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Why this book

The New Testament published by Robinson and
Pierpont is a wonderful, reliable edition of its
original Greek text. It is very easy to have access to
it on the internet, through apps, etc. | encourage the
Bible student to use it, study it, promote it with
confidence.

This book present s the expositions by these two
great sc holars concerning the superiority of the
Byzantine (Majority) Text form found in the 2005
edition of their Greek text published by Chilton
Publishing . The Greek text of the Gospel of John
has been added as a sample of the accuracy of their
work .

Also because of t heir contribution, we  can boldly
say that the case for the reliability of the biblical
text has been clearl y stated: it has been handed
down through the centuries by manuscripts and
edited by the valuable textual critics of our time.
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Let it never be forgotten, that just as it is the place of a Christian to
look to God in prayer for his guidance and blessing in all his
undertakings, so may he especially do this as to labours connected
with the text of Scripture. The object sought in such prayer is not that
the critic may be rendered infallible, or that he may discriminate
genuine readings by miracle, but that he may be guided rightly and
wisely to act on the evidence which the providence of God has
preserved, and that he may ever bear in mind what Scripture is, even
the testimony of the Holy Ghost to the grace of God in the gift of
Christ, and that thus he may be kept from rashness and temerity in
giving forth its text. As God in his providence has preserved Holy
Scripture to us, so can He vouchsafe the needed wisdom to judge of
its text simply on grounds of evidence. . . . One thing I do claim, to
labour in the work of that substructure on which alone the building of
God’s truth can rest unshaken; and this claim, by the help of God, I
will vindicate for the true setting forth of his word as He wills it for
the instruction of his Church.

— Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, An Account of the
Printed Text of the Greek New Testament; with
Remarks on its Revision upon Critical Principles.
(London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1854), 186, 272.
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And to the readers:
May the Lord save all of you, brethren.
Amen, amen, and amen

— Ancient colophon
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There has been no change in people’s opinions of the Byzantine text. Critics may
be kinder to Byzantine readings — but for reasons not related to their Byzantine
nature. It’s not really much of a change.

—Bob Waltz (Internet email)

Introduction

From the beginning of the modern critical era in the nineteenth
century the Byzantine Textform has had a questionable reputation.
Associated as it was with the faulty Textus Receptus editions which
stemmed from Erasmus’ or Ximenes’ uncritical selection of a small
number of late manuscripts (hereafter MSS), scholars in general have
tended to label the Byzantine form of text “late and secondary,” due
both to the relative age of the extant witnesses which provide the
majority of its known support and to the internal quality of its read-
ings as subjectively perceived. Yet even though the numerical base of
the Byzantine Textform rests primarily among the late minuscules and
uncials of the ninth century and later, the antiquity of that text reaches
at least as far back as its predecessor exemplars of the late fourth and
early fifth century, as reflected in MSS A/02 and W/032.!

Certainly the Textus Receptus had its problems, not the least of
which was its failure to reflect the Byzantine Textform in an accurate
manner. But the Byzantine Textform is not the TR, nor need it be asso-
ciated with the TR or those defending such in any manner.” Rather, the
Byzantine Textform is the form of text which is known to have pre-
dominated among the Greek-speaking world from at least the fourth
century until the invention of printing in the sixteenth century.> The

* This essay was presented as part of the “Symposium on New Testament Studies: A
Time for Reappraisal,” held at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, Wake Forest,
North Carolina, 6-7 April 2000. It was previously published in the internet resource 7C:
A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 6 (2001).

! The mss comprising the Byzantine Textform can be divided into various categories
(e.g., von Soden’s K* K' K K* K! K' etc.), most of which reflect regional or temporal
sub-types within that Textform, all basically reflecting the overarching and reasonably uni-
fied Byzantine Textform which dominated transmissional history from at least the fourth
century onward.

2 This includes all the various factions which hope to find authority and certainty in a
single “providentially preserved” Greek text or English translation (usually the KJV). It
need hardly be mentioned that such an approach has nothing to do with actual text-critical
theory or praxis.

