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any years have passed since the publication of the first edition of Wilbur Pickering’s

The Identity of the New Testament Text.! Over seventeen years have passed since the
first publication of The Greek New Testament according to the Majority Text, edited by Zane Hodges
and Arthur Farstad.® Over six years have passed since the publication of The New Testament in the
Original Greek according to the Byzantine/Majority Textform, edited by the present writer and William
Pierpont.? :

During the intervening years, numerous critiques have been made of the Byzantine-priority (or
“Majority Text”) theory as espoused by its varied partisans.* A recent critique was presented by Daniel
Wallace at the November 1993 ETS Annual Meeting.® To the present writer’s knowledge, not one of
these critiques have deterred pro-Byzantine (or “Majority Text”) adherents from their advocacy of
what to most scholars must appear a wholly untenable position. .

-Why do pro-Byzantine scholars doggedly maintain their stance? Certainly not because of asaintly -

desire to suffer academic martyrdom or a masochistic mentality questing for persecution or depreca-
tion; rather, the pro-Byzantine scholars persevere in their position because they are convinced that the
case for the Byzantine-priority hypothesis is stronger and sounder than that proposed for the various
eclectic alternatives as currently practiced. Utilizing the same data regarding the Greek manuscripts
(MSS), Fathers, Lectionaries, and versions, pro-Byzantine scholars argue that the extant evidence di-
rectly suggests a hypothesis contrary to that currently practiced by modern eclectic critics. Signifi-
cantly, virtually all current pro-Byzantine advocates were schooled first in current eclectic methodol-
ogy and only slowly altered their stance after reflecting on the data as it had been interpreted to them.
Few if any modern eclectics were first pro-Byzantine partisans who then altered their stance as a result
of a fair evaluation of the extant data and hypotheses.

The present paper will demonstrate by example some of the reasoning which led the present
writer to abandon the current hypotheses of modern eclecticism as well provide a response to some
criticisms advanced by opponents of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis.

The Failure of Contemporary Eclecticism

Although some contemporary text-critical scholars (Elliott, Kilpatrick) practice what has beén'

termed “rigorous” eclecticism and determine the presumed autograph text solely by internal criteria,
most practicing textual critics have adopted a “reasoned eclecticism,” which purportedly strives to
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balance the documentary evidence of MSS, versions, and Fathers with the same internal criteria uti-
lized by the rigorous eclectics. Although the following list is not exhaustive, it provides the principles
most generally followed by the advocates of “reasoned eclectic” methodology, divided into internal ,
and external criteria; i

Internal Criteria:

1. That reading which best conforms to the usual style and vocabulary of a biblical
author is to be preferred. . .

2. That reading which best explains the rise of all other readings is to be preferred (also
termed the “genealogy of readings” principle). ’

3. The reading deemed “more difficult” for a scribe to accept is to be preferred.

4, Readings which do not harmonize parallel passages or smooth out harsh syntax are to
be preferred. :

5. The shorter reading is generally to be preferred over one that is longer, since scribes
were more likely to expand the sacred text than to abridge it.

External Criteria:

1. Other matters being equal, the reading found in the oldest MSS is to be preferred.

2. A reading found in MSS of more than one early text-type (Alexandrian, Western, or
Caesarean) is to be preferred.

3. A reading supported by several ancient version or early church Fathers is to be pre-
ferred.

4. Readings found only in MSS of the Byzantine text-type are late and secondary and
are to be summarily rejected,

This summary should be considered a fair statement of procedural methodology by those who
currently practice reasoned eclecticism. As a beginning student of New Testament textual criticism,
the present writer held to the very same principles for textual restoration. These principles have been
advocated in varying degree since Griesbachand Lachmann in the late 18th and early 19th centuries;
their codification was complete by the time of Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, and Warfield.

The question asked by advocates of the pro-Byzantine hypothesis is whether these principles are
sufficient to practice New Testament textual criticism in an accurate and comprehensive manner. The
answer to this question is important: should serious weaknesses exist in the modern eclectic approach,
by such a degree will the value and authority of biblical translation and exegesis be affected.

Eldon Jay Epp continually has excoriated the modern “reasoned eclectic” methodology for its
failings; yet Epp himself fails to provide a solution.” Should a Byzantine-priority hypothesis be urged
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as an alternative option, Epp instantly rejects such as “a curious and regrettable retrogression empha-
sized by a few North American scholars of a conservative theological persuasion.”

But, as Epp has demonstrated, modern eclectic methodology has failed at precisely the point
where it was most needed, namely, in the establishment of a viable transmissional history of the text,
Epp spoke to this need:

The establishment of the NT text can be achieved only by a reconstruction of the
history of that early text and by extracting the earliest text from manuscripts which have
been clearly located in that reconstruction and found to be integral parts of a stream of
tradition which flows continuously from the earliest points which can be documented
(or which can be recognized or established on adequate and reasonable grounds).®

Calvin L. Porter has spoken even more directly to this point: “Textual criticism without a history
of the text is not possible.”* Without a theory of transmissional history which possesses an objective
basis and which corresponds with known historical circumstances, the current practice of giving vari-
ant units alone ultimate worth, with no consistent pattern of linkage between witnesses from one read-
ing to another, simply cannot stand as a viable critical option. Such a method of textual determination
becomes subjective in the extreme, making textual criticism more the pawn of the critic rather than the
tool of the exegetical, historical scholar,

Scientific textual criticism has been abandoned by modern eclecticism to flounder in a sea of
ﬂuidity;‘objectivity has been surrendered to the whim of individual critics. Long ago, Kenneth W,
Clark spoke regarding the ongoing situation in these words: )

A subjective element plays a considerable part in the eclectic procedure of recent tex-
tual revision. . . . Furthermore, such tentative changes as have appeared do not represent
an integrated theory of the text and therefore can have no such basic theory to validate
them as improvements.!!

