, and involving a multitude of copyists ... could achieve 
this widespread unifonnity out of the diversity presented by 
the earlier forms of text. ... An unguided process achieving 
relative stability and unifonnity in the diversified textual, 
historical, ::tnd cultural circumstances in which the New 
Testament was copied, imposes impossible strains on our 
imagination." (pp. 33-34) 

Burgan (1883, pp. 292-296) rejected Hart's theory of a Lucianic 

recension for lack of concrete evidence: "it is simply incredible that an 

incident of such magnitude and interest would leave no trnce of itself in 

history" (p. 293). At the same time he saw the cmcial imponance of the 

theory to any text-critical approach which presupposed the inferiority of the 

Byzantine text. 
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Contrary to Metzger's view, Hodges (197Xa, pp. 150-152) believes, 

as did Burgan, that the transmission of Greek nmnw:.cripts was not so 

abnormal as to restrict the copying of them to Conslantinople during the 

Byzantine period. l-Ie believes the survival of bilingual Gracco-Latin 

codices from the Middle Ages suggests that an interest in Greek continued 

among scholars; consequently text-types other than the Western were 

copied and in circulation there, as manuscripts moved back and forth during 

the period. 

Hort's argument from genealogy is no longer an issue, yet its 

intluence lingers on. Miller (1886, pp. 47-49) believed that Hort should not 

have made genealogy tile uroundwork of an argument. To him, applying 

such a figure to manuscripts suggested a false analogy, in as much as 

distinct human generations gradually come and go over time, whereas 

"generations [of manuscripts] might be genemted as fast as the pens of 

scribes would admit" (p. 48). 

Hodges (1968/1970, pp. 31-34) relies on the fact that no 

satisfactory explunation is available to account for the rise, apparent 

uniformity, and dominance of the Majority text. Thus in the absence of 

historical evidence to the contrary, we may assume it represents simply the 

continuous transmission of the original text from the very first. "All 

minority text-fonns are, on this view merely divergent offshoots of the 

broad stream of transmission whose source is the autographs themselves" 

(p. 34). Burgon (1883) had an answer to the question: "Why then is the 

Majority text completely unknown in the ante-Nicene Fathers, and why nre 

there no manuscripts from the earliest period which contain this Text?" 

Referring to Hods preference for the Alexandrian text, he said: "Had B 

and a been copies of average purity, they must long since have shared the 

inevitable fate of books which are freely used and highly prized; namely, 
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they would have fallen imo decadence and disappeared from sight" (p. 

319). Constant handling nnd unremitting use of Majority text manuscripts 

resulted in loss of evidence as they perished. Pickering ( 1977, pp. 123-

124) cites a scholarly explanation for the silence of extant witnesses to the 

Mqjority text in the earliest period--it resulted from the scribal habit of 

tearing up the exemplar, particularly once it became practically useless. 

Fuller (1970, p. 7) develops this theme by saying that those that survived, 

which were "offshoots" of the broad stream, were those the Greek church 

put back permanently on the shelf for being faulty. Wallace (1995) believes 

this explanation is nullified by its implications: 

If the Byzantine MSS wore out, what is to explain how 
they became a majority from the ninth century on? On 
Majority text reckoning, the real majority should never be 
found as an extant majority. Further, what is to explain 
their complete nonexistence before che late founh century? 
Are we to suppose that every single "good" NT somehow 
wasted away--that no historical accident could have 
preserved even one from the first 350 years? . . . IThisl 
stretches the credibility of the theory far beyond the 
breaking point. (pp.311-312) 

Hurt,ldO (1984, p. I 62) is at a loss to know how the survival of a majority 

text indicates anything more than its popularity as a text preferred by 

scribes or readers. 

An argument from silence is very prominent in all criticisms of the 

Majority text. This is shown in the way Wallace (1995, p. 311) offers his 

reasons why the Majority text cannot be even close to the original. Thus, 

he says, the discovery of almost I 00 New Testament papyri over the last 

century, none of whose earliest examples reflects the homogeneous text 

characteristic of later Byzantine nmnuscripts, is sufficient evidence to prove 

the Byzantine text is late and recensionnl. Similarly, Fee (1978a, pp. 27-29) 

believes it is fatal to Hodges' view that there are no examples of the 
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Majority text-type in the early pnpyri. He says he has shown (vide 1993, p. 

256, 301-334) from the relationship of Cod B with p75 that they share an 

Alex;mdrian text-type which is non-recensional, and which reaches back to 

an archetype in the early or mid-second century. Hodges in reply (1978a, 

pp. 153-154, 197Rb, pp. 162-163) discussesthe results of studies done on 

the relationship of Cod. A with Cod. Petropolitanus P. These lead to the 

inference that both texts derive from u common ancestor at least coeval 

with aB; furthem1ore that the ninth century P was adjudged closer to the 

text of the ancestor than the fifth century Cod. A. Hodges uses this 

example to appeal to the fact that all textual scholars regularly infer from 

critical data that early non-extant archetypes must be postulated for later 

manuscripts. "What we maintain is that the extant evidence for the majority 

text demands a very extended transmissional history, and therefore its 

existence long before :my ofits surviving representatives were written must 

be assumed" (p. 162). 

The Majority text advocate thus hopes to provide a convincing 

historic:.tl reason for the numerical preponderance of one type of text. 

Hodges' explanation of the majority phenomenon focuses on Hart's 

admission that the text which has been copied more continuously and 

consistently than any other has a better claim to represent the original. 

Hort (p. 45) added a caveat that "the smallest tangible evidence of other 

kinds" must be heeded which weighs against this presumption. But Hodges 

remains unmoved by the silence of the earliest papyri, in the belief that 

silence does not constitute the "tangible" evidence that weighs against 

Hart's presumption. 

There i.s general rejection by eclectic critics of Hodges' and 

Pickering's arguments for the Majority text. Even an ultra-conservative like 

T. P. Leti£ (1987, pp. 12-13), who '"serts the superiority of the Received 
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teXt on a theologic;JI basis, that is, a belief in the providcntinl prcscrv:.~tion 

of the best text, emplmsises as a fatal weakness the "inability I of the 

Majority text advocate] to substantiate the majority principle." He sees 

Elliott's welcome of the new Greek Majority text New Testament as a 

''latitudinal approach" (p. 13), serving lO promote the Majority text not 

because its readings may bring us nearer to the Original, but as a foil not 

only to theNestle/UBS "standard" monopoly-text, but also to Fee's 

"triumphalism" in lauding reasoned eclecticism as the curremly reigning 

method. 

Majority text advocmes use two basic arguments: first, that on a 

statisrical basis the Ml~jority text is more likely to contain a reading closer 

to the original Text than any other, and second, that the main rules of 

internal evidence are not sufficiently self-evident or reliable to be used as 

sound guides to the correct reading. Pickering ( 1977, pp. 91-92) stresses 

that the relevance of the first argument, namely, thnt the Mc~jority text is 

closer to the original than any critical revision, panly depends on whether 

or not it is admitted that we have, as yet, discovered the proper history of 

the New Testament text. 

Wallace (1992, pp. 29-30) faults the use of the numerical factor in 

evaluating the text, on the assumption that Majority text advocates are 

interested in numbering only Greek manuscripts. He thinks they are 

inconsistent in failing to number manuscripts of other versions whose 

textual colour may be at variance with the Byzantine manuscripts, for 

example, the Old Latin tmdition. However Burgan (1896a) clarifies this 

point in replying to those who use a well-known maxim in criticising the 

Majority text method, namely, "witnesses are to be weighed, not counted." 
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It assumes that the 'witnesses' we po~sess,~- me<~ning 

thereby every single Codex, Version, Father--, (1) arc 
capable of being weighed : and (2) that every individual 
Critic is competent to weigh them : neither of which 
propositions is true. . . . The undeniable fact is overlooked 
that 'number' is the most ordinary ingredient of weight and . 
. . is an element which even /sic/ cannot be cast away. (p. 
43) 

This comment has immediate relevance as it aptly describes the difficulties 

currently experienced in providing a sound historical base to New 

Testament text-critical method. Apart from this, it shows the wide range of 

evidence to which the numerical factor should be applied. Having 

recounted the various ways in which countless numbers of manuscripts 

have perished, Burgan (1896a) lists the then-known available resources: 

Nevertheless 63 Uncials, 737 Cursives and 414 lectionaries 
are known to survive of the Gospels alone. Add the various 
Versions, and the mass of quotations by Ecclesiastical 
writers, and it will at once be evident what materials exist to 
constitute a Majority which shall outnumber by many times 
the Minority, and also that Number has been ordained to be 
a factor which cannot be left out of the calculation. (p. 45) 

Clearly then, more than Greek manuscripts are in view. All the evidence 

must be considered under this head. Burgan believed the multitude of the 

evidence shown by the Mc~jority text for the autllenric reading of disputed 

passages gives substance to his view that: "Number ... constitutes Weight 

... not of course ttbsolutely, as being the sole Test, but caeteris paribus, 

and in its own place and proportion" (ibid., p. 44). 
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Ralimwlefor tlw Mt~jority Text Method 

Wallace (1995) explains the several arguments which constitute 

Burgan's nppronch, on the basis of a belief in vcrbal~plcnary inspiration: 

( 1) a theological a priori thm God has preserved the text--
and that such a preserved text has been accessible to the 
church in every age; (2) an <lssmnption that heretics have, on 
a large sc:.~le, corfllpted the text; (3) an argument from 
stuthaic::tl probability relmed to the corollary of accessibility 
(viz., that the majority is more likely to contain the original 
wording); and (4) a pronouncement rhut <til early Byzantine 
MSS must have worn out. As well, a fifth point is inferred 
from these four: arguments based on internal evidence (e.g., 
canons such :1s preference for the harder and shorter 
readings) are invalid since detem1ination of the text is based 
on the "objective" evidence of quantity of MSS. (p. 299) 

Fee has criticised Burgan's mellwd as a vinually total reliance on 

external factors. He sees it as no more than an invitation to count 

manuscripts us the one way of evallHiting readings. Wallace ( 1992) shares 

Fee's view that the Majority text method is "in essence purely external (i.e. 

counting manuscripts)" (p. 37). Wallace (19H9, pp. 279-282) joins Fee and 

others in exposing flaws in Hodges' reasoning from the majority 

phenomenon. 

However, the method deserves more than a dismissive comment 

about a method which merely "counts noses". If the Majority text advocate 

applies the seven notes faithfully to a variant, it seems an insuh to Burgan's 

intelligence to describe his method as one which depends mainly on 

statistics. Also Burgan's work should invite more than cursory :mention if 

K. W. Clark (1950) was correct in describing him as one of the "grem 

contemporaries" of Tischendorf (p. 9). 
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Rather than dismiss the method, it i~ wnnhwhilc to examine the 

nature and implications of Burgon's seven notes, ns outlined hy Pickering 

(1977, pp.l29-137) who attempted to faithfully describe and develop them 

a linlc, though only in theory~ it would seem. A study of Burgon (1H96a) 

shows that he linked three of the seven notes as especially inter-dependent; 

these were, number, variety and continuity. They were to at:! as "a 

threefold cord not quickly broken." He nlso <~cknowledged that the age of 

a manuscript is an important consideration not to be overlooked. Hov:ever 

he felt that too much trust was placed on the readings of the then five 

ancient uncials, simply by virtue of their great age (p. 29). The advice may 

still be wise today, mutatis mutandis. 

The first argument named above, that the Majority text is closer to 

the original th:m any critical revision depends on Pickering's ( 1977, p. 91) 

belief that we have not yet discovered the proper history of the New 

Testament text. As we are unable to weigh the external evidence properly, 

it is wise to assume that the true reading will be contained somewhere 

within the manuscript tradition which has been better preserved through the 

centuries than any other (pp. 106-1 07). It is better to accept a variant 

reading upheld by the mass of manuscripts as genuine (p. 130), regardless 

of age, rather than wrestle with textual decisions resulting from doubtful 

accounts of how the various readings arose. 

The Majority text method in its modern fonn is very different from 

the more sophisticated ways of studying variation units within the text. It is 

thus regrettable that Majority text adviXates have not provided sufficient 

examples of how they apply the method to specific texts. The guidelines 

however are clear enough in the written analyses of Burgan, who provided 

the learning and impetus for the method. 
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Burgan's (1896a, p. 29) seven "Notes of Truth," to test the worth of a 

variant reading, arc explained hy Pickering (p. 129), as an alternative way 

to judge the wonh of a vari;mt. They arc listed ;ts follows: 

1. Antiquity, or Primitiveness. 

2. Consent of Witness, or Number. 

3. Variety of Evidence, or Catholicity. 

4. Continuity, or Unbroken Tradition. 

5. Respectability of \Vitncs:ses, or Weight. 

6. Evidence of the Entire Passuge, or Context. 

7. lnternnl Considerations, or Reasonableness. 

Thus the nge of a manuscript is only one imponant factor to consider, and 

not the main basis of evaluation. The variant shm1ld occur early, and there 

should be continuity: every period of chllrch history shculd show its use; 

the variant should show up throughout Christendom, whether in 

manuscripts, fathers, versions or lectionaries; the manuscript witness should 

be "respectable," that is, generally reliable; the witness should be "credible," 

that is, its textual context not suspiciously confused with conflicting 

variants; the numerical preponderance of manuscripts witnessing to the 

variant should be as "full" as possible; finally, the reading claimed as 

original should be "logically possible," that is, not grammatically or 

scientifically unsound. 

A discussion of Burgan's Seven Notes follows. 

1. Age: As to which centuries were most important for 

detennining the Text, Burgon (1896a, p.42) said: "If! must assign a 

definite period ... If mean! the first six or seven centuries." He believed 

that chronology had a wide application in evaluating the comparative worth 

of manuscripts: 
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lAs! a general rule, only, 11 single early Uncial posst!sscs 
more authority than a single later Uncial ur Cursive, and a 
still earlier Version or Quotation by a Father must he placed 
before the reading of the early Uncial. (p. 41) 

"The more ;,mcicm te~timony is probably the better testimony" (p. 40) blll 

"not by any means alwnys so"--hcncc the need for other tests. Antiquity as 

a principle must mean "the greater age of the e:trlier copies, Versions, and 

Fathers," although, as one note of mllh "it cannot be said to cover the 

whole ground" (p. 43). Miller's work (p. 42) also quotes the evaluation of 

others in attempting to define "Antiquity" in tcnns of the best cut-off point. 

Burgan ( 1896a, pp. 29, 40) believed that the major corruptions to 

the Text occurred during the second century, that is, within the first 50· 100 

years. Therefore "the earliest manuscript" principle is not the key, but the 

"best attestation," that is, not the five oldest Uncials aABCD wgether, or 

this or that version, but "the body of ancient authorities" (p. 31) or at least 

a majority of them. The key for Burgan is "the entire mass of ancient 

witnesses," not "a fragment ... arbitrarily broken off' (p. 31). 

H. A. Sturz (1984, pp. 67-70) shows that where several later 

independent manuscripts agree, it is rightly assumed that they point to a 

common source older than themselves. Pickering ( 1977, pp. 129-130) 

believes that inference is usually unnecessary, that is, wide hue attestation 

usually has 1.:xplicit early attestation. Looking for the oldest reading is also 

important in cases where other older variants compete for acceptance. So 

Burgan's other six "Notes" are essential in deciding between variants. 

Burgan could not see why, because a manuscript is an uncial, it is 

by definition superior to a cursive (1896a, p. 36). There is no available 

proof that the agreement of the five oldest Uncials guarantees an authentic 

reading. He thus enquired for the verdict given by the main body of the 
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copies, which is generally unequivocal. Where douht exists, he cxamincd 

separ.uc witnesses 10 see what "they may singly add to the weight of thc 

vme :J!rc:~dy tendered" (pp. 37<~H). l-Ie thought th:u when the uncials 

agreed with the main hody of cursivcs, they arc more likely to he right hy 

l(X) to I, "bcc~IUSC ... they embody the vinual decision of the whole 

Church" (p. 3X). This brings in again l-Ion's "ring of genuineness" 

urgument, but a1 i.l collective unconscious, or corporate level. 

Burgan's high 6tccm for the cursives was linked with his conviction 

th:u they were not all descended from the uncials. In contrast to Han's 

approach, he dedw:cd fl"C'm lahorious collation that aABCD were "as a 

rule ... discordant in their judgments" (p. 37), that is, discordam among 

themselves. unless uniting against the majority. Putting the same point 

slightly differently, when the majority principle is followed, It can be seen 

that aB are usually wrong, and B is oflen wrong as against a. When all 

five uncials agree :1gainsr the majority, as they often do, all are still in error; 

thm is, if the cursives and later uncials are practically unanimous, it is 

unsafe to assume that "a veto can rest with such unstable and discordant 

a"thorities" (pp. 37-38). 

The Majority principle however directly challenges as unproved the 

assumption that an earlier manuscript will usually transmit a superior tl!xt. 

The theory of genealogy was designed to establish this assumption as a 

reasonable one, but it has been implemented with very little success, unless 

the ostensible link Fee ( 1993, p. 272) has drawn between B and p66 and 

p 75 is an exception. Using the principle: "Identity of readings implies 

identity of origin", Hort concluded aB were derived from a common 

original much older than themselves "the date of which cannot be later than 

the early part of the second century, and may well be yet earlier" (qumed in 

Miller, 1886, p. 40). Hort deciphered a common original in the 
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resembl&lnces of lllilllUS<.'·Tipts, and, discarding inclividu:ll traces of 

corruption, he inferred the purity of their text. Miller objected to this line 

of reasoning by qucMioning the presumption that aB were in existence by 

the early second century. in as much as "generations Jof manuscripts/ might 

be prop:~gated as f:tst :~s the pens of scribes would admit" (P~RO, p. 4R), 

especially after the wholl!sale destruction of manuscripts during the reigns 

ofDioclctian and Galcrius. However some scholars now assert the 

prescm.·e of a proto-Alcx:mdrian text in p45, p46, p66, and p75, although 

Pickering (1977. pp. 55-57) supplies reasons why the papyri should not be 

associated with any p:micular text-type. 

2. Number: If a reading is attested hy a majority of independent 

witnesses, his likely to be genuine: if by only a few witnesses, it is unlikely 

to be genuine. The greater the mnjorily, the more nenrly is the reading 

taken to be accurate. Unanimous attestation provides the desired cenainty 

(Pickering, 1977, p. 130). Burgan ( 1896a, p. 44) however, was far too 

aware of the several kinds of evidence to suggest that readings should be 

decided by counting as the supreme test. 

Burgan (1896a, pp. 43-44) appeals to the analogy of the 

courtroom, consommt with describing manuscripts as "witnesses" ro 

statements or events., the trurh or falsehood of which significantly affect the 

readers' quality of life. Thus where facts are in dispute, and nine witnesses 

in coun independently unite against one dissenting voice, does the jury 

ignore the numerical factor in weighing up issues of credibility? Not 

surprisingly, Burgon was unable to evacuate New Testament textual 

criticism of all theological content. Thus he evaluated Majority readings as 

God's way of affinning, though in a general sense only, the integrity of the 

<ieposit as hard fact (p. 44). 
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He thus rclmed the numerical factor to other relevant factors, for cxmnplc, 

the different times and circumstances when copying took plm.:c, tmd the 

different kinds of evidence in support. Where two readings competed with 

ca:;:i1 olhcr with a diffcrcnt.:c of 1500 to 10, the rmio for Burgan spoke for 

itself clO<JUcntly (pp. 46-47). 

The genealogical principle was raised to nullify the numerical 

argument; it Wi.IS thought to give substance to the presumption thut the 

Majority te.rt manusc..·ripts descended from a common archetype (not the 

Original!). thus mling out the possihility of drawing any positive inferences 

from numerical weight HO\vever the Ml~jority text advoc~ilc believes thcrl! 

are good grounds for believing the Byzantine manuscripts have been shown 

to be individual witnesses in their own generation. Thus Pickering ( 1977, 

p. 52) cites the studies of Lake, Blake, and Silva New which provide 

supponive grounds for their attitude to the Majority text. The objection to 

maintaining Hort's assmnption that the Byzantine manuscript:. are a product 

of recensional editing is that their gene<~logical history has not yet been 

plotted to show whether the large number of readings--readings peculiar to 

themselves as a group--findli its source in the Original itself, or in a 

· recensional archetype. Until such empirical proof is demonstrated. it is 

right to assume that Burgan's statement applies to the Byzantine 

manuscripts at evuy historical stage of their transmission: "every one of 

them represents a manuscript, or a pedigree of manuscripts older than itself; 

and it is but f:.tir to suppose th::tt it exercises such representation with 

tolerable accumcy" (1896a, pp. 46·47). It is assumed thm this text reaches 

back to the autogmphs in the belief that no evidence has yet been produced, 

for example by study of the earliest papyri, which clearly invalidates the 

assumption. Thus as part of the weighing process, manuscripts must .also 

be counted. 
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Miller (IKH6) points out tlwt, in a ratio of 9 Byzantine manuscripts 

to I Alexandrian, if the crilic says that the Majority texr lws only the value 

of one manuscript, he in effect "disregan.ls the presumption that a larger 

number of descendants came from a larger number of ancestors, and that 

the Majority may be only thrust back from one generation to a previous 

one" (p. 4R). Thus if you tr:tcc the argument b<lck to the fourth century, it 

is right to assume that the Majority wxt of the 20th was also in the majority 

in the fourth century, unless there is proof positive against it. The 

comparmive paucity of manuscript renmins is not itself an argument against 

it. If there are only a few wilnesses in favour of a variant, it is unlikely to 

be genuine. The greater the majority, the more nearly cenain the reading. 

Unanimous attestation implies originality. Ancestors are assumed to be 

independent until proved othen.vise, for example, by community of error. 

Thus the five oldest Uncials aABCD (1896a, p. 43) appeal by vinue of 

their great age. yet on repeated study Burgan was very impressed by their 

concordia discors. Pickering's confidence in his scepticism towards Han's 

claims for the superiority of aB also arises out of serious douL-t whether 

the internal canons can reliably show whether n variant reading is true or 

false. The majority of manuscripts do have characteristic re~tdings in 

common. But the radical method of Kilpatrick and Elliott, and its results to 

date, suggests that a "community of error" has to be proved again, that is, it 

has to be shown that Hart is right--Byzantine readings are in fact inferior. 

Until then, the majority of manuscripts may be accepted as "independent 

witnesses" in an imponant sense. Burgan (1896a) said of these 

manuscripts: 

Hardly any have been copied from any of the rest. On the 
contrary, they are discovered to differ among themselves in 
countless unimportant particulars; and every here and there 
single copies exhibit idiosyncrasies which are altogether 
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startling and extraordinary. There has therefore demon•trably 
been no collusion~-no a'isimilation to an arbitrary standard,-
no \Vholesalc fraud. II ict certain that cvctyonc of them 
represents a MS., or a pedigree of MSS., older than itself; 
and it is but fair to suppose that it exercises such 
representation with tolerable accuracy. (pp. 46-47) 

When another quotation ofBurgon (1883) i• compared with the 

pre\ious one, it can be seen how crucial it is to consider the comparative 

weight of the Alexandrian and Byzantine text-types, in detennining the true 

reading: 

NABCD are fiVe of the most scandalously corrupt copies 
extant :-exhibit the most shamefully mutilated texts which 
are anywhere to be met with :--have become by whatever 
process (for their histmy is wholly unknown) the depositories 
of the largest amount of fabricated readings, ancient 
blunders and intentional perversions of Tn~th,--which are 
discoverable in any known copies of the Word of God. (p. 
16) 

3. Variety: A variant competing for originality should be known in 

many geographical areas; it should be attested to by different kinds of 

witnesses, speaking different languages: Greek manuscripts, versi011S, 

Fathers, and lectionaries. Of these four latter sources, at least two of them 

must provide evidence of a varian~ before Burgan (1896a, pp. 50,57-58) 

allows it to be witnessed to by variety. Two misconceptions are prevalen~ 

which affect the way in which Majority text method is evaluated: (I) That 

the method invites the critic to do textual criticism by simply counting 

manuscripts, and that (2) as the Byzantine text was produced in a 

geographical comer, it is unworthy of critical attention equal to or over-and-

above other text-types. 
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Burgon :trgut:~ against lhcsc misconceptions, as well tiS further explaining 

~he importance of his second "note": 

Variety distinguishing witnesses massed together must needs 
constitute a most powerful argument for bdieving such 
Evidence 10 he true. Witnessc:s of different kinds; from 
different cowurics; speaking different tongucs>-witncsses 
who Citn never have met, tllld hetwecn whom il is incredible 
that there should exist collusion of any kind:--such witnesses 
deserve to be listened to most respectfully. Indeed when 
wirnesses of so varied a sort agree in large numbers, they 
must needs be accounted worthy of even implicit 
confidence .... 

Variety it is which imparts virtue to mere Number, prevents 
the witness-box from being filled with packed deponents, 
ensures genuine testimony. False witness is thus dt!tected 
and condemned. because it agrees not with the rest. Variety 
is the consent of independent witnesses. 

It is precisely this consideration which constmins us 10 pay 
supreme attention to the con1bined testimony of the Uncials 
and of the whole body of the Cursive Copies. They are (a) 
dotted over at least 1000 years: (b) they evidently belong to 
so many divers countries,--Greecc, Constaminople, Asia 
Minor, Palestine, Syria, Alexandria, and other pans of 
Africa, not 10 say Sicily, Southern Italy, Gaul, England, and 
Ireland: (c) they exhibit so many strange characteristics and 
peculiar sympathies: (d) they so clearly represent countless 
families of MSS., being in no single insmnce absolutely 
identical in their text. and cenainly nor being copies of any 
other Codex in existence,--that their unanimous decision I 
hold to be an absolutely irrefmgo1ble evidence of the Truth. 
(pp. 50-51) 

It is usually assumed that, because the textual evidence Burgon is referring 

to is written in Greek, the Majority text relates only to Eastern 

Christendom, where Greek wns spoken throughout the Middle Ages--hence 

the term "Byzantine" for the Majority text. Secondly it is generally asserted 

that very few of the Versions reflect this text. It would thus be interesting 

to discover on what basis Burgon felt able to claim that the Majority text is 
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more th;m merely provincial, hut relates to every s'1gnifit:ant area of thc 

then-civilised world. 

4. Cuntinuily: The previous two Notes provide, f'nr Burgan, 

cmholicity of place (variety) and of ~co pic (nurnhcr). To these he added a 

Catholicity of time (I X96a, p. 59), th:ll is, a variant cannot lay claim to 

originality unless it has shown trnces of its existence throughout Church 

history. There should not be "a chasm fin the evidence ] of greater or less 

breadth of years" (p. 59). The three notes of variety, number and continuity 

are the most important, :tnd interdependent. \Vhere all three agree, 

practical certainty is assured in the making of textual choices. Nevertheless 

"concerning the seven Notes of Truth the srudcnt can never afford entirely 

10 lose sigh I of any of 1hem" (p. 67). 

Burgan is not more specific on the degree of continuity to be 

expected, btU presumably at le<ISt every century during the period AD 100 

to 1500 should have left traces of u competing variant for it to be possibly 

genuine. The evidence must not, for example, die out in the fifth century, 

or commence in the twelfth. There is a double-presumption m work here, 

which justifies, but only if correct, this "note of truth:" ( 1) There is such a 

vast amount and variety of kinds of evidence, that it is very unlikely that an 

original reading would fail to show its presence at every stage of the 

Tradition (p. 44), and (2) it is consistent with the divine inspiration of 

Scripture to expect that the complete original Text has been available to the 

Church at every point in the historical process, unless the presumed 

intentions of iis ostensible Author are to be defc:ated. 

The first presumption above seems to depend on the second for its 

validity. Burgan rhus relies unashnmedly on a theological presupposition in 

pursuing 1ex1Ual cri1icism ( 1896a, pp. 9, 11-12). Presupposi1ional 

reasoning is however chamcteristic of every intellectual discipline and 
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recognises tha!thc rl!asoning process per sc depends on first principles. 

(First principles arc premises whkh, ahhough they arc csscntial to the 

particular discipline. can only he accepted <IS dthcr sclf-cvidcrll, or rejected 

as irrelevant and unprov:1hlc.) The presupposition of the providential 

preservation of the text implies th:1t writers and critics through the ages 

have generally been guided by God to sanction the faithful copy and 

disallow the spurious (IH96a, p. 12). This for Burgon did not eliminate the 

need for textual crilicism; however in advocating a presuppositional 

framework different from that assumed when studying other c.:Jassical texts, 

it did aher the critical method and its ensuing results. With the advent of 

the printed text, Erasmus' textual choices were detennined by the btliefthat 

"the descent of the text[had been] evidently guarded with jealous care ... 

that it rests mainly upon much the widest testimony; ;md that where any 

part of it contlicts with the fullest evidence attainable ... [it[ calls for 

correction" (p. 15). Howewr, Burgon believed that, as copyists had not 

been protected against the risk of error, there were no grounds for believing 

the Received text was the subject of a perpetual miracle --thus, "it calls for 

skilful revision in every pan" (p. 15). 

Through this test Burgan was affirming that the "ring of 

genuineness", in relation to inspired Scripture, was best vouched for by 

many rather than by few. Miller ( 1886, p. 63) agreed with his "mentor" 

(Burgon, 1896a, p. II) that New Testament textual criticism should be 

based on the fact that sacred text deserved to be approached within a 

distinct presuppositional framework, and that the Biblical promise, for 

example, to guide the Church "into all rruth" (St. John 16: 13), was made to 

a collective or corporate body, not to any one individual. If this special 

orientation of what Miller tenned "the rival school of high textualists" 

(1886, p. 63) is specious and invalid, then it seems the argument from 
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continuity is not particularly helpful. Contrariwise, if it is a presupposition 

implicitly rcqlJin:d by the special nature of the leX!, then it uscfully serves a:-; 

a signilil:;mt smmd of :I threefold cord. Pickering (I 977, p. 134) follows 

through on the implications of Burgan's view that the Byz:uuinc text was 

no mere provincialtcx!. Thus where there is wide variety and continuity, 

this gives powerful arglllllcnt for the independence of their supponcrs. If 

there is subswntialcontinuity, then independence is much more likely, in 

comrast to readings which appear as little ecldi,~s in the later Byzantine 

stream. This approach also assumes that no proof has been shown that the 

Text was ever subjec:.·ted to a process such <I~ would produce a de~igned 

unifonnity of text. 

The threefold witness of number, variety and continuity is available 

to determine most textual choices. \Vhere their joint witness is not clear, 

other factors must help decide which is the correct reading. 