*B. F. Westcott and F.J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original
Greek: With Notes on Selected Readings (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson rep. ed., 1988 [1882])
xiii, 91-92, noted that “the [fourth-century] text of Chrysostom and other Syrian [=
Byzantine] fathers . . . [is] substantially identical with the common late text”; and that
“this is no isolated phenomenon,” but “the fundamental text of late extant Greek MSS gener-
ally is beyond all guestion identical with the dominant Antiochian [= Byzantine] . . . text
of the second half of the fourth century. . . . The Antiochian Fathers and the bulk of
extant MSS . . . must have had in the greater number of extant variations @ common original
either contemporary with or older than our oldest extant Mss” (emphasis added).

13



issue which needs to be explained by any theory of NT textual criticism
is the origin, rise and virtual dominance of the Byzantine Textform
within the history of transmission. Various attempts have been made
in this direction, postulating either the “AD 350 Byzantine recension”
hypothesis of Westcott and Hort,* or the current “process” view pro-
mulgated by modern schools of eclectic methodology.” Yet neither of
these explanations sufficiently accounts for the phenomenon, as even
some of their own prophets have declared.®

The alternative hypothesis has been too readily rejected out of
hand, perhaps because, as Lake declared, it is by far the “least
interesting”’ in terms of theory and too simple in praxis application:
the concept that the Byzantine Textform as found amid the vast major-
ity of MSS may in fact more closely reflect the original form of the NT
text than any single MS, small group of MSS, or texttype. Further, that
such a theory can more easily account for the rise and dominance of
the Byzantine Textform with far fewer problems than are found in the
alternative solutions proposed by modern eclectic scholarship. To
establish this point, two issues need to be addressed: first, a demon-
stration of the weaknesses of current theories and methodologies; and
secondly, the establishment of the case for the Byzantine Textform as
an integrated whole, in both theory and praxis.

A Problem of Modern Eclecticism:
Sequential Variant Units and the Resultant “Original” Text

Modern eclectic praxis operates on a variant unit basis without
any apparent consideration of the consequences. The resultant situa-
tion is simple: the best modern eclectic texts simply have no proven
existence within transmissional history, and their claim to represent
the autograph or the closest approximation thereunto cannot be sub-
stantiated from the extant MS, versional or patristic data. Calvin L.

*Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 132-139. Although Westcott and Hort termed the
Byzantine MsS “Syrian,” the current term is utilized in the present paper.

% See Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types of New Tes-
tament Manuscripts,” in his Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testa-
ment, New Testament Tools and Studies 9, ed. Bruce M. Metzger (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1968) 53; idem, “Method in Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” ibid., 15-20;
idem, “Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program,” ibid., 164.

® Cf. Epp’s pointed critiques of modern eclectic theory and praxis: Eldon J. Epp, “The
Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism,” JBL 93 (1974)
386-414; idem, “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or
Symptom?” HTR 69 (1976) 211-57; idem, “New Testament Textual Criticism in America:
Requiem for a Discipline,” /BL 98 (1979) 94-98; idem, “A Continuing Interlude in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 73 (1980) 131-51. All except “Requiem” are now
included in Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New
Testament Textual Criticism, Studies and Documents 45 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993).

7 Kirsopp Lake, “The Text of Mark in Some Dated Lectionaries,” in H. G. Wood, ed.,
Amicitiae Corolla: A Volume of Essays presented to James Rendel Harris, D. Litt., on the
Occasion of bis Eightieth Birthday (London: University of London, 1933) 153: “The least
interesting hypothesis — [is] that there was one original MS, and that it had the Byzantine
text.”
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Porter has noted pointedly that modern eclecticism, although

not based upon a theory of the history of the text . . . does
reflect a certain presupposition about that history. It seems
to assume that very early the original text was rent piece-
meal and so carried to the ends of the earth where the
textual critic, like lamenting Isis, must seek it by his skill, 8

Such a scenario imposes an impossible burden upon textual
restoration, since not only is the original text no longer extant in any
known MS or texttype, but no MS or group of MsS reflects such in its
overall pattern of readings.” There thus remains 7o transmissional
guide to suggest how such an “original” text would appear when
found.’® One should not be surprised to find that the only certain con-
clusions of modern eclecticism seem to be that the original form of the
NT text (a) will not resemble the Byzantine Textform; but (b) will
resemble the Alexandrian texttype.