Modern eclecticism was forced upon the twentieth century by both the internal subjectivity of
Westcott and Hort and the failure of their genealogical method. Yet modern eclecticism offers no
integrated solution or way of escape from the subjective morass in which it is mired. Instead, most
eclectics have deceived themselves into believing that the critical texts we currently possess (i.e., UBS
4/Nestle 27) are virtually identical to the autograph. The presumption could not be farther from the
truth, since the text found in the current critical editions, taken as a whole, is not one found in any
extant manuscript, version, or Father, nor ever will be. Modern eclecticism proceeds on the assump-
tion that very early in transmissional history the true (autograph) text was summarily dissected and
scattered to such remote regions of the Empire that only the enlightened scholars of modern eclecti-
cism could possibly have the revealed insight whereby to reassemble it for our own day and time,!?

Kenneth W. Clark spoke pointedly to this situation, declaring that * we require a critical history
of transmission,” and that

some new angle, some novel experiment must be tried if we would in our time achieve
a breakthrough to cast light upon the history of transmission. This is the fundamental
need before we may move on to a thorough and systematic revision of the critical text.

The remedy we need can only come through a better diagnosis. The true diagnosis
will of necessity be a new and different one, " '
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It barely need be mentioned that, so long as they stand intact, the internal and external principles
of modern eclecticism enumerated above utterly preclude any such progress as Epp or Clark desiderate.
Rather, they serve merely to confirm and guide the presuppositions of their own practitioners and are
assiduously applied to attain that end.

The “interlude” or “eclectic bottleneck” which Epp, Clark, and Porter have lamented is simply
due, in the present writer’s opinion, to the utter unwillingness on the part of modern critics seriously to

" consider the Byzantine-priority hypothesis (or any alternative hypothesis) on its own claims and mer-

its. Yet, as regards Byzantine-priority, there is ample reason for reconsideration:

(1) The Byiantine-priority theory does offer a transmissional history which accords
with the known data of MSS, versions, and Fathers preserved from antiquity. "

(2) The Byzantine-priority theory is in full accord with known historical circumstances

and theological controversies which affected earliest Chrislianity, especially as regards

Egyptian Christianity in general as well as the Christological controversies which per-

meated the Empire in the first three centuries.’ .

(3) The Byzantine-priority theory remains within the scope of legitimate texi-critical

praxis, maintaining the necessary application of key text-critical principles (both exter-
' nal and internal) when evaluating evidence for or against a reading. '

(4) Byzantine-priority theorists claim that external and internal criteria cited-in defénse
of Byzantine readings have fewer inherent difficulties than those givenin favor of eclec-

tically preferred non-Byzantine readings.

For modern eclectics legitimately to approach and evaluate the Byzantine-priority hypothesis,

they must be willing to suspend judgment and to abandon all presuppositions assumed by the external/
internal list given above. The scientific method requires that a hypothesis must be considered and
tested on its own merits without any presuppositional prejudice being initially directed against that
hypothesis. Modern eclecticism should be evaluated in the same unbiased manner. If such testing of
the hypothesis is performed accurately, then the hypothesis which incorporates the best explanation of
the extant phenomena and which provides the best defense to various objections normally should be
adopted.
The near-absolute rejection of the MSS comprising the Byzantine/ Majority Textform (external
principle four) is the crux of modern eclectic theory, even though external principle one would in most
cases eliminate the Byzantine MSS from consideration. The earlies! preserved MSS are claimed to be
mostly a blend of the Alexandrian or Western text-types. Whether this is a completely accurate state-
ment requires more detailed research, but the present writer has argued elsewhere that there exists a
built-in prejudice in modern eclecticism which disallows Alexandrian-Byzantine or Western-Byzan-
tine readings from being at all considered as Byzantine.”'6 Yet under the current hypothesis, such
readings must be so considered in order for a just and fair evaluation of the hypothesis to occur.

Byzantine-era minuscule MSS number over 2,700 (bolstered by another 2,500+ Lectionary MSS
of virtually the same text-type). Thus, the question of the Byzantine Textform is quite complex. Mod-
ern eclecticism, by eliminating the Byzantine text-type from serious consideration, reduces the remain-
ing material to “manageable proportions,” generally utilizing fewer than a hundred “significant” MSS
or other witnesses for the determination of the autograph text at any given point of variation. The
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favored sources, of course, include the earliest papyri and vellum MSS, as well as readings found in the
early versions and Fathers. But why is the Byzantine Textform summarily dismissed?

Westcott and Hort carefuily discredited the Byzantine text-type on both genealogical (external)
and transcriptional (internal) grounds. The relative lateness of the Byzantine MSS was further discred-
ited by a hypothetical genealogical stemma and the supposed evidence from conflation.” On internal
grounds, they characterized the Byzantine (= “Syrian” in their terminology) readings thus:

Syrian readings hardly ever offend at first. With rare exceptions they run smoothly and
easily in form, and yield at once to even a careless reader a passable sense, free from
surprises and seemingly transparent. But when distinctively Syrian readings are mi-
nutely compared one after the other with the rival variants, their claim to be regarded as
the original readings is found gradually to diminish, and at last to disappear.

The qualities which the authors of the Syrian text seem to have most desired to impress
on it are lucidity and completeness. They were evidently anxious to remove all stum-
bling-blocks out of the way of the ordinary reader, so far as this could be done without
recourse to violent measures. They were apparently equally desirous that he should
have the benefit of instructive matter contained in all the existing texts, provided it did
not confuse the context or introduce seeming contradictions. . . . Where [omissions]
occur [they] are usually found to contribute to apparent simplicity. . . . Interpolations on
the other hand are abundant, most of them being due to harmonistic or other assimila-
tion, fortunately capricious and incomplete. . . . In matter and diction the Syrian text . . .
delights in pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives and supplied links of all kinds. . .. As
distinguished from the [other text-types], the spirit of its own corrections is at once
sensible and feeble. Entirely blameless on either literary or religious grounds as regards
vulgarised or unworthy diction, yet shewing no marks of either critical or spiritual in-
sight, it presents the New Testament in a form smooth and attractive, but appreciably
impoverished in sense and force, more fitted for cursory perusal or recitation than for
repeated and diligent study.'?