5. Weighl: The previous three "Notes" serve to determine whether 

the external witness of manuscripts is independently based, or whether 

collusion has been at work between them or not, the latter euphemistically 

described as a recension a! process. This fifth note judges the internal 

credibility of a witness by its own perfonnance. Looking not at the 

readings but at the witness it~elf, how often does it go astray'! In collating 

the ancient five uncials aADCD Burgon (I R96a, pp. 17, R I, RR) noticed 

and spoke emphatically of the concordia discors between them. He 

enumerates the frequent transpositions. substinnions and peculiar readings 

of Codd. A, C and D which indicated error by design not by accident, "the 

result of arbitrary and reckless Recension" ( 1883, pp. 248-249). Likewise 

H. C. Hoskier (cited in Pickering, p. 5 I) shows that Cod. B and a disagree 

with each other more than 3000 times in the Gospels, "which number does 
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1101 im.:ludc minor errors such as spt!lling, nor variants he tween ct:nain 

synonyms which miglu he due to 'provincial cxclmngc'." 

Swdics of the papyri also provide many examples of scribal 

irrcvcn:nce tow;mls the text. Thus Colwell (I 965, pp. 374-376, 3X7) 

shows the oldest manuscript of John, that is, pf11'1, has multi-nonsense 

readings from c;m:h:ss scribal work and sloppy editorial ising. Pickering 

(1977. p. 119) also quotes Zuntz' analysis of p46. Although Zuntz was 

happy with the !-Ionian flavour he found then.:, he ncvcnhclcss adjudged it 

"by no mem1s a good manuscript," that is, it wus plentiful in scribal 

blunders, omissions and additions. The scrihe was "careless and dull", and 

"did his work very badly." Burgon (lf-:96a, p. 58) would have said of such 

papyri. in spite of their great age: "If they go wrong continually, their 

character must be low. They :~re governed in this respect by the rules 

which hOld good in life." 

Burgan (1896a, pp. 33-35) believed it is unwise to prefer the 

witness of two manuscripts--he had a B in mind-- "standing apart in every 

page so seriously that it is easier to find two consecutive verses in which 

they differ than two consecutive verses in which they entirely agree" ( p. 

33). This he saw was :~gainst ;111 agreement of 990 out of I 000 copies, of 

every date from the fifth century to the 14th century, in every pan of 

Christendom. Secondly, he believed thnt the witness of the live oldest 

uncials is so internally inconsistent as to show not one text but fragments of 

many, and that their priority in :~ge is thus no evidence that the earliest 

manuscripts should be preferred above others. A third re;tson Burgan 

rejected the "neutrality" of Cod B. was his beliefth:H it is easier for an 

editorial scribe to produce a shorter text by omission than a longer one by 

interpolation, that is, he would change lectio hrevinr to Ieeth> /onNior, if 

rules were reliable instruments for doing textual criticism. 
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His fourth reason for being sceptical of B was his conviction that the 

cvidcncl! of antiquity when joined ill agrccmcm with variety constituted 

textual certainty. In other words, when a majority of manuscripts and 

versions and Fathers from the first fi vc centuries all agree, this is decisive. 

Too often Cod. 8 paris company with this united evidence. 

For the Mt~joriry text advocate, then, weighing up a manuscript is 

nor achieved by relying on internal canons, for these tend to cancel each 

other out. Nor is it achieved by choosing a "star" manuscript or text-type 

as intrinsically superior to another, for example, the Alexandrian text-type 

above the Western, or vice-versa. Nor is the manuscript weighed up by 

how early it was copied--the earliest papyri provide no formula based on 

age. Rather he notes that the scribe's attitude to his work reflects also on 

the reliability of peculiar readings contained in it. Perhaps Colwell's ( 1965) 

criticism of the scribe of p45 may also help to explain the shorter text of 

Cod. B?: 

The scribe of p45 wielded a sharp axe. The most striking 
aspect of his style is its conciseness. The dispensable word 
is dispensed with. He omits adverbs, adjectives, nouns, 
participles, verbs, personal pronouns--without any 
compensating habit of addition. He frequemly omits phrases 
and clauses. He prefers the simple to the compound word. 
In short, he favours brevity. He shortens the text in at least 
fifty places in singular readings alone. But he does not 
drop syllables or letters. His shortened text is readable. (p. 
383) 

Textual critics are mostly unimpressed by the argument that scribal 

carelessness constitutes "mom! impairment;" they would not infer from 

such carelessness that il casts suspicion on, for example, singular readings 

within the manuscript. 
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6. Context: This is a specific and limited application ofthe 

previous note. How does the manuscript witness behave in the given 

vicinity ofthe text? Ifthe context is very corrup~ then considerable 

suspicion and reserve attach to it. 

A good example of the influence of immediate context a., an 

indicator of the state of the Tex~ from Burgon's viewpoin~ is found in Jolm 

13:25. Burgon (1896b, pp. 106-111) argues again•t Hort's &vaTIEowv by 

several manuscripts with NAD at their head, in favour of E1r1. neouSv used by 

a majority of manuscripts. In this passage the writer describes Jesus' 

favourite disciple leaning back on his, the writer's, chest to gain secret 

infonnation. Burgon shows the intrinsic probability of E1Tt.7TeaWv and then 

supports it with analytical detail that shows the oldest uncials are hopelessly 

at odds with one another in six verses on either side of verse 25. 

We would expect the superior age ofltABCD to have presented the entire 

context with tolerable accuracy. The verses, he says, present no special 

difficulty to a transcriber, yet: 

The Codexes in question are found to exhibit at least thirty
five varieties,-for twenty-eight of which (jointly or singly) B 
is responsible: It for twenty-two: C for twenty-one: D for 
nineteen: A for three. It is found that twenty-three words 
have been added to the text: fifteen substituted: fourteen 
taken away; and the construction has be<n four times 
changed. One case there has been of senseless transposition. 
Simon the father of Judas, (not Judas the traitor), is declared 
by ltBCD to have been called 'Iscariot'. . . . What are we to 
think of guides like ltBCD, which are proved to be utterly 
untrustworthy? (pp. l!0-111) 
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Jn contrast, Jlurgon find11 from the context that the Majority text is to be 

preferred: 

Every delicate discriminating touch in this sublime picture is 
failhfully retained lhroughout by the cursive copies in the 
proportion of about eighty to one. The great bulk of the 
MSS., as usual, uncial and cursive alike, establish the 
undoubted text of the Evangelist. (p. 107) 

Pickering (1977, p. 136) also illustrates this "note" with reference to 

Hart's famous "Western non-interpolations" in Luke 22-24. Burgan (1883, 

p. 78) took exception to describing many of the omissions of Cod. Din this 

way. Hart rejected many of the Byzantine readings which he saw as 

additions to the Text, even though Cod. D had not added them, which 

would have been characteristic of that manuscript. But D was the only 

manuscript which had omitted many of them, whilst the others also had very 

little manuscript support. However to accept these omissions as reflecting 

the original was to fly in the face of D's known bad character in the opposite 

direction, namely, a flagrant tendency both to add and omit. Hort himself 

had said that Cod. D contained "a prodigious amount of error" (1881, p. 

149). According to Burgan, when we compare Hart's own revised te"1 with 

the text of Cod. D for chapters 22-24, we find that D omits 329 words (250 

ofwhich are omissions unique to D alone), 173 have been added, 146 

substituted, and 243 transposed. Pickering asks, "How can any value be 

given to the testimony ofD in these chapters, much less prefer it above the 

united voice of every other witness?!?!" (p. 136) 

7. Reasonableness: For Burgan (1886) this Note had a very 

limited application. Grammatical impossibilities must be rejected as 

inauthentic, and details which are impossible for scientific or geographical 

reasons. For example, in Luke 23:45, NB read toO ,Y.,lou Etc:At.n6vto; in 

place of Kat Eat<:ottaen 0 ~L.o;, that is, "the sun having become eclipsed", 
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is, "the sun having bccnmc eclipsed", instc:ld of "darkened''. However an 

edipsc was an impossible occurrence at Passover time, when the moon was 

full. This illustrates the "very slight cxccplion", ;:tpplicablc only on rare 

occasions, and having "only subsidiary force". Thus the true reading was to 

be found in the weight of external evidence. Internal reasons were too 

often "the product of personal bias, or limited observation: and where one 

scholar approves, another dogmatically condemns" ( 1896a, p. 67). 

It is a moot point whether the Mc~iority text method may be 

expanded beyond the restricted fence which Burgan put around 

"reasonnbleness". Ten years earlier Miller (I RR6, pp. 120-122) seemed to 

give a Inrger place to internal evidence than Burgan's writings suggest are 

appropriate. Though Miller believed external evidence far outweighs any 

other tests, he hnd earlier set out Scrivener's (1894:2, pp. 247-256) seven 

internal canons, as follows: (I) Bengel's "harder reading" is good; (2) 

Griesbach's "shoner rending" is good: (3) follow the reading which explains 

the origin of the v:tri::uion (Tischendorf), and (4) the reading which 

confonns to the author's style; (5) evaluate the variant in the light of "the 

special genius and usnge of each :tllthority, for example, nlways suspect the 

omissions of B, the carelessness of A, nnd the interpolations of D" (Miller, 

1886, p. 121 ); (6) note the transcriptional probabilities relating to 

grammatical changes, for example, itacism. Finnlly (7), reject nonsense 

readings which injure meaning and construction. Miller agreed with 

Scrivener in rejecting Griesbach's mle~ namely,that "suspicion must ever 

rest upon such readings as make especially for orthodoxy" (p. 121 ). 

It is not always clear whether Miller, when representing Burgon 

posthumously, does so uccurately as he himself says: "I was obliged 

frequently to supply [interpolations) in order to fill up gaps in the several 

MSS., and in integral portions of the treatise" ( 1896b, p. vii). 

I 



Majorily Tcxl 116 

Pcrhnps Rurgon ( IX96a, p. xi) convinced Miller, in the process of co-

working towards the puhlication of Burgan's views, that he was on the 

wrong track, that is, that the Majority text viewpoint should not 

liccommodatc Scrivener's intenml canons: 

We came together uftcr having worked on independent lines. 
. . . At first we did not agree thoroughly in opinion, but J 
found aftcrn•ards that he was right and I was wrong. It is a 
proof of the unifying power of our principles, that as to our 
system there is now absolutely no difference between us, 
though on minor points ... we do not always exactly 
concur. (p. xi) 

A dec;Jde afler 1 XX6 it thus seems Miller may have been persuaded by 

Burgan to abandon a definition of Reasonableness which allowed for 

Scrivener's canons. 

lf Miller represents Burgan correctly, he spoke, as we have seen, of 

":t very slight exception" to following the external evidence; but Griesbach's 

canon was "monstrous" ( 1896a, p. 66). Nevertheless, the "harder reading" 

mle has value if not pressed roo far (p. 67). Apart from these exceptions, 

Burgan's complete reliance on external evidence is clear. This helps to 

explain why the Majority teXt advocate places no real trust in the internal 

rules widely used for centuries, though Hodges has followed his own 

internal guidelines at times, in applying stemmatics to :.1 few passages. 

In summary, the strength of the seven notes is in their cooperation. 

The ground mles in Burgon and Miller (p. 67) seem 10 be: (I) If we had all 

the evidence in any one of the seven notes, it would convince us of the 

correct reading. But we don't have complete evidence for any, so no one 

note is sufficient without corroboration from others; (2) if all seven agree 

there is complete certainty; (3) if number, variety, and continuity agree 

!here is prac1ical cerwinly (1896a, pp. 59, 224), !hal is, !here are no 

grounds for revising 1he lexl; (4) if I of I he 3 is lacking for exmnple, 

I 
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numhcr,lhc tcxr should still not he changed, if the result of :tligning the 

orhe" four narcs would lead to rhc same conclusion as is gathered from 

variety and continuity comhined; (5) if the rhrccfold cord is lacking, and 

the other nolcs do nor aid to determine rhc text, then !he internal 

considerations outlined by Miller, for example, the "harder reading" {1R96a, 

p. 67) may help in a limircd way to dctcm1inc the rrue reading. 
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CHAPTER4 

Testing lhc Methodology 

How .N!ajority Decisions are Made 

Fee's (1978b, pp. 159·160) praclical response lo Hodges' arguments 

was to require him to show from the text how di'iputed verses are to be 

treated from the Majority text standpoint. This approach is taken up by K. 

Aland (1987, pp. 292-300) in his response to the publication of Hodges' 

and Farstad's The Greek New Testament according to the Majority text. 

Aland's reasoned eclectic method is applied to 15 New Testament texts 

which are relegated to the critical apparatus of UBsl. ht this siUdy I have 

examined the evidence for several of these tex1s, and have reached 

conclusions from the Majority text standpoint, that is, assuming Burgan's 

approach to be valid. This means that instead of applying the usual rules of 

external and internal evidence, Burgan's "Seven Notes" will be used. Such 

tests emphasise external evidence almost entirely, but without the 

fundamental principle of the historical-documental)' method, namely, "the 

earliest manuscript likely contains the besl reading". The age factor is only 

one consideration among several, because the age and origin of the text 

reflected by the manuscript are seen as too uncertain to be determinative of 

textual choices. The statistical argumenl is seen as important in so far as the 

history of the text is obscure; the many causal influences which explain how 

variants arose is often a matter of conjeciUre. Where possible the reasoning 

of Majority text critics is used, Bwgon or :Miller, for example, to show 

how the various texts have been dealt with in the past. 



Majority Text II 9 

In the process of reasoning to a conc.lusion, the textual decisions arc 

compared, on the one hand to those reached by rca'«mcd eclectics, as 

represented by Aland and by Met7..ger's Texlua/ Commentary. This set~ out 

lhe decisions oflho UBS Editorial Cornmilleo, of which Aland was a 

member. On the !Jther hand, the decisions are also cor.1pared, where 

possible, to those of the "rational" critics Kilpatrick and Ellioll. 

Aland~c; .Nfarginal Readings 

The aim of the analysis is to test the daim of aM ajority text 

udvocate that he possesses a viable critical method. This procedure gives 

some vantage point from which either to invalidate the Majority text 

approach or to acknowledge its viability. Aland invites those drawn to the 

Majority approach to take lhe opportunity of "fonning an independent 

judgment of !hem as well as of the newly proclaimed return to the Textus 

Receptus" (1987, p. 292). The 15 texts are verses chosen from some 50 

verses listed by Kilpatrick (1978, p. 137) who compiled !hem to show how 

Griesbach treated verses which have been called in question by subsequent 

editors. They make up a sizeable sample by which to detennine the nature 

of the Majority text method. They are taken mostly from the Gospels and 

Acts. Various grades are given inA Textual Commentary by which to 

judge the degree of certainty that was felt by the editorial committee in 

reaching their conclusions. They range from grade {A}, which signifies the 

text as certain, to grade {D}, which shows that there is a vel}' high degree of 

doubt concerning the reading selected for the text. Of the fifteen texts or 

passages, five of them were graded {A}. These five have been chosen as 

lhe most suitable examples by which to study and compare one textual 

method with another. Their certainty, from Aland's viewpoin~ helps to 
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highlight contra..,ting methods and conclusions. The five texts arc examined 

in this study, together with Matthew 17:21, which was graded {ll} (some 

degree of doubt); they arc as follows:-

Ma/117:21. 

Matt 17:21 
Mark 9:44 and 46 
Mark 11:26 
Mark 15:28 
John 5:3b-4 
Acts 8:37 

( GNS =Scrivener's Text 1881 -Theodore Beza 1598 Textus 

Receptus (TR] ). 

GNS Mal 17:21 toOto OE tO yEvcx; o0K ~lTopeUeto:~ eL ~~ ~v 

- ' , npoaeux:n KaL vtiO"tEL'i£. 

For omi.sion: (UBS") 

(The number after an abbrc\iation is the century dated, e.g. it•·6th) 

B 

El 

mmusc 

I 

L 

s 
E 

Et/J 

Geo 

33, 579, 892*, 

lectionary 253 

it 

8yr<,s,pal 

sah 

bohPI 

ms: Paris 

4th 

4th 

9th 

9ih 

e-6th, m -8th 

3rdl6th 

from 3rd 

from 3rd 

from 6th 

geoiA: lsi of2 re\isions. 

A = ms of 2nd rev. from 5th 

I 
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For Inclusjon: 

112 from 4th 

c 5th 

D 51 6th 

L 8th 

w 5th 

1\ 9th 

f1, {1, 118, 131,209, 1582} 12-14th 

f13 {13, 69, 124, 346, +9} 11-15th 

28, 157, 180, 565, 597, 700, 1006, 1010, 1071, 1241, 1243 

1292, 1342 1424, 

Byz [ E F G H 0 l; ] majority of Byz mss 

Lect 184, 1514 

L vg 

L it a-4, aur-7th, b-51h, c-12113th, 

d-5th, f-6th, ll'l-5th, g1-819th, 1-8th, 

n-51h, q-6/7th, r2-7th, 1-8th, 

s (syrP,h) 5th/7th 

E cophoptmss 4th 

A ann 5th 

EthPP ethiopic (Pell Platt/Praetorius) 6th 

G geo8 

SI:Mc 

Origen 

Asterius 

5th 

9th 

254 

post 341 Antioch 

367 



Ba.•il 

Ambrose 

Chi)'SOstom 

Augustine 

Jerome 

also, according to Burgan: 

Tertullian 

Clement Alex 

Athanasius 

Juvencus. 

Eusebius 

John Dam 
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379 

397 

407 

430 

420 

3rd 

before 215 

373 

4th 

Syriac canons 4th 

before 754 

Number: The great mass of witnesses are on the side of inclusion. 

Bwgon (1883, p. 91) asked why verse 21 is expunged from the text 

"although it is vouched for by every known uncial but two, KB, every 

known cursive hut one (Evan. 33)"? Subsequently von Soden uncovered 

the Koridethi Gospels in 1906, an ostensibly Caesarean text supporting liB. 

Two more cursives join 33 in adverse witness. A greater number of 

versions and Fathers also include verse 21; the Old Latin tradition shows 

massive support for it, including Cod. D, with only two against. 

It is difficult to agree with Aland's assertion that there are a 

"relatively great number of witnesses for the omission" (1987, p. 296). 

Only three uncials are against the Majority. As many as eight, and possibly 

14 Fathers, witness to verse 21. There is an overwhelming number of 

manuscripts which .•upport its inclusion. 

I 
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Scrivener's (1875, pp. 128) comment is: "'11te omission is not 

imperatively demanded by the state of the evidence." 

Variety: The Majority reading is well rcprcst.-nlcd in manuscript"!, 

versions, patristic writings and lectionaries. 

The Old Latin tradition is particularly full from the fourth century 

onwards, with but two in disagreement; even Cod. D unites with them. In 

contras~ the Egyptian tradition is not united with Cod. B against the V<.'J"Se, 

that is, Cod. A and some Bohairic manuscripts include it. Thi'i shows the 

verse was known in Egypt from the third century onwards. 

The Syriac Peshitta is in suppo~ but this is significant only if it is 

after aU non-recensional, together with its Byzantine readings, and thus may 

be earlier than is now generally thought. Against it are the Curetonian and 

Sinaitic, which may be almost as early as the Peshitta was once thought to 

be; it offers a text similar to KB. Uniting with the Syriac Vulgate are the 

Annenian, the Slavonic, the Ethiopic, and the Georgian. Of the latter two 

versions, there is a reWed manuscript of the Georgian which omits, and 

likewise one manuscript of the Ethiopic. 

verse. 

The Versions are thus strongly in support of including verse 21. 

The lectionaries are ahnost unanimous in favour of retaining the 

The Fathers knew and used this text in Alexandria, Egyp~ Caesarea, 

Syrian Antioch and Damascus, Constantinople, Poitiers in Gaul, N. Italy, 

and N. Africa. If Bllll!on's patristic references are correc~ to this wide 

provincial spread we can add Spain-Juvencus. The only Father who 

apparently calls verse 21 in question is Eusebius; however even his witness 

is divided, inasmuch as, according to Bllll!on, the Greek version of the 

I 
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ELL(iebian canons omits verse 21, while the fourth century Syriac canons 

include it. 

The evidence for this verse is a good illu~tralion of the quality of 

testimony Burgan (1896a) looked for in a variant. It should be attested to in 

many geographical areas, with different kind'i of witnesses speaking 

different languages from di1ferc..'tlt countries. Such attestation eliminates the 

possibility of collusion. It is "the consent of independent witnesses" (p. 50). 

Burgan believed the combined uncials and cursives represented no one 

geographical area, but came from all over Christendom. 

In contrast, the evidence against has few uncials and cursives in 

support, almost no patristic, and only one lectionary. There is nevertheless 

somewhat more substantial versional evidence in support of omission, 

namely, from the Syriac, and the Egyptian manuscripts. 

Scrivener bo:Iieves that the external evidence is on the side of 

inclusion, but he is nevertheless persuaded on the internal evidence to omit 

verse 21: "We are attaching great force of internal probabilities when we 

allow such a scanty roD [of authorities supporting omission] to outweigh the 

far more numerous and equally varied authorities that upholcllhe ver.<:~e" 

(1875, p. 128). 

The Majority text has by far the bener credentials in lcnns of the 

variety of evidence available for inclusion of the verse. 

I 
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Continuity. 

Origcn 3rd 

Clement Alex., 3rd !Burgan! 

Hilary 4th 

Basil 4th 

Ambrose 4th 

Athanasius 4th [Burgon] 

Juvencus 4th [Burgon] 

c Cod. Ephraem 5th 

D Cod. Bezae 51 6th 

w Cod. FreerianLL'i 5th 

sP·h Peshitta, Harclean 4-7th 

E cop, boh 4th 

L ita,d,n 4/5th 

Chrysostom 5th 

Augustine 5th 

A arm 5th 

G geoBmg Georgian 5th 

EthPP Ethiopic-Pell Piau 6th 

Byz Lectionary witness begins 8th 

L Cod. Regius 8th 

565, 892 9th 

1079, lOth 

700, 1216, 1230, lith 

F1 l,ll8,13!,209, 1582 12-14th 

Fl3 13,69,124,346, +9 ll-15th 

28 lith 

I 071,1241,1344,1365,1172 12th 



I 009,1242,1546 

2148,2174 

1253 
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13th 

14th 

15th 

V crsc 21 has suhstantial suppor1 not only in terms of geographical 

diversity, but also chronologically. Every century up to the advent of 

printing witnesses to the presence and use of the verse. Such wide variety 

and continuity gives powerful argument for the independence of their 

supporters. \Vhere there is substantial continuity, independence is much 

more likely, vis-3-\is a variant present only in a little eddy of a late 

Byzantine stream. 

Number, variety, and continuity unite with e\idence that suggests 

that Matthew 17:21 has an authenticity which is not put seriowdy in doubt 

by the small group of Alexandrian manuscripts championed by Hort, \\i!h 

Cod. B as its leading "star". It can be accurately described as a "received 

text" by the universal Church through the centuries. A<; corroboration, age 

weight and context are next considered, together with reasonableness, that 

is, inferences which may be drawn from the variants themselves, or internal 

e\ridence. 

Age: Matthew 17:21 is wimessed to in the earliest centuries, that is, 

prior to or contemporaneous with Cod. B, by Origen, Hilary, Ba.c;il, and 

Ambrose. Burgon (1896a, p. 26) would give these patristic references a 

value equal to the e\idence of a fourth century uncial, especially where they 

are supported by the early Syriac and Latin Versions. From the Majority 

viewpo!nt, the verse passes the antiquity test well, for example Codd. A, C, 

D, W .ill lend their support in tenns oftheir age, to include the verse. 
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Weight Thro: external evidence of Cod. B and N with their Egyptian 

srdellitcs is "more than adequate evidence" fOr ,\land to omit verse 21 

( 1987, p. 296). In contrast, the cxtcm.al evidence is not even m<..-ntioncd in 

the UBS Te.\·tual Commentary ( 1971, p. 43). Instead rvfct?.gcr relics on 

parallel external evidence tbr Mark 9:29, which includes impor1ant 

representatives of the varying lcxt~types (e.xcluding the Byzantine) which 

omit Ka1 vrprE('t' . These words are then explained as a gloss on Mark's 

text, which then found its way into rvfatthew, by a scribe a'isimilating almost 

the entire verse 29: ToUro 1'0 yEvo:;. Ev o~OEvt Otivo:ro:1. E~EA6~iv, EL f.l.·h Ev 

- ' ' 1TpOOEUXt1 Kal. vrptHQ:. 

Since Hart's neutral evaluation of Cod. B is now abandoned by 

many, the external evidence to corroborate the Egyptian text's omission of 

this verse is lacking from Greek manuscripts, versions, lectionaries, and 

patristic references. Accordingly, internal evidence becomes the focus in 

justifYing the exclusion of verse 21. 

In contrast, the A1ajority lex/ approach has some support from the 

Western text, and also from Cod. A and Bohairic manuscripts. Assuming 

that the text-typical status of the Caesarean text is intact, then the 

manuscripts 565, 700, together with the Annenian and the Georgian 

versions, unite to include the verse. The Byzantine manuscripts also unite in 

favour. 



Majority Text I 7.R 

Context: Burgan's (1896a) trcalmcnt of Matthew I 7:21 ill11"ratcs 

effectively what he intended by the note of Context, that is, how it serves as 

a proof or test of a variant. ThlL~ he commcnls on the evidence for 

omission of this verse: 

It is plain thatlhe stress of the case for rejection, since N ... 
speaks uncertainly, rests such as il is upon B; and lhat if the 
C\idcncc of that MS. is found to be unworthy of credit in the 
whole passage, weak indeed m11•t be the contention which 
consists mainly of such support. [p. 63) 

Using the Receh·ed text as a reference point for comparison, Burgan 

notes that verses 19-20, 22-23 show ten variations from the .Afajority text. 

Oflhese, only four ore supported by Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, 

Westcott and Hort; another two were rejected by the 1881 Re'i'ers. Of the 

remaining four, anolher two ore supported only by II and D, wilh lhe 

agreement of four or five cursives, whilst the remaining two are supported 

only by II, wilh vety few cursives. The cumulative effect of such an 

analysis for Burgon is the discovery "that the entire passage in B is wrapped 

in a fog of error" (p. 63). The context of verse 21 shows that Cod. B 

cannot be trusted to pro>ide a firm direction as to whelher the verse should 

be included or excluded. Better then lo rest on "the witness of alllhe other 

Uncials, and Cursives, the rest of the Versions, and more than thirteen of 

lhe Falhen; beginning wilh Tertullian and Origen" (p. 63). 

Reasonableness: Aland reasons in a similar way to Metzger in 

lhat he sees the words Kal V110t<l~ as a gloss on Mark's text which, by the 

assimilation of the entire verse 29 into Matthew, found its way into lhe first 

Gospel. 

o ' ~ I I 
~11 EV npoaEUX11 Kac V1')0tH~. 
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The word~ OUvara~ E(da~tv were lhen smoolhed out with the 

scribal interpolation into Matthew, substiluting ~KnopH)no. Aland (1987, p. 

296) also sees further e\<idence of the secondary character of verse 21, in 

that a firSt corrector of N replaced EKTropEUEtaL. with EKpcV..Mta:L, whilst one 

lectionary replaced it with l(ipXH"'~ However, if doubt had already been 

placed on the verse by previous editorialising, it is easy to sec how a later 

scribe would feel at liberty to experiment with the Text. 

The external e\<idence for the authenticity ofKal vrp!E(~ in Mark 

9:29 is, from the Majority text standpoint, even stronger than the ewdence 

for including Matthew 17:21. Scrivener (1875, p. 136) asserts that the 

evidence for including Kct.L vrpreltt in Mark 9:29 is good--for example, there 

are more manuscripts of the Egyptian Version in its support, in comparison 

with the e\<idence for the Matthean verse-and he implies that Mark 9:29 

should not be used as a basis for omitting Matthew 17:21. Thus, in neither 

of the two verses do the references to fasting need to be rejected. 

Has assimilation occurred, from Mark to Matthew? This should not 

be assumed without proof, unless indeed the "fuller" text of secondary 

Byzantine manuscripts ine\<itably points to harmonisation as an essential 

means to achieve it. On the other hand, an Alexandrian editor may have 

worked on Matthew's Gaspe~ excising verse 21 through an already acquired 

preference for a shorter text. If a shortened form of Marl< 9:29 was before 

him, which omitted Kal VT)OteC~, he may have assumed that the entire verse 

21 of Matthew was earlier interpolated into the Text. 

Mellger (1971, p. 101) explains !he predominance of support for 

the longer reading of Marl< on historical grounds, namely, the growing 

emphasis in the early church on the need to fast. Thus the scribe looked for 

justification for the practice from the teaching of Jesus, and assuming vell!e 

21 is spurious, he willingly pro\<ided it. Two rules of internal e\<idence 
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happily combine here; Alisumc the shorter reading, it is said, and this easily 

explains the existence of lhe olher vari:mto,;, Conversely, if we assume the 

reference to fasling is original, no cxplanalion is readily available as to why 

il was ever ornined. Aland ( 1987, p. 296 J probably sees lho omission of 

any retf:rcnce to t3sting by the Old Syriac and Coptic traditions a"i fatal to 

the ~:fajority \iew, because fa~Jting was especiaUy valued in the Eastern 

church. Thu"i all such references would have been carefully guarded and 

preserved, ralher lhan ornined from lhe T exl. 

Scrivener's comment on the rea"ion for the omission of Kat vr~:rtE~ 

in Mark 9:29 denies lhal scribes fell free to deliberately aller the lexl. "We 

cannot deny too earnestly an unjllt;l charge occa"iionally brought against the 

copyisls ... lhat they accommodaled lhe lext before lhem lo the ascelic 

practices of their own times" (1875, p.136). However it is not clear on what 

basis Scrivener fell so confident of scribal habils in the earliest centuries. 

If the omission of Kat vrprel{!! in Mark 9:29 helped to place doubt 

on the genuineness of Matthew 17:21, rhen a reason for the omission of 

these two words in Mark may in effect help lo explain why Matthew's verse 

was omitted. Cranfield (1959, p. 304) quoles Hauck's view lhal a scribe 

may have felt that Marl< 2:18ff. was inconsislenl wilh Mark 9:29. Chapler 

2:18 shows that Jesus' disciples did not fasl; neilher did he inlend them to 

fas~ so they could fully enjoy hi• mendship and teaching. Verses 19-20 

clarifY the position: "As long as lhey have lite bridegroom with litem they 

cannot fast. But the days will come when lhe bridegroom wiD be laken 

<way from them, and llten they will fast in lhose days". A laler scribe may 

have omitted Mark 9:29, preferring to keep chapter 2 believable. 