It is one thing for modern eclecticism to defend numerous read-
ings when considered solely as isolated units of variation. It is quite
another matter for modern eclecticism to claim that the sequential
result of such isolated decisions will produce a text closer to the
autograph (or canonical archetype) than that produced by any other
method." While all eclectic methods utilize what appear to be
sufficient internal and external criteria to provide a convincing and
persuasive case for an “original” reading at any given point of variation,
strangely lacking is any attempt to defend the resultant sequential text
as a transmissional entity. The lay reader can be overwhelmingly con-
vinced regarding any individual eclectic decision due to its apparent
plausibility, consistency, and presumed credibility; arguments offered
at this level are persuasive.'? A major problem arises, however, as soon
as those same readings are viewed as a connected sequence; at such a
point the resultant text must be scrutinized in transmissional and
historical terms.

® Calvin L. Porter, “A Textual Analysis of the Earliest Manuscripts of the Gospel of
John” (PhD Diss., Duke University, 1961) 12.

? Text-critical discussions concern only about 10% of the NT text where units of mean-
ingful variation exist. The remaining bulk of the text presents the autograph form of the
NT text with no significant variation. The “pattern of readings” phenomenon concerns a
discernible pattern involving only the units of existing variation considered sequentially as
thely' combine to produce a standardized form of the NT text.

Cf. the pessimism in this regard stated in Eldon Jay Epp, “The Multivalence of the
Term “Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999) 280.

"'D. C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (New York: Garland, 1992) 323,
notes that such a procedure “assumes that one can easily tell which is the “error” and which
the genuine reading. The problem is that this evidence . . . is then used to disallow read-
ings from the ‘bad’ manuscripts and to welcome those from the ‘good,’ in a perfect exem-
plification of circular reasoning.”

2 Such a method of presentation is a good part of the appeal in Bruce M. Metzger, A
Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London: United Bible Societies, 1971
[1st ed.]; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994 [2nd ed.]).
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Colwell noted that “Westcott and Hort’s genealogical method
slew the Textus Receptus.”’® Westcott and Hort appealed to a purely
hypothetical stemma of descent which they “did not apply . . . to the
manuscripts of the New Testament”; yet they claimed thereby to
“show clearly that a majority of manuscripts is not necessarily to be
preferred as correct.”' Possibility (which is all that was claimed) does
not amount to probability; the latter requires evidence which the for-
mer does not. As Colwell noted, by an “a prior: possibility” Westcott
and Hort could “demolish the argument based on the numerical supe-
riority urged by the adherents of the Textus Receptus.”’® The TR (and
for all practical purposes, the Byzantine Textform) thus was over-
thrown on the basis of a hypothesis which was not demonstrable as
probable. Hort’s reader of the stemmatic chart was left uninformed
that the diagrammed possibility which discredited the Byzantine
Textform was not only unprovable, but highly improbable in light of
transmissional considerations. Thus on the basis of unproven possibili-
ties the Westcott-Hort theory postulated its “Syrian [Byzantine]
recension” of ca. AD 350.

A parallel exists: modern eclecticism faces a greater problem
than did the Byzantine text under the theoretical stemma of Westcott
and Hort. Not only does its resultant text lack genealogical support
within transmissional theory, but it fails the probability test as well.
That the original text or anything close to such would fail to perpetu-
ate itself sequentially within reasonably short sections of text is a key
weakness affecting the entire modern eclectic theory and method. The
problem is not that the entire text of a NT book nor even of a chapter
might be unattested by any single MS: most MSS (including those of the
Byzantine Textform) have unique or divergent readings within any
extended portion of text; no two MSS agree completely in all particu-
lars. However, the problem with the resultant sequential aspect of
modern eclectic theory is that its preferred text repeatedly can be
shown to have no known MS support over even short stretches of text —
and at times even within a single verse.'® The problem increases geo-
metrically as a sequence of variants extends over two, three, five, or

3 Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations,”
Methodology, 75.