Underlying this comment is Westcott and Hort’s view that the Byzantine Textform is the direct
product of a formal, deliberate revision which occurred around A.D. 350. By this hypothesis, the
Byzantine readings were merely culled and/or combined (conflated) from the readings of Alexandrian
and Western MSS which previously had dominated in a competing role. The Byzantine editors were at
the most redactors, smoothing and harmonizing as they proceeded.

Westcott and Hort’s discountenancing of the Byzantine text-type was effective. Their conclusions
are maintained today, even if their critical methodology and preferred text (i.e., Codex Vaticanus, slightly
improved and refined) is no longer formally maintained. Yet, if the theory that provided such conclu-
sions is no longer considered viable, the conclusions themselves must be questioned. It becomes
incumbent upon the scholar to enquire into and test the various principles of contemporary text-critical
praxis cited above. Should these be found wanting in any degree, the alternative hypothesis regarding
Byzantine-priority must be given serious consideration.

To illustrate a cross-section of the various problems with current eclectic methodology, five in-
stances of Byzantine versus Alexandrian readings will be cited. In some cases, the Nestle/UBS text
agrees with the Byzantine text, but the principle of evaluation of external witnesses and internal
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evidence remains. These examples clearly display certain weaknesses in modern eclectic methodol-
ogy as well as the strength of the Byzantine-priority assertions. The reader should note that this sample
is not intended to reflect only the “best” or strongest” cases which could be amassed; rather, the in-
stances cited are merely typical, and can be multiplied regarding virtually every textual difference
between the Byzantine Textform and the MSS generally underlying the current critical texts.

Item I: Internal Stylistic Criteria vs. Preferred MSS Groupings

The simple inclusion or omission of ouv within the Gospel of John admits of little doubt on

internal grounds: on the positive side, ouw occurs approximately 200 times in John’s Gospel as op- .

posed to a relatively low total in each of the Synoptics. In most cases, style, vocabulary, and context
will favor its inclusion rather than omission. On the negative side, the omission of ouv will not only be
the “shorter” reading, but also “more difficult” for the scribe, since the presence of the word would
befit John'’s usual style. On balance, however, in places of variation, the inclusion of ovv would be
more likely than its omission.

The word count for ouv in the respective texts of the four gospels and Acts is as follows:

Mt Mk Lk Jn . Ac
Byz 54 10 44 196 67
N27 56 6 33 200 61

Although from this chart the Byzantine Textform may appear to add ouv in Mark, Luke, and Acts,
and omit ouv in Matthew and John, the chart does not reflect absolutes. Rather, the status of the text
fluctuates greatly in both the Byzantine and critical texts.

Regarding the Gospel of John specifically,

(a) the Byzantine Textform reads ouv where Nestle omits in Jn. 5.12; 6.42, 43, 45, 68;
8.42,48;9.12, 41; 10.19, 31; 12.4; 13.22; 16.19; 18.25b, 31b; 19.4; and 21.13.

(b) The Nestle text reads ouv where the Byzantine omits in Jn. 1.39; 4.52b; 6.11; 7.15;
9.11, 17, 20, 26; 12.34; 13.25, 26, 31; 18.24; 19.15, 16b; 21.11, and 21 (the Nestle text
brackets ouv where the Byzantine has it in Jn. 8.41, 52; 9.10b; and 10.39.

The only variant unit discussed in the textual commentary concerning any of these differences
appears at Jn. 6.42.'® There the Byzantine reading is rejected by Metzger as an attempt “to ameliorate
the reading” of nun (which appears in p B C T W Theta 1241, with minor versional and patristic
support). This “amelioration” is blamed on “several copyists,” even though it is supported not only by
the entire Byzantine/Lectionary tradition (5,000+ MSS), but by witnesses ranging from the 2nd cen-
tury (p%) onward, from all the major text-types (Aleph A D K L Delta Pi Psi f! 328 33 565 700 892 et
al.). Further, this Byzantine inclusion of oun is found also in the Latin tradition, Athanasius (divided
against himself), Chrysostom, Cyril and the Diatessaron (the Ethiopic version conflates, oun nun, while
a few witnesses omit either or both terms).

In any other situation with such attestation, ouv would be preferred on both internal and external
grounds. The unmentioned truth in the present case is simply that the external p”*-B combination was
considered overwhelming and rode roughshod over the internal criteria altogether. Such methodology
clearly demonstrates the editors’ preference for their specifically favored external witnesses not only
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over principles of internal evidence, but also over external principles one,two, and three, which in the
present case do not helpfully support their favored p”-B combination.

Note that in the very next verse (Jn. 6.43), the Byzantine Textform again includes ouv in the
phrase ouv 0. Aleph plus a few others read ouw, while p% C K f13 pc read o alone. Here also the editors
chose to follow p™ B L T 28 33 892 1241 al in omitting both ouv and/or 0, Two verses later (Jn. 6.45),
the Byzantine ouv is once again omitted by virtually all Alexandrian and Western witnesses.

If one must consider the “several copyists” who originatéd the Byzantine reading in Jn. 6.42 to
have been “ameliorating” the text by merely preserving a Johannine stylistic reading where vuv was
involved, why then should such “ameljoration” continue over the next several verses? If indeed these
scribes were stylistically guilty of deliberately adding a characteristically Johannine word in these
instances (or in any of the eighteen cases listed above), why then did. they fail to preserve ouv in the
seventeen cases where the Nestle/UBS text has the word and the Byzantine Textform omits? Such
editorial inconsistency certainly is not a presumed hallmark of Byzantine-era scribes.