Majority Text I 3 I 

The scribe's motive in this \.a.~e was not to invalidate a growing practice; he 

know thai Mark 2:20 validated fasting admirably. Rather he tried to bring 

consistency into the text, on the assunlption that, by retaining Kct:L !.lrpnL~, 

the reader would inevitably infer that Jesus was inviting his dh;ciplcs·to fast 

there and then, rather than at some indefinite future time. Cranfield, 

however, believes that a scribe would have been more interested in 

providing authority for contemporary church practice than in hannonising 

Jesus' leaching (p. 304). 

On the other hand, assuming the verse is genuine, an opposite 

motive may have been at work. Thus in comparing the two passages in 

Mark, a scribe may have lacked trust in the narrative ac; it stood, and so 

delennined to resolve the apparent problem. Also, he might well have 

resented the growing regimentation of fast-days in his own time. He may 

have felt it had more in common with the exhibitionist hypocrisy of 

Pharisaic legalism, than with the dynamic example of a St. Peter or St. Paul 

(Acts 10:30; 2 Cor 6:5; 11:27). Jesus indeed opposed and condemned the 

emphasis on outward obseJVances and advocated that an element of secrecy 

be observed, as far as possible (Matt 6:17-18). On the other hand, the 

inward spirit of the Apostles which exemplified the true spirit of fasting was 

quickly becoming a dim memory in the church's consciousness. The scribe 

may thus have succumbed to the temptation of reducing the force of Jesus's 

teaching, in the hop<: that the end (to bring consistency lo the Text) justified 

the means (omitting on the basis of a conjecture, that Kat vrpteLt;t, in verse 

29, was an interpolation into the Text). 

Some may argne the case slightly differently, by suggesting that 

there were scribes who disliked altogether references to fasting, in an age 

when church leaders expected Christians to fast as a regolar duly. Fasting 

was seen as being too rutpleasant a practice, and so a scribe sought reasons 
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to minimise Jesus' teaching, ju•tifying his attitude by pointing to Mark 

2: 18ff. as e\Odence Jesus did not teach the duty of fasting, and that therefore 

Mk 9:29 and Mat 17:21 were unlikely to he authentic. 

In order to support the AJexandrian omission, Cranfield implies that 

there was little if any place for t3.~ting in Jesus' example and teaching 

anyway; he mentions the forty days Temptation in the wilderness, as an 

exception (p. 304)! However it is clear that Jest,. both taught and 

exemplified fasting, as in Matt 6:16-18, and Mark 2:20: " ... then they 

will fast in those days". Matthew 4:2 shows that his entire mini•tl)' wa• 

overshadowed by the 40-day experience; it involved a trial entirely crucial to 

the outcome of his mission. Other occasions strongly suggest Jesu11 

practised fasting informaUy, for example, John 4: 8, 31-34;6:5. Matthew 

6:16-18 shows that Jesus expected the disciples to fast, albeit in their time, 

not in his. Verse 16 reads: "Otav liE not .t o<. Besides, the Rabbinic 

teaching concerning fasting was firmly founded on the Old Testament 

prophetic tradition, for example, Jdg 20:26; Ezr 8:21; Psa 35:13; !sa 58:3; 

Jer 36:6; Joel2:12; Zec 8:19. Like so much else in Jesus' confrontation 

with the Pharisees, what he opposed was not the practice per se, but the 

self-justifYing motive and the inconsistent spirit in which he believed it was 

pursued. Thus there are validating passages in the Gospels which undergird 

early church fasts. Vincent Taylor (1966, p. 401) sees the reference to 

fasting in Act 10:30 and I Cor 7:5 as interpolative, contra theMajoriry text, 

in the light of the Alexandtian omission of Kal vrptE~~ in Mark 9;29. If 

this is so, why then did St. Paul practise fasting, as shown, inter alia, by Acts 

13:2, 14:23? 

Sctivener follows Hort in omitling verse 21 on the evidence of 

internal considerations, though he admits they are "far from considerable" 

(1875, pp. 135-136). He sees the omission as consistent with the rule /eclio 
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brevior, but he questions both the historical reac,on fOr the omission, and the 

value of the rule, by saying: "It [was]the tendency of most scribes (though 

certainly not of all) ratherto enlarge than to abridge" (1875, p.!IS); but 

why it was ever added he seems unable to say. 

Summing up the transcriptional probabilities, it is possible that a 

scribe omitted <al vrp«L'I' in Mark 9:29, prefening to keep Mark 2:181f. 

believable. His intention was not to oppose the increac;ing popularity of 

fasting as a practice, but to bring consistency into the lex~ which would 

indirectly strengthen the practice. Rather than a'<Sume scribal assimilation 

from Mark to Matthew, it may be e,jdonce that an Alexandrian editor 

worl<ed on Matthew's Gospel with an already acquired preference for a 

shorter text. If a shortened fonn of Mark 9:29 was before him, which 

omitted Kat vrpnC!jt, he may have assumed that the entire verse 21 of 

Matthew was an interpolation. For these good reasons, then, it is better to 

rely on the Majority text which includes Matthew 17:21. 

A summaty for the e,jdence from Burgan's Seven Notes leaves no 

uncertainty, on the basis of external e,jdence, that Matthew 17:21 is an 

authentic verse of Mark's Gospel. As to number, the great mass of 

witnesses are on the side of inclusion. As to variety, the Majority reading is 

weU represented in evecy kind of e\'idence--in manuscripts, in versions, in 

patristic writings and in the lectionaries. As to continuity, verse 21 has 

substantial support not only in terms of geographical diversity, but also 

chronologically. Every century up to the advent of printing witnesses to the 

presence of this verse. Such wide variety and continuity gives powerful 

argument for the independence of their supporters. Thus number, variety, 

and continuity wtito as e,jdence for tho authenticity of Matthew 17:21. 

This should not be seen as seriously threatened by the smaU group of 

Alexandrian manuscripts championed by Ho~ with Cod. B as its leading 

I 
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star; it can be accurately described a~ a "received text" by the Universal 

chlU'Ch through the centuries. As to weight, the Majority text approach has 

in its favour the support of the ''Western" text, some support from Cod. A 

and the Bohairic manuscripts. The Byzantine manuscript'> unite in favour. 

Thus age, weight, and conte:'it add their corroboration to number, variety, 

and continuity, together with reasonable inferences drawn from internal 

e:\i.dence. Although the latter have been emphasised in dic;cussing verse 21, 

the inclusion of the verse was decided on external grounds, as is 

characteristic of the Majority text approach. The internal considerations 

discussed are merely corroborative, the aim being to show that the inclusion 

of verse 21 is consistent with the significant place given to fasting in both 

Old and New Testaments. 

Mark 9:44 and 46. 

GNS M k 9 43 49 • • • .:: 1 'r ' ' ' ' ,1, ar : - : Kct:l. ECW OKO:Vvct11.~ ... TJ O'E 1) J:.Hp OOtl, O:TTOKO't'OV 

' ' -'e • ' ' ' ' ' " ' ,_, 44 " ' E.X,OVtO: CI'IitA E.L..V E. I..<; t'llV 'YE.EVVa;V, E~<; tO 'IT up tO ~.~.V)-IEOtOV. 01TOtl 0 

,,_.: ' ... ' 1 ... ' ' "' ' n:' 45 ' " ' ' OKUlii.U, O:tltCUV OU tE~~oEtlt'Cjt. KO:~ tO 1iUp OU Ot:'EVVUtO:~. KO:~ EO:V 0 TTOU~ 

KaA6v EutC 00~ etoe.l9etv ek tT,v 'wT]V x.w.lbv' ~ toU~ oUo trOOa.:; Ex.ovto: 

Pln9flva~ ek tf)v yEevvav, ett;; rO rrOp tO lfo(3earov, 46 OTTou 0 o~ecJ.hi 

' " ' _, ~ l ' 0 ' n' 47 ' " ' ~9•'"' O:tlt'(I)V OU t''SII,EU't'¢. KO: tO 'IT p OU OwEVVUtO:~. KO:~ EO:V 0 ""'f ~ex; OOtl 

yEewo:v TaU 1rupbt;, 48 OTTou 0 oKcJl.rt cdm3v o0 tE.l.eut~, Ko:L tO TTflp oO 

opEwotaL. • 49 TT~ y&p lTUpL tt!L.o9fpETO:L., Ko:L mloo: 9uoCo: cUt 
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For Omj!J,•jon of v. 44; ( UB.')'/) 

N Cod Sin 4th 

B Cod Vat 4th 

c CodEphr 5th 

L Paris 8th 

w Washington 5th 

II St. Gall 9th 

'I' Athos 8th/9th 

rt. 12th, 

itk 4/Sth 

syrs.pai 3/4th; from 6th 

cop'a,bo,fay from3rd 

arm from Sth 

goo from Sth 

Evidence for inclusion of verse 46 is almost identical with that for 

verse 44, except for the following which also include verse 46: syrPal, geo; 

Number: The great majority of Greek uncials and cursivcs include 

both verses 44 and 46. 

The witness of the lectionaries is unitedly in favour of the verses. 

The evidence of the versions is as follows: The entire Old Latin 

tradition, except fork is in favour of inclusion. The Vulgate has them. The 

Etbiopic and the Slavonic include them. 

The Old Syriac Peshitta is in favour, though the Sinaitic disagrees. 

Burgan (1896a, p. 292·293) distrusted Cureton's arguments which placed 
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the Peshitta in the fifth cenlury; Majorily advocates argue that it 

substantially predates the Lewis manuscript, reaching back to the second 

century; also that the Sinaiticuc; is a corrupted fonn of it. [Re~l.CU>ned 

tclectics who accept Hart's view that the Byzantine text did not appear 

before the fourth century cannot accept any date for the Peshitta earlier than 

this, as the text in certain places is so similar.] 

Patristic evidence i.e; sparse, but Irenaeus shows the presence of 

lhese verses in lhe West The Latin translation, an exceptionally literal 

translation (Aland, 1987, p. 168), attests their presence early in the second 

cenlury. 

From lhe Majorily viewpoint the overwhelming number of 

manuscripts favour these verses as genuine. 

Variety: The majorily of manuscripts, the koine, and Cod. D are in 

favour; but not the Alexandrian and Egyptian (except Cod. A). 

The versions in favour: Latin, almost unanimously; Syriac (divided), 

Ethiopic, Slavcnic, and Georgian (v. 46 only). The versions against 

inclusion: Syriac (divided), Coptic, Georgian (but v. 44 only), and 

Armenian. Following Burgon's dating and theories oftex1ual origins, the 

Latin tradition interacted early with the Syriac--he believed the Peshitta to be 

second cenlury and thus predated the Sinaitic--which preserved the majorily 

reading. The dialectical variely and provenance divides the versional 

evidence almost eqnally, bolh for and against these verses. 

The Iectionaries wtite in favour. 

Italy, North Aftica and Gaul provide patristic evidence in support of 

!heir genuineness. There is no ob\ious patristic evidence against 

Some evidence from the note ofvariely is in favour of seeing verses 

44 and 46 as pOSSibly genuine. 
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Continuity: Evidence exists in the flfSt millennium, as foUows, the 

fist being in date order: 

Irenaeus 2nd 

Lvg 4th 

OL3 4th 

A Cod. Alex 5th 

D Cod.Bezae 5th 

Chromatius 5th 

Aug 5th 

syrP. 5th 

OLd 5th 

OLe 5th 

our 5th 

Chromatius 5th 

Augustine 5th 

l: 6th 

OLf 6th 

OLq 617th 

Eth™ 6th 

syrh 7th 

OL' 7th 

E 8th 

L 8th 

otl 8th 

oar 9th 

a Koridethi 9th 

F 9th 
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G 9th 

H 9th 

s 91h 

1424, 9/!0th 

700, 1006, 1243 lllh 

miniscules fl, 12th 

f13, 13th 

OLe 12/IJth 

The body of the cursives unite in favouring inclusion. There is a hiatus in 

the evidence, in the third centuty. The exemplars of Lvg and OL a in all 

probability go back to the previous centuty. Othenvise eve!)' centuty has 

manuscript or other written evidence which shows the presence of the 

verses. There is some evidence from continuity, variety, and number 

combined to suggest that these verses are genuine. However, the rest of the 

seven notes are needed to help determine if this is so. 

Age: The earliest evidence is Latin, both versional and patristic. 

The earliest Greek evidence for inclusion is from Cod. A, other than 

Cod. D which is closely associated with the Western. 

Hills (1956, p. 171) quotes Gregory and Kenyon as claiming that 

Cod. A, dating from fifth centuty, was written in Egypt; it has the Majority 

text in the gospels. This shows therefore the early presence of this text in 

Egypt. 

Also the Syriac Peshitta may, after all, be early evidence for the 

presence of these readings in the second centuty. This depends on whether 

tho Byzmtino text may be considered to be pro-fourth centuty, contra!)' to 

Hort. As to tho ago of tho Peshitta, it was ahnost universally beHoved, until 
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1881, to have originated in the second century. F. C. llurkih, in 1904, 

denied it existed before the fifth ccntwy, as it showed a close agreement 

with the By1..antine text. In support of 1-Iort's Lucianic rccensional view of 

the "ecclesiastical text", he believed that Rabbula, Bishop of Edessa from 

411-435 AD, first published it (Hills, 1956, p. 172). 

Hills (Burgon, 1959, p. 56) believes that Burkih's theol)' is now 

rightly questioned by some, becauCJe the Peshitta was the ''Received text" of 

both factit•ns of the Syrian church. The Church however was not divided 

until Rabbula's time. Because he was a Monophysite, the Nestorian party 

opposing his view would never have accepted, off the record, an edited text 

at his hands. Pickering (1977, p. 90) cites A. Voobus, who argued that 

Rabbula didu't even use the Peshilta in its present form. Why then did it 

become standard, if not that it was very ancient? Because of itCJ antiquity, 

both sides felt able to quote it in discussion to prove a point; its great age 

determined the people's loyalty to it despite their factions. The possibility 

of a second century date for the Peshina should be reconsidered (Hills, 

1956, p. 174). 

In harmony with the UBS Connnittee, Aland sees the early witness 

ofi:IB, with the Coptic versions in support, as decisive external evidence for 

omitting verses 44 and 46 (1987, p. 297). Cod. L characteristically follows 

Alexandrian readings. The earliest manuscript evidence is thus divided. 

Age per se, as a factor, is rtot detenninative of these verses, and the 

manuscript evidence is not strong in favour of inclusion. 
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Weight: The frequently given rea•on for rejecting these verses is 

based largely on preference for the shorter reading. Thus Metzger (1971, p. 

102) says: "The wordc; Onou 0 oKt:.5Ary; ... aU op~vvutal., which are 

lacking in important early witnesses (including tt B C W itk syr" cop''), 

were added by copyists from ver. 48." The confidence to state that 

hannonisation to the immediate context has occurred stems not from any 

evidence from within the immediate context--for justification of this, see 

discussion below, under reasonableness--, but from belief that the shorter 

reading rule is true. Thus, the longer By2a11tine text has filled out the text 

by free assimilation of parallel passages. However, chapter 2 of this study 

has set out reasons why the Byzantine manuscripts may deserve more 

credibilily. 

W is also brought in as significant evidence, in agreement with Cod. 

B and the Egyptian versions, that these verses should be omitted. However 

D is in favour. This disparily early in the textual history illustrates well the 

tension created by conflicting views which arise in comparing the Western 

and Alexandrian texts for the history of the Text. The Western favours the 

verses; the Alexandrian excludes them. Scholars agree neither as to how the 

two traditions inter-relate, nor as to which should be followed, as the 

primary witness. Thus, according to Hills (1956, p.126), Griesbach, 

Burkitt, Lake, and Matthew Black believe the Western to be the earliest and 

thus primary text, while others like Tischendotf, Hort, Weiss, and Metzger 

believe the Alexandrian to be earlier and purer. It follows (1956, pp. 183-

184) that either the Western became refined (corrupted?) by Alexandrian 

preoccupation with literary slyle, or the Alexandrian was corrupted by 

Western interpretative concerns, as shown by its characteristic additions. 

-- ,' i - . "- ___ -.- ·, 
,,.,, 
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Epp (1993, pp. 162-1(>.3) sees this problem a,. major cau•e of the current 

methodological confusion, and as a serious flaw at work undermining Hon's 

theory ofthe Text and maintaining the prevailing uncertainly. 

Bw-gon's \iew was different again. He believed the Byzantine text as 

the .Afajority tel.·t aftcended to the Apostolic era . It waft a non·recensional 

tex~ but was thereafter conupted by the specialist concerns shown to be at 

work in the recensions of both Alexandrian and Western editors. 

Context: Fee gives the verse 44 Onol> 0 oKWArt aUtWv oU 

nJ..eut~. Ka:L tO rilp oU opEvvuta!.-, and its parallel in verse 46, as examples 

of harmonisation within a single Gospel under the influence of9:48 (1993, 

p. 175). Aland (1987, p. 297) sees the inclusion of the verses as the 

influence of a quasi-liturgical refrain, in harmony with the repeated e1.; ri)v 

yEevva:v which it follows in each case. This argument is strengthened on the 

concordant \iew that the M:liorily reading of verse 4 7 is likewise wrong: e1.; 

tO nfip tO &-peatov. after Ek tf,v yEevvo:v. 

Such reasoning is based on the assumption that the By>.antine 

manuscript was edited to become a fuller, expanded te~ and that bre\ily as 

a rule points to the more authentic reading. However assuming the 

Byzantine text is not recensional, it is easy to see how the Alexandrian editor 

could have found it irresistible, in following a self-imposed standard of 

literary taste, to proceed along familiar lines, and trim away repetitive 

material from the passage which he assumed, by his own stylistic canons, to 

have been subject to interpolation at an earlier date. 

Further suspicion is placed on the witness of liB by its omission in 

verse 49 of a sentence after niXe; y!Xp nupt cULaefp:EtO:!.-,that is, Ka:t mioa: 

Suola .Ul .Ucoefp<tac. This latter sentence is wihtessed to by most of the 

Latitt mariuscripts, including the most reputed critical texts of the Vulgate. 
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Many, though not all Ve,.ions favour it. The great majority oflhc C'neek 

manuscripts witness in favour of verse 49b. However, in support for Hort's 

Alexandrian preference, Kat 1T&oc: eualo:"Ct.U Ctlt..o9f;cnc:XL i~ read by UBS 

and Aland as a scribal reminiscence of Leviticus 2:13 which explains the 

first clau.~ of verse 49: TT&; yCtp nupl. k.ho9fpeto:L. No other argument is 

given for its inclusion. However, Jesus himself could have quoted this 

saying, rather than the scribe. Seeing it as a scribal addition is an internal 

argument to support the Alexandrian reading. Aland approvingly restates 

Hort's view of verse 49, in as much a., it supports the argument for the 

inferiority of the Byzantine text, it being one of Hart's eight conflations by 

which he sought to prove that the Byzantine text wa• recensional. However 

Kilpatrick (1965) felt free to question Hart's analysis of conflations in 

justifYing his preference for MB. Kilpatrick does in fact accept Hart's view 

of verse 49 as confJationary, probably because he can think of no reason 

which would make it "explicable on other grounds" (p. 34). Yet he sees no 

problem in accepting readings distinctive of the Syrian text as older than 200 

AD, even if the selection of these readings in that text appeared later, 

through the recension which originated with Lucian of Antioch (1965, pp. 

34, 36). Kilpatrick says that any critical apparahls will show that conllation 

is not peculiar to the Syrian, but is found in other textoal traditions (p. 34 ). 

Thus it i• but a small step from this to questioning whether Hart had really 

proved, by this key argument, that the Byzantine is a deliberately edited text 

and posterior to other text-forms. 

On the one hand it is clear historically that Alexandria stood in a 

long literary tradition of scribal editorialising, and that classical t.aste was in 

favour of brevity. On the other hand, clear countervailing historical 

evidence is hard to find that shows that Lucian, or some other individual, set 

in motion the editorial process which led to a fuller smoother text. 



Majority Text 143 

The omission (9:49) KCXL lT&oo: 9uo~a &:A1.. Ct.\La9fpHat. after rrW; 

yO:p nupt &.ho9f)o~toa. is easily explained as homoioteleuton where the 

scribe mistook the second &.ho9fpero:L for the first. There is aL~o some 

sirnilarily belween &o...Jkarov and opiwurac in verses 43 and 44 which could 

have cawed the omission of verse 44, though deliberate editorial revision i~t 

much more likely here. 

Reasonableness: Burgan's (1896, pp. 160-165) lheoty of the Text 

allributed lhe shorter Alexandrian texlto Origen and his school whom he 

believed deliberately edited lhe texl, particularly by omission, to conform it 

to a semi-Arian tendency. Greek philosophical principles took the edge off 

many Biblical doctrines and led lhem to unnecessarily omi~ where variant 

readings in lhe texl made it easy to do so. Among the belie£• of orthodoxy 

which Origen questioned included lhe doctrine of Eternal Ptmislunenl. 

BUJllon lists Mark 3:29 and Mark 9:44,46 as examples among many 

passages deliberately omitted by NB for various reasons (l896a, p. 289). 

Whether or not Origen can be held responsible for the omis•ion of these 

particular verses, Pickering (1977, pp. 42-44) quotes Colwell and Matthew 

Black as IMdence lhat Biblical critics are increasingly recognising most 

variations in lhe texl were deliberately made from theological or similar 

motives, unlike cbanges in lhe Greek and Latin classical texis which are far 

more often due to accidental error. 

The Alexandrian editor probably saw lhe repetitive material in this 

passage as clear evidence of interpolation at an earlier date. But if Mark 

really believed in Gebenna, and believed tbat lhe tradition he was passing on 

was accurate, he would bave been willing to record severe repetition by 

Jesus at this pOint as a significantly didactic way of combating natural 

· scepticism towards such an unpalatable doctrine as Everlasting Punishment 
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The seven noles come logethcr in general support of one another. 

Number and continuity both suggest that these verses arc genuine, but 

variety les.'i so. The arguments ti'om weight naturally tum on the status of 

the Byzantine text. If the IaUe-r may be reinstated, the "II the causes given for 

the dish1rbed state of the text, in the context of Mark 9, may be seen as 

corroborating lhe genuineness of the wrses. Sufficient theological reasons 

have been adduced to explain why they may have been omitted, perhap,c; 

even earli~;;T lhan Origen's day. There is somt: early evidenet: in lhc age of 

Cod. A to support this concln.,ion. The genuineness of these verses 

dopends wlually entirely on whether or not the Majority text reaches back 

to the Apostolic era. Conver.;ely, if the Byzantine text is late and 

recensional, the verses must bc rejected. 

Mark 11:26. 

GNS Mar 11:26. EL OE U~Jet~ oUK ~C~:n, oUOe 0 'll'o:-rhp U~Jc.3V 0 ~v 

tot'= oUpo:voLc; tiQ:rTlO'EL tO: rro:parrtc.5j.l.O:to: Uf.LWV. 

For Omission: ( UBff~ ,, 

N Cod. Sin 4th 

B Cod. Val 4th 

L 8th 

w Washington 5th 

11 9th 

'!' Athas 8-9th 

157, 205, 565, 597,700, 892, 1342, 2427, 

L 

s 
it 

syr',pal 

cop'ah,boh pi 

k-5, 1-8th, 

from 6th/4th 

from 4th Egyptian 



A 

G 

For Inclusion: 

A 

c 

D 

X 

El 

0233 

Anncnian 

Gcorgiao 

Cod. Alex 

Cod. Ephr 

minuscules fl,fl3, 
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!rom 5th 

from 5th 

5th 

5th 

5th 

lOth 

9th 

8th 

12th, 13th 

later 

Alexandrian 

Caesarean 

Caesarean 

28, 33, 180, 579, 1006, 1010, 1071, 1241, 1243, 1292, 

1424, 1505 

Byz { E F G H N l: } most Byzantine mss. 

E 8th 

F 9th 

G 9th 

H 9th 

N 6th 

l: 6th 

Lee! majority agreement oflectionaries with l AD 

L 

s 
E 

it 

vg 

a-4 ,aur-7,b-5, c-12/13, d-5, f-Qth, 

i-5, IE!-5th, q-617, rl-7th 

syrP,lt, Harkleian syr, 5th, 7th 

from3rd 



Eth 

S slav 

Cyprian 

Speculwn 
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6th 

Old Church Slavonic lrom C9lh, Bulgaria 

3rd 

5th Ps-Aug 

Number: The majority of Greek manuscripts include this verse a< 

genuine. This applies to both uncial and minu~cule manuiicriptc;. The great 

majority of Old Latin manuscript• also witness to the verse. So do the great 

majority ofthe lectionaries. 

Burgon believed the multitude of the evidence shown by the 

Majority text for the authentic reading of diiiputed paiisages gives substance 

to his view that: "Nwnber ... constitutes Weight ... Not of cmu-se 

absolutely, as being the sole Test, but caeteris paribus, and in itc; own place 

and proportion" (1896a, p. 44). If the nwnerical aspect is significan~ then, 

verse 26 belongs in the Text. 

Variety: Most of the "Western" witnesses are for inclu.o;;ion: Cod. D 

and the great majority of the Old Latin manuscripts-with two Old Latin 

against-the Vulgate, the Western fathe .. , Cyprian, and Augustine. But the 

Syriac Sinaiticus omits. 

Also some Alexandrian ve .. ions are for inclusion, namely, Cod. A, 

and a few Egyptian Bohairic manuscripts. But most of the Egyptian 

manuscripts are against. 
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From a numerical ~ewpoint, the predominant Egyptian witness 

favouring omission is cowtlerbalanccd by the predominating Western 

manuscript'l in\li.ting inclusion. 

The Caesarean text is discordant, that i11, Cod. W omit~ whilst Cod. 

e includes the verse. 

The Byzantine text is unitedly in favour. Among versions in 

hannony with the Byzantine text, and for incJusion, are the Syriac Peshitta. 

The Harkleian Syriac, the Ethiopic, and the Slavonic all include. 

The Annenian, and the Georgian omit. 

Most or all of the lectionaries favour inclusion. 

In summary, the evidence shows that verse 26 wa<;J known over a 

wide geographic area, in various fonns (in Greek manuscripts, versions, 

lectionaries and church writing•). It is clear that all text-types are 

represented. But as usual, KB win the day in the UBS text. All text-types 

witness for and against the passage, except the Byzantine. Metzger's (1971) 

explanation for omitting the verse therefore, in effect emphasises the appeal 

to the "earliest manuscript" principle, by saying: "its absence from early 

witnesses that represent all text-types makes it highly probable that the 

words were inserted by copyists in imitation of Matt 6:15" (p. 110). 

However the evidence from variety is on the side of inclusion. 

Continuity: Evidence exists in the first millennium as follows, the 

list being in date order: 

copbopt 

it 

it" 

3rd 

from 3rd 

4th 

4th 

4th 
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Lvg 4th 

oLb 5th 

s syrP 5th 

A Cod. Alex 5th 

c Ephraem 5th 

D Cod. Bezae 5th 

Speculum {Ps-Aug} 5th 

oLd 5th 

oLff 5th 

N 6th 

l: 6th 

oLf 6th 

Eth 6th 

OLq 617th 

syr Harkleian 7th 

oLr 7th 

OL aur 7th 

0233 8th 

E 8th 

L 8th 

oLt 8th 

E 8th 

F 9th 

G 9th 
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H 9th 

e Koridethi 9th 

s Slavonic 9th 

1424, 700, 1006, 1243 9th-11th 

miniscules fl, 12th 

f13, 13th 

OLe 12/13th 

The earliest manuscript witnesses are N and B, which omit the verse, 

together with the early Egyptian manuscripts. However, the presence of 

verse 26 in-Cyprian and in some Bohairic rnanw:cripts shows it wa~ known 

contemporaneously with other earlier witnesses to the text. If the allusion 

to the verse in Tatian is certain-UBS' excludes it from its critical apparatus-

-, the inclusion of verse 26 in Mark II is known in every ceutwy. 

Number, variety, and continuity tend to support the inclusion of this 

verse as part of the authentic gospel of Mark. 

Age: As to which centuries were most important for determining the 

Text, Burgon (1896a) said: "If! must assigo a definite period ... [I mean] 

the first six or seven centuries" (p. 42). He believed that chronology had a 

wide application in evaluating the comparative worth of manuscripts. 

Evidence from the earlier centuries exists which attests to the verse 

as genuine. The earliest manuscripts do not favour its inclusion but proof, 

rather than mere presumption, should frrst be offered that this fact 

outweighs other aspects, before concluding that the age of a manuscript is 

an index to the reliability ofits readings. 
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Aland (1987, p. 297) clearly aceepL• the Alexandrian witness as 

"excellenl" e\'idencc f'Or omission supported as it is by the Coptic syrSin. It 

is an interesting question whether Hort would have felt compelled to argue 

tl~at a characterislicaJly shorter text--as is illustrated by NB--is by definition 

superior, had he not known that these Egyptian manu~cripts were a11 early a'> 

fourth centuiy. If the supposed allusion in Tatian's Diatessaron is uncertain, 

and th<' Syriac Peshitta, like the Byzantine manuscripts generally, is later and 

recensional, then their age is no particular support for verse 26 being 

original. But ifBurgon's use of the age factor is righ~ all witnesses from the 

first eight enLries under Continuity above (that is, Cyprian, many early Old 

Latin manuscripts, the Vulgate, the Gothic, some Bohairic manuscripts) in 

favour of verse 26, count for more than the omission in NB. They have as 

much claim on the Tex~ in terms of their age, as fourth centuiy Greek 

manuscripts. 