#Ibid., 65. Emphasis original. See the hypothetical stemmatic chart and discussion of
«p(;sssligﬁgties” in Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 54.

id.

16 As examples (which could be multiplied): (1) Mt 20:23 contains seven variant units,
only three of which (the first, second and sixth) are sufficient to leave the resultant text of
NAZ7 with no support; (2) Lk 6:26 contains five variant units, which together leave the NAZ7
text without support; (3) Mk 11:3 centains but two variant units, in which the witnesses to
the NA?? text are mutually exclusive (variant 1, fext = B A 2427 pc; variant 2, text = R D L
579 892 1241 pc); (4) Jn 6:23, with four variant units, needs but the second and third to
produce a NA?7 verse with no support. For additional examples, see Maurice A. Robinson,
“Investigating Text-Critical Dichotomy: A Critique of Modern Eclectic Praxis from a
Byzantine-Priority Perspective,” Faith and Mission 16 (1999) 17-19.

16



more verses.!” This raises serious questions about the supposed
transmissional history required by eclectic choice. As with Hort’s
genealogical appeal to a possible but not probable transmission, it is
transmissionally unlikely that a short sequence of variants would leave
no supporting witness within the manuscript tradition; the probability
that such would occur repeatedly is virtually nil.

Modern eclecticism creates a text which, within repeated short
sequences, rapidly degenerates into one possessing 70 support among
manuscript, versional, or patristic witnesses. The problem deteriorates
further as the scope of sequential variation increases.'® One of the
complaints against the Byzantine Textform has been that such could
not have existed at an early date due to the lack of a single pre-fourth
century MS reflecting the specific pattern of agreement characteristic of
that Textform,'” even though the Byzantine Textform can demon-
strate its specific pattern within the vast majority of witnesses from at
least the fourth century onward.”® Yet those who use the modern
eclectic texts are expected to accept a proffered “original” which simi-
larly lacks any pattern of agreement over even short stretches of text
that would link it clearly with that which is found in any MS, group of
MSS, version, or patristic witness within the entzre manuscript tradi-
tion. Such remains a perpetual crux for the “original” text of modern
eclecticism. If a legitimate critique can be made against the Byzantine
Textform because early witnesses fail to reflect its specific pattern of
readings, the current eclectic models (regardless of edition) can be
criticized more severely, since their resultant texts demonstrate a pat-
tern of readings which is not attested among the extant witnesses.”!

17 As scattered examples, (1) Ac 17:26 is supported by Mss "% R A B 33 81 1175; if v
27 is added, the support drops to B and 33; after v. 28, only MS 33 remains, and if v. 29 is
added, the resultant text no longer can be found in any extant Greek Ms; (2) Mk 7:24, with
five units of variation, is supported iz tote only by Ms L; Mk 7:25 with four variant units is
supported in foto only by Ms B; if the two verses are taken together, 7o extant MS supports
the resultant text.

18 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 243, acknowledged this as regards the variant units
in Mk 14:30, 68, 72%, 72% “the confusion of attestation . . . is so great that of the seven
principal Mss 8 A B C D L A no two have the same text in all four places.” The NA? vari-
ants for Mk 14:72 alone leave the text with no Ms in support,

YE. g, D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate: A Plea for Realism (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1979) 44; also Gordon D. Fee, “The Majority Text and the Original Text of
the New Testament,” ch. 10 in Epp and Fee, Theory and Method, 186; idem, “Modern Tex-
tual Criticism and the Majority Text: A Rejoinder,” JET'S 21 (1978) 159-160.

20 This does not mean that Byzantine Ms$ do not differ from one another, but only that
their differences do not affect their overall pattern of readings as contrasted with that
found in the text of modern eclecticism. Cf. Robinson, “Dichotomy,” 29, n. 3, where it is
noted that, among the Byzantine witnesses, “most MsS . . . have large blocks of consecu-
tive verses without significant variation”; also, when a random group of 20 Byzantine MsS
was examined, only rarely did “more than one or two MSS [depart] from the Byzantine
norm” at any point.