Further, in Jn. 5.12 (following the Nestle 27 apparatus), p™ reads ovv in place of the Byzantine ouv
avrov. Yet the editors here chose to read avrov alone (omitting ouv), following p® Aleph B D pc plus
the Latin and sy° sy". Obviously, certain esoterically favored manuscript combinations are the deciding
factor rather than internal criteria. The key MS in all of this remains Vaticanus. A combination of one
early papyrus with Vaticanus appears to be the coalescence which is preferred. Thus, p™-B or p%-B
will outweigh all other combinations. The lesson to be derived from this is that internal evidence is
useful to the contemporary “reasoned eclectic” methodology only insofar as it happens to coincide
with the reading preferred on external combinatory grounds. In any case, the most highly favored
manuscript remains Vaticanus. If this be so, one might legitimately ask how far textual criticism really
has come since Westcott and Hort.

The truth is that the MS evidence fluctuates greatly, and the reader continually must puzzle out
how the Nestle 27/UBS 4 editors balanced the external and internal evidence in any given case. There
is no consistent method of evaluation or procedure provided by Metzger in his Textual Commentary;
and beyond the 1440+ UBS variant units therein discussed, the users of the Nestle 27 or any other
detailed apparatus are on their own. Since most modern translations either accept without question the
Nestle/UBS reading or else make their own eclectic decisions on a case-by-case basis, the reader of
such translations is justified in asking on what external and internal criteria decisions were made which
affect the translation so provided to him or her.

The following tables 1 and 2, constructed from the Nestle 27 apparatus, clearly demonstrate the
fluctuation of the MSS regarding the inclusion or omission of owv among the significant witnesses
regularly-cited in that edition;"

Note that there is no internal consistency between the Nestle 27 text and the readings found in
even a single MS or versional witness (even B departs from the N 27 text one time). It remains obvious
from the comparison of tables 1 and 2 that the internal criteria regarding style and vocabulary are
readily abandoned in deference to specifically favored MSS or groupings of MSS. Yet, as has been
demonstrated, even grouping preferences remain as unstable as the opinion of the editors in any given

instance.
So how far have we come since Westcott and Hort? Westcott and Hort, after speaking in glowing
terms of various combinations and of “genealogical groups” which are to be preferred, culminated by
claiming that the B-Aleph combination was best and to be implicitly followed in aimost all cases.
Should those two MSS diverge, then B should generaily be followed, except in cases of plain and clear
transcriptional error (a degree in textual criticism is not required to calculate that this Hortian principle
simply states “follow B so long as the text makes sense”).® The preference given Codex Vaticanus is
readily demonstrable. Table 3 (taken randomly from Mark 6 in the UBS apparatus) makes this abun-

dantly clear.
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TABLE 1:
Nestle 26 omits ous—Byzantine retains ouv:

¢ = corrector of a MS; s = supplied by different scribe;
* = original hand; () = supports text with slight differences

o 512|642 1643 | 645 842 (848 |92 |o4r 1049 f1031 f12.4t 1322 hi6.s higage 19.4 121.13
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_ Table 2 Table 3: The Fifteen UBS4 Variant Units in Mark 6
Nestle 27 includes ouvwv—Byzantine omits: as Supported by Its Regularly Cited Witnesses
» [~ » = supports the UBS reading
- : ) L +) = general support for the UBS reading -
126. 1.39 4.52° (9.20 12.34 1325 [18.24 ]19.15 |19.16° [21.11 [21.21 3 £= )= oxgiginal hanl::ip ¢ = corrector ¢
P : c . g c 7 ' 9 = support is questioned :
aplcph : . : : . .z .2 : i 9 = percentage of agreement with UBS4
]P; : _ _ [% |Reading 11 12 [3 4 [5 J6 |7 |8 9 10 11 12 13 ]14 |15
= . . . . . - MSS 62 |62 163 [6.14 |620 [622 |623 623633 |639 [641 | 644 [647 |650 |6.51
° . ok . o 44 p4$ . . . .
IIz * S o 60 a]eph . * . . . . . . .
= - - A _ 47 A . . . . . . .
- - - - - - ( ) : Zg }é . . : . . . . ° (C) . . . .
delta . 33 |D . PP . .
theta . . 77K " . . - . . .
g;l . . o . . . . 60 IL (.) . . . ° » . . .
33 - . 47 W . . . ° . . .
=55 . * . . . © |53 |delta ) I . . ° . N L
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Note especially the percentage of support given in the leftmost column: only Vaticanus (B)
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% (Reading (1 _[2 (3 [4 (5 |6 |7 (8 [9 |10 |1t (12 413 |14 |15 I

; MSS 62° 622 |63 |6.14 16.20 {622 |6.23*{6.23°(6.33 |6.39 [6.41 |6.44 (647 1650 16.51 exceeds 70%. The other close Alexandrian relatives, Aleph and L, alone exceed 60% (MS C is frag-
A0 TTect : . . . . mentary, hence its low percentage). The conclusion is obvious: the Nestle/UBS editors simply prefer
20 |a . Vaticanus in most cases; their application and interpretation of internal criteria is clearly designed to
27 |aur . . safeguard this preference. :
20 b . This chart can be recreated using any given chapter of the Gospels or Acts. Codex Vaticanus will
20 jc . . continually head the percentages whether papyri are present or not. If the case be such, the question
13 |d : remains: how far have we come since Westcott and Hort?
0 e
40 |f . .
40 |17 [OBID . Item 2: The Recensional Nature of Vaticanus and the Alexandrian Text
20 |i . . .
a7 (1 . . . . If Vaticanus is supposedly the “best” MS, and other MSS are valued or devalued as a result of their
27 |q . agreement with or against Codex Vaticanus, then the character of Vaticanus must be precisely as Westcott
7 |r . and Hort described it:
47 vg . . . . .
53 |sa =) |7 . a very pure line of very ancient text, and that with comparatively small depravation
53 |bo ® . either by scattered ancient corruptions otherwise attested or by individualisms of the
13 |[goth scribe himself.?!
27 jam -
27 |syr ) |* " Of significance, therefore, is the fact that some current scholars openly challenge this “majority
27 |sy" [CE consensus” of contemporary eclecticism and maintain not only that Vaticanus is a localized product of
0 [sypal " the Egyptian region, but also that it bears on its face clear evidence of deliberate recensional activity.?
ZT [geo . 0 - First, even though Kurt Aland, Gordon Fee, and others make a strong attempt to persuade their

readers that the Alexandrian text has no necessary tie to or origin in Egypt, recent scholars such as

Timothy Barnes state expressly that

the fourth-century Codex Vaticanus of the Old and New Testaments and Apocrypha
could be one of the codices which Athanasius sent to the West, since its Alexandrian

origin seems certain.?