Weight 

This verse is a good example to illustrate Burgan's method of 

weighing up manuscripts. Favouring the inclusion of verse 26 are three of 

the oldest uncials: A, C, and D. He was unhappy with their characteristic 

concordia discors when compared against the Majori(Y text. Codd. NB on 

the other hand omit the verse. Burgan's (J896a) estimate ofNB was lower 

still. If age does not indicate weigh~ then what does? His answer brought 

in the value of the cursives. He argued, for example, that if a variant is 

attested by NB, together with most Old Latin manuscripts, plus one or two 

Fathers, then "there ought to be found at least a fair proportion of the later 

uncials and the cursive copies to reproduce it" (p. 60). In other words, a 

reading should be rejected if later uncials are silen~ or the main body of 

cursives are silen~ or many Fathers know nothing of the matter. In the case 

I 
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of verse 26, only a few Latin rnanuscripl~ join with ~B in omiUing the verse, 

and patristic evidence, such as it is, favours inclusion. A couple of later 

uncials do characteristically support KB. Burg on ( 1896a, pp. 202, 206) 

believed that we are more justillcd in disregarding uncial evidence than 

cursive. He saw the era of greater perfection, both in manLLScript 

presenlation and conten~ as reached by the seventh and eighth century, 

beginning with Cod. E. After this point the uncials are generally united, or 

considerably so, with dissenting readings in L and a in conspicuous 

isolation, as in their treahnent of verse 26. The text of the later uncials is 

the text of the majority of all uncials. This same text is similar to that of the 

majority ofthe cursives, and the majority of versions, and the majority of 

the Fathers (p. 206). He thought it was wrong to separate ou~ for example, 

families I and 13, and then say all other cursives are alike. Whilst there is 

usually a clear majority of cursives on one side, in respect of important 

passages, there are still examples of disagreement which show that the 

cursives as a body descend from a multiplicity of archetypes. This gives 

them each an independent personality. Were we able to discover them, their 

genealogical stems might prove to be extremely numerous (p. 201 ). If any 

reading from the Byzantine text is by definition suspec~ then clearly there 

can be no confidence in the genuineness of verse 26. Kilpabick and Elliott 

however call for a change of attitude, for the reason given above. The verse 

may be genuine. 

Context This is a specific and limited application of the note above 

on Weight How does a particular manuscript behave in the given vicinity 

of the text? If the context is very corrup~ then considerable suspicion and 

reserve attach to it. Naturally, Burgan evaluated the context with the 

Received text as a convenient basis of comparison. 1bis is not in itself an 
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unsound way of detecting a turbulent context of disparate readings, in at; 

much as the desired result from using such a method is achievable without 

having to assume the Byzantine text is superior, even though Burgan did 

define "corrupti"on" by the extent to whi"h .. ..,')"11"'"""' "'"""""'" .... ff.n.., th .. . .. ..... .. ,_,__. ..... r. _ .. t" ... ·-- £0 ......... .. 

m~jority reading. 

Within seven verses prior to verse 26 there are three variants 

desening comment in the critical hand-editions, dealing with minor 

grammatical issues, that is, the tense, mood, person and number of a few 

verbs, an of which affect the sense a little. However there is no ob\ious 

pattern of inconsistency as to which manuscripts diverge from the Recei1•ed 

text. 

Reasonableness: The UBS explanation for the omission rejects 

the idea that homoioteleuton explains it. Instead liB is appealed to: "Its 

absence from early witnesses that represent aU text-types makes it highly 

probable that the words were inserted by copyists in imitation of Mt 6: 15" 

(Metzger, 1971, p. 110). However, Elliott's (1974, pp. 343, 346) belief 

that most alterations to the Text were made before 200 AD leads him to 

ignore the earlier manuscript principle. Following C. H. Turner's analysis of 

Marean usage, he is led to deny the relevance of brevior /ectio to Mark, 

and, freed from such rules, he is more ready to see the recurrence of t~ 

••f"'•tol~ata ~Olv at the end of verses 25 and 26 as a sign of scribal 

omission. Kilpatrick (1990, p. 307) agreed with this probability in a 

neighbouring context. 

The UBS3 Greek edition shows there are many minor varumts within 

verse 26 involving transposition, substitution, and subtraction of article, 

pronoun, noun and verb, with no substantial change of meaning. Hills 

(1956, p. 184)refers to the high esteem in which the Alexandrian 
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catechetical and textual schools were held by some influential church leaders 

and scholars, which gave the resultant edited text a prestige status. This 

may have created a climate of uncertainty among scribes when lhey were 

invited, by the exemplar they were using, to include the verse. It is th11• 

possible that the doubt placed on the verse, for example, by Alexandrian 

editing, left them free to ignore the exemplar, or make a more or lr:.;s 

arbitrary alteration. This would give to scribes inliufficiently aware of the 

importance of their work, an otherwise elusive sense of dignity to alle>ille 

the drudgery of unremitting mechanical repetition. 

In conclusion, the notes of number, variety, and continuity provide 

strong probability that verse 26 is genuine. A• to the age factor, there is 

some evidence to show that the verse may have been accidentally omitted 

dllring the second century. Its status as a Byzantine reading should no 

longer cast a shadow on its respectabiity as a distinct witness to the original 

Text. Homoioteleuton is as likeJy a reason as assimilation, to explain its 

omission from some manuscripts. The verse belongs in the context of Mark 

II :25 as a natural sequel to the topic of forgiveness already present in the 

passage. 

Mark15:28. 

GNS Mark 15:27-29 Ko:t o:Uv aOtQ oto:upoUo1. Mo Atpt~, Eva ~ 

0E~l.c.3V KO:t Evo: e~ erlwvrl)JWV o:OtoU. 28 KO:t ETTlnpWen ~ ypacjlf] ~ 

'· K • • )_ ' .l:l ...... ' e 29 ' ' ' AEYOUOct, Cr:! .. IJE't"O: O:Vq..LWV -=-.....,r!.O T]. KO:L 01. 1Tap0:1T0pEUq..J.ElJO~ 

J.fl1--..l.' ) 1 " I r..i. 1..,~ I "' I 1 1 0" < 9-'IW.U'fTf.LOUV O:U't'OV, KWOUVtE~ text; K"'f'O:n.u.o., aUtCUV, KO:\. AE)'OVtE~, Urt, 0 

_, I I \ I J I t I J -5: " 
Kat~UWV 't'OV V£WV, KO:!. EV tpLOI..V TfJEpO:Lt; OLKuuqJWV, 

GNS Mar 15:28 KaL <nJ.npol9n ~ ypa<)>~ ~ A<youoa, KaL ~«it 

&,~wv iloylo9T). 
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a 
E) 

(UBS4) 

Cod Sin 

Cod Alex 

Cod Vat 

CodEphr 

CodBezae 

Athos 

157, 2427 

most 
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cop'ah, bo pt 

083,0250 
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4th 

5th 

4th 

5th 

5th 

8-9th 

5th, 4th. 

from 3rd 

from 3rd 

8th 

9th 

9th 

617th, 8th. 

8th 

9th 

9th 

9th 

12th, 13th. 

28, 33, 180, 205, 565,579,597, 700 892, 1006, 1010, 

1071,1241, 1243, 1292,1342, 1424, 1505. 
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(Diatessarm) 

Vg 

E 

s 

A 

s 
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E 

Origenvid 

Eusebius 

Jerome 

it 

Ephraem 

(copboPtJ 

syrP, h, Harldeian 

syrpal 

Armenian 

Old Church Slavonic 

Georgian 

Elltiopic 
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1841/2,2((112,292213,J84, 

Aposloliki Diakonia, Athens. 

aur-7, c-12113, ( f1'2-5, 1-8., n-5, 

rl-71h 

374 or earlier 

from 4th 

from 3rd 

616 

front 6th 

from 5th 

from 9th, Bulgaria 

from 5th 

fmm 6th 

2/3rd 

4th 

4th 

Number: The majority of both uncial and minuscule manuscripts 

include v"""' 28. This factor is sigoificanl only if it is assumed that lhe 

majority manuscripts are, individually, independent witnesses. All that is 

claimed is lhat they are independent in their own generation. 

Varlely. There is a preponderance of versions in favour oflhese 

venres, namely, ahnost the entire Latin and Syriac traditions, including the 

Diatessaron, some Coptic manuscripts, the Armenian, the Georgian, and tho 

Slavonic. Thus the majority of manuscripts and versions are in favour. 

However orily a few lectionaries agree, including the offical Greek version. 
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Some Fathers witnes.• to the verses including, significantly, Origenvid. 

Caesarea is represented also in Euscbius, and Jerome. Thus the witness of 

many different languages in various locations throughout Chri•tendom is 

certain. Such widespread witness is a significant external test oflhe claim 

by Majority lex/advocates that the majority reading did not come about by 

scribes confonning to an arbitrazy standard. There wa• no wholesale 

coUusion, for example, within some narrow textual stream of the GTeek

speaking Eas~ as some understand the Byzantine manuscripts to be. 

On the face of i~ the omission of verse 28 from most oflhe 

lectionaries suggests the ten words are not original. The lectionaries 

however are not united in this, nor does the official Lectionary of the Greek 

Church reject their genuineness. Burgon had a reasonable explanation for 

the omission: In the Greek Evangelium no. 71 there is among its "singnlarly 

minute and full rubrical directions" (1896b, p. 77) an instruction to the 

public reader to follow during Holy Week, namely, he must stop at verse 

27, skip over verse 28, and go on at verse 29. The purpose of this was, 

presumably, to maintain unchecked the narrative flow of the Passion 

narrative in order to emphasise plain historical detail. Burgon saw this as 

concrete evidence of a very ancient Jectionazy practice which early made its 

presence felt in the manuscript tradition, particularly in the four oldest 

codices. He was surprised that even Griesbach was unable to draw the 

correct inferences available through lectionary study (1896b, p. 78, n. I). 

C. Osburn ( 1995, p. 64) points out that much more research has yet to be 

done before it is possible to obtain an agreed consensus on places and dates 

of origin for the lectionaries. Whereas Burgon (1896b, p. 70) believed that 

their origins go back to the Apostolic era, other scholars are not prepared to 

admit any date prior to 300 AD because the lectionaries largely retlec~ as 

they see it, the later recensional Byzantiue text. 
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Linked with the foregoing evidence is the inclusion of I he verse in 

the Eusebian canons. l!urgon notes that because Euschius gave the 10 

words a section to themselves, ~ he may be taken ali having given 

special sanction to them. They arc Jikcwic;e recognised in the Syriac 

sectional system, 2~ , which is quite independent of the former system 

(l896b, p. 76). 

In conclusion, there is a variety of evidence over a wide geographical 

area which shows that verse 28 wa< accepted a< genuine. To the objection: 

"But is it credible thai on a point like this such authorities as KAI!CD should 

all be in error?", Burgon repHed: "On the other hand, what i< to be thought 

of the credihiHty that on a point like this all the ancient versions (except the 

Sahidic) should have conspired to mi<lead mankind?" (1896b, p. 77). 

Continuity; Evidence exisL< in the first millennium, a< follows, the 

list being in date order: 

Diatessaron, ann 2nd or later 

Ecopbopl 3rd 

Origenvid 3rd 

Eusehius 4th 

Jerome 4th 

Lvg 4th 

OLa 4th 

8 syr peshitta 5th 

A Anneoian 5th 

A Cod. Alex 5th 

D Cod. Bezae 5th 

OL lf2 5th 

OL n 5th 
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Syr 

OL 

Eth 

syr 

OL 

OL 
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OL1 

e 
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s 
1424, 

Georgian 

pal 

f 

h 

aur 

r 

Koridelhi 

Slavonic 

700, 1006, 1243 

miniscules fl, 

rt3, 

OL c 
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5th 

6th 

6th 

6th 

7th 

7th 

7th 

8th 

8th 

8th 

9th 

9th 

9th 

9th 

9th 

9/IOth 

lllh 

12th 

13th 

12/13th 

The presence of verse 28 in one manuscript tradition or another is 

evident throughout the age of the Church in every century. It has also been 

widely received throughout Christendom. 

The "continuity" test is analogous to Hot1's "ring of genuineness" in 

favour of Alexandrian readings, that is, it is seen as partial evidence of a 

reading which has been generally received, by both leaders and rank and 

file, as a preferred and genuine reading. 

I 
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Number variety and continuity aU bear witness to the genuineness 

of these verses. 

Age: Accepting, for the sake of argumen~ that the Syriac Peshitta is 

after all a second century manuscript, Burgon answered the question: "Why 

shouldn't an older Venion be more valuable than a later Greek manuscript?" 

by saying that in tenns of its mere antiquity, it is of more value. To this he 

added patristic evidence, if clear; for example, as in the evidence for verse 

28, Eusebius and Jerome are earlier than Codd. A or D. Also the earliest 

Old Latin manuscripts present rival readings, and both are contempo-

raneous with, and therefore as valuable as B. Some of the Bohairic 

manuscripts also wibtess to the place, and they may be a• early as the third 

centwy AD. Besides, said Miller, the versions are the more valuable in so 

far as they are invariably translated from more than one exemplar, unlike 

Greek manuscripts. 

But does not the agreement in Mark 15:28 of the five ancient uncials 

NABCD override venional and patristic evidence? Burgon answered this by 

agreeing that "the oldest reading of aU is what we are in search of" (p. 29), 

but he did not accept that that reading is necessarily and generaUy found in 

the oldest manuscript. Thus, antiquity as an important principle does not 

mean that of a vezy few manuscripts, as if their age made them oracular (p. 

31). Within a very short time_between the Original and the first extant 

manuscrip~ scribes and students of that period "evinced themselves least 

careful or accurate ... in their way of quoting it" (l896a, p. 29). Thus the 

whole body of manuscripts, including the cunives, must be consulted. 

In justification for his choice of the Byzantine reading for vene 28, 

Kilpalrick (1990, p. 311) quotes Sturz to show that Hort's theruy 

concerning the secondary character of the Syrian text is effectively answered 
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in the fact that By7.antine readings often go back to the second century at 

least. Likewise, EUioU quotes Burgon, approvingly it seems, when the Iauer 

dismissed Hart's preference for liB as scathingly as Hort had di<mi.sed the 

Receiwd text. Elliott (1974) adds, 

The age of a manuscript should be no guide to the originality 
of its text. One should not assume that a fourth-century 
manuscript will be less corrupt than say a twelfth-century 
one . ... Some peculiar readings in papyri, for example, are 
paralleled only in late Byzantine manuscripts. (p. 342) 

If the age of a manuscript is exalted as the supreme test of the worth 

of a varian~ then clearly verse 28 cannot be genuine, where the five oldest 

uncials unite against it. The M\jority principle, however, directly confronts 

such a method by questioning, as unproved, the assumption that an earlier 

manuscript will usually transmit a superior text. From the Majority 

viewpoin~ then, the lack of early Greek manuscripts attesting to verse 28 is 

no index of its sporiousness. The lack of papyrus and uncial evidence from 

the first four centuries is not seen as a bar to its genuineness. The weight of 

the various manuscripts is an issue complicated hy two assumptions: (I) that 

the earlier the date of a manuscrip~ the more weight it carries, and (2) that 

any version which substantially reflects Byzantine influence is thereby 

shown to be inferior. As the latter tradition is seen as fourth century at the 

earliest, and recensional, the value of much versional evidence is determined 

by this perception. From the Majority viewpoint the external evidence is 

sufficiently weighty to affirm the genuineness of verse 28. 

Weight: When Aland (1987) says: "the external attestation for 

omission is clearly superior" (p. 297), he has in mind the agreemen~ hy 

omission, of the Alexandrian text and Cod. D. Similarly, the UBS Textual 

commentary shows characteristic reliance on external e\idencc, namely, the 
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"earliest and best witnesses of the Alexandrian and Western text-types" (p. 

119). However Aland seems to imply that the value of Cod. D as a 

representative of the Western tradition is in doubt (1987, p. 67); the Old 

Latin is in support of the verse. Verse 28 is thus a good example of the lack 

of homogeneity in the Western text, in as much a~ D parts company with 

many of the Old Latin manuscripts. 

Kilpatrick (1990, p. 309) evaluates Hort's belief that external 

attestation is decisive against verse 28: "However much we respect his 

achievements, his judgments are open to question" (p. 311). He reject• the 

KB preference: "We have incidentally rejected Hort's appeal to a Neutral 

text. His theory has come increasingly into question, and even the Alands 

write 'Nun gibt es fllr dss Neue Testament keinen "neutralen" Text ( Der 

Text des Neuen Testament, 24)'" (1990, p. 311). Similarly, behind Elliott's 

(1974, p. 344) loss of confidence in Hort's conclusions is his staled appeal 

to C. H. Turner's (1923) studies on Marean usage, when he argued against 

the text ofHort's best manuscripts in favour of the originality of readings 

found in Western or Byzantine ones. 

Clearly much of the previous discussion under the heading of Age 

bears on the question as to which manuscripts are most credible, and thus 

could have been included under this heading. This is not to say that the age 

of a manuscript is the single most impottanl feature which indicates its 

worth, as the text within it may be younger, or it may be less accurate than 

an older manuscript. 

The radical eclectics have in effect reinstated some Byzantine 

readings. Therefore the critic's long-ingrained habit of doubting any variant 

coming out of such a supposedly inferior source, should itself be seriously 

questioned. 
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Context: There are no stL~picio\1~ circumstances surrounding verse 

28 in the Majori(V text. In relation to Mark 15:43. Burgon (1896a, pp. 182-

185) makes much of Cod. D's many omissions, additionc;, substitutions, 

transpositions, and other conuptions. Out of 117 wordc; to be transcribed 

between Mark chap. 15:4 7-16:7, sixty-seven of them have been affected in 

some way. He sees this as dear evidence that the age of a manu."!cript is no 

clear indication of the value of its text. Nothing in the context suggestc; that 

verse 28 did not originally belong there. 

Reasonableness: The Textual Commentary sees verse 28 ac; 

assimilating Luke 22:37: GNS: >..Eyw yb.p UfJl.v On 'En roUte tO 

yeypcq..L).1Evov Oet teMo9t;vaL Ev ~oC, rO Kat ).1EtcX &v4twv UoyCoerr Kat 

I I I l " .! 1 l' yap ra 1l'EpL ~ou ttACA; EXEL. 

Scrivener's (1875) explanation of verse 28 as a later insertion is as 

follows: 

The present citation from Isai. liii. 12 has been brought into 
St. Mark's text from Luke xxii. 37. Appeals to the Old 
Testament Scriptures are not much in this Evangelist's 
manner, and the tendency to enlargement from other 
Gospels would alone render the passage suspicious. Internal 
considerations . . . are somewhat adverse to it. . . . The 
united testimony of the five chief Uncials [NABCD) is 
simply irresistible. (pp. 136-137) 

1n this, the UBS Textual Commentary and Scrivener overlook the possibilty 

that scnoal error explains the omission. Thus the UBS editors also note the 

fact that Mark rarely quotes the Old Testament. 
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It is thus coqjectured that verse 28 began life as a marginal glo&• 

from Luke. This had the elfec~ in the words of Aland, of "converting the 

prediction Jesus made there into a theological comment by recounting it'l 

fulfdhnent" (1987, p. 297). Added to this, internal features are considered 

with a view to confinnation of that decision. 

Elliott (1974, p. 343) foUows Kilpatrick in reinstating Mark 15:28 

by appealing to homoioteleuton, that i•, where Ka( is n•ed at the beginning 

ofvss. 27, 28, and 29, a.'l well as further within each of those verses. 

Kilpatrick (1990, pp. 307-311) evaluates Hart's favourite manuscripts and 

finds them similarly wanting in omitting verse 28 for the same reason. 

Concerning scribal errors like homoteleuton he says: Cod. N and B are "not 

more inunune from this kind of error than other manuscripts" (p. 308). 

Within range of this verse, there are 18 KaL's in the space of 15 verses, as 

well as 6 Ko:L's within verses 27-29. He shows by several examples that, 

contrary to the Textual Commentary, Mark does make apt quotes from the 

Old Testament and, if verse 28 is genuine, the way he does this is parallel to 

other examples. Concerning Luke's use of Isaiah 53:12 he says: "We have . 

. . according to the overwhelming mass ofthe witnesses, the same quotation 

at Mk. xv. 28, a reading that is to be found in Eusebius" (1990, p. 91). 

Burgon (1896b, pp. 76-77) supplied a reasonable transcriptional 

explanation for the omission of verse 28 from the earliest manuscripts. It is 

outlined under Variety. above, in relation to the lectionaries. Not that he 

thought the canons of intemal.,;dence were really obligatoty. He believed 

that it is usually too difficult a task to discover the origins of, and reasons for 

variants, particularly those contained in the oldest codices. 

Summarising the .,;dence in accordance with Burgon's seven notes: 

number, variely, and continuity all bear witness to the genuineness of the 

verse. As to age, the lack of papyri, and uncial evidence from the first four 
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centuries is not seen a" a bar to it"i genuineness. The weight of the variou.<: 

manuscripts from the Majority viewpoint affinns the genuineness of v"-rsc 

28. The verse fits easily into the context, and the lectionary evidence 

suggests an available reason to explain how the wordct became omitted from 

lhe Text. 

John .5:Jb-4. 

GNS Joh 5:3 ~v Ta:l.lto:L~ Ko:-rEKet.to TI1fr9o.; no.l.U tWv 

) __ 1'\_ I ,4, 1.~ 1 " ' " I J ~ I I " ~~~ 
~vouvrwv, tU'+'AWV, xw~~.wv, <:.TlPWV, fKuexruevwv 't'DV tcu uoa:roc 

KCvnaL.V. 

4 b loc I • I ill ' " _, Bfe I ' I :ye yo:p Kctta KctLpDV KCft O:LVEV EV !!( KUII.Yy £?0:· KO:L ETIXp«<OE 

I (100 I 'l" .., J 13' ' I I " "" I I TO U p· 0 OUV TTQWTOC ELL!XC bLETO: '!;UV TO:PO:XDV TOU UOcttOC. Uyl.n;; 

J I ~ _el I I eyLVEtO. cJD7TQIE KO:'L"H)'EIO VOO"!]JO:tl.. 

Verse 3b, Variants: 

I. p66,75 K A* B C* L T 0141, 157, it<l 

(syr") cop•ah,pbo,bo P~ copach 2 Amphilochius. 

p66 200 

p75 early 3rd 

A* Cod. Alex 5th 

B Cod. Vat 4th 

c• Cod. Ephr 5th 

L 8th 

T 5th 

0141 lOth 

33 9th 

!57 1125 approx 
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iiQ 6-7 

(syr") copsah,pbo,bo pt all 3rd 

copnch 2 sub achmimic 3rd 

Amphilochius. !ale 41h 

Varianl2: 

A" cJ (W'"PP e<oex""evoc) tJ. e '!' 078,0233 fl, f 13, 28, 33, (180 

a•«OEX<>,lEVwv) 205, 565, 579, 597, 700, 892, 1006, 1010, 1071, 1241, 

1243, 1292, 1342, 1424, 1505, Byz { E F G H} Lecl (! 1016'E.oexq..evoc) 

it<·•,~fl2 vg, syrP, h, pal copbo pt ann elhPP geo slav Cluysoslom Cyrillem. 

D il" aur, b, d,j, 4 vgms it4 ( it' 4 omit ~'lPWV ) 

(elhTH.} 

Verse 4 

_, 11J.o I ) I I fl% f ~ .., l (l.l I I \ 
KUAU~~-'' 1'-'P~. Ketl.. etctpcxaae to uvwp· o ouv Tipwto:; EiJtJ!ll; ~E't'a. tnv tapax:r1v 

toU O&xto:;, Uy1.h; Eylve1:o, oOv ~ Ofrrot'e Katel;<eto voot)..ux'tt. 

For omission: 

p66, 200 

p15 early 3rd 

It Cod. Sin 51h 

B Cod. Vat 41h 

c• Cod. Ephr 51h 

D Cod. Bezae 51h 

T 51h 



WS0PP 

minuscules 

L 

Majority Text 166 

5th 

3J4J•l0th 

33 -9th 

!57· 12th 

itd -5, f-6th, 1-8th, q-617, 

vgww,st, Wordsworth-White, Stuttgartl592;!969 

s (syr") 3rd 

E copsah,pbo,bo p~ all3rd 

copach 2 sub acbmintic 3rd 

Amphilochius. late 4th 

G geo from 5th 

A arm from 5th 

For inclusion: 

(according to A, with many variations in later manuscripts and 

versions.) 

A Cod. Alex 

Cod.Ephr 

5th 

5th 2nd corrector later 
Alexandrian text 

(WS"PP EKOEXOI-"EVoc) Washington 5th later hand (original 
missing) later Alexandrian 

L 8th later Alexandrian 

A 9th later Alexandrian 

9 9th 

'I' Athos 

078, 0233 

fi, f 13, 

8-9th later Alexandrian 

6th, 8th 

12th, 13th 
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28, 180, 205, 565, 579, 597, 700, 892, 

1006,1010,1071,1241,1243,1292,1342,1424,1505 ' 

Byz {E F G H} 

Lect 

L it 

vg"l Clementine Vulgate. 

s syil'· pal 

copbo pt 

Diatess 

E eth 

Slav 

Didymusdub 

Chrysostom 

eyruiem 

T ertullian, 

Hilary 

Ambrose. 

8th, 9th 

a-4, ar-9th, aur-7th, b-5th, c-12/IJth, 

fl2-5th, j-6th, r1-7th, 1 -8th 

5th; from 6th 

from 3rd. 

2nd or later 

from 500 

from 9th 

398 

407 

386 

after 220 

367 

397 
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Number: The vast majority of manuscripts include vcrseR 3h-4. 

This includes all known cursivcs (except those listed under "For Omission") 

together with By7,.nline uncials, particularly Codd. E F G H, and typically 

represented by Codd. IKMUVr (with* throughout). 

Early papyri p66,75 omit So also do the early uncials N B c• D 

(together with T and IV ). Just a few cursives omit 0125, 0141, 18, 33, 

134, 157, 314. The following versions omit: irf,t:Lq, vgww,st, syr", 

copsah,pbo,bo pt, ach 2, ann, geo. Amphi1ochius knows nothing of the verse. 

With the early Alexandrian manuscripts and D in favour of omission, 

(although D admits v. 3b) a• well as several versions, especially the Coptic, 

the Majority text needs other supports if it is to convince of genuineness. 

Variety: Greek mantLficripts are well represented in theAfajority 

text. 

As to the versions, most of the Egyptian, the Curetonian Syriac, a 

minority Old Latin, the Armenian (divided), and the Georgian are against 

When Scrivener rejects the passage "in the face of hostile evidence so 

ancient and varied" (1875, p. 158), it is clear he thinks more oflhe "ancient" 

than the "varied", because the evidence for inclusion is even more varied, 

namely, most Old Latin, most Old Syriac, Coptic (part), Armenian, 

Elhiopic, and Slavonic versions. Again, with Aland (1987, p. 297) the 

Egypfuut Versions win the day. Several versions of the Diatessaron allude 

to verse 4, though presumably there is no direct quotation from it, for 

otherwise the UBS Textual Commentary would have included it on the 

same principles as were used in citing patristic evidence (1994, p. 38*). 

However, if these allusions did not bear specific witness to the inclusion of 

verses 3b-4 in the Diatessaron, it is doubtful thatlhe UBS editors would 

have cited the passage in their 1983 edition (p. 338) as being witnessed to 
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by the Arabic, Annenian, Italian and Old Dutch translations of Tatian's 

work. 

Patristic evidence is much more for inclut;ion. Evidence for 

inclusion comes from the following areas: Constantinople, Egypt, Palestine, 

Carthage, Gaul, llaly, Syria, A•ia Minor, and Bulgaria {against: 

Constantinople}. Though omilled by UBS4, according to Burgon and 

Scrivener several Fathers also bear witness to the place: Burgan cites Nilu~ 

( 4 ), Jerome, Cyril Alex, Augustine (2 ), Theodorus Studita; Scrivener cites 

Tbeophylact and Euthymius. Whether these Iauer references can be 

confirmed or not, there is still a clear preponderance of evidence under this 

head which offers substantial support for the genuineness of the pa.sage. 

Lectionaries: Most include. 

Variety argues strongly for inclusion, though some oflhe Version• 

face both ways. Scrivener says in its favour, 

Since [Cod. A and the Latin versions] are not very often 
found in unison, and together with the Peshillo, opposed to 
the other primaty documents, it is not very rash to say that 
when such a coqjunction does occur, it proves that the 
reading was ea1ly, widely diffused, and extensively received. 
(1894:2, p. 362) 

It is thus difficult to understand why Fee should deny lhat lhis evidence is 

diverse and widespread (1982, pp. 214-215), or what text-critical grounds 

explain the continuing innnoveable opposition to lhis passage. 

Continuity: There is evidence lhat the passage was known from the 

late second century onwards; every century of the first millennium shows 

acquaintance with it, as well as the cursive witness of subsequent centuries. 
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Diatessaron 2nd or later 

Tertullian early 3rd 

C()Jlach 2 3rd 

copboh 3rd 

Hilary 4th 

Ambrose. 4th 

Didymusdub 4th 

geo 5th 

Chrysostom 5th 

cyrillem 5th 

A* Cod. Alex 5th 

wsupp Washington 5th 

c• Cod. Ephr 5th 

r 5th 

itff 5th 

it" 6th 

i~ 6th 

E 6th 

itf 6th 

it'! 6th 

w 7th 

it1 8th 

L 8th 

'¥ 8-9th 

a 9th 

e 9th 
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The preponderant agreemenl of the uncials and cun;ives .~thaw the 

presence of the reading in every century, with scv<.-ral Fathers, especially 

Tertullian, showing they knew the verses at an early period. II may be 

assumed the omission occurred in the second century, as did most scriOLL~i 

omissions. 

Number, variety, and continuity combine 10 indicate the gcnuinc:..-ncss 

of the passage, once it is acknowledged that the age of the manuscript 

witness is not the main factor to consider. As most of the Greek 

manuscripts, most of the versions, many Fathers, and most of the 

lectionaries include verses 3b-4, then the main challenge to these verses rests 

on internal considerations, not external ones. Nevertheless, for the sake of 

completeness, considerations of age, te:\1ual context and manmcript 

credibility are considered also. 

Age: The earliest uncials combine in omitting. This, together with 

the preference of the UBS editors for the Alexandrian stream, explains the 

omission of verses 3b-4 from the critical text. Aland places heavy reliance 

on its omission by p66, p 75, KB and the allied Coptic manuscripts. However 

the unanimity of four out of the five oldest uncials (KBCD) also ties in with 

a similar disagreement that these four manuscripts have over the name of 

the pool. It could be that various rea•ons, as outlined under 

Reasonableness below, caused the scribes of p66, p 75 and the four 

uncials to further the doubts fostered by a•terisks or obeli which previous 

scribes had marked against these verses, and so reject them. Because 

doubts had been raised as to whether this pool could be identified in 

Jerusalem by the second centuty, the scribe was under pressure to give it a 

name which placed its location elsewhere than the traditional site. This 

would explain why none of the earliest papyri and uncials agree together as 
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to what name to give the once lamous pool of Bethesda. Hodges ( 1979, p. 

36) quotes the studies of Jeremias on the Copper Scro11 discovered in Cave 

ill at Qumran which show that the Majority text is right here in reading 

PTJEI•ooa. 

Several manuscripts ofTatian's Diatessaron refer to verse 4: 

Diatessa.• ann,~ n ( UBS3). 

The Copticach 2 in sub achmimic dialect (Thompson) and the 

Bohairic are both dated from the third century, bearing witness to the 

inclusion of the passage. 