Reasoned eclecticism derives from a methodological circularity which causes irrecon-
cilable conflict between theory and resultant text. As Fredson Bowers, Bibliography and
Textual Criticism, Lyell Lectures, Oxford, Trinity Term, 1959 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964)
126, observes, “essentially idle guesses [in individual variant units] are thereupon utilized
as evidence for the . . . choice of readings,” producing a resultant pattern which bears no
relation to what is evidenced in extant witnesses.
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The principle of Ockham’s Razor applies,? and the cautious scholar
seriously must ask which theory possesses the fewest speculative or
questionable points when considered from all angles.

Modern eclectic proponents fail to see their resultant text as
falling under a greater condemnation, even though such a text is not
only barely possible to imagine having occurred under any reasonable
historical process of transmission, but whatever transmissional history
would be required to explain their resultant text is not even remotely
probable to have occurred under any normal circumstances. Yet mod-
ern eclectics continue to reject a lesser argument ex szfentio regarding
the likelihood of Byzantine propagation in areas outside of Egypt dur-
ing the early centuries (where archaeological MS finds happen not to be
forthcoming), while their own reconstructed text requires a hypothet-
ical transmissional history which transcends the status of the text inall
centuries. The parallels do not compare well.

It seems extremely difficult to maintain archetype or autograph
authenticity for any artificially-constructed eclectic text when such a
text taken in sequence fails to leave its pattern or reconstructable
traces within even one extant witness to the text of the NT; this is
especially so when other supposedly “secondary” texttypes and
Textforms are preserved in a reasonable body of extant witnesses with
an acceptable level of reconstructability.

The essence of a Byzantine-priority method

Any method which would restore the original text of the NT
must follow certain guidelines and procedures within normative NT
text-critical scholarship. It will not suffice merely to declare one form
of the text superior in the absence of evidence, nor to support any
theory with only selected and partial evidence which favors the case in
question.” The lack of balance in such matters plagues much of mod-
ern reasoned eclecticism,?* since preferred readings are all too often
defended as primary simply because they are non-Byzantine. Princi-
ples of internal evidence are similarly manipulated, as witnessed by the

22 Ockham’s Razor is known in two complementary forms: “A plurality should not be
assumed without necessity,” and “It is useless to do with more what can be done with
fewer.”

B Cf. J. K. Elliott, “Keeping up with Recent Studies xv: New Testament Textual Criti-
cism,” ExpT 99 (1987/8) 41, “Textual criticism should . . . involve trying to find explana-
tions for all readings in the manuscripts or in the patristic citations whether those readings
may justifiably be claimed as original or secondary” (emphasis original).

+ As Epp stated regarding modern eclectic praxis, “we have made little progress in tex-
tual theory since Westcotr-Hort; . . . we simply do not know how to make a definitive
determination as to what the best text is; . . . we do not have a clear picture of the
transmission and alteration of the text in the first few centuries; and, accordingly, . . . the
Westcott-Hort kind of text has maintained its dominant position largely by default,” Epp,
“Twentieth-Century Interlude,” Theory and Method, 87.
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repeated statements as to what “most scribes” (i. e. those responsible
for the Byzantine Textform) would do in a given situation, when in
fact “most scribes” did nothing of the kind on any regular basis.?