Secondly, J. C. O’Neill has made a very strong case that Codex Vaticanus is a formally edited and
revised MS.* Although O’ Neill is fully aware of Fee's assertion that there is no evidence of Alexandrian
revision in Egypt, let alone in Codex Vaticanus, and although O’Neill agrees with Fee that “P™ is a
good manuscript made by a careful scribe copying a good manuscript,” he nevertheless maintains a
“doubtful” attitude “about the conclusion that the fourth-century Codex Vaticanus is an example of a
carefully preserved text and not the result of deliberate recension."” On the contrary, O'Neill argues

that

the Codex Vaticanus is the work of scholarly scribes who knew the manuscripts they
were comparing were corrupt at various points. They used good rules to sort out the
variants, often successfully.

But sometimes their rules led them to error, and we can see the rules from their mis-
takes. . . . They tried to make pertinent (if difficult) sense at all times—and we should
watch to see that this . .. did not lead them to be too neat, too clever.

O'Neill suggests that Codex Vaticanus was the product of a larger monastery containing “more

than one copy of each part of the Bible,” and that the monk(s) who copied Vaticanus “would have to
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compare manuscripts.”? Further, “the easiest way” for this comparison editing to occur “would be for
him and a fellow monk to read aloud together from two manuscripts. That would enable them quickly
to find which manuscripts were better than others in point of carefulness of copying.® Significantly
for the Byzantine-priority hypothesis, O’ Neill claims that “by this process careless manuscripts would
be set aside,” even though such MSS would “of course” not be destroyed.?

All this is highly significant, since a similar scenario has been postulated by the present writer in
presenting his Byzantine-priority theory:*® “good” MSS (i.e., carefully copied and easily legible MSS)
would normally be used for copying purposes whereas less carefully copied MSS would be set aside.
Also, the cross comparison and correction of MSS would serve to improve and help preserve MSS
otherwise deemed deficient. Although O’Neill does not follow this out to the obvious conclusion, his
hypothesis greatly aids and abets that of the Byzantine-priority school.

According to O'Neill, the motivation for accurate copying, correction, and preservation of the
Scriptures was twofold: (1) devout scribes would not desire to be numbered among those who “adulter-
ated the word of God” (2 Cor. 4.2), nor (2) would they willingly be placed under the curse regarding the
unlawful addition or subtraction of words from the sacred text (Rev. 22,18-19). Such concerns would
be overarching indeed to the average medieval scribe. Yet as O’Neill points out, the MSS bequeathed
to these copyists by their scribal predecessors were already recognized as adulterated to various de-
grees because of human scribal failings or deliberate alteration (with good or evil intent).?!

By means of cross-comparison and correction, the conflicting texts of two or more MSS could be
partially “restored” for the better. In cases of serious conflict, a third or fourth MS might be sought to
arbitrate the textual impasse created by conflicting readings in various exemplars. More MSS might be
utilized if available. Such a procedure would possess a strong tendency continually to restore whatever
text might be numerically predominant in a local area (in keeping with the sentiment of B. H. Streeter’s
“Local Text” theory).*?

The present writer has hypothesized that such a state of affairs would predornmate in localized
form at least until the legitimization of Christianity under Constantine. Once the doors of Empire-wide
communication were more widely opened, the potential for cross-comparison and correction on a far
wider scale would dramatically alter the text of those previously “localized” MSS into a text more

* reflective of that predominant in at least the Greek-speaking segment of the Empire as a whole.®
Although O Neill fails to take his own hypothesis to what should be its logical conclusion, he neverthe-
less successfully reflects upon the localized Egyptian region in the period before and immediately
following the fourth-century legitimization of Christianity, during which the Alexandrian text-type
remained primarily a regional issue.

As O'Neill posits the scenario regarding the creation of Codex Vaticanus, the monks chose not to
arbitrate the differences by “counting noses” among available MSS, but rather determined to apply
known Alexandrian text-critical principles in a manner similar to that performed on classical literature
in order to create a new text which presumedly would then be of excellent quality.** O’Neill boldly
suggests that the Alexandrian text of both Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus could have been
produced independently from a selective comparison of early papyri similar to p*, p*, p%, and p?.*

After examining various places where he believes Codex Vaticanus to offer “a reading unlikely to
be correct,” and therefore the product of deliberate revision, O’Neill suggests a reconstruction of the
rules the Vaticanus scribe(s) followed, noting that “the only way we can penetrate to their rules . . . is
when the good rules led them to make bad decisions.”™® The “Alexandrian rules” were but two:

1. Prefer the shorter reading, and
2. Make pertinent (if difficult) sense always.>
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The reasoning behind such rules strongly resembles that proffered by modern eclectic theorists:
the scribes simply “reckoned that their predecessors were more llkely to have added than subtracted,
and they aimed for small-scale lucidity.®

In support of his claim that Vaticanus is the product of deliberate recensional activity, O’ Neill lists
several “bad decisions” made by the editors of Codex Vaticanus, wherein the Byzantine Textform is
considered to preserve the true (unrevised) reading. Those specific recensional readings are listed
below; the reader is urged to read O'Neill’s full discussion of them in his article:

1. Jn. 3.13, where the Egyptian/Alexandrian MSS omit the closing phrase “who is in
heaven” (0 wv €v Tw oupavw)™

2. In. 14.4, where the longer reading found in the Byzantine Textform is preferred: “and
where I am going you know, and the way you know" (O’Neill prefers a minor variation
in word order found in only one MS though he still accepts the longer reading).