Omission by the papyri may appear to be a weakness. However 

scribal faithfulness militates against their credibility; see below under 

Weight. 

Weight: Burgon made much of the chaotic state of the Tex~ in 

verses 1, 3, and 4 particularly, as an argument in favour of inclusion (1896a, 

pp. 82-84). 

The unanimity of four out of the five oldest uncials (IIBCD) in 

rejecting verse 4 ties in with a similar rejection of the traditional reading 

PTJEI•oott. p66 and p 75 align themselves with the same readings as liB. Yet 

these six manuscripts have no agreement among themselves as to what name 

to give the pool. Burgon (1896a, p. 83) says: "There is so much 

discrepancy hereabouts in Bll and their two associates (CD) on this 

occasion, [that] nothing short of unanimity ... would free their evidence 

from suspicion." The same discrepancies are clearly seen in the two papyri 

which follow the general variation BT]EioacM. Rather, what we find when 

comparing them with their satellite uncials and cursives is "hopeless 

prevarication" (p. 83). 



Majority Text 173 

The connection between the distrust of the earliest man11c;cripts towards 

verse 4, and the rejection of the Majority reading ofPrJl<oo& becomes 

significant when considering the probable cause for the omission of the 

verse in the frrst place, for which see below. 

UBS3 sets out with care the details of the many small scribal 

variations in writing verse 4. Scrivener believes that such "extreme variation 

in the reading . .. so often indicate.'!: grounds for suspicion" (1894:2, p. 

361). This suggests that the verse forms no part of the original Text. 

However, such variation may in fact witness to nothing more than that the 

passage was eliminated from some manuscripts, for whatever reason, fairly 

early in the second century. This ever after placed suspicion on it, and 

initiated a controversy in the early church which encouraged scribes to 

declare "open season" on the verse and suggest other possibilities to the 

detailed wording, happy in the assurance that it may not be a part of the 

original Gospel anyway. 

Fee (1982, p. 209) believes that the omission in some manuscripts 

of verse 3b alone, whilst retaining verse 4, is evidence of addition, in as 

much as there is little to explain why a manuscript should drop verse 3b on 

its own. The relevant manuscripts (Fee, 1982, p. 203) are as foUows:-

A* L Diatessi.~n. 

Thus, if the passage is spurious, the addition of verse 3b as well as 

nopcx.lunKwv could be explained as having been added subsequently to 

verse 4, to facilitate its connection with verse 3. 

However, there are also some manuscripts where only verse 4 is 

omitted, whilst verse 3b is included. These are: 

D WSUPP, 0141, 33, itd. ~1, vg ww, geo. 

If verse 4 is spurious, it is difficult to explain how verse 3b was ever inserted 

in the absence ofverse 4, as there is conte;;;tilally no need for it. Why, asks 
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Fee, would anyone "have expunged ~Oexq..Llvwv r~v roO UOaro.; KCvrpw'?" 

However, if a scribe was unhappy with the writer's belief in the tradition, he 

may have arbitrarily removed the offending words, though having 

insufficient temerity to eliminate verse 4--he may have thought ofwrse 4 as 

reported speech which did not necessarily reflect whether the writer believed 

it or not. Besides, the difficulty in explaining the omission also applies, 

assuming verse 3b to be genuine: Why was verse 3b ever inserted in the 

absence of verse 4? Although the clause harmonises with verse 7there is 

still, contextually, no need for it. There is in fact no way of satisfYing the 

critic's need for clarification from the narrative as to whether the writer 

accepted the story's supernaturalist perspective. When considering the lrne 

causes of the pool's healing properties, one person's faith is another person's 

incredulity. 

There is thus no way of knowing in what order the material of verses 

3b-4 was added or omitted--in effect the arguments cancel each other out. 

Again, the real grounds for Fee's decision seems to be, not so much 

contextual, but arising out of his trust particularly in NB, as early and best. 

Reasonableness: There are four major questions, from an 

intemal standpoin~ for or against the genuineness of John 5:3b-4. These 

are: 

(I) The context of the passage naturally invites an explanation of 

the reason for the hope of the sick man, as referred to in verse 7. Does 

verse 4 belong naturally in the narrative, or is it better understood as • gloss 

to supply what the writer's thoughtlessness failed to provide for his readers? 

(2) What historical reasons •re there which best explain the verses, 

whether as something added, or as a genuine part of the story but oliminated 

overtime? 
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(3) Are there stylistic reasons which suggest the writer oflhe fourth 

Gospel could not have written the words? 

(4) To what extent does the philosophical base, that is, a pro- or 

anti·supematuralist assumption, affect the reasoning of the textual critic in 

ttying to decide the genuineness or otheiWise of the verse? 

Attention is now given to each of these questions in turn. 

(1) Hills (1956, p. 145) quotes Heng,,tenberg who says: "the words 

are necessarily required by the cmmection." Hengstenberg quotes von 

Hofinann who believed it is highly improbable: 

that the narrator who has stated the site of the pool and the 
number of the porches, should be so sparing of his words 
precisely with regard to that which it is necessary to know in 
order to understand the occurrence, and should leave the 
character of the pool and its healing virtue to be guessed 
from the complaint of the sick man, which presupposes a 
knowledge ofit. (p. 145) 

Considering the universal quality and intended readership of the fourth 

Gospe~ it seems inexcusable that the writer should assume his widely-spread 

readers knew, or ought to know, exactly what was in the mind of the sick 

man, that is, why he believed the pool had healing power. 

(2) Are there historical indications to show whether it is wisest to 

explain these verses as something added, or as a genuine part of the stocy 

though eliminated over time? 

As a reason to explain why verses 3b-4 have been asterisked in 

several manuscripts, Hodges refers to the way they were used in the early 

church to justifY belief in the supemattual effects of water. Tertullian 

himself explained his belief in baptismal regeneration by reference to verse 

4. Hodges quotes Tertultian at length in order to suggest that the verse "was 

being employed polemically ... in a fashion uncongenial to certain early 

Christian circles" (1979, p. 35). He conjectures that Alexandris's 
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intellectual atmosphere naturally encouraged a disbelief in the healing effect 

which ostensibly resulted from an angelic interference with water. Against 

that, Fee ( 1982, p. 209) finds the suggestion utterly unconW>cing, in so far 

as both Clement and Origen unequivocally support a Biblical view of angels, 

whk:h aUowed for such interaction. He sees Tertullian as drawing attention 

not to some people's scepticism about angels per se, but rather to their 

scepticism as to whether the efficacy of Christian bapti<m could be 

explained by angelic involvement. 

A more comincing reason for the passage being subsequently 

omitted from the original Text i< given by Hills (1956, p.l46). He quotes 

A. Hilgenfeld and R. Steck to suggest there were doubts in the early church 

of the second centmy as to whether the pool even existed. Perhaps it could 

no longer be identified there. Tertullian explained this as DiW>e retribution. 

He believed the curative powers mentioned were withdrawn because of 

Israel's rejection of Messiah. But it would seem that not everyone was 

conW1ced by this explanation. The scribe may have felt that sufficient 

doubt left him free to indulge in coqjectural emendation. Witness the 

connection between the distrust of the earliest manuscripts towards verse 4 

and their rejection of the Majority reading ofpT)ileolilx. This becomes 

significant when considering the possibility that the various changes in the 

name of the pool were an attempt to provide an aJtemative site; such an 

attempt would overcome the embarrassment of those who felt that if they 

were to provide an adequate response to the growing number of marginal 

asterisks against the passage they must lind the ttue location. 

(3) Are there stylistic reasons suggesting the writer of the Fourth 

Gospel could not have written the words? Hodges (1979, p. 38) appears to 

accept the view of C. H. Dodd as to the use of independent oral sources by 

the writer. Dodd tried to isolate a pre-canonical tradition behind the Gospel 
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which included an account of JestL< the Healer, although he thought this was 

little used by Uhe Evangelist (cited by GuUhric, 1965, pp. 283-284). Fcc 

(1982, p. 213) goes to great lengths to expose not only several hapax 

legomena in ~:erses 3b4, but also several non-Johannine characteristics, 

used, he says, in a context where a special vocabulaty wa'i uncalled for. He 

believes that Uhe cwnulative effect of these characteristics makes the 

authenticity of verse 4 highly unlikely. Morris ( 1971) says: "There is no 

need to deny Uhat (John) made use of sources. . . . But he has so 

Uhoroughly made them his own that they cannot now be recovered" (p. 58). 

However, is it true that a writer can completely conceal his use of special 

sources? If it is true, how can we bel sure he used any? If we assume then 

Uhat John did use sources, would we not expect Uhere to be an aligrunent of 

several unusual words, expressions or constructions to indicate such a usage 

from time to time? Hodges (1979) is SW'ely right to see behind Uhese words: 

a tradition Uhat was handed on from mouth to mouUh ... and 
which S<'I'Ved to explain what transpired Uhere. . . . [The 
tradition had] a certain verbal sameness ... which tended to 
re-occur . . . . [The author] would be strongly inclined to 
use verbiage be himself had heard at the very scene of the 
event. (p. 38) 

The conjunction wiUhin a short space of so many hapax legomena, Uhough 

unusual, may be evidence of John's use of a special source at Uhat point. 

Conswnmate artistry allows him to use language not his own wiUh all Uhe 

impression Uhat it belongs entirely to him. The actual form of verse 4 is 

Johannine, as witnessed by :he use of"oov. Concerning Uhis B. F. Westcott 

(1908/1980) says: 

St John does in fact insist more Uhan Uhe other Evangelists 
upon the connexion of facts . . . . His most characteristic 
particle in narrative . . . is oOv and this serves . . . to call 
attention to a sequence which is real, if not ob,Oous. (p. 
evi) 
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(4) Another question relates to the philosophical is.•ue. To what 

extent does the pro~ or anti~supematuratist stance of the textual critic afiCct 

his reasoning, when he attempt~) to decide the genuineness or otherwise of 

the verse? 

Aland ( 1987, p. 298) sees the secondary character of angels stilling 

water as "obvious" internal evidence. Scrivener (1875, p. 157-158) says the 

verse "certainly wears the semblance of a gloss." He addr;, in agreement 

with Alford: "[It is] an insertion to complete what the narrative implied \vith 

reJet'ence to the popular belief." This assumes the tradition linked with the 

pool, when seen through scientific eyes, is hopelessly self-condemned for it• 

naive perspective. However such an anti-supernaturalist philosophical bias 

is ideologically laden. If an unnecessary a priori were allowed free rein, it 

would prejudice the external evidence not only for this pa.sage, but also for 

texts reporting other incidents in the Gospels, for example, Jesus' temptation 

in the wilderness, the various healing accounts involving demonic 

possession, the release of Peter from prison, and the angel moving the stone 

from Jesus' grave (Brown, n.d.). However, Aland makes it clear (1987, p. 

275) that he has .already decided the question on the external evidence, as 

laid down by his rule three; the internal evidence merely confirms the 

decision. This is in contrast to Fee (1982, p. 213), who finds the internal 

grounds (that is, the non-Johannine language of verse 4) to be "devastating" 

evidence for its spuriousness. Fee (p. 212) seems to be overstating the case 

here; for example, he says that in v. 3b, where the enclosed genitive is used 

with two definite nouns, this usage is as likely to occur in Johannine Greek, 

as it is for a proper Bostonian to use a Texan drawl. However such a 

construction also appears in John 18:10. 

The evidence for incJusion is now summarised. First as to number: 

The vast majority of manuscripts include verses 3b-4; as to variety, Greek 
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manuscriptq are well represented in the Majority text; ali to continuity, there 

is clear evidence that !he passage was known early; every century of the first 

millennium shows acquaintance with it, together wilh the cursive witness of 

subsequent centuries. Number, variety, and continuity all combine to 

indicate the genuineness of the passage. Because most of the Greek 

manuscripts, most of the versions, and most of the lectionaries include 

verses 3b-4, it follows that the main challenge to these verses rests on 

internal considerations, not external ones. As to age, the earliest uncials 

combine in omitting. This, together with the preference oflhe UBS editors 

for lhe Alexandrian stream, explains the omission of verses 3b-4 from lhe 

critical text. However lhe unanimity of 4 out oflhe 5 oldest uncials 

(NBCD) also ties in with a similar disagreement !hat these four manuscripts 

show over the name of the pool. Because doubts had arisen as to whether 

the pool could be identified in Jerusalem by the second century, the scribe 

was under great pressure to give it a name which placed its location 

elsewhere than lhe traditional site. It could be lha~ for various reasons, lhe 

scribes of p66, p75 and the four uncials, furthered doubts fostered by 

asterisks or obeli which previous scribes had marl<ed against these verses. 

As to !heir context, Burgon made much of the chaotic state oflhe text in 

these verses I, 3, and 4 particularly, as an argument in favour of !heir 

genuineness. 

Acts B:J7. 

Variants: 

1. Omitv.37. UBs4 

2. Act 8:37 etrre OE a0rc3 b WO.Lrrrroc.'EO:v m.oteOet.c; E~ OAr,:; 

Kcxp5lac; oou,' ocw9Wev &rracpL9elc; OE et 7TE, fhor€\Sw eLc rbv Xpkatbv rov 

bL.bv 'tOG 9eo0. 
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• ' 1 " X ' E!.Vct:~ rov rpouv • pLorcv. 

Variant ] , Fgr omission: 

p45 3rd 

p74 7th 

K Cod. Sin 4th 

A Cod. Alex 5th 

B Cod. Vat 4th 

c Cod.Ephr 5th 

'¥. Athos 8-9th 

33vid 9th 

minusc 81-10, I 81 -II, 614-HIII75-ll, 1409· 14,2344-11, 

Byz[LP]Lect 9th 

vg 

syr 

ww,st Wordsworth-White, Stuttgart 

cop 

ethPP 

Chrysostom 

Ambrose 

p 

sah,boh 

Jst 112 5th, or 2nd? 

from3rd 

from 500 Pellplatt 

407Byz 

397 
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Variant 2: 
' s:• ' ~ • (l)'t 'E' , ,, o, .~:' t:VTTE: uE O:UtW O~II.I:TI'TrOC. iCl:V 1T~CJ't'EUH<; E<, OAT); Kctpv~a.t; OOU 

e' ' ' e ' '' r rr ' ' ' ' ' ' ~ OW rpft. ct7TOKp!.. Ht;; uE E 1TE, l.Ot€UW Et.<; tOV )'Ql.O!OV !OV Ul.OJJ !OU 

0Eo0." 

E 

ir' 

Greekms 

Variant3: TR 

6th 

6th 

8th according to Bede 

Acts 8:36 ... rC Kw1UH ~E pcmnoSf)va~.; 37 e:tTre 0~ 0 cbLALrrTro.:;;, Et 

, ~~ ", , ::.• ,., , e, -· , rr , , 
inOtEUEI.<; Er., 011.'1);; tl); KIXpuLct.c;, E<,EO'-nV' CXiTOKpL E.<; OE EL 1TE, L.OtEUW tOV 

U~.-bv roO @eoU e:tvo:1. rOv 'IrpoUv Xp1.or6v. 38 Ko:l. ~Kaeuaev arf)vo:L rO 

" O:pfJ.O:' 

minuscules: 36-12, 307-10, 453-14, 610-12, 945-7/8, 1678-14, 

1739-10, !891-10. 

Jectionaries 592 (16th), 1178 (lith), 

zAD Apostoliki Diakonia, Athens. 

L it ar-9, c-12/!3, dem-t3, gig-!3, 

1-7, p-13, ph-12, ro-10, t-1t, 

w-14 

[it starts at 9th, goes through 

to 14th] 

earliest OL 1-7, ar-9, ro-10 

vg"l Clementine lat vg [Pope Clement Vill 1592] 

s syr h,with* Harkleian syr. AD 6!6, reading in teJ.i 

enclosed with • and metobelos 
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E copmeg Middle Egyptian from 3rd 

A Annenian from 5lh 

EthTH Ethiopic from c. 500: lakla haymanot 

s Old Church Slavonic from 9th, Bulgaria. 

Irenaeus 2nd 

Cypr 258 

Ambrosiaster post 384 anon. 

Pacian ante 392 Bp. Barcelona. 

Chromatius 407 Bp. Aquileia, N lmly. 

Aug 430 

Speculum 5th Ps-Aug. 

Number: Scrivener mentions that Erasmus could not find it in any 

Greek manuscript, save one marginal addition: "Hence its authenticity 

cannot be maintained" (1875, p. 73). The Received text reading of verse 37 

fails the Majority test in that almost aU uncial manuscripts and most cursives 

omit it; likewise the papyri p4s and p 74• The cursive witness for it consists 

of twenty-six manuscripts beginning in the tenth century (Brown, 1973). 

Unusually lhe Byzantine manuscripts agree wilh the Alexandrian. The 

general agreement of papyri, uncials and cursives for omission weighs 

heaWy against its genuineness, as each manuscript, even the minuscules, 

must be seen as independent wihlesses (Burgon, 1896a, pp. 46-4 7). 

However lhe manuscripts should show I 00% agreement to provide 

certainly. E (6th) and some of the later cursives (36-12th, 307-IOth, 453-

14th, 610-12th, 945-7/Bth, 1611-12th, 1739-IOlh, 1891) contain it. Burgon 

saw. E as the beginning of a period of greater perfection in text which 

reached its height in lhe later middle ages (1896a, p. 203). As the 
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manuscripts are not unanimoll'; in omiUing it, the question must be partly 

determined by variety and continuity--quod semper, quod uhique, quod ab 

omnibus--the threefold cord not quickly broken for the Majority text 

advocate ( 1896a, p. 224 ). 

Vari~ty: The versions are facing both ways, particularly the 

Egyptian Coptic, the Syriac, the Ethiopic; for inclusion are most Old Latin 

manuscripts (many latish),--and this is remarkable bearing in mind how 

diverse their readings are; so also the Clementine vg, coptneg, syrh, ann, 

eth, geo, and Slavonic. For omission are early Egyptian papyri, cophoth, 

syrPal. P, eth, vgeorr._ 

Patristic evidence faces both ways: For omission, according to 

region, are Constantinople, and N. Italy; for inclu~ion are Gaul, Carthage, 

Spain, N. llaly, and Britain. 

Lectionary evidence: the bulk favour omission. But some include: 

592 (16th), 1178 (lith), including l-AD (Apostoliki Diakonia), lhe 

lectionary text of the Greek Church, Athens, 1904. The reading of l-AD 

makes the lectionary evidence per se equivocal. 

By way of interim summary, there is a variety of evidence .!n both 

directions; lhe united witness of Old Latin manuscripts counteJbalances the 

Greek lectionaty cMdence in favour of omission. 
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Continuity: Evidence exists in every century, as follows, the list being in 

dote order: 

I. Irenaeus 2nd 2. Tertullian 2-3rd 

3. p45 2-3rd 4. cop meg 3rd 

5. Cyprian 3rd 6. Pacian 4th 

7. Ambrose 4th 8. Arnbrosiastcr 4th 

9. Augustine 5th I 0. Chromatillli 5th 

II. Georgian 5th !2. Armenian 5th 

13. Cod D (hiatus) 5th 14. Old Late 6th 

15. Oecumenius 6th 16. OL 6th 

17. Ethiopic TH 6th !8. Syriac h 7th 

19. OLI 7th 20. p 74 7th 

21. OLr 7-8th 22. LatvgAc 7-8th 

23. CodE 8th 24. OLar 9th 

25. LatVg 9th 26. Arabic 8-14th 

27. Slavonic 9th 28. OLg 9th 

29. Speculum (m) lOth 30. OLro lOth 

31. Cut~ive 1739 lOth 32. 107 lOth 

33. 103 l!lh 34. Theophylact lllh 

35. OLt 11th 36. Cursive 945 lith 

37. 13 11th 38. IS llth 

39. 18 11th 40. 100 lith 

41. 106 11th 42. 14 lith 

43. 25 11th 44. 29 11-12th 

45. 323 11-12th 46. Cursive 105 12th 

47. 97 12th 48. 88 12th 

49. OLph 12th 50. lectionary 59 12th 

51. C~iveS 12th 52. OLp 12th 

_,-- --·-
-~' 
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53. OLe 12-13th 54. OLdem 13th 

55. OLgig 13th 56 Cursive 36 13th 

57. 69 13th 58. 1877 14th 

59. 629 14th 60. OLw 14-15th 

61. 429 14-15th 62. 630 14th 

63. 4mg 15th 64. 27 15th 

65. 60 15th 66. 7322 15th 

67. Clement 16th 68. Lat vg Sixtus 16th 

( Brown, op. cit.) 

Number clearly suggests omission. Variety is indeterminate. 

Continuity favours inclusion. Therefore other notes must decide. 

Age: Vecy early patristic testimony in Irenaeus (second centucy: 

significant as vecy early and Greek), and Tertullian; then C)'Prian, Ambrose, 

Augustine. The earliest versional evidence is fifth century Georgian and 

Annenian. The Old Latin witness for inclusion is strong: it~ ar, ro (7th, 

9th, lOth), and only e (6th) for variant 2. The second centucy reading 

provides important early evidence suggesting it may have belonged to the 

original text of Acts. 

Weight: "This [note] is concerned with the credibility of a witness 

judged by its own performance" (Pickering, 1977, p. 135). Thus although 

P" is the earliest manuscript evidence extant (200AD) and in favour of 

omission, the scribe's work in copying Acts is characterised by intentional 

omissions in favour of a shorter text (1977, p. 118, n. !3, quoting 

Colwell ). Aland (1987) dismisses the verse: "The external evidence is so 

weak .... [What evidence there is] does not give the insertion sufficient 
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support to quality it for a claim to originality" (pp. 298-299). For the 

Majority school however, the Alexandrian manll'~cripts Cod. B and N to 

which Aland tacitly appeals, are witnesses of very low character. The 

evidence from D is missing. The peculiar readings of Cod. D are usuaUy 

a.;;sessed as an ex1raordinary collection of interpolations in a manuscript 

containing "a prodigious amount of error" (Hort, p. 149). Cod. E in 

support of variant 2 is an important manuscript which may be a witness to 

its weD-established presence, during a second stage of the development of 

the ecclesiastical text (Burgon, I 896a, p. 203). The question of weight is 

no! directly relevant in deciding on v. 37. 

Context: This is a specific and limited application of the nolo of 

Weight. How does the witness behave in the given vicinity of the text? If 

the context is very corrupt, then considerable suspicion and reserve attach to 

it. The only substantial variations within the vicinity are in 7:24, and 7:39, 

both of which concern additions from 6 (i.e. Cod. D). It could therefore be 

argued that verse 37 is part of the series of interpolations from 6 omitted 

from most critical texts, and is thus likely to be a'J spurious as they are. 

Strange (1992, pp. 50, 69-77) however argues on internal grounds for their 

inclusion. Also Kilpatrick (1992, pp. 417-418), in proving !hal Acts 7:56 

should contain the phra~e "Son of God'\ treated verse 37 as genuine, saying 

that the writer was insensitive to the repetition of the phrase in the same 

immediate context. He supports this evaluation by quoting other examples 

in Acts, including the fourfold repetition of "eunuch" in verses 36-39, 

although he hardly needed the example in verse 37 to prove his point. 

There are no clear signs of seriow; corruption in the vicinity~-in the 

absence of any evidence from D. The intact state of the text ( 5 to I 0 verses 

·· either .vay of the verse) points to its possible genuineness. 
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Reasonableness: Miller earlier included in this seventh note of 

Burgon several of the internal canons made fammar by Griesbach and 

others (1886, p. 121), for example, "Choose the reading which most easily 

explains the others". On this ba~tis there follow arguments for and against 

omission: 

First, arguments for omission: Scrivener sees it as a g]oss added to 

make explicit what Luke's text assumed, namely, that confession of faith 

was needed before baptism. Thuc,; the ITt..oteUr.u clause had been earlier 

placed in the margin, being e'1racted from some Church Ordinal (1894:2, p. 

369). Metzger (1971, p. 359) says: "There is no reason why scribes should 

have omitted the materia~ if it had originally stood in the text." However, 

although Aland says: "The voice which speaks is from a later age" (1987, p. 

299), there are reasons for inclusion. Assuming the words were included by 

Luke, there are two reasons why verse 37 may have been dropped out of 

the original Text: 

(1) The text wa' omitted later "as unfriendly to the practice of 

delaying baptism, which had become common, if not prevalen~ before the 

end of the third century" (Hills, 1956, p. 20 I). Accordingly, the doctrinal 

implications of verse 3 7 offended the views of Hennas and Tertullian, who 

approved of postponing baptism until Christian character was fully formed. 

This was in the belief that repentance for serious post-baptismal sin was 

possible only once. Such an omission would have been widely accepted 

(Brown, 1973). 

(2) W. A. Strange (1992, p. 70) offers another reason for omission: 

"There was an esoteric dimension to second~century Christianity which 

should not be ignored." Accusations of dreadful crimes committed at the 

closed meetings of Christians led to early persecution, which thereafter 
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made them cautious. Strange says, in support of 8 of Acts: "There may 

have been a difference of opinion about the amount which might be 

revealed to outsiders concerning the nature ofChrir;tian worship" (p. 70). A 

cautious scribe might have felt that verse 3 7 was too frank in describing 

something so detenninative a'! admission to fellowship, at a time when such 

rubrics tended increasingly to surround themselves with secrecy (pp. 70-71 ). 

Examining both the linguistic detail and Ttterazy context ofthe verse, he 

suggests how to explain the second variant, found in E: el TIE 61: o;{rrW Q. 

'"I, 'E' , , ' ", o' e, , Th' . .,.,I.AL1T7TOC. O:V 1TLO!EUELr; E<, 011.ry; KO:p Lcti; OOU OW WEL. IS IS not 3 

further and later variation to a gloss, but is an attempt to show that the 

expressed condition for baptism was reflected elsewhere in the New 

Testament, for example, Rom 10:9: "The most that can be said with regard 

to the eunuch's confession is that in its content it is not anachronistic a<; a 

part of Act<" (1992, p. 75). Metzger (1971, p. 359) says the phrase tov 

'IT)O'o0v Xp~cn:6v is not a Lukan expression. But the use of the phrase1 

unique in Luke~ Acts, is in harmony with Luke's concern for using historical 

materials; thus he prefers rather to reproduce a received formula than to 

offer free composition (Strange, 1992, p. 75). 

Arguments from reasonableness exist for both inclusion and 

exclusion, but on balance the possible causes of the variants favour verse 37 

being genuine. 

Number clearly suggests omission. Variety speaks both ways. 

Continuity favours inclusion. The note of weight ("respectability of 

witnesses") is indetenninative. However arguments from both favour its 

inclusion. 

Continuity, context and reasonableness together are barely enough 

to outweigh the sheer force of numbers of manuscripts in tavour of 

omission. However, Acts 8:37 is very possibly genuine. 
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The three notes of variety. nwnbcr, and continuity arc lhc most important, 

and interdependent Where all three agree, practical certainty is a.":isurcd in 

the making oftextua1 choices. Nevertheless "concerning the seven Notes of 

Truth, the student can never afford entirely to lose sight of any of them" (p. 

67). 
Summary cf Findings 

In each case Aland has followed the Alexandrian reading as 

superior. This is consistent with his fivefold classification where he places 

the .Alexandrian text in his most important Category I. lt is not consistent, 

however, with his statements elsewhere in discussion with Epp z.nd other 

where he placed more reliance on simple papyrus readings per se, and 

disclaimed any reliance on a "star" manuscript. In the. latter case he could 

have relied solely on the papyrus evidence for his conclusions on two of the 

six texts examined, namely, John 5:3b-4 and Acts 8:37. 

By not focusing spech9cally on the papyri evidence for these verses, 

he seems, rather, to suggest that th,~ papyri are merely supportive to the 

Alexandrian text in these places, that is, their witness has no independent 

status. 

IfHort's view is accepted as to the superior nature of the readings of 

Cod B--they being often supported by K--it is natural to see Hart's 

characterisation of the Byzantine text as authoritative. The view is 

consistent with the inference that the Byzantine editor has arbitrarily 

harmonised the Gospel in Ute interests of a fuller text. In each of the 

Synoptic examples examined, the argument from hannonisation i• used 

prominently and with nnquestioned confidence, by Aland and the UBS 
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editors, to assert the rightful marginalisation of the texts. In only one case, 

Mark 9:46,48, is hannonisation to the immediate context a f3ctor. 

The battle between text~types is reflected in the discussion of Acts 

8:37. W. A. Strange is able to accept tho authenticity of this text on 

ostensibly intem.al grounds. rt is difficult to avoid the impression, however, 

that he fmds those internal grounds so appealing because he is already 

predisposed to the e:xiemal evidence for the longer Western text1 that is, he 

tends to judge its longer readings as non-interpolative. [Indeed, the same 

argument could be uo;;ed for the conclm;ions drawn from the internal 

evidence examined in this Paper, namely, a predisposition towards the 

Byzantine text encourages the Miter to discover cogent literary or historical 

reasons which serve to justify the textual choices he has already made 

mostly on the basio;; of external evidence. J 

The disparity in text-critical method between reasoned and radical 

eclectic critics is highlighted in 3 of the 6 text•, namely, Mark 11 :26, Mark 

15:28, and Acts 8:37. Kilpatrick and Elliott have dissenting 'iews to offer 

on these verses. In the first two, homoioteleuton is an obviow; internal 

reason which helps to explain how the texts became omitted on the frrst 

occasion. The critics' freedom from devotion to NB as oracu1ar, explains 

their apparent willingness to acknowledge that Byzantine readings reach 

back to the second century, and may be good readings. In the case of Acts 

8:37, Kilpatrick gives no patticular reason for including it as genuine, as the 

focns of his discussion is on the following chapter of Acts. Presumably his 

inclusion of the verse is based on the belief that not all longer Western 

readings can be dismissed as interpolative, any more than all shorter 

Alexandrian readings should be rejected merely for the sake of protesting 

against Hart's excessive devotion to Cod. B. However, their freedom to 

ignore any particular text-type, as neither better nor worse than any other, 
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canies with it the duty to explain why, for example, Acts 8:37 should be 

accepted or rejected, if not on documentary groundc.;. It is puzzling why 

Kilpatrick felt under no special obligation to provide a rea'ion for his 

inclusion of Acts 8:37 in the Tex~ whether by way ofintrin•ic or 

transcriptional probability. In default of an explanation, it seems critical 

intuition is the natural one. Hart himself relied on it in prefening the shorter 

reading; of Cod. B. Intuition is defined as "knowledge or belief obtained 

neither by reason nor by perception." Is this a stable philosophical basi• to 

justifY safe choices between textual variants? 