The real issue facing NT textual criticism is the need to offer a
transmissional explanation of the history of the text which includes an
accurate view of scribal habits and normal transmissional considera-
tions. Such must accord with the facts and must not prejudge the case
against the Byzantine Textform. That this is not a new procedure or a
departure from a previous consensus can be seen by the expression of
an essential Byzantine-priority hypothesis in the theory of Westcott
and Hort (quite differently applied, of course). The resultant method-
ology of the Byzantine-priority school is in fact more closely aligned
with that of Westcott and Hort than any other.?® Despite his myriad of
qualifying remarks, Hort stated quite clearly in his Introduction the
principles which, if applied directly, would legitimately support the
Byzantine-priority position:

As soon as the numbers of a minority exceed what can be
explained by accidental coincidence, . . . their agreement
. .. can only be explained on genealogical grounds[. W]e
have thereby passed beyond purely numerical relations,
and the necessity of examining the genealogy of both
minority and majority has become apparent. A theoretical
presumption indeed remains that a majority of extant docu-
ments is more likely to represent a majority of ancestral
documents at each stage of transmission than vice versa.””

There is nothing inherently wrong with Hort’s “theoretical pre-
sumption.” Apart from the various anti-Byzantine qualifications made
throughout the entire Introduction,?® the Westcott-Hort theory would

25 Cf. Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration, 3rd enl. ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992) 200: “What would
a conscientious scribe do when he found that the same passage was given differently in two
or more manuscripts which he had before him? . . . Most scribes incorporated both read-
ings in the new copy which they were transcribing, This produced what is called a confla-
tion of readings, and is characteristic of the later, Byzantine type of text” [emphasis added)].
Had such indeed occurred on the scale stated by Metzger, the Byzantine text would be far
different than currently found. A careful examination of scribal practices will reveal how
rarely conflation or other supposed “scribal tendencies” actually occurred, and how limited
was the propagation of such among the Mss.

26 Fee, “Majority Text and Original Text,” Theory and Method, 191, correctly noted that
the Byzantine-priority theory (termed “majority text”) was “in terms of method . . . on
the same end” of the spectrum “as Westcott-Hort.”

%7 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 45 (emphasis added).

“* Hort immediately followed his statement with the disclaimer that “the presumption
is too minute to weigh against the smallest tangible evidence of other kinds” (ibid.). The
remainder of the Introduction reflects an attempt to refute this initial principle through (1)
a hypothetical genealogical stemma which places the majority of witnesses as merely a
sub-branch within the transmissional tradition (54-57); (2) claims regarding “conflation”
as exclusive to the Byzantine Textform (93-107); and (3) a “Syrian [Byzantine] recension”
ca. AD 350 (132-139 and passim). Colwell noted that “Hort organized his entire argument
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revert to an implicit acceptance and following of this initial principle in
accord with other good and solid principles which they elsewhere
state. Thus, a “proper” Westcott-Hort theory which did not initially
exclude the Byzantine Textform would reflect what might be expected
to occur under “normal” textual transmission.?” Indeed, Hort’s initial
“theoretical presumption” finds clear acceptance in the non-biblical
realm. Fredson Bowers assumes a basic “normality” of transmission as
the controlling factor in the promulgation of all handwritten
documents;*° he also holds that a text reflected in an overwhelming
majority of MSS is more likely to have a chronological origin preceding
that of any text which might be found in a small minority:

[Stemmatic textual analysis] joins with science in requiring
the assumption of normality as the basis for any working
hypothesis. . . . If one collates 20 copies of a book and
finds . . . that only 1 copy shows the uncorrected state . . .
“normality” makes it highly probable that the correction

. . was made at an earlier point in time . . . than [a form]
. . . that shows 19 with uncorrected type and only 1 with
corrected. . . . The mathematical odds are excellent that
this sampling of 20 copies can be extrapolated in accord
with normality.*!

Such a claim differs but little from that made by Scrivener 150
years ago,’” and suggests that perhaps it is modern scholarship which

to depose the Textus Receptus” and never actually demonstrated or applied his hypotheti-
cal claims against the Byzantine Textform (Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 158).
Since Hort’s suppositions cannot be established as fact, the natural course should be a
return to the initial “theoretical presumption.”

* Had Westcott-Hort constructed a NT text without an anti-Byzantine bias, their text
would have ended up far more Byzantine than most scholars today would imagine. Colwell
(“Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 160-170) summarizes their good and valid working prin-
ciples, which fit in well with the Byzantine-priority hypothesis and methodology: (1)
“Begin with readings”; (2) “Characterize individual scribes and manuscripts”; (3) “Group
the manuscripts™; (4) Construct a historical framework; (5) Make “final judgment on read-
ings.”