3. Mt. 1.18, where B reads yeveols (by attraction to yeveoews in Mt. 1.1) rather than
the Byzantine yevwnols primarily because Jesus was not engendered by normal human
means. O'Neill argues here that this demonstrates that *the scribes of the Codex Vaticanus
text seem . . . to show subtle and sophisticated minds.”®

4. Mk. 6. 20 rejecting the nwopet of B for the more difficult emoier of the Byzantine
text.

5. Mk. 11.24, favoring the Byzantine AapBaveTe on the assumption that the Alexandrian
elafete was theologically motivated.

6.1 Cor. 13.5, where O'Neill notes that p* erred in changing the Byzantine Ta into To,
which B later corrected into To pn from a preceding exemplar (might O’Neill be sug-
gesting that p* was possibly one of the exemplars used by the scribes of Vaticanus?).

Item 3: Alexandrian Recensional Activity in the Removal of a Difficulty

In Lk. 6.1 a strong internal case in favor of the Byzantine reading is overturned by modern eclec-
tics due to their partiality for their favored Alexandrian MSS. Luke 6.1 reads as follows in the Byzan-
tine Textform: eyeveTo 8¢ ev ocuPfaTw SeuTepompwTw Stamopuesal auTov dia oToPLLwWY.

The Nestle/UBS editors, following Westcott and Hort, omit the word SevtepompwTw from the
text. The following witnesses omit the term altogether: p* p”' Aleph B L W f' 33 1241 1365 it(5) syp
sa bo eth Diatessaron. Some MSS read cafBatw Seutepw mpwtw (f** 28 1344*), while one MS (1253)
reads oafBatw Sevtepw mpwTov. All other witnesses read ocaffatw devtepompwTw, including ACD
K X Delta Theta Pi Psi 565 700 892 it(5) vg sy" goth arm geo Patr(8).

Westcott and Hort rejected the Byzantine variant primarily on internal grounds:

The excellence and comprehensiveness of the attestation of text is decisive against this
curious reading. . . . [The Alexandrian omission] is commended by Transcriptional evi-
dence alone. . . . No evidence is extant from any source that §eurepompwros, or any

similar word in Greek or Hebrew, was a term of the Jewish calendar; nor, to judge by
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the usual practice of the evangelists, was a technical term of this kind likely to be em-
ployed in this manner. . . . The intrinsic difficulty of the reading lies in the context as

well as in the word itself.4!

" Yet Westcott and Hort also note that the Byzantine reading “certainly could not have been intro-
duced in its integrity through any of the ordinary impulses that affect transcribers, and its patent diffi-
_culty might have led to omission.™?

This thereby creates a problem—how. does one settle a division within the internal evidence?
Westcott and Hort readily resolve the difficulty by their primary reliance on genealogical stemmatics:
“all known cases of probable omission on account of difficulty are limited to single documents or
groups of restricted ancestry, bearing no resemblance to the attestation of text in either variety or
excellence,"? . .

Speaking plainly, this means that since (in their estimation) the Byzantine reading reflects merely
a single genealogical witness which had been established by genealogical stemmatics as “late” and
therefore subsequent to the Alexandrian and Western witnesses, there need be no further consideration
of the Byzantine reading; it must be flagged as an error and summarily eliminated.

Today, however, Westcott and Hort’s hypothetical genealogical argument is no longer retained
from their perspective. Thus, modern eclectics cannot simply render the Byzantine reading nuil and
void. Indeed, all editions of the Greek New Testament since the time of Westcott and Hort have
progressively added more and more Byzantine readings to replace certain of Westcott-Hort’s Alexandrian
preferences. When it is thought essential to eliminate the Byzantine reading, modern eclectics follow
a different route. Metzger’s explanation is straightforward: “Although caPBaTtwe Sevrepompurw is
certainly the more difficult reading, it must not for that reason be adopted. The word 8evTepompwTos
accurs nowhere else and appears to . . . [have arisen] accidentally through a transcriptional blunder.™

The principle of the “more difficult reading” is usually urged to defend a “difficult” reading found
in the few MSS over against an “easier” reading found in the vast majority of MSS. Such a principle
presupposes a universal “tendency” of scribes to smooth out what they perceived as difficult or impos-
sible readings. In the current situation, the “difficult” reading is found in the mass of Byzantine MSS,
while only a small group of Alexandrian MSS provides the “easier” reading. Under normal eclectic
principles, the Byzantine scribes presumedly would be the ones unwilling to allow such difficulties to
stand uncorrected.” Why they failed to follow their “normal” inclinations at this particular juncture is

puzzling. ‘
Metzger’s explanation of how the “Byzantine blunder” came to occur is more problematic than

the simple acceptance of the Byzantine text as the “more difficult” (and therefore original) reading:

Perhaps some copyist introduced mpwrw as a correlative of v eTepw oapBarw in ver. 6,
and a second copyist, in view of 4.31, wrote Seurepw, deleting mpwrw by using dots
over the letters—which was the customary way of cancelling a word. A subsequent
transcriber, not noticing the dots, mistakenly combined the two words into one, which

he introduced into the text.*

Such explanation is a noble attempt: the origin of a difficult reading is explained by means of
compounded transcriptional errors in a single exemplar. These errors plus their attempted correction
were then miscopied not only into its immediate product, but from there into all further MSS of the
Byzantine Textform. The logic simply does not follow.

A more likely scenario is as follows: unless a formal revision clearly occurred wherein that single
exemplar or immediate product became the “mother of all Byzantine MSS,” (he odds are utterly over-
whelming against the massive perpetuation of such a “nonsense” word. Under normal transmissional
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circumstances, any corrupt hapax legomenon would be immediately obelized and the error systemati-
cally and speedily corrected in all future copies by the usual scribal diligence. Such an error would not
survive more than a few copying generations, and only a few copies would ever bear traces of such an
egregious error.

Here as elsewhere, modern eclecticism demonstrates a failure to follow its own hypothetical con-
Jectures to their logical conclusion, whether such concerns the speculated origin of variants or the
scribal proclivities in dealing with such. Were the manuscript evidence reversed and Metzger's identi-
cal argument to be urged by Byzantine-priority advocates, they would be severely criticized and even
ridiculed for proffering such “fanciful speculation” as a serious defense of their preferred reading. Due
to the questionable reconstruction given in the Textual Commentary, it appears that modern “reasoned
eclecticism” is even less persuasive in the defense of its own preferred text than its Hortian forefather.