The discussion on John 5 :3b-4 is relevant to the fact that textual 

critics are increasingly recogni.;;ing that scribes made deliberate alterations in 

the teA1 for theological or dogmatic reasons. It is of course possible that 

verse 4 was ontitted by scribes who disntissed the possibility that an angel 

could interfere with water. In a more scientific age it is natural for critics to 

be eqnally predisposed against the te~ partly because ofits supernaturalist 

perspective. After all, the evangelists have angels moving a heavy 

gravestone with the resurrection of Jesus, and freeing St. Peter from metal 

chains. A theological presupposition, or at least a philosophical one, may be 

at work in the critic's mind helping to predispose his choices as he evaluates 

the text. 

The basic internal canon: "Choose the reading which explains the 

origin of all the others" is an important rule behind the analysis expressed in 

the UBSTextual Commenla!yon Matt 17:21, Mark 15:28, and John 5:4 

and Acts 8:37. It is closely linked to the reasoning reflected in the editors' 

expression: "There is no good reason why the passage, if originaUy present 

... should hove been ontitted" (pp. 43, 119, 359). However in all four 

texts, this study has provided possible reasons, which help to explain their 

omission. 



Majmity Text I 92 

In arguing the case for the lifajority text, four of the six texts were 

practically decided on the basis of "the threefold cord" alone, namely, 

number, variety, and continuity. The two remaining texts were short of 

e\idencc in cilher variely (Mark 9:46,48) or in number (Act• 8:37). 

However Burgon did not believe it was wise to leave the establishing of the 

text to these three alone. For thoroughness all seven notes must be used. 

This allows for the possible genuineness of Acts 8:37 in spite of the fact that 

it does not belong to theM ajori(V text. Presumably this taller choice is 

unacceptable for lvfajority text advocates, like Pickering or Hodges, who 

would rather rely solely on !he argument from statistical probabilily, to 

prove the superiorily of only and aU Majorily readings. Burgan would 

possibly judge !he taller approach to be both unnecessary and doubtful, 

inasmuch as the assumptions made about the history of transmission are 

difficult to prove. As to the case for Mark 15:28, Burgan may prove to be 

possibly ahead of his time by his use of evidence from the lectionaries to 

help explain how the text became marginalised. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Evaluation of the Majority Text Method 

Burgrm and His Sua:essors Compared 

The recent Ml~jority text debate traces its source to John Burgan; 

however the ethos and emphases of Hodges, Pickering, and Van Bruggen 

seem to be quite different from that of Burgon and Miller. The latter set 

out seven tests by which to detem1ine the true readings nmong competing 

variants. In contrast, the fom1er, though recognising the wonh of Burgan's 

Seven Notes, give the impression that "majority ruie·· is enough to 

detem1ine which is the preferred reading; thus the suspicion remains that 

the method is in effect one note masquerading as seven. Wallac.:.:- (1992, p. 

37) shares Fee's view that the method is no more than an invitation to count 

manuscripts as the one way to evaluate readings. 

Chapter4 examined six examples from the Gospels and Acts in the 

attempt to show that the description of the Majority text method as merely 

"counting noses" is misleading. The dominant emphasis on number, which 

characterises the latest expression of the Majority text method, can be 

found nowhere in Burgan's writings. Burgan and Miller made it clear that 

the first three tests among tht~ seven are all equally important, and must be 

taken together: they are number variety and continuity. Where these act as 

"a threefold cord" no further corroborntion is needed. Where one of the 

three tests is defective, the others must help to decide the issue. Antiquity 

is obviously an important factor, but should not be given tile predomirmnt 

and undue weight so characteristic of mosttext-criticnl method. 
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The. weight or credibility of each manuscript witness is p:1r1ly measured by 

:wothcr test, namely, the state of the text in the immediate context of the 

variant, as measured by the Mqiority text. Burgan gave very little room for 

his seventh test of reasonableness, and in spite of Miller's earlier views to 

the contrary, little if any weight has ever been given by Majority text 

advocates to internal evidence, as usually understood. 

The Numerical Argwnent 

The credibility of the argument from number depends entirely on 

whether the lack of evidence for the Byzantine text between the years 100 

AD-350 AD is prima facie evidence that the text-type is a recension from 

the founh and subsequent centuries. As Van Bruggen ( 1976) pointed out: 

"We must agree with the modern textual criticism that the majority in it.wlf 

is not decisive. Not the majority of manuscripts but the weight decides" (p. 

14). Pickering's method, as described by Fee and Wallace, is dismissed; 

Pickering gives a simplistic impression because no detailed examples are 

offered to allay suspicions, and to show how Burgan's method actually 

works. Wallace (1991, pp. 15R-159, n. 31) explains that his evaluation is 

based on "Appendix C" of Pickering's book, which puts forward statistical 

arguments for the Mc~iority text. The argument purports to prove that this 

text is, prima facie, closer to the Original than any other text-type. 

However, this overlooks two facts: first, the Appendix is an edited abstract 

of Z. C. Hodges and D. Hodges, and was in effect not the author's work; 

thus any impressions gained from it must be put in the wider context of the 

book. Secondly, Pickering spends ten pages explaining and developing 

Burgon's seven-fold method, which as chapter 4 has shown, necessitates a 

thorough consideration of all the external evidence--especially the weight of 

the manuscript tradition. 
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The fact that Pickering has expounded Burgon's method faithfully suggests 

that he intends to take it seriously. At:cordingly, Majority wxt advot:atcs 

who see themselves in the tradition of Burgon should take steps to avoid 

giving the impression that his note of number determines virtually every 

textual decision. 

The supposed irrelevance of counting manuscripts in determining 

the true text is criticised by Wallace (1992, pp. 21-50) for its Jack of 

certainty, inasmuch as not infrequently a decision has to be made between 

two variants within the majority tradition. Wallace also faults The Greek 

New Te.Hamem According to tile Majority Text in that the "assumption as 

to what really constitutes a majority is based on faulty unci partial evidence 

(e.g. von Soden's apparatus) not on an actual examination of the majority 

of manuscripts." (p. 37) 

Wallace ( 1995, pp. 311-312) also argues from the silence during 

the earliest centuries of extant witnesses to the Mqiority text, that it is 

tantamount to concrete historical evidence that the Majority te.rt did not 

exi5t as such at that time. Burgon explained the absence of such evidence 

as due to the scribal habit of tearing up the exemplar after the copy was 

made, due to its damaged or over-worn state. Wallace (1995, pp. 311-312) 

believes it is right to assume from the lack of historical evidence that the 

Byzantine text did not become the MajoriTy rext until the ninth century. 

How then, he says, did the M{~joriry rext ever gain dominance if Burgon's 

description of .scribal hnbits is correct'! M{{jority text advocates, in his view 

(1992) have no right to ''tucitly assume that since most Greek manuscripts 

extant today belong to the Byzantine text, most Greek manuscripts 

throughout Church history have belonged to the Byzantine text" (p. 30). 

These assumptions and countcN\ssumptions suggest two conclusions: (I) 

It is a reductio ad adsurdum to make the numerical principle the muin, and 
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in ciTecl, only gcnuinc wst of an ;tuthcntic rc;tding, and (2) it is :tn unsound 

method to usc inferential data from debatable textual arguments in order to 

establish historical facts, inasmuch as such an approach mistakes theoretical 

conjecture for hard evidence. One person's incviwble conclusion becomes 

another's gratuitom; assumption. Wallace ( 19()5, p. 315) however, in 

harmony with most textual scholars, believes it is artificial not to allow 

historical conclusions to be drawn from textual studies in such a way. If it 

is valid to view history and textual criticism as interdependent disciplines, 

the Mc{ioriry IC!Xf advocate believes the nature of the text invites theological 

considerations (for example, the belief in providential preservation of the 

besr texr through the centuries) to be included, in helping to detem1ine in 

tine demil the true text. As long as eclectic critics evaluate external 

evidence differently inter se, a Majority teXt advocate will promote the 

study of this text in the belief that the Byzantine peculiarities are misnamed-

-they occur frequently in other text-types. The argument from genealogy is 

irrelevant to this question, as research on the Byzantine text to date 

indicmes that the many manuscripts should be treated as independent 

witnesses. r11ther than as the result of a deliberate editorialising process 

which took the Church further away from the Original, instead of bringing 

it closer to it. 

Wallace ( 19X9a, pp. 2S6-2X7) questions funherthe validity of the 

numericHI principle by asking why on this basis should only Greek 

manuscripts be counted? There is a twofold answer to this question: (I) 

Burgan advocated counting all manuscripts, versions, lectionaries and 

patristic references, as a disciplined way of focusing on all the evidence, not 

just some of it, and (2) the contemporary emphasis on Greek manuscripts is 

in tacit ham10ny with the prevailing view among textual scholars that the 

Greek manuscripts hnve unique significance, in that they represent a more 
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dirc:ctlink with the Original than lillY othl!r tcxttml form. Wallace rais~.:s 

two examples whkh mnkc tlw numerical principle unsafl! to arply. f-irst, he 

asks ;ts an example, whether the eight thousand Ltttin Vulgate m<.~nuscripts 

should be counted--for this may give many Alexandrian readings a 

numerical preponderance. However, no Mt~iority wxr advocate would 

ndmit to w>ing the numerical principle in a mechanical way. Versional 

evidence, though relevant, is clearly secondary to Greek evidence; besides, 

the recensional status of the Vulgate is an historical fact--the Vulgare was 

the result of one man's attempt to bring order out of chaos within the very 

complex and diverse manuscripts of the Old Latin tradition. Unlike the 

evidence for a Byzanu .. e recension, the certainty of the Vulgare revision is 

independent of inferences drawn by critics from the subtle and sometimes 

incorrect use of internal criteria. The second example Wallace ( 1989a) 

raises relates to the result of a possible future discovery of large quantities 

of manuscripts, whose textual character is non· Byzantine. He asks: 

"Could the majority text view survive rhe blow of a 'Greek Ebla'? ... Such 

a cache is not out of the realm of possibility" (p. 287). He cites the 

discovery in !975 of over 3000 manLJScripts in Sr. Catherine's monastery, of 

which a subsrantial number are Biblical manuscripts. This would pur in 

question the dominating position of the Majority text, from a numerical 

perspective. However, there is hardly a probability that this will happen. 

The Evidence r~f Variety 

The nrgument for variety has n double-focus on geography and 

kinds of text, that is, it looks for evidence of wide geo&'l'aphical distribution 

to support the validity of a reading. Also, as an integral part of that wide 

distribution, it expects that reading to show up not only in several or most 

of the versions, but also in patristic references to the particular text, ngain, 
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in as wide a spread a possible. Even if the reading is not rcprcscrllcd in 

most of the Greek manust:ripts. this may not be decisive if it easily passes 

the tests of variety and continuity--Acts R:37 is a case in point. II is only by 

applying this test strictly to a v:triant <.:an it he known whether a manuscript 

witnessing to it is free of the effects of arbitrary cditori:1l cmcnd:uion. 

Scrivener (I X94) pitted variety :1gainstnumbcr by saying: 

In weighing conflicting evidence we must assign the highest 
value not to those readings which arc attested by the 
greatest number of witnesses, but to those which come to us 
from !>everal remote and independent sources, and which 
bear the least likeness to each other in respect w genius ;.md 
general character. (p. 301) 

In saying this Scrivener panerl company with both Burgan and Hart: with 

Burgan, because he believed that real agreement between the earlier uncial 

tradition was tl more significant index to the true reading on the basis of 

age; he also paned company with Hort, and most contempomry critics, 

who place trust in Alexandrian readings more than in any other manuscript 

tradition. This distrust highlights Burgan's definition of the n:uure 11nd 

importance of this test. Pickering sets out its implications: 

If the witnesses which share a common reading come from 
only one area, say Egypt, then their independence must be 
doubted. It seems quite u11reasonable to suppose than an 
original reading should survive in only one limited locale ... 

It follows that witnesses supporting such readings are 
disqualified. (p. 133) 

Much of the force of this test of variety is lost in c:ontemporary deb:ne 

where the emphasis is on the texHypes rather than on individual variants. 

The discussion also places the main focus on the value of the Greek 

manuscript witness, and tends to down~play the value of other kinds of 

evidence. Thus Wallace (1991, pp. 156-157) in effect Faults Pickering For 
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rejecting the Alexandrian witness in preference for till: MtOority wxt. 

Wallace says Ill! is overlooking the fact that the Majority ll!xt wu~ unknown 

in the mainstream of Egypti:m textual s\tJdy and usage, as shown by 

Ehnnan's study ofDidymus the Blind inthl! Gospels. For 13urgon,this 

would h:~ve been an argument from silence, rmhcr than cin:urnswntial 

evidence for rite non·existencc of the Byzantine text before Nicaca. The 

main problem with the "best tcxl'' otpproach, is that there is a lack of 

consensus among tcxtuul critics <ts to the superiority of any one textual 

tradilion. However the impression is given that the Byzantine text is not 

wonh considering. It treats issues opened up hy 20th-century papyri 

studies as if they were siill closed. 

The Ar1:umcnt.from Continuity 

The third stmnd of the threefold t·ord is the argument from 

continuity. This is oflen dismissed as, in essence, a theological principle. 

born of Burgan's commitment to J·lighwAnglican dogma, ;tnd 1 herefore 

irrelevant to texttml criticism. However, the Mt~ioriry text advoci:lle 

believes it is not possible to isolate textual criticism of the New Testament 

from theological presupposition and belief, in as much as the goal of the 

New Testament writers was to produce more than gre:u literature; it was 

designed to make a theological statement It should therefore be evaluated 

textually with the same presuppositions thnt the writers themselves brought 

to their writing, namely, their belief that they were revealing and recording 

infallible truths which had pem1anent and detailed significance to all 

Christians who read them. If this presupposition is correct, it provides a 

necessary basis to Burgon's third note. The argument from Continuity 

seems to be thnt in every <~ge the majority of Christians will both recognise 

and preserve the text nearest to the Original. Thus the text most preferred 
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by the widest :tnd most numerous :.n~dicncc. will more likely reflect the text 

most t':trefully prcs~:rved and most cxtcnsivdy usl!d. f-or Burgon the 

argumcnl from continuity takes seriously the corporate diml!nsion of belief. 

II thereby interacts with !he collective awarcm:ss of most Christians 

through the ccmurics by aflinning :1 numerically overwhclmin.~ choice of 

preferred text. This evaluation is similar to l-lort's embracing of "morally 

preferred readings." The :tcccprancc of most Christi:ms of the Majority text 

gave these rc:tdings. for Rurgon, the "ring of genuineness," in the same way 

that Hon trwaed his own intuition when preferring the readings of aB to 

Western or Byz:mtine ones. 

Wallace ( 1992, pp. 29-3 I) makey. Burgan's nme of Continuity 

irrelevant by assuming the focus should be on the witness of text-types 

through the centuries, rather than on variant readings per se. Burgon 

distrusted Hon's annlysis of texHypes. He wns concerned merely to 

discover whether a reading manifested itself througholllthe history of the 

manuscript tmdition, whether through patristic citation, versional usage, or 

in uncials ~md cursives. If it did, it carried weight. But it only carried 

weight in conneclion with variety and number; that which had been 

accepted quod semper, quod uhique. quod a!J t.mnihus was not lightly to 

be tossed aside. He 1reated the presence or absence of a reading in an 

oMensible text-type as irrelevant--in the same way as does a "rational" 

critic, though the lmter may have more respect, at least in a notional sense, 

for established text-types. 

The Age of the Text 

The uge of the text is obviously an important factor, but should not 

be given the predominant and undue weight so characteristic of most text-

critical method. Burgan measured antiquity by the first six centuries. He 
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agreed that :uuiquity is the most imporl:ull single prindplc, hut not by itself, 

thm is, not thm of :t very few m:uwscripts, as if their age made them 

omcular. Wi!hin a wry short time between the Origin:~/ and the first extant 

m:musc:ript. scribes and students of that period "evinced themselves least 

careful or accurate ... in their w:ty of quoting it" (I H96a, p. 29). Thus the 

whole body of manuscripts, including the cursivcs, must be consulted. 

"The more ancient testimony is probably the beucr testimony" (p. 40), but 

"not by any means :tlways so"--hcncc the need for other tests. The study of 

Byzantine readings by Sturz ( 1984. pp. 67-71) gives Pickering reuson for 

saying: "Not only may age be demonsmucd by a single early witness, but 

also by the agreement of a number of later independent witnesses·-their 

common source would have to be a good deal older" (p. 129). SturL. finds 

distinctively Byzantine re:1dings in the early papyri; by "distinctive readings" 

he me;.ms those readings which are not found in the principal manuscripts of 

the Alexandrian and Western texts. Sturz implies thm the presence of these 

readings in the second century is consistent with the belief that everything 

truly characteristic of the Byzantine texHype will be found in the second or 

third-century papyri--but Fee does not believe Sturz has proved his thesis. 

However, if this is the inevitable inference from Srurz' study, then it follows 

that the Byzantine text may be no more recensional than any other texuml 

stream. On the strength of this inference, Pickering is able to say in relation 

to the test of antiquity: "Any rending th:u hns wide late attestation almost 

always has explicit early attestation as well" (p. 129). 

Two facts make the test of antiquity highly problematical for textual 

criticism: (1) There is general agreement th:u most variants probably arose 

before the end of the second century. Thus the age of the manuscript is no 

index per seas to whether it has suffered greater or lesser com1ption. and 

(2) "Of even greater im ponance than the age of the document itself is the 
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date of the typt: oftc:-;t which it embodies" (Metzger, Jt)92, p. 209). II is 

assumed that the passing of time incrc:~scs the oppommitics for corruption. 

Thus the test of amiquity remains importaru, as Burgon (I X96a) says: "It 

remains true, notwithstanding, that until evidence has hccn produced to the 

contrmy in any purticular instanct:, the more ancient of two witnesses may 

reasonably be presumed to be the better infom1cd witnt.!ss" (p. 40). 

However, an early date for a reading m:ty do little to commend its 

genuineness to a critic who finds its texHypical Stlling uncongenial. 

Neither Burgon's distrusl of the then five famous early uncials a A BCD, 

nor his belief in the trustworthine::.s of the uniiCd witness of the great body 

of uncials and cursives to the true text, is shared by most contemporary 

critics of the New Testament text. However the Majority text advoc:ue 

will probably do better to examine funher the supposed charac1eris1ics of 

the Byzamine rex! as a way forward, ralher than trying to justify the 

emphasis on the numericu! principle by the statistical method~· which 

unfortunately cremes ;.1 simplistic impression as to what the Majority 

method is :~bout. 

The Best Manuscript.\' 

Burgan's test of weight, or respect:Jbility of manuscripts, depends 

on an assumption whose validily seems to be denied by most critics, 

namely, that the quality of scribal faithfulness in copying a manuscript 

should not be ignored as a basis for evaluating the wonh of the textual 

readings contained in it. This seems to be a guiding principle for Burgan by 

which he compared the value of the five ancient uncials known with the 

later manuscript tradition. Pickering unwarrentedly simplifies the matter by 

referring to the c~1reless scribe as, 11ot merely "momlly impaired", bm telling 

repeated lies (p. 126). However, for a cri•ic who is at a loss to know which 
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text-type or "star" rnanuscripl to follow, the rclcv:mcc of a moral fou..:ror 

should not be ignored. By "a moral factor" is meant the responsibility of 

the scribe to take :Ill mxcssary care to mpy cxa~:tly and conscicmiously 

from his c:~emplar, in awareness of the magnitudt.: of his responsibility as an 

cssl.'ntialtransmittcr of maensihly rcvcalcd truths--insights which arc 

indispensable to human wdl-hcing .and morally transforrning. Pickering 

reminds us that the scrihcs of aB hardly understood their 1:1sk in such 

terms: 

As to B and Aleph, we h~ve Hlreudy noted Boskier's 
statement that these two MSS disagree over 3,000 times in 
the space of the four Gospels. Simple arithmetic imposes the 
conclusion that one or other of them must be wrong 3,000 
times--that is, they have made 3,000 mistakes het\'-'Ccn them. 
(If you were 10 write out the four Gospels by hand, do you 
suppose you could mmmgc to make 3,000 mistakes, or 
1.500'!) Aleph ·and 8 disagree, on !he average, in almost 
every verse in the Gospels. Such a showing seriously 
undermines their credibility. (p. 120) 

This example may be p~lrticularly relevant, as according to Burgan (1 H96a, 

p. 164), !here may be palacographical evidence rh;n the scribe of Cod. 8 

copied at least some of a, and both manuscripts may have been produced 

in the same location. The significance oft he moral facror, as described, is 

more obvious for those who believe rhe Bible is not merely a record of 

religious experience, but is also a necesst~ry and sufficient provision of a 

metaphysical basis for objective lmth. 

Once the question of weight is no longer seen as dependent mainly 

on the age of a m:muscript or of a text-tradition, then other factors are 

more readily brought to bear. This w~1s emphm.ised in chapter 4 in relation 

to Mark 11 :26. If age does not indicate weight, what does? Burgan 

argued that if a variant is attested by aB, together with most Old Latin 
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manusc:ripts, plus Olll! or two Fathers, "then there ought to he found atlcctst 

a fair proportion of the later Uncials and the Cursive copies to reproduce it" 

( IX96a. p. (lf)). In other words, a reading should he rcjccll:d if later uncials 

arc silent. or the main hndy of cursivcs arc silent, or many Pat hers know 

nothing of the m:.lllcr. Burgon believed that we arc morc justilicd in 

disregarding uncial cvid-!!ncc than cursivt: (I X96a, p. 202, 206). The ll!xt of 

the later uncials is the text of the m:tjority of nil uncials. This same rex! is 

similar to thm of the majority of the cursivcs, and the majority of versions, 

and the majority of Fathers (p. 206). 

Holmes (19X3. pp. 17-lH) :.tgrees with Fee in faulting the Majority 

text method as only sevc:-n differerll ways of counting manuscript~. Thi~. he 

says, is shown by the circular argumem involved, namely, of weighing a 

m<~nuscript not by trying to evaluate its inlluence and importance in the 

history of the textual tradition, hut against an arbitr:try assumption that the 

Majority wxr is the original Text. Holmes implies that the only wHy to 

iiVoid cin:ular reasoning is to weigh manuscripts on the basis of internal 

criteria--by such rules text-types arc discerned and readings are evaluated 

as superior or otherwisl':. This explains why internal rules are rejected by, 

for example, Pickering and Van Bruggen. Holmes sees Van Bruggen's 

advocacy of the Byzantine text as a plcn to eliminate textunl criticism 

altogether, and 'IS a rejection of internal reasoning. However. it is better to 

interpret Van Bruggcn ( 1976) as making 01 plea to stop working on the 

basis of theoretical and uncertain reconstructions of the history of the text, 

"because I the supposed recensional process! hns left surprisingly few trails 

behind in the historiography" (p. 1 R). Burgon's (I R96a) writing presents a 

different appronch ngain, for he sets ou~ r~ detailed reconstruction of the 

history of the text to justify his commitment to the "Traditional Text", 

whil•t explicilly rejecting the kind of internal canon• lhat Hon relied on, by 
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which the biter came to prefer Alcxandrio111 readings. I lolmc!-. further 

implies that Pickering should not have set out Burgon's sevenfold method 

as ch;lractcristic of the Mt~ioriry tc•xt method, as it cannot he crnploycd 

without thl! l:sc of internal critl:ria, the usc of which Pidcring h:.s rejected. 

1-lowcvc:r it is more accurate to say thmthc Majority wxt mcthod rejects 

not intcmal n:asoning ns such, but the well established canons, in 

preference for its own irucrnal guidelines. This is shown hy Hodges' 

aucmpt to decide between readings within the Majority tradition, when 

npplying stt!mmatics to some ponions of the New Tcsta111cnt. All this 

suggests that Majority wxr advocates would do well 10 return to a closer 

detniled s!Udy of Burgon with the aim to undcrswnd bcucr the nature of 

extemal evidence, and to avoid the mist:Ike of oversimplifying the Majority 

text method. 

The weight or credibility of c;lch manuscript wilrless is partly 

measured by another test, namely. the textual chamcteristics in the 

immediate vicinity of the context of the variant. using the Recdved text as a 

basis of comparison. Burgon. for example, evaluated Hart's "Western non~ 

interpolations" (found in Cod. D) very differently from Westcou and Horr. 

Thus Hort found eight singular re:~dings in Luke 22 :md 24~~a singular 

reading is "a variation of text thut is supponed by one Greek manu:o.cript 

but has no other (known) support in the Greek tradition" (Epp. 1993, p. 

52). In these eight places Hort believed the scribe ofD was alone right to 

omit material from the text. 
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Pickering sununariscs Burgon's point well: 

According to I Wo·u:oll ami /Jon's! own jllliJ:mem, codex. D 
has omillcd 329 words from !he £CllUinc text of the last 
three clwptcrs nf Luke plus adding 173, substituting 14() and 
transposing 243. By their own admission the text nf D hen; 
is in a fantastically chaotic swtc .... How can any value he 
given 10 the testimony of D in these ch11pll!rs, lllllt:h less 
prefer it abnvc the united voice of every other witness'!!?! 
(p. 136) 

The Now of l?msonahtcness 

Burgan gave very little room for his sevemh test of rcasonahlencss, 

and in spite of Miller's earlier views to the contrary, little if any weight has 

ever been given by M(~;oriry text advocates to internal evidence, as usually 

understood. Chap1er 4 of this thesis has applied one or mon: of the seven 

canons earlier approved by Miller under this heading, even though it seems 

the latter was persuaded by Burgon to :tbandon the internal rules of 

evidence he had learned from Scrivener. 

The major criticisms of the Mc~joriry rexr appronch relate to m:mers 

of both extemal and internal evidence. However, the domin:mt critical 

spotlight focuses on external evidence for two reasons. Firstly. there still 

seems to be at least passive agreemem among texnml critics that the 

Byzantine text is the least vah•able source of readings, being the result of 

late editing. If this is true, then the Major fry texr approach is ill-founded 

and lacks credibility ab initio. Secondly, the Majoriry texr method is 

understood as a simple matter of "couming noses"; moreover, Burgon's one 
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note of number is seen as having hc~.:n drr.:sscd~up in a scvcnfold 

maslJucradc. 

Nine areas have been Uiscus~cd in relation ro external evidence. 

These arc /1/thc impon:~ncc of the age nfa manuscript, /2/thc rdationship 

betwt:cn the evidence from the carlic:-.t p:rpyri and later tcxt-typcs, /31 the 

validity of the numerical argurm:nt, (4 J the nom1ality or otherwise of 

texwal transmission, /51 the use or misuse of the gcncalogkal principle, /6/ 

the mc:ming nnd significance of tcxl-typcs, [7] the special characteristics of 

the Byzantine text./XJ the evidcm:e from versions and lcctionarics, and [9] 

the patristic use of the Byzantine tcxL Two other issues relate to the usc 

of internal evidence, rwrnely, the need for confidence in the reliability of 

internr~l canons, and the desire for cenairlly, versus the accept<lnce and use 

of conjectural emendation. The strengths and weaknesses of the Majority 

texr approach are determined by a response to each of these eleven issues. 

The Importance r?f the Age r!f"a Mwwscript 

A reasoned eclectic approach aims to discover the earliest 

representation of the original Text, especially in the second century, as of 

supreme importance. The Majority tcxr:~dvocate agrees that the earliest 

extant evidence is imponant and desirable, but by no means crucial to the 

discovery of the Original. He tinds an ally inn mdical critic like Elliott 

(1972), who makes more than a theoretical statement about textual method 

in saying: 

The age of a manuscript 5hould be no guide to the 
originality of its text. One should not assume that a fourth~ 
century manuscript will be less corrupt than say a twelfth 
century one. . . . Some peculh1r reudings in pnpyri, fm 
example, are paralleled only in late Byzantine manuscripts. 
(p. 343) 
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Howt;vcr, most scholars active in textual criticism prnhahly iJgrcl! that, in 

general, earlier manuscripts arc mnrc likely to b~..: free from those errors that 

arise from repeated copying. Again. this is more than a theoretical 

sttucmclll, for there seems to prevail a tacit assumption thm the earlier the 

agl' of ~I manuscript, thc more likely it is th;tt the date and chamctcr of the 

tcxl-lype within it will also be earlier. 

The Relarionship hcrwecn Papyri and TcxHypes 

The relationshir between papyri and text-types is highly 

controverted. Aland ( 1979, p. II) suggested the irrelevance of rex Hypes 

for making textual decisions, in favour of simple papyn1s readings which 

were closer to the Original than any text-type. Fortified by disagreemenls 

between scholars, such as !hose thill were later expressed in an ~xc:hange of 

views between Epp and Aland. Pickering (1977, pp. 55-56) feels confident 

to asse11 that the heavy presence of "mixture" in the earliest papyri calls in 

question the very existence of text-types. This leaves the M£~jority text 

advocate able 10 pursue Burgon's method, ignoring the supposed strength 

of a vuriant which is represented in nil the recognised text-types. 

Alternatively, Sturz attempted to show from the papyri that the Byzantine 

text-type is present in the third century, along with the other text-types. 

Fee more adequately represents the reasoned eclectic view; unconvinced 

by Sturz' reasoning, he believes he has successfully proved from papyrus 

study that the Alexandrian text-type existed in the second century in a 

relatively pure form. This, for Fee, vindicates the status quo. He believes 

that it is fatal to Hodges' view that there are no examples of the Majority 

text in the early papyri. He claims to have shown from the relationship of 

Cod. 8 with p75 that they share an Alexandrian text-type which is non-
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f\!ccnsional, :tnd which n:arhes hack to an an..:hctypc in the early or mid-

second century. Fnr Wallm.:c, the discovery ,,f almnst J{J{J New ·rcstament 

papyri over the last n:nwry, none or whose earliest examples rcllccts the 

homogt:ncous text charac~eristic nf !:Iter Byzantine m:muscripts, is 

suffidcm evidence to prove the Bywmine text is late and n:ccnsional. 

Holmes ( 1995) is more sceptical oft he !:liter point: 

Ever since Zumz's study of po~~. demonstrated the antiquity of 
more than :1 few Byzantine rc:tdings ... it appears that we 
have quietly ignored Westcott and 1-lort's untcnahlc view of 
the origins of the Byzantine textual mtdition. (p. 351) 

Elliott ( 1986} also believes Sturz has reh<~bililated the Byzantine text by 

providing evidence for its possible existem:e in the second century as an 

unedited text. Sturz. he says, has offered evidence whi<:h gives texiUal 

criticism a healthier fmure. 