8 Bowers, Bibliography, 83-84, notes that “the appeal to normality is [usually] so
unnecessary as to be omitted without loss from the marshalling of evidence.” Modern
eclecticism insists, assuming a rejection of the Byzantine Textform, that a prevailing and
continued “abnormality” was the driving factor within early NT transmissional history.

3 Bowers, Bibliography, 74-75, emphasis added.

%2 “That mere numbers should decide a2 question of sacred criticism never ought to have
been asserted by any one; never has been asserted by a respectable scholar. . . . But I must
say that the counter-proposition, that numbers bave ‘no determining voice,’ is to my mind full
as unreasonable, and rather more startling. . . . The reading of the majority is so far prefer-
able. Not that a bare majority shall always prevail, but that numerical preponderance, espe-
ctally where it is marked and constant, is an important element in the investigation of the
genuine readings of Holy Scripture,” Frederick Henry [Ambrose] Scrivener, An Exact
Transcript of the Codex Augiensis (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, and Co., 1859) vii-viii,
emphasis added. Scrivener’s clear assertion should be compared with Wallace’s revisionist
claim that Scrivener “explicitly stated that the Byzantine cursives on which the MT [Major-
ity Text] theory rests are without much value” (Daniel B. Wallace, “Historical Revisionism
and the Majority Text Theory: The Cases of F. H. A, Scrivener and Herman C. Hoskier,”
NTS 41 [1995] 283).
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has moved beyond “normality” — a scientific view of transmissional
development in light of probability — in favor of a subjectively-based
approach to the data.*® To complete the comparison in the non-biblical
realm, modern eclectics should also consider the recent comments of
D. C. Greetham:

Reliance upon individual critical perceptions (often mas-
querading as “scientific” methodology) . . . can result in
extreme eclecticism, subjectivism, and normalization
according to the esthetic dictates of the critic. . . . The
opposite extreme . . . maintains that . . . the only honest
recourse is to select that specific . . . extant document
which . . . seems best to represent authorial intention, and
once having made that selection, to follow the readings of
the document as closely as possible.*

When considering the above possibilities, Hort’s initial “theo-
retical presumption” is found to be that representing the
scientifically-based middle ground, positioned as a corrective to both
of Greetham’s extremes. As Colwell stated,

We need Hort Redivivus. We need him as a
counter-influence to the two errors I have discussed: (1)
the ignoring of the history of the manuscript tradition, and
(2) overemphasis upon the internal evidence of readings.
In Hort’s work two principles (and only two) are regarded
as so important that they are printed in capital letters in the
text and in italics in the table of contents. One is “ALL
TRUSTWORTHY RESTORATION OF CORRUPTED TEXTS IS
FOUNDED ON THE STUDY OF THEIR HISTORY,” and the
other, “KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENTS SHOULD PRECEDE
FINAL JUDGMENT UPON READINGS.”?®

Beyond an antipathy for the Byzantine Textform and a historical
reconstruction which attempted to define that Textform as the
secondary result of a formal revision of the fourth century, Westcott
and Hort made no idle claim regarding the importance of
transmissional history and its related elements as the key to

33 Even Richard Bentley in 1713 (Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free Thinking) out-
lined what in essence was a method that would produce a Byzantine-related result: “It is
good . . . to have more anchors than one; . . . that by a joint and mutual help all the faults
may be mended. . . . The very distances of places, as well as numbers of the books,
demonstrate that there could be no collusion. . . . Though the various readings always
increase in proportion, . . . the text, by an accurate collation . . . is ever the more correct,
and comes nearer to the true words of the author.” (Quoted in Samuel P. Tregelles, An
Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament [London: Bagster, 1854] 50-51,
emphasis original).

* Greetham, “Textual Criticism,” Textual Scholarship, 299-300.

3 Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 155-156, quoting respectively Westcott and

Hort, Introduction, 40 and 31.
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