In a related matter, the Septuagint version preserves a difficulty similar to that found in Lk. 6.1.
The title headings of certain Septuagintal Psalms differ significantly from those in the Massoretic
Hebrew text. The following enigmatic headings are pertinent to the present discussion:

(1) LXX Psalm 23 (MT 24)/title mentions “the first of the sabbaths” (s pias
capBaTwv);¥

(2) LXX Psalm 47 (MT 48)/title speaks of the “second sabbath” (Bevrepa oapBartov);
and

(3YLXX Psalm 93 (MT 94)/title reads “the fourth of the sabbaths” (TeTpadi oaPBartwy).

We today have no indication of the meaning or purpose of these Septuagintal sabbath titles. They
remain mysterious, but they also remain within the accepted Septuagintal text. Similarly, the “second-
first sabbath” of Lk. 6.1 may have had an understandable and legitimate meaning to the first-century
recipients of the Lukan narrative. The term might indicate the “second chief sabbath” or “second high
sabbath” of the Jewish festal calendar, perhaps the day of Pentecost (which would not fall on a normal
weekly sabbath). While the Authorized Version's “second sabbath after the first” explains nothing, the

difficult word at least is retained.
Modern translations and textual critics who have rejected the “more difficult” reading in this

instance probably should not have been so hasty in sweeping this peculiar hapax legomenon under
their eclectic rug; the Byzantine variant should be accepted and translated in a manner similar to that

suggested above.

Item 4: Recensional Harmonization by the Leading Alexandrian MSS

In M. 27.49-50 the Byzantine text, every known English translation, and every Greek edition
except for that of Westcott and Hort agree in reading the text as follows:

49 o1 8¢ hormror edeyov, Ades, LBwpev et epxeTar HAlas owowy avtov 50 0 8¢ Inoovs,
malw kpagas wun peyaln, adnkey To TUEVj.

This may be loosely rendered as follows:
49 But the rest said, “Let be; let us see if Elijah comes to save him.” 50 And Jesus, again

having cried with a loud voice, released {his] spirit,
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The Westcott-Hort text, favoring the solid external evidence of the Alexandrian MSS over internal
principles, chose to include (albeit within double brackets) between verse 49 and verse 50 the amazing
pseudoharmonistic insertion found in the leading Alexandrian witnesses, Aleph BCL,as well as in
MSS (U)y Gamma 1010 and minor.versional witnesses:

aAdos 8e AaPuwv doyxmv evuer autou TN mAeupav, kal eEnXpev uBwp kal atpa

By including this insertion, the resultant text makes the spear thrust into Jesus’ side the immediate
cause of his death:

49 But the rest said, “Let be; let us see if Elijah comes to save him.” But another, having
taken a spear, pierced his side, and there came out water and blood; 50 and Jesus, again
having cried with a loud voice, released [his] spirit.

Were the added words original, certainly some scribes would have seen fit to expunge them from
Matthew's narrative. The impetus for excision would be provided first by the obvious internal contra-
diction between this insertion and the parallel in Jn. 19.34, and secondly by the theological statement in
Jn. 10.18 that “no man takes [my life] from me, but I lay it down of myself.”

Yet if the words were original and even if some scribes might be so theologically inclined to omit
them, it would be difficult to imagine the vast majority of scribes independently following suit. Most
scribes would simply remain faithful to their primary duty and would not omit the words at any cost,
even if they could not rightly discern the sense (as with Lk. 6.1). Although some scribes might have
chosen to alleviate the contradiction by relocating the words to a more appropriate location, none did
so; although-some scribes might have chosen to alter the wording to make it more conformable to
John’s narrative, none did so.

According to modern eclecticism’s views concerning the “tendencies” of Byzantine-era scribes,
few if any scribes would ever have editorially expunged the offending words had they originally stood
in Matthew’s text. It would have been utterly impossible for nearly all scribes to have omitted such a
significant phrase on their own initiative, :

The obvious motive for the Matthean addition appears to have been the deliberate editorial supple-
menting of Matthew on the part of certain Alexandrian revisers. Such scribes might have read the text
of Matthew critically and noted an apparent lack of connection between verses 49 and 50. They then
might have regarded this apparent break in the narrative as the result of an accidental omission which
their recensional creativity feadily supplemented from a suitable parallel. No regard would be had for
any theological contradictions or problems which might result from such editorial “repair work” so
long as the resultant reading appeared to “make sense.”

Deliberate recensional activity is further evidenced by the fact that the Matthean insertion is not a
direct harmonization from John's Gospel: the wording is significantly different. Although the immedi-
ate context of John is perfectly appropriate to his own narrative, such is not the case in Matthew, where
the context of Mt..27.49-50 more closely parallels that of In. 19.28-30.

In. 19.34 reads as follows (the Alexandrian addition to Matthew appears below the two texts):
auTov TNV mAevpav evulev,

auTou TNV TAeupav evuEev,
AauTou TTIV TTAEUpaAV,

Byz XX ELS TWV OTPATIWTWY  A0YXY
N27 A\ €LS TWY OTPATLWTWY  AOYXY
(Mt)  aMos 8¢ AaPwv doyxnv evuEev
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Byz KaL evlews  efnAbev
N27 Ka eEnABev evbug
ML)  kai eEn\bey

atjLa kat vdwp
avpa Kat vdwp
vduwp kau alpg

Apart from the placement of evBus/evfews, there is no difference between the Nestle/UBS text in
John and the Byzantine Textform. However, the differences between either of the Johannine texts and
the Matthean insertion are significant. The insertion exhibits three distinct recensional alterations: (1)
the omission of any mention of a “soldier,” (2) the transposition of the Johannine “blood and water”
into “water and blood"” (perhaps influenced by 1 Jn. 5.8), and (3) the resolution of the syntactical
ambiguity as to whether “his spear pierced the side” or “the spear pierced his side.” These factors
taken together clearly indicate that the Matthean insertion is the resuit of a deliberately edited text
which, from the direct external manuscript evidence, reveals a clear Alexandrian origin,

Westcott and Hort took great pains to justify their inclusion of this theologically problematic
insertion in the text of their Greek New Testament, They noted, for example, that

an anonymous scholium in [MS] 72 attests the presence of this sentence “in the histori-
cal’ Gospel . . . of Diodorus and Tatianus and divers other holy Fathers.” Another
scholium which follows . . . reconciles [the Matthean statement] with St John’s account
by supposing St Matthew to have inserted the incident by anticipation. . . . [Severus]
mentions the reading as having been vigorously debated at Constantinople. . . . He adds
that none of the old expositors mentioned it except Chry[sostom] and Cyr[il].