The Validity f!{ the Numerical Arf.:umcnr 

The guiding principle for Hodges, who began the dehate, was Han's 

admission of a theoretical presumption. This was that the text which has 

been copied more continuously and consistently th:1n any other has a bener 

claim 10 represent the original. Thus if a reading is attested by a majority of 

independent witnesses, it is likely 10 be genuine. Unanimous attestation 

provides the desired certainty. The M£~iority text advocate believes there 

are good grounds for believing the Byzantine manuscripts have been shown 

to be individual witnesses in their own generation. Until empirical proof is 

provided, it is right to assume with Burgan that the Byzantine m:umscripts 

were in a majority at every historical stage of their transmission. It is 

assumed that this text reaches back to the autographs in so far as no 
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evidence has yet bccn produced, for example hy study of the earliest papyri, 

which clearly invalidates the assumption. Thus, as part of the weighing 

process, manuscripts must also be counted. Burgon (I H9(la) however, was 

far too :~ware of the several kinds of evidence to !'Wggcst that readings 

should be decided by counting as the supreme test: "Number then 

constillltes Weight ... nor absolutely, but caereris parihu.\·, and in its own 

place and proportion" (p. 44). 

Fee believes Hodges' use of Hort's theoretical presumption to be 

"tomlly illogical", in as much <IS the farther removed a manuscript is from 

the autograph, the more it will reflect the errors made during the history of 

its transmission. Fee :tccepts the long-held belief that the Byzantine text 

resulted from deliberate editing, and he believes the text gradually evolved 

as it reached each new editorinl stage. T. J. Ralston pointed out the 

difficulty in working with an explanmion of the text which contains an inner 

contradiction. Thus, on the one hand, "normal transmission" carries with it 

the implication that a text-tradition will become more diverse as scribal 

errors and emend:uions are ndded with each new generation; yet on the 

other hand the way the Byzantine text developed shows that it grew more 

homogeneous over rime. Both propositions are generally acknowledged to 

be true; it follows that the inner contradiction must be somehow explained. 

h is also generally acknowledged that editorial revision must be assumed to 

have some negative as well as positive effect on the text, that is, it probably 

both restores and corrupts the Original. If these are facts, they seem ro 

make Hodges' st:Jtistical presupposition simplistic and irrelevant. The 

Majority text advocate however denies thm his preferred text is the result 

of systematic editorialising, although he would explain the Alexandrian and 

Western texts by such a process. 
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Elliott (l'Jl{\) is mor~.: sympathetic with the numcric;ll principle, 

though warn~ that it mustrult bc al'l:cptcd uncritically, as if majority 

rei.ldings were alwo1ys supcrior to their riv:~ls. He also questions "the 

wisdom of b:tsing a printed edition! of !-lodges nnd r:arstadJ exclusively on 

u head count of manuscripts" (pp. 590-591). l-lowcver,the cdiwrs of The 

Greek Nt~w Tc~sramem accordin;: to tire Majority text make no claim to 

have :trrived at the originnl Text 

lWei do n01 imagine that the text ... represents in all 
particulars the exact fonn of the originals. . . . /The 
Majority Text] represents a first step in the direction of 
ret·ognising the value and authority of the great mass of 
surviving Gn::ek documents. . . . All decisions about MP1 

I that is, readings where the Majority tradition is divided) are 
provisional :md tentative. . . . The text may very well be 
improved with different choit:es in many cases. (pp. x, xxii) 

The numerical principle may constiture at one ;.md the same time the 

method's greatest strength and, par;.tdoxically, its greatest we:1kness. Its 

great strength lies in the obligation it places on the critic to consider 

absolutely all the external evidence, not just a part, nor only a few favoured 

manuscripts. [t highlights for the critic both the supreme importance of 

understanding the history of the text and at the same time reminds him of 

the underlying technical reason which explains the lack of unity behind text-

critical methodology. However, its great weakness is the feeling it 

engenders in those who follow it, namely, that textual decisions can be 

reached by that means alone, without considering in det:til all the factors 

outlined by Burgan. This weakness is exposed at the point where the 

Majority text advocate tries to decide which of two readings within the 

Majority tntdition may be the original. The numerical principle is thus used 

as if it is equivalent to a mathematical proof, as if textual criticism were 

"objective" science mther than subjective art. 
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Tlw Norma/icy of Textual Transmis.vion 

The question of the normality of tcxttml tr.msmission is connected 

with the previous discussion. The Majority text advocate bclicvt~s that 

under nonnal circumstances the older :~text is than its riv:tls, the grc;llcr arc 

its ch:111ccs to survive in a plurality or n majority of the texts cxUJnt at ;my 

subsequent period. But the oldest text of all is the autogr:~ph. Thus it 

ought to be taken for granted that, barring some radical dislocation in the 

history of tmnsmission, :t majority of texts will be far more likely to 

represent correctly the character of the origin;tl than a small minority of 

texts. This is especially true when the ratio is an overwhelming 8:2. Under 

•my reasonably normal transmission conditions, it would be for all practical 

purposes quite impmsible for a later text-fonn to secure so one-sided a 

preponderance of extant witnesses. Fee's objections to this have already 

been given. Metzger also cites seventlupheavals which show the 

tr:.tnsmission was not "nom1al," for example, the Imperial persecutions and 

the destruction of libraries on :t large scale. He also explains that explicit 

references to rendings which were familiar in many manuscripts, for 

example, in the time of Origen or Jerome, :tre now not avnilable in extant 

copie~ .. They were once widely known but now are in few witnesses, or in 

none. "Such a situation rules out any mtempt to settle questions of text by 

statistical means" (Metzger, 1992, p. 292). Pickering's attempts to explain 

the Majority phenomenon as the inevitable result of successive generations 

choosing the best text, have so far canied conviction with very few textual 

critics. 
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T/w Use oftlw (;cl/ealoJ.:ica/ Principh! 

There seems to he a current consensus that this principle neither 

nffinns nor denies any panicul:.tr textual tradition. Epp explained that the 

older simplistic genealogical approach (stcmm;ua and archetypes) has been 

~thandoned almost entirely by New Testament textual critics, except in 

connection with small "families" of manuscripts, because it is both 

inapplicable to the massive and disparate New Testament data and 

ineffectual in tracing sure developmental lines through manuscripts with 

such complex mixture ;ts those of the New TeswmerH textual tradition. Fee 

agrees the genealogical argument is defective. Kilpatrick (1978) is also 

sceptical about genealogy. He says: "Rigorous arguments based on ... the 

imprecise grouping of manuscripts in local texts or text-types ... cannot be 

employed in this way" (p. 142). Metzger however shows the debilitating 

effect which Hort's genealogical argumem had ;:m confidence in the 

Received text, in that it proved thut numerical preponderance is not 

evidence per se of superiority of text. The Majority text approach to this 

question is ambivalent. Pickering on the one h:md asserts that the many 

intentional and religiously motivated \lcribal errors muke the genealogical 

approach roo difficult to apply to tht" New Testament. Hodges on the 

other hand, attempts to ;;1pply stemmatics to it as the only logical method. 

Wallace believes the attempt to apply the genealogical principle has an 

unfortunate effect on the Majority text approach in that the editors, in the 

process of choosing between more th:m one variant within the Majority 

tradition, not infrequently choose a reading supported by only a minority of 

manuscripts within it. In sum, the genealogical argument should be seen as 

irrelevant to the status of the Byzantine text as it is ineffectual in rmcing 

sure developmental lines through manuscripts. However if the Byzantine 
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text wer~ allowed to vic with the other tcxHypcs in a claim to origin:dity, 

thc:n the numerical preponderance of the M(~jority text would he seen to be 

more signilic:1n1. 

The Afeanin~-: and Si~-:ni.fic:ance tifTexr-type.\· 

The -.igniticancc of tcxHypcs is the crucial area of dchatc as 

between Mt~iority 1e.tt udvocarcs and a rc<~soncd eclectic approach. 

Pickering ( 1977, pp. 62,R7-RR) extrapolates from Kilpatrick's and Elliott's 

free use of Byzantine readings to conclude that their method is only 

possible on the assumption that the Byzantine text deserves some other 

description of its peculiarities than the one Horr gave to it. Thus Wisselink 

(19X9, p. 245) sees in the Alexandrian text as many instances of 

assimilation as in the Byzantine. Kilpo.urick felt uble to explain sorne of 

Hort's "contlations" as original readings, and the smoothing-out process, 

supposedly chamcteristic of fourth ccnllll)' editing, is expl:.~ined as the 

understandable influence of Semitic style on the New Testament writers. 

Walhtce (1995) criticizes the Ml~jority text approach on the same basis as 

Fee. Thus he says: ''Although isolated Byzantine re<tdings have been 

located (in the early papyri(, the Byzantine text has not" (p. 313). He thus 

accepts thiil there is no good reason to question the accuracy of Hort's 

analysis and description of the peculiar characteristics of the Byzantine text 

For Pickering ( 1977, pp. 56-57), contemporary studies of papyri arbitrarily 

assign portions of the text to various text-types other than the Byzantine. 

when the data could <ts easily be interpreted in its favour. He extrapolates 

from Aland's rejection of text-types for the earliest centuries, by doubting 

its validity for the later centuries also. 
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Thi..•Se familiar groupings rcm:1i11 axiomatic for reasoned eclectics. 

The usc of Byzantine rc:~dings by Kilpatrick :tnd Elliott has tended 10 

restore the dignity of the Byz:tntine text. A strength of the Majority text 

approach is irs ability 10 identify with "mdical" critics in recognising the 

wonh of the Byz:mtint:: tradition. For example, Kilp:urick (I Y78, p. 144) 

doubted the relevnnce of text-types in making textual decisions. Similarly, 

Ellio!l (1978, p. lOR) acknowledges that there is a history to trace but no 

reconstmction so far attempted is significant for textual decisions, because 

"the nbility to trace such a history is doubted by so mttny critics now<tdays." 

A parnllel weakness of the Majority npproach, at least psycholo':;i~ally, is its 

recommendmion thm the very notion of "text-type" is gratuitous and should 

be retired (Pickering, 1977, p. 110). Metzger (1992) distinguishes a text-

type as "a more broadly-bnsed fonn of text th<H evolved as it was copied 

and quoted in a particular geographical area of the early Christian world" 

(p. 287). This definition shows that for many critics the concept still holds, 

although the geographically-oriented tem1inology has been modified to 

some extent, if only to greatly reduce the work of sifting a multiplicity of 

m::mu5cripts. Pickering's recommendation is much more radical than that of 

other critics. Leon Vaganay and C·B. Amphoux (1986/1991, p. 70), for 

example, believe that the validity of text-types should be established afresh. 

Meanwhile, Fee (1993, pp. 247-251, 272) and perhaps many, if not most 

active critics, tacitly imply that fun her stuCy :md the passage of time will 

only confinn the essential correctness of the traditional classification of 

text-types, ~1nd the superiority among them of the Alexandrian tradition. It 

is not surprising therefore that some critics find the Mc~jority text approach 

to the muure of text-types a cause of some chagrin. This is shown by their 

reviews of The Greek New Testamelll according to the Mt~jnrity text by 

Zane Hodges and Arthur Farstad (1982). A reasoned eclectic approach 
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disapproves of an c.:dition of the Grcc.:k New Testament which offers a 

simple choice bctw~cn the Byz:mtinc :.tnd Alcxandri;.Jn traditions. ·rhus Pee 

(l9H3) says that the.: Mt~jority Text ''relkcts highly sc:lcctivc and sometimes 

misleading use of historical data" (p. 113). Birdsall I 1992) is no more 

happy either: 

The Codex Bczac is excluded from the apparatus on the 
grounds of its highly idiosyncratic text. ... The evidence on 
which WESTCOIT and HORT hascd their analysis and 
reconstruction is therefore very gravely obscured, and their 
understanding of the 'Majority Text' misrepresented. (pp. 
165-166) 

On the assumption that critics will continue to describe the Text in tenns of 

texHypes, recensions, and family "clusters of manuscripts", it is to be 

expected thm Mc{iority ll!Xt advocates will hold to their commitment to the 

Majority text in the belief that it is only a matter of time before :.t papyrw; 

from the second century appears which is shown to contain everything tnJiy 

characteristic of the Byzantine text Meanwhile Mc~jority text advocates are 

aware that the the "rational" critical method of making textual decisions 

puts in serious question the relevance of texHypes. They may feel this puts 

them in a strong position to offer a method of choosing between variams 

which does not depend on the superiority of the text-type from which they 

are supposedly derived.l 

The Special Characteristics of the Byzantine Text 

The critic'~ an~wer to the question: "Is the Majority text approach 

valid?" depends to a great extent on whether he believes there is cogency in 

these criticisms of the way Hort described Byzantine peculiarities. A 

Majority text advocate believes that Hort's analysis is faulty. The 

criticisms, express or implied, of Hort'.s description of Byzantine 
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pcc..~uliaritics by Van Bruggc11, Hodges, and Pickering were set out in 

chapter 2 of this study. They otTer evidence that "conflate" readings arc not 

exclusive to the tcxHype, and many of thr.: preferred shoner rc:1dings can 

equally well be seen in ;mother light as rcduction·rcadings. It was noted 

tlmt Kilpatrick questioned harmonisation as a Byzantine peculiarity because 

he saw this tendency at work in other text-types. Van Bruggcn believed 

other explam.1tions arc equally available which do not reflect badly on the 

Byzantine text l-lnrt ( 1 RR 1, p. 135) himself admitted that the evidence of 

ham1onisarion and assimilating interpolations in the Byzantine text are 

"fortunately capricious and incomplete." As to the Majority text being a 

fuller text, Van Bruggen emphasises that the Byzantine text shares this 

reputmion with the Western text, compared to which it is at many points 

shoner. As to roughness and difficult expressions which are supposedly 

smoothed out of the text, Kilpatrick shows th h; resulted not from fourth 

century revision, but has its source in a second century practice of 

eliminating semitisms, improving poor Greek, and "Anicising" here and 

there. He also believed the Semitic expressions of the Byzantine text with 

its smoother Greek style were in many cases pan of the original text. Van 

Bruggen thus believes the Byzantine text is better understood as linguistic 

restoration rather than as a result of editorial freedom. Kilpatrick's studies 

show that one cannot spe<tk of a typical secondary character of the 

Byzantine text as filr as the language is concerned. Arguing from these 

criticisms, Majority text advocntes nssert that the chnracteristics of the 

Majority text are part of the Original. The Mt~jority text approach 

supports a critic's choice of Byzantine readings as having a non-secondary 

character. 
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Closely linked with the foregoing is the question :ts 10 how the Majority 

text emerged. Holmes (I <J95, p. 35 I) suys: "It appears that we have 

quietly ignored Westcott und Hort\ untenable view of the origins of the 

Byzaminc textual tradition.'' Reasoned eclectics :tgrcc that the Byzantine 

tcxHype is secondary, inferior, and rcccnsional. Fcc believes from his 

pllpyri studies that Hart's use of internal evidence to exalt the.: Alexandrian 

tradition was entirely justified. It is thus logical for him to accept Hort's 

analysis of the Byzantine text. Metzger and Fee still affinn that the text-

type resulted from a deliberate revision by Lucian or his associates. 

Kenyon suggested that it was the result of a gmduul and dclibemte process 

over time. Fee agrees that the Byzantine text gradually Lvolved, and 

suggests deliberate editing in three stages. This editorial event or process is 

stilluccepted generally by texwal critics, including the radical edectic. 

However, a strength in Pickering's approach is his attempt to get to grips 

with the difficulties involved in substilllting the process view for one 

involving ofticinl editorinl recension. He ( 1977) says: 

There is a more basic problem with the prm.:ess view. Hart 
saw clearly, and correctly, that the Majority Text must have 
a common archetype. . . . l·lort's genealogical method was 
based on community of error. On the hypothesis that the 
Majority Tl!xt is a late and inferior text fom1, the large mass 
of common readings which distinguish it from the so-called 
"Western" or "Alexandrian text-types" must be error.\· 
(which was precisely Hort's contention) and such an 
agreement in error would have to have a common source. 
The process view fails completely to account for such an 
agreement in error. (p. I 13) 

If Hon did isolate Byzantine characteristics on the basis of "community of 

error," and if he was right that the Majority ux.tmust have a common 

archetype, it seems easier to believe, in the absence of any independent 

historical evidence for its occurrence, that the common source was the 
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autographs, rmher than a complex editing process. However, llnrt's 

assumptions themselves might he wrong. It is well-known that he failed to 

nctually use the gcnc:~Jogical method--his description of the Byzantine text 

W<IS an infcrt!nce drawn instead from the usc of internal canons, and based 

on intuition. Hon never used genealogy to prove "community of error" 

because the task was too gigantic to be feasible. Therefore it is fruitless to 

assume, in the absence of proof. that the text-type descended from a single 

archetype. The Jack of empiric:tl evidence to back up claims as to how the 

Majority text came abouT is a weakness which is shared by all promoters of 

any one text-type over another. 

The Evidence from Ver.\'imu and Lectionaries 

The reasoned eclectic, Wallace ( 1995, pp . .112-313) for example, 

emphasises that no versions before the founh century use the Byzamine 

text. He tends to see this as very damaging to the MaJority text position. 

This adds to the weight of the ostensible silence of patris .. ic writings and 

papyri, during the first four centuries, as a witness to this text. Thus the 

Syriac Peshitta (Vulgate) is seen as having been conformed to the 

Byzantine text during the fifth century, whereas !he Curetonian and 

Sinaiticus are placed in the third century, and contain many Alexandrhm 

readings. In the Coptic tradition both the Bohairic and S:ihidic versions are 

understood to be almost eqLJally supportive of the Alexandrian type. The 

mrUority of manuscripts in the Old Latin tradition present mixed texts, with 

much variety. These manuscripts differ widely among themselves, so that 

Old Latin evidence is often on both sides of a doubtful reading (Keuyon, 

1949, p. 141 ). The evidence for the presence of the Byzantine text in the 

Old Latin tradition is thus unclear. The value of the Armenian version is 

its strong affinity to the Old Latin in some places. The first presence of the 
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Byzantine text in the Vcr:o:.ions is seen in the Gothic version of the fourth 

century. 

Probably Jiulc if o.my of tiJ.'! above analysis is questioned hy the 

mdkal eclectic critic. Y ct by preferring free choice of readings--by 

ignoring the making of 0.1 choice between vnriants according to which text· 

tradition is preferred--he in effect denies the n:levanc:c of these analyses for 

tcxtuul criticsm. The Majority teXt advocate does not ignore the relevance 

of the Versions for textual criticism. He includes their witness in assessing 

all the evidence, under Burgon's heading of munrcr and variety. He looks 

for the widest representation geographically, and linguistically, as the 

necesso.uy evidence for Jack of collusion between manuscripts for any 

particular reading. The Mc~jority text advocate is reluctant to :1ccept the 

assenion that no version:-:. before the fourth cenwry use the Byzantine text. 

He believes, for example, that the date of the Peshitta depends on whether 

the Byzantine text existed pre-Nicaea. If the results of future research 

show that it reaches back to the origiJwl Text, then the earlier date of the 

second century may after all be accumte; correspondingly, the Cureton ian 

and Sinniticus versions would then be seen as later corrupt revisions of the 

Syriac Vulgate. 

The lectionaries reflect the history of the text in the Middle Ages 

when the Byzantine text predominated. The prevailin£ view sees them as 

having received later assimilation from the ecclesiastical text. The earliest 

lectionary evidence is very uncertain but their origins reach b<tck to the 

second century (Osburn, I 995, p.63). The Majority IeXt advoci.lte nsks that 

assimilation to the Byzantine text be demonstrated rather than assumed, as 

in the case of patristic evidence. 
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Tlw Patristic Use 1!1' tlte /Jyzantint! Text 

Rcm;oncd eclectics OClicvc thmthc patristic use of thc Byzantine 

text is a key argument for the inferiority of the Majority text, inasmuch :1s it 

appears to be absem from writings of the Church Fathers before the fourth 

ceniUry (Horl, 1881, pp. 114-115). Fee (1993, p. 202) is convinced from 

his own patristic studies, and that of others, that the combined 

chamcteristics of the Byzantine text do not occur in the early Fathers. 

Mc~jority tl!Xt advocates believe the text is clearly present in pre-

Nicene Fathers. Pickering (1977, pp. 72-75) sees this as a fact which 

eclectics have cloaked by an unsound assumption, namely, that the presence 

of traditional readings is best explained as nssimilation to the text by later 

scribes in the interests of unifom1iry with the developing ecclesiasrical text. 
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In advocating the Majority view, Pickering (1997, pp. 64-77) 

appeals to 19th century p;uristic studies hy Miller and Burgan to test l-Ion's 

view that that no antc-Nicenc father used the Byzantine text. Miller's 

studies found that the ante-Niccne fathers quoted the Tmditional Text 

(Mt~jority text} against other variations with a ratio of at least 3:2 in its 

favour. If editorial ass!r~1il:.uion to the l:uer text should first be 

demonstrated, and 1101 merely assumed (Pickering, 1977, pp. 72-75), then 

the patristic writings in the earliest centuries of manuscript transmission 

muy be evidence for the presence of the Byzantine text before the fourth 

century. The first appearance of the Mt{jority text is said to be in the 

homilies of Chrysos10m. However the evidence available is quite scarce. 

The relevant Greek fathers mentioned by Hort are Irenaeus and Hippolytus 

in the West, and Clement and Origen in the East. This limitation means we 

are quite unuware of wh:.ll the text of Antioch looked like in this period. 

Where are the contemporaries of Origen or Tenullian in Antioch to show 

us the textual colour of their New Testament'! (Van Bruggen, 1976, pp. 

22-23). 
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We haw, at present, no way of knowing whether Western fathers 

and Alexandrian writers lived ill a timc and in a region where the textual 

tradition was at its best, or alternatively whether it was a tradition disturbed 

by o.1ll kinds of influences during the second century. The issues arc not 

e:1sily decided whcrc difficult data seem, not infrequently, to be inlcrpreted 

in v:1rious ways. If we assume on the basis of a few Fathers in three or four 

regions that the Byzantine text was unknown before AD 325, we encounter 

an t·ven gremer difficulty than the :1mbiguity of the evidence, ar.d that is its 

sudden appearance in the scene. Ml~iority U!Xt advocates believe that 

because fourth celllury writers used the Byzantine text as a normal text, 

they did not regard it as "new," but handed on from a previous age. 

Historical silence about Antioch's textual history before the fourth century 

should make us willing to restrict ourselves to the data we possess, rather 

than reaching speculative conclusions. 

As a criticism of the Majority approach, Fee ( 1993, p. 202, 206, n. 

38) emphasises thar its advocates are insensitive to the need for improving 

the methods used in collming New Te~tament references in the writings of 

the Fathers. Studies are now more exacting, with the use of the 

quantitative method. Fee objects to Miller's quotations of patristic New 

Testament references as they falsely nssume the general tmstworthiness of 

theirtransmission, and they lack the required critical acumen. Hodges and 

Pickering hi!Ve not ba5ed their appeal to rehabilitate the Ml~iority te:a on 

first-hand study of patristic evidence, but they depend on studie5 which are 

seriously flawed by inattention to detail. 



------------------------------------ --

Majority Text 224 

However, the strength of the Ml~iority wxt approach is that it invites 

critics in a time of grcill unccnaimy to acknowlcUge the validity of 

Burgon's "Tr:tditional Tc.xt" instead of clinging to the dogm:llism of an 

earlier period. K. W. Clark denied to modern critical texts any 

authoritative sraws: 

The tcxtunl history that the Westco!t-Hon text represents is 
no longer tenahlc in the light of newer discoveries and fuller 
textual analyses. In the effort to construct a congruent 
history, our f;tilure suggests that we have lost the way, that 
we have reached a dead end, and that only a new and 
different insight will enable us to break through. (p. 124) 

Pickering (I 977, p. 110), hmvever, appears to suggest that critics abandon 

completely the idea of the Alexandrian and "Western" texts <IS recensions, 

in t~IVOur of the authenticity of the Majority text. This "new and different 

insight" was very far from what Clark had in mind, for it seems to run 

counter to the consensus which the latter expresses: "We are all aware that 

several distinctive recensions circulated in the early church ... bm we are 

yet unnble to trace a course of transmission among them" (p. I 24). 

Pickering does not make clear here whether he is denying the notion of 

recensions completely, or simply unwilling to acknowledge the existence of 

text-types. Burgan fully acknowledged the fina idea, but not the second. 

For example, after studying and comparing readings between the early 

Alexandrian Fathers and the Egyptian versions, Burgan (l896a, pp. 148-

152) asserted: "No manuscripts Cllll be adduced as Alexandrian" (p. 150). 

The peculiarities of aB he attributed to Origen (pp. 159-165). Concerning 

the characteristics of Cod. D he !mid: 
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We are prcscmcd with an a Ianning concurrence of ;t fothriciil'.:.d :~rchl!typc 

and either a blundering scrihc, or ;1 course of hlundcring scribes .... D 

exhibits the highly corrupt text found in some of the Old Lutin manuscripts, 

and may be taken ns a survival from the second century. (pp. IHH-JX9) 

The faL~t thm no auempt is made to distinguish between the idea of a 

rc(:ension, and that of a family of manuscripts sharing common 

characteristics, suggests a weakness in the comemporary Majority 

approach. It assumes that it is not necessary to interact with all the 

evidence, and in detail; the task of textual criticism is thus over-simplified. 

Although lip-service is paid to the need to reconstruct the history of the 

text (Pickering 1977, pp. 91-92), rhe prJctice ofrextual criticism from the 

Majority viewpoint is so simplified as, in effect, to obviate the need to study 

and compare textual phenomena in manuscripts, versions, early writers, and 

lectionaries. Burgon's wrhings clearly show thai he believed that a 

thorough smdy of allrhe textuill phenomena, from all sources, was 

necessary to esUiblish the corre:t rext of the New Testament. 

Issues of Internal Evidence 

Two other issues relate to the use of internal evidence, namely, the 

need for confidence in the reliability of internal canons. The disunity among 

Majority text advocates as to the nature and importance of internal 

evidence is a serious weakness. Wallace (l989a, pp. 277-279) explains 

that the "shorter reading" rule is appealed to incorrectly on both sides of the 

debate: 

The impression one gets, though never explicitly stated, is 
that the critical text will rarely if ever have a longer reading 
than the majority text, and the majority text will mrely if 
ever have a shorter one. . . . In this writer's count there are 
657 places where the MaJority Tt!.tt is shorter than the 
critical. (p. 278) 
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Thu~ the rca~oned eclectic may ~cvcrcly down~ play till' acknowledged fact 

thm the Majority lt~xr is sometimes shorter tlmn the critical text to uphold 

the "~hortcr reading" rule. whilst the Mt~jority text advocmc will avoid 

suggesting thm the shon..:r reading is m times to be preferred or that the 

Byzantine text~typc conwins shorter rc:~dings--in his unwillingness to allow 

any validity to hret•ior lectio. Holmes (1995) frankly sums up the 

implications of seveml recent !\ludic~ on thh. quer.t"ton: 

The cumulative effect of many of these studies htts hcen to 
weaken or require extensive moditicmion of several of the 
tmditional criteria. In the light of Royse's study the 
venerable canon of /eclio brevior potior is now seen as 
relatively useless. at ]east for the eotrly papyri. . . . The 
primal)• effect of recent discussions ... has been to incre<tse 
our scepricism. We are less sure than ever that their use, no 
matter how sophisticated, will produce any cenainty with 
regard.to the results obtained. (p. 343) 

In the process of evaluation, it is impossible not to employ some 

fom1 of reasoning from within the text itself; some guidelines are therefore 

necessary. The eclectic critic uses the well~known maxims which detem1ine 

the issues of intrinsic and transcriptional probability. However, by these 

rules Hort exalted the Alexandrian text; Mt~jority text advocates are 

unconvinced that Han's critical intuition was sound. However, the 

Majority text advocate uses his own intenml guidelines to decide which 

reading within the Majority tradition is the correct one. It seems to be 

eqmtlly difficult for critics, whichever method they use, to prove th:lt their 

method of reasoning is objectively verifiable. 

A second issue, linked with the nmbivalent attitude of the Majority 

text advocate to internal evidence, is the desire for certainty, in contrast to 

the acceptance and use of conjectuwl emendmion. Pickering ( 1997) quotes 

R. M. Grant to explain his predic:.tment: "It is generally recognized thnt the 
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original text of the Bible cannot he recovered" (p.l9 ). l-Ie shows tlmt this 

admission is not easily coped with hy textual critics, and so tends to be 

down-played: 

Bruce Metzger says, "It is understandable that in some cases 
different scholars will come to different evaluations of the 
significance of the evidence." A cursory view of the 
writings of textual scholars suggests that Metzger's "in some 
cases" is decidedly :.m understatement. Funher. it is evident 
that the muxim.'\ cannot be applied with cenainty. No one 
living today knows or can know what actually happened. It 
follows that so long as the tcxtw.tl materials arc handled in 
this way we will never he sure about the precise wording of 
the Greek texL (p. IR) 

The strength of this approach is the conviction that lies behind it that, 

becnuse of the unique natl·:re and purpose of the Bible, the original text can 

indeed be recovered. This gives new hope and energy to the enterprise. 

The weakness of the approach is the conviclion that because it ought to be 

possible to ;:trrive at the correct reading in every co1se, therefore it is 

possible. This leads to an overMdependence on external evidence, and a 

false belief that because the usmll internal canons have been dispensed with, 

all "subjective," that is, internal reasoning is at an end. The struggles 

experienced by Majority text udvocates in deciding between variants within 

the Majority tradition shows that this is not so. 

Wallace (1995) sums up the view of most textual critics, who 

believe it is necessary both to ;JCcept uncertainty, reg;mlless of what 

methodology is used, and to reject the relevance of any theological 

principle in reaching certainty as to the original text: 

One looks for a probable reconstruction on the basis of 
available evidence -- both external and internal. There is 
always a degree of doubt, an element of subjectivity. But 
this factor does not give one the right to replace the 
probable with the merely possible. Any approach that does 
so is operating within the constraints of an a priori. (p. 315) 
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In summary. current rcsc:~rch imlic:ues !hal rhc tmdhinnal 

description of tc.xt-typcs may be faulty, considering the abscm:c of ch.:ar 

alignment with one tcxr-rypc rarhcr than an01hcr in any one manuscript 

among the earliest papyri. Likewise the evidence from patrislic wrilings 

before the fourth century, as presented by Miller, needs rccv:.1luating against 

more recent crirical rcxts of the Fmhcrs, and hy a more exacting srandard. 

Me;mwhile the advocmcs of rhe Majority U!Xt feel justified in believing rhat 

an unreasonable bias has been ;u work againsrrhe possibility that the 

Byzamine texr is a primary witness within the Greek manuscript tradition. 

They believe there is no known evidence to suggest that it gradually 

evolved ~IS a deliberately edited official text. Moreover what evidence there 

is suggests thm its distinctive characteristics may reach back to the early 

second cemury. indeed to the original Text itself. Perh:1ps it is necessary 

for the textual critic to take the Ml~iority text more seriously than h was 

earlier thought. As far as the intluence of internal reasoning is concerned. it 

should be understood that all critics. whatever their method, examine 

vari:mt readings to some extent in the light of the intrinsic and 

transcriptional probnbilities inherent to the context in which they .appear. 

Whether they choose to use Hort's nomenclature is not directly relevant to 

the issue. 

The Results f~( the Majority Text Debate 

The discussions over the Ml~ioriry text have raised serious questions 

which relate to Jong-eswblished views for example, concerning the history 

of the text, the value of geogmphical groupings and the nature of external 

evidence. 
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This Sltldy has deli ned and clahor:ucd the historic:~! causes and text-

critical reasons for the debate between Hodges and Pee, umong others. 

The exchange of views over one quancr of a c.:cmury has been useful in two 

ways: (I) It has highlighted some of the real questions which constitute the 

underlying causes behind the conflict in methodology among those 

practising an eclectic approach to the Text, :md (2) it has served as a 

catalyst to bring <~bout publication of The Greek New Testament accordinJ.: 

to rite A-:t~iority Text by Zane Hodges & Arthur Farstad (19R2). 

Apropos to the first point, Holmes says: 

It must be swted that the Majority text advocates have 
highlighted some of the real questions otnd issues facing 
contemporary New Tesmment criticism. Their criticisms 
serve us a salutary reminder of the provisiomtl character of 
current critical texts. . . . To tre:lt what is printed in these 
editions as if it were the original is to commit the ironic 
mistake of substituting a 'new TR' for an old one. ( pp. 18-
19) 

D. A. Carson (1979) believes Pickering hus helpfully drawn attention to 

some of the most significant studies which highlight the theoretical reasons 

behind conflicting methodology. His cautious. qualified approval suggests 

the seminal nature of the work: 

The tr.agedy of Pickering's work, I believe, is that his 
important and pertinent questions will tend to be overlooked 
and dismissed by scholars of textual criticism, who will find 
many reasons to reject his reconstruclion and therefore his 
questions, while many conservative Christians will accept his 
entire reconstruction without detecting the many underlying 
questions that will still go unanswered. (p. 108) 

D. A. Carson predicted correctly that scholarly response to Pickering's 

work would probably be a negative one. What Carson had in mind is well 

illustrated by J. N. Birdsall's evaluation of Picketing's modus operandi: "A 

large part of the 'argument' consists in the quotation of excerpted words of 
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scholars from HORT to the present writer.. . . Not infrequently the 

cxccrptation is such that the origin11l sense is obscured or changed" (p. 

165). Pickering's sccptical<lpproach exposed the inherent contradictions 

and conflicts at work in current text-critical method. Whether he intended 

to do so or not, such an approach is hardly congenial to scholars preferring 

to sail in calmer waters. Pickering was aware that he r:tn the risk of being 

misunderstood, thus inviting an ad hominem reaction; so he offered this 

disclaimer. 

I have not knowingly misrepresented /these scholarsJ .... 
take it that Colwell does reject Han's notion of genealogy, 
that Aland does reject Hon's notion of recensions, that 
Zuntz does reject Hart's notion of "Syrian" conflation, and 
so on. However, r do not mean to imply ... that any of 
these scholars would entirely agree with my statement of the 
situation at any point, and they certainly do not agree (as far 
as l know) wirh my roral posirion. (p. 169) 

Another outcome of the exchange of views between Hodges, 

Pickering, and Fee is that it has acted as a c:nalyst to bring about 

publication of The Greek NewT esrament according to the Majority text by 

Zane Hodges and Arrhur Farsrad ( 1982). This edirion provides a 

convenient menns by which critics can test Han's view of the Byzantine 

text--does it have the peculiar characteristics he gives to it? Wallace 

(1989a) says: 

Previous judgments about the character of the Byzantine 
text-type can now easily be examined. The Mqiority text 
has facilitated testing of the hypothesis that this text-type is 
a fuller, smoother, and more conflate text than the 
Alexandrian text-type or the text of the modern critical 
editions. (p. 275) 

After setting out its main virtues and defects, Wallace ( 1983) concludes: "I 

strongly recommend the Majority Text for every student of the Greek NT, 
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regtlrdless of his text-critical views. The negative clements of the work all 

seem capable of correction" (p. 124 ). 

The publicmion of the Mt~joriry te.xr is cvalumcd in many book 

reviews for its usefulness to textual critics in the practice of tcxrual 

criticism. WHIIacc ( 19H9b) points out tlmt because of its polemical thrust, 

most reviewers f:tilcd to notice that "this volume is primarily an edition of 

the NT- nor an <lrgument for the Byzantine text-type per se" (p. 609). Fee 

(1983, p. I 07) and Wallace (1989b, pp. 613·618) suggest that the critical 

apparatus of the Majority Text could usefully serve as a more definitive 

collating base than the Received rca, although its textual apparatus is quite 

minimal, and all of the manuscript data is drawn from other editions of the 

Greek New Testament. In suggesting this, Wallace reinforces B. H. 

Streeter's recommendation that textual work should be done with a critical 

apparatus based on the Byz:mtine text itself. rather than with some eclectic 

version of it. Wallace offers five significant reHsons why the Majority text 

should be used: (I) Even where the editors have failed lO plll the Byzantine 

archetype in the text, this paradoxically is to the advantage of a collaring 

process, for the most inferior text is the best baseline. Though the text was 

based on Von Soden's ;malyses, with all its irmccuracies, this is still a 

marked improvement on Erasmus' dependence on a few late cursives; (2) 

the Majority text makes for a better benchmark than the Received text by 

which to discover textual affinities. This is because, according w Wallace, 

some of the readings of the Received text are Caesarean rather than 

Byzantine; (3) if, as has been gener:tlly held, the Byzantine text-type was 

the latest to develop, it follows there is a greater antecedent probability that 

it is furthest from the original. Such a text provides a better base-line for 

defining diverging fonns of the text; (4) it is the most economical 

procedure, where collations are listed from the baseline. As the Byzantine 
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motnuscripts amount to H<PJ()P/n of all Greek manuscripts, '']such] a text 

which best represents the majority of cxt'\n~ witnesses will naturally reduce 

the size of theuppamtus without sacrificing any of the data" (p. 612); and 

(5) the Byzantine text-type is now Hcccssihlc in a easily quantified printed 

edition, compared with Von Soden's unwieldy and over-subtle classification 

of manuscripts. In order to overcome the problem of employing previously 

collmed mmutscripts against the Received text, using the Mc~jority text 

should include rhe Rt~ceived text as p<lrt of the collation, to preserve 

continuity with previous studies. 

A Way Forward 

Dialogue about the Majority text has raised serious queslions which 

relate to long-esrablished views for example, concerning the history of the 

text, the value of geoJ:;tnphical groupings and the nature of external 

evidence. 

The way forward inevitably focuses on the need for a clearer 

understanding of the true history of the text. Holmes ( 1995) says: 

fThis isl unfortunately, one of the major lacunae of NT 
textual research during the period [that is, since 1946] under 
review. While scholars hnve largely abandoned key 
components of the once-dominant views of Westcott and 
Hort, they have given relatively little attention to developing 
an alternative history of the text as a replacement. (p. 351) 

It is hoped that this will provide an objective basis for making sound textual 

decisions. Holmes lists important studies done by Epp, Parker, K. Aland, 

B. Aland, and Fee that "illuminate specific areas or problems and that 

contribute important data that will eventually enable the larger picture of 

the whole to be studied" (p. 352). 
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Three important questions, discussed in chapter 2, should be 

considered further: (I) How did the B yz::111tine text originmc, and what arc 

its true characteristics'! (2) Should the early papyri be described in tcmls of 

clearly de lined text-types, or should they be treated as individuals, in the 

pntctice of texwal criticism? (3) What phtce, if any, do the ante-Nicene 

fathers give to the Mqjority text? 

As to the third question above, if patristic studies are pursued with 

sufficiently exact methods, this will provide the needed data which will 

enable the critic to place the Text in the context of fixed times and places. 

Fee (I 992) agrees: 

The judicious use of patnsuc evidence, based on 
presentntions and analyses that are sensitive to the degrees 
of cenainty, will aid in the task of using this evidence more 
confidently in our attempt to write the history of the NT 
text. (p. 204) 

It has been shown in earlier ch~1pters of this thesis that Burgan's 

reconstruction of the history of the text is very different from that of Hort. 

Burgon's unsuccessful attempt to champion the Byzantine text has resulted 

in subsequent critics largely ignoring his writings. If a consensus emerged 

which accepted that Westcott and Hon's views of the origins of the 

Byzantine text are no longer tenable, this would hopefully encourage 

scholars to study Burgon's work closely, and evaluate his attempt to 

reconstruct the history of the text. This in its turn could lead w a serious 

re-evaluation of the value of the Alexandrian tntdition, in which Origen is 

the central figure, whether for better or for worse. 

It is recognised that the process of C]Uantitative analysis also 

provides a potentially effective vehicle by which to trace the relationships 

between manuscripts and so discover the nature and history of their 

relationships. With om a clearer understanding of the true history of the 

I 
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text, all reasoning from imcnwl cvidcm.:c is vitiate<! by the conjectural 

element in attempting to explain how competing varimlls arose. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Review 

The would-be critic of the New Testament text faces a serious 

question at the outset of his quest: Wh:u trust should he place in the 

theoretical foundntions which undergird the discipline of New Testament 

textual crhicism? This question arises out of the fact that scholars place 

varying e~Himates on auempts to recon!itruct the true history of the text 

This has created a climate of uncertainty, where varying methods are being 

used to arrive at differing textual conclusions. 

The purpose of this study has been to define, describe and test what 

has become known &Is "the Majority text" method. By analysing its 

theoretical basis, and its method of arriving at textual decisions, the aim has 

been to evaluate its usefulness, if ;my, to textual critics. 

Backgmwul lO the Study 

Chapter 1 traced the successive stages of New Testament textual 

criticism in order to show how modern methods of analysing and deciding 

between significant variants developed. In this process four distinct 

historical stages were discerned, ::ts New Testament textual criticism grew 

and developed: At first, literary concerns were subordinated to theological· 

·up to and including Erasmus' first Greek New Testament. Then, a vast 

amount of materials was assembled for critical study and the classification 

of manuscripts into families proceeded along geographical lines. A third 

stage introduced a revised Greek text independent of the Received text, for 

example, Tischendorf's 1872 edition with complete apparatus. Finally, on 
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the ussumption that the developmcnl of il standnrd Greek text was both 

desirable and achievable, a revised English Bible was produced. The 

changes introduced by this founh st;~gc were hascd, more or less, on 

Westcott and Hart's revised Greek New Tcsmment. 

The fourth swge begun with the emptmsis on the historic<~!· 

documentary method chamcteristic ofTischcndorf, Hort and Von Soden. 

Il was reinforced later by the discovery of the Caesarean texHype. From 

the English-speaking viewpoint, the work of Westcou and Hort was a 

watershed, in as much as the re5ults of their work were made generally 

available with the changes incorporated into the English Revised Version. 

Subsequent scholarship challenged Han's championing of aB; this led the 

way to an alternative textual method, when A. C. Clark argued for the 

superiority of the Western text on the ba!iis that the internal canon hrevior 

lectio potior was :faulty. The battle over text-types led to a sceptical 

attitude by som~ scholars towards external evidence as a basis for textual 

decisions. Nevenheless a parallel force has developed through study of the 

early papyri, which has strengthened confidence in the traditional threefold 

classification of text-types. These studies claim to locate the characteristic 

readings of each text-type finnly in the second and third century, though all 

mixed together. Three distinct textual methods have surfaced over the last 

150 years, known as the historical-documentary method (Hort), the 

reasoned eclectic method (B. Metzger, G. Fee, Eldon E. Epp), and the 

radical eclectic method (Kilpatrick, J. K. Elliott), although the first method 

seems to be merely a theoretical position--in pmctice it is merged into the 

second mer hod. In consequence, no real agreement seems to exist that (1) 

Hart's preference for aB is after all correct, or that (2) the Western and 

Caesarean texts are correctly described. 
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The process of transl:lling the revision of the Greek text into 

English wns not without controver~y. On the one lmnd Scrivener dissented 

from l-Ion's textual conclusions, namely, his preference for "neutral" B 

readings, yet he was repeatedly ovcrnJ!ed as a result of Hart's 

persuasiveness. On the other hand, the publication of the English Revised 

Version of 1881 sparked a controversy between certain scholars, involving 

particularly J. W. Burgan. 

Further opp-osition to Han's textual reconstruction came from 

Vaganay and Colwell on the basis that the genealogical principle could not 

be used to prove the antecedents of any text-type before 200 AD. 

However, Zuntz claimed to have done just that--to have discovered a 

prototype of Hart's Alexandrian text in the reservoir of the second century. 

Zuntz' work, and further studies or recently discovered papyri by Aland, 

Klijn, and Birdsall, all confirmed that Hart's views needed serious revision. 

For many, Hort's "neutral" text is no longer convincing, the Caesarean text 

has all but disintegrated, and the "Western" lacks homogeneity. 

Ongoing scepticism us to the comparative worth of text-types has 

been accompanied by what Epp calls "the crisis of the criteria." Doubt 

exists as to which internal canons are to be relied on. This doubt surfaces 

when the use of internal canons conflicts with textual choices made on an 

external basis, for example, the "oldest and best manuscripts." The 

reasoned eclectic position arose out of general dissatisfaction with any one 

text-type, in preference for a "pick-and-choose" method between them all. 

Emerging from this battle were the few radical eclectics who, in showing 

distrust towards any one text-type over above another, feel free to choose 

variants regardless of their text-typical association. In consequence, 

scholars like Kilpatrick and Elliott rely solely on internal mles. Others, 

more in the majority, put their faith in one or other text-type, or all of them 
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together where they agree on :1 varian!. They look to documcnl:lry 

evidence in one of two ways. Either it will confinn a decision already made 

on the basis of internal canons, or it will guide them as to which choice to 

make, where it is diiTicult to apply intern:~ I rules consistently. For example, 

choosing an Alexandrian reading (which is usually shoner) may force the 

critic to abandon the "harder rending" rule, if the harder reading also 

hnppcns to be the longer variant. 

The current uncertainty among New Testament texwal critics over 

methodology was anticipated by Burgon, who believed Hon's evaluation of 

internal textual phenomena was unsound, just as his theory of the text 

lacked the required independent historical witness in its support. This 

assessment of Hort's theory and prnctice ineviwbly resulted from a 

conviction that any method which dismissed 19/20ths of the evidence is 

patently suspect, where it is based on intuitive preferences for readings 

which had "the ring of genuineness." He believed that closer study of all 

the evidence would eventually prove l-lort's judgements on the Mqjority 

text were incorrect, nnd th:1t the day would come when the Byzantine 

tradition will no longer be dismissed as late, edited and recensional, and the 

Majority text would be reinstated. 

Hort's view on text-types became sufticiently well-established for 

critics to consider the status of the Byzantine text to be a closed matter by 

the 20th century inter-war period. However after a silence of 30-40 years, 

the earlier debate was effectively revived by Zane Hodges and Gordon D. 

Fee. W. Pickering's work provided more subMance to the Majority view, 

though it was severely criticised by Fee. The relevance of this discussion is 

shown by the increasing disparity between the views of critics. This 

disparity stems from the perplexing nature of the early papyri, and the 
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difficulties found in trying to evaluate the results of p:~pyri studies in 

relation to hitherto wcll~cstublishcd views on tcxHypcs. 

The focus of the Majoriry text debate is on the stmus of the 

Byzantine text-type, that is, if it can be shown to vic wilh the other text-

types as having origins which reach back to the first or second century, then 

the way is opened to consider the nature and value of Burgan's text-critical 

method as a viable and alternative method to ret-~soned or radical eclectic 

criticism. 

The T/woreticallssues 

Chapter 2 set out the arguments on bmh sides of the debate 

between Hodges/Pickering and Fee/Wallace for and against the Majority 

text. These arguments have two foci: (l) the nature and value of the 

Byzantine text-type when choosing between variants, and (2) the cogency 

and relevance of intemal canons in trying to decide (a) whether one text-

type is superior to another, and also (b) which variant is to be preferred 

above another, when choosing between severn! options. 

The argumenr focuses, firstly, on Hon's unalysis of the Byzantine 

text. As to the status of text-types in general, the familiar groupings remain 

axiomatic for many, if only to greatly reduce the work of sifting a 

multiplicity of manuscripts. However the significance of such groupings 

remains contested. The use of Byznntine readings by radical eclectics has 

made space for further study and discussion ns to the value of the Majority 

text. The characteristics of the Byzantine text were outlined. The 

criticisms of Van Bruggen and others were noted; if these criticisms nre 

valid, they indicate that the chamcteristics of the Byzantine text are not 

peculiar to it after all, in comparison with other text-types . 

. "-_., -.-- .. ··-< .--
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Hart's appeal to the gcnc:~logical principle i::. seen m; imtpplicablc to the 

peculiar nature of the New Testament ditt<l itnd therefore incffcctunl. 

Rcusons were given to show that the gcnc:.llogical argument should be seen 

as irrelevant to the status of the Byzaminc text 

What is the earliest evidence for the Majority text'! Studies of the 

seconct and third century papyri huve described the relmionship between 

them and later manuscripts in a way which b comrovened, as between, say, 

Colwell and Aland on the one hand, and Fee and Epp on the other. The 

first-mentioned believed the "mixture" to be found in the papyri indicates 

the absence of rex Hypes in the second century. The latter believe that the 

major text-types are there in prototype, excepting the Byzantine. In 

response. Pickering proposes that scholars abstain from allotting papyri to 

text-types until relationships between the later manuscripts have been 

empirically plotted. Studies in unte-Nicene patristic sources were also 

noted. Han's view that the the Mqiority text does not occur in the early 

Fathers is supponcd by Fee, based on studies ofOrigen and others. Miller's 

studies tried to prove dmt the "Tmdirional Text" goes back to the second 

century, but these have not yet been fully tested in the light of the more 

exact criticul methods. Majority text ndvocates believe thm funher studies 

may yet show that the Majority text is present in the :.mte-Nicene fathers. 

They believe that what evidence there is suggests that its distinctive 

characteristics may reach back to the enrly second century. 

The second focal point in the debate, for nnd against the Mqioriry 

text, relates to the nature of internal evidence. Are the familiar internal 

canons still cogent and relevant? The use of internal rules has a double 

importance, for the way they nre used tends to decide whether one text-

type is seen as superior to another, or which variant is to be preferred 

above another, when choosing between seveml options. Han's preference 
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for the Alcx:mdrian text was based inwr alia on the ''shoncr reading" rule. 

The discussion in chapter 2 showed that the longer reading may be validly 

promoted as a rule to guide the critic, for example, where the !icribe was 

doctrinally motivated to omit, or W<IS repeatedly careless in his work. If it 

were to be generally admitted that the shoncr text is not usually to be 

preferred, this would invite a reexnmination of the origin of the Byzantine 

text. The question is whether the Byzamine text has been filled out in the 

interests of clarity and completeness, or alremmively whether the 

Alexandrian text has been condensed in the interests of literary style. 

In describing the relevance ofintemal canons, modern attitudes to 

conjectural emendation were examined. It was suggested that the 

increasing tendency to accept conjectllr:tl solutions is bolstered by a 

sceptical epistemology, which seems to deny the possibility and necessity 

for cenainty in textual conclusions. The Majority text approach may itself 

not produce the required certainty any more than any mher text~method; 

however it is possibly more appealing in its <!ppro<tch to the task, in that it 

attempts to be consistent with the belief that pmctical certainty is required 

of an assenion, fact or idea before it may be considered to be objectively 

true. 

Chapter 2 defended the view that the characteristics of the 

Byzantine text may reach back to the second century, and therefore 

possibly to the original Text itself. Future work done on both pupyri and 

putristic material may yet seriously call in question whether the Byzantine 

text is late, inferior, and recensional. As to internal criteria, the increasing 

scepticism shown by some critics towards these internal canons is noted as 

a possible sign that they may have been used somewhat arbitrarily, to justify 

a prejudice against the Byzantine text. Even though conjectural 

emendation may be becoming more accepted, it does not sit easily with the 

' '- !-' 
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need and d•.::sirc for cc11ainty in drawill£ conclusions frnrn the text. These 

facts make space for a considcr:Hion of Burgan's text-critic:almcthod, as a 

vh1ble alterna~ivc to other better-known approaches. 

Understanding the Majority Text Method 

The third chapter examined the claim of Majority text advocates, 

that if the history of textu:1l transmission were correctly interpreted, the 

statistical predominance of one text-type would be seen as evidence for its 

superior quality over other text-types. Burgan's text-critic:~! method was 

described. 

"Is there tinn historical evidence to explain how one text-type could 

emerge as numerically dominmn'!" Two pos~ible answers are: The 

Majority text may have predominated from the first, and remained in the 

majority thereafter, or the Majority rext gained dominance by official 

church sanction as an ecclesiastical revision. If it achieved its position from 

the first, this suggests that it was copied more continuously and consistently 

than any other text-type from the beginning . 

Many critics believe that recent evidence only strengthens the denial 

th:.1t the Byzantine text existed prior to the fourth century. The Majority 

text advocate, however, avers that the results of studies in more recent 

papyri and patristic sources can be interpreted in more than one way. Thus 

the data need to be ewlumed by more exacting critical methods before 

coming to finn conclusions one way or the other. The Majority text 

advocate believes that it is highly unlikely that the Majority text won its 

position by official church sanction. 

I 
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He hclieves that some indcpendcm tmcc of historic:ll evidence would 

remain to subswntialc a revision which had such a f:.tr-rcac.:hing influence on 

the sll1.1pe of the Text. The modified view that ir came about by a gradual 

and guided process over severn! ccnltlrics also needs independent historicu/ 

evidence to subst:lntiatc it. 

The second nim of clmptcr 3 was to describe Burgan's text-critical 

method. The nmurc and significance of Burgan's Seven Notes were 

examined. They are (I) age, ( 2) number, (3) variety, (4) continuity, (5) 

weight, (6) evident~e of the entire passage, or context, and (7) internal 

considerations, or reasonnbleness. Thus the age of a manuscript is only one 

imporrant factor to consider, and not the main basis of evaluation. The 

variant should be shown to h:tve occurred early, :tnd there should be 

continuity, that is, every period of church history should show its use; 

evidence for the use of the vari:tnt should be present throughout 

Christendom, whether in manuscripts, Fathers, versions or lectionaries; the 

manuscript witness should be "respectable", that is, generally reliable; the 

witness should be ''credible," th:tt is, its textu:tl context not suspiciously 

confused with conflicting variants~ the numerical prepondemnce of 

manuscripts witnessing to the variant should be as "full" as possible; finally, 

the reading claimed as original should be "logically possible," that is, not 

grammatically or scientifically unsound. 
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An expl:.mmion of the principles uimcd tn show that their strength is in thdr 

cooper.llion, thm is, that no one note, for example, the numerical fnctor, is 

sufficient to establish the text. There must be other evidence for the 

variant; it nmst !ihow its presence continuously from antiquity, and some 

evidence of its presence must come from several remote and independent 

sources. 

TestinK the Metlwdology 

K. Aland's response to Hodges' and Farstad's The Greek New 

Te.uament according to the Majority wxt w:ts to invite those drawn to the 

Majority approach to take the opportunity of "forming an independent 

judgment of them as well as of the newly proclaimed return to the Text us 

Receptu•" (1987, p. 292). Aland discu.sed 15 New Testament texts which 

are relegated to the critical apparatus of UBsJ. In this study several of 

these texts were examined, and conclusions reached from the Majority text 

standpoint. Texwal decisions were compared with those of Aland and 

Metzger, on the one hand, as well with those of Kilpatrick and Elliott, on 

the other. The six texts studied were Mutt 17:21. Mark 9:44 and 46, Mark 

I I :26, Mark 15:28, John 5:3b-4, and Acts 8:37. These (with one 

exception) were selected because the five UBS editors unanimously agreed 

to marginalise the verses. 

In arguing the case for the Mc~jority LC!Xt1 4 of the 6 texts were 

practically decided on the basis of number, variety, and continuity, the 

"threefold cord". The two remaining texts were short of evidence in either 

variety (Mark 9:46,48), or in number (Acts 8:37). However Burgon did 

not believe it was wise to leave the e.st:iblishing of the text to these three 

tests alone. For thoroughness all seven notes must be used. 
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The resu Its of ;1 Majority text approach were cornp<trcd with 

conclusions drawn from other mcthcx.ls. In each case the result came out 

markedly differently; this was not surprising given that the external 

evidence, by which to decide between competing readings, was evaluated 

differently. The inclusion of the numerical factor leads inevitably to a 

tendency to prefer Byzantine readings, over above Western ones, or those 

readings of the Alexandrian text preferred by the UBS editors. It is 

noteworthy that the textual conclusions drawn from 3 of the 6texts 

discussed are shared by mdical eclectics who do not reject Byzantine 

readings on principle, and work solely on the basis of internal evidence. 

In each case it was found that Aland followed the Alexandrian 

reading, consistent with his fivefold classification of manuscripts. It is not 

consistent, however, with his statements elsewhere which show that he 

placed more reliance on simple papyri reading per se, and disclaimed any 

ieliance on a "star" manuscript. In e;ach of the Synoptic examples 

examined, the argument from ham10nisation is used prominently by Aland 

and the UBS editors. This usage assumes that Hon's view as to the relative 

importance of the text-types is correc.~t. and that the Byzantine editor has 

acted in the interests of producing a fuller text. 

The battle between text-types is reflected in the discussion of Acts 

8:37. W. A. Strange accepts the authenticity of the text, presumably 

because he is Hlready predisposed to accept the authenticity of the longer 

"Western" text. 

The disparity in text-critical method between reasoned and radical 

eclectic critics is highlighted in 3 of the 6 texts, namely, Mark II :26, Mark 

15:28, and Acts 8:37. Kilpatrick and Ellioll have dissenting views to offer 

on these verses. These critics' freedom from devotion to aB as oracular, 

explains their apparent willingness to acknowledge that Byzantine readings 
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reach back to the scnmd ccmury, :uul may be good readings. However, 

their freedom to ignore -any panicular text-type, as neither hcucr nor worse 

than any other, c;.trries with it the duty to explain why, for cx;.tmple, Acts 

8:37 should be accepted or rejected, if not on documentary grounds. The 

discussion on John 5:3b-4 is possibly fCievant to the fact that textual critics 

are increasingly aware that scribes made deliberate alterations in the text for 

theological or dogmatic reasons. 

Evaluation and Way Fonvard 

In chapter 5 Burgan's textual method was evaluated in the light of 

the previous chapter. This led to the following conclusions: The numerical 

argument is overstated by Majority rexr advocates; current discussion does 

not take all the external evidence into account. The note of variety has 

force only in cooperation with number and continuity; it also ensures no 

conjectural emendation has occurred. For example, although Acts 8:37 is 

not numerically supported, the evidence from a wide geographic area over 

many centuries attests to its genuineness. The argument from cominuity 

introduces a theological a priori, in support of the belief of the Biblical 

writers themselves that they were producing more than great literature. 

This approach is apparently unacceptable to most critics, yet 

philosophically justified. As to manuscript age, the belief that most variants 

arose by 200 AD chunges the focus of the dixcm~sion from reildings per se, 

to their ostensibly associated text-types. The internal canons have an 

uncertain value; therefore, manuscripts should be weighed in the light of the 

Majority text. The weight of a reading should depend on the condition of 

the text, that is, in its immediate context. 
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Because it is impossible not to employ some fonn of reasoning from within 

the text itself, some guidelines arc necessary. However, whichever 

guidelines are chosen, it is difficult to prove that the method of reasoning is 

e!llirely objective. 

The Majority approach believes that recent papyrus studies cast 

doubt on Han's description of the Byzantine text. If this were 

acknowledged, il would then be 5ecn that the presence of Byzantine 

readings in the second century also indicates the presence of the Byzantine 

text there. The numerical principle makes it necessary to consider 

absolutely all the external evidence; however, as currently pntctised, it tries 

to reach textual decisions by that means alone. Pickering's attempt to 

explain the Majority phenomenon has not convinced most textual critics, 

but it is understandable in the light of the fact that the geneulogical 

argument is ineffectual in tracing sme developmental lines through 

manuscripts. If the Byzantine text were allowed a claim to originality, the 

numerical preponderance of the Mc{jority text may be seen to be more 

significant. The relevance of text-types is doubtful because the ability to 

trace a history of the text is questioned by mnny critics. The current 

Majority approach proffers a method independent of any text-type. 

although such an extreme view seems ambiguous and simplistic. No 

acknowledgement is apparently made of the existence of recensions, as 

distinct from text-types: the task of textual criticism is thus over-simplified. 

Nevenheless, further ~tudies may yet show that a second-century papyrus 

contains everything ostensibly chamcteristic of the Byzantine text. 

Kilpatrick showed that the language of this text is not typicrtlly secondary in 

character, and Majority text advocates believe that it reaches back to the 

Original. The use of versional evidence depends on agreement as to dating, 

for example, of the Syriac Peshitta. A M,~;ority text advocate believes, for 
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example, that the results of future research may show that it reaches back 

to the second century. He believes that patristic evidence will eventually 

show that the Majority rexr is present in the mue-Nicene Fathers; 

accordingly, editoriHI assimilation to a later text should be demonstrated, 

rather than assumed. However, the appeal to rehabilitate the Majority text 

from patristic evidence is currently flawed by inattention to detail. Disunity 

among Majority text advocates as to how to weigh internal evidence is a 

serious weakness, but their rejection of conjectural emendation strengthens 

the conviction that the original Text is recoverable. Nevertheless, this 

belief is vitiated by an over-dependence on external evidence. hs efficacy is 

also weakened by the delusion that, because the usual internal canons have 

been dispensed with, all "subjective" reasoning is <U an end. 

The way forward focuses on the need for a clearer understanding of 

the history of the Text. The judicious use of patristic evidence will aid in 

this task. If Hort's description of the nature and origins of the Byzantine 

text becomes no longer tenable, this may encourage scholars to study 

Burgan's work more closely, and reach n consensus as to the real value of 

the Alexanddan tradition. 
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