Even if the words . . . had a place here in Tatian’s Diatessaron, the hypothesis that they
originated in its harmonistic arrangement is practically excluded by their remarkable
documentary attestation, pointing to the highest antiquity. . . . Two suppositions alone
are compatible with the whole evidence. First, the words . . . may belong to the genuine
text of the extant form of Mt, and have been early omitted . . . on account of the obvious
difficulty. Or, secondly, they may be a very early interpolation. . . . We have thought it
on the whole right to give expression to this view by including the words within double
brackets, though we did not feel justified in removing them from the text, and are not
prepared to reject altogether the alternative supposition.*

While Westcott and Hort demonstrated critical integrity in following their preferred source docu-
ments wherever they might lead and Justifying their decision on the basis of the full conspectus of
extant evidence, modern eclectics simply attempt to bypass the external difficulties. Metzger writes in
his Textual Commentary as follows: :

Although attested by Aleph B C L al the words . . . must be regarded as an early intru-
sion derived from a similar account in Jn 19.34. It might be thought that the words
were omitted because they represent the piercing as preceding Jesus’ death, whereas
John makes it follow; but that difference would have only beena reason for moving the
passage to a later position (perhaps at the close of ver. 50 or 54 or 56), or else there
would have been some tampering with the passage in John, which is not the case. It is
probable that the Johannine passage was written by some reader in the margin of Mat-
thew from memory (there are several minor differences, such as the sequence of “water
and blood”), and a later copyist awkwardly introduced it into the (ext.®®
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Even allowing Metzger’s reconstruction, it boggles the imagination to consider the odds of an
erroneous marginal gloss falling verbally intact into more than one MS of the same text-type, into
manuscripts copied over a space of four centuries (MS L is of the eighth century), and into MSS not
copied from the same common exemplar, since their texts otherwise diverge significantly throughout
the same NT book. Matters are further complicated when no correction of the obvious difficulty was
ever made in those same MSS nor in any other MSS by either rewording or relocating the insertion, by
forcing a closer harmonization to the Johannine wording, or by obelizing the passage (as for example
with the Byzantine readings in Jn. 7.53-8.11 or Lk. 22.43-44).

The undertying problem with Metzger’s reconstruction remains that which consistently manifests
itself whenever the Byzantine reading is to be rejected: whenever a single scribal source is theorized to
underlie MSS of a particular text-type, a deliberately edited recension must also be presumed in order
to produce that text-type. The Byzantine reading is often rejected on this very basis by modern eclec-
tics; yet in the present case the same modern eclectics are unwilling to conclude the same when the
Alexandrian text-type would be directly affected.* :

If the Alexandrian MSS here evince a common reading created by deliberate recensional activity

in or around Alexandria, the support of Alexandrian manuscript authorities alone regarding this inser-

tion suddenly makes sense. But if so, the Alexandrian text-type, now seen to be a recensional entity, no
longer can possess an exclusive or even dominant claim upon one’s text-critical allegiance. Since it is
demonstrable that the Alexandrian text-type reflects deliberate recension in this glaring instance, it is

equally likely that (at the very least) whatever other common readings are shared among MSS AlephB

C and L will similarly reflect the same recensional activity, and that therefore these witnesses must be
regarded with suspicion at such points,

Itappears that an early precursor text was produced by recensional activity in or around Alexan-
dria. From this precursor, the later Alexandrian text-type devolved. Our present Alexandrian MSS and
versional witnesses (especially the Coptic versions) simply echo back large segments of that early
recensional forerunner.

This line of reasoning is similar to that utilized by Westcott and Hort on far less secure grounds
when they attempted to discredit the entire Byzantine Textform as the product of recensional activity.
Westcott and Hort of necessity argued for such a Byzantine recension; had they not done so, Hort’s
original “theoretical presumption” would otherwise remain valid, namely, that “a majority of extant
documents is more likely to represent a majority of ancestral documents at each stage of transmission
than vice versa."!

The difference in the two approaches is demonstrably significant: the evidence adduced by Westcott
and Hort to discredit the Byzantine Textform as the product of recensional activity was basically hypo-
thetical (e.g., the arguments from “genealogy,” “conflation,” and “internal evidence of readings”™).
They offered no clear evidence that Byzantine recensional activity ever occurred, let alone that such
alteration was willingly adopted on the grand scale by practically all post-A.D. 350 scribes.

In the present instance, the plain and clear verbal/content differences between the Matthean inser-
tion and the Johannine parallel, as well as the erroneous placement of the insertion into Matthew’s
gospel clearly point to localized recensional activity on the part of the leading MSS of the Alexandrian
text-type. Recensional activity limited or restricted to a local area can be expected to reveal itself in a
small group of MSS, scattered in a limited, sporadic manner over the centuries as in the present case.
Recensional activity on the grand scale cannot occur without official sanction and promulgation.

The intent of any recension is to replace whatever text had previously existed in a given area of
dissemination. Localized recensional activity could easily occur, as exemplified by Streeter’s theory
regarding “local texts.™” Recensional activity on the grand scal, involving hundreds of MSS, a wide
geographical area, and a high level of textual consistency over many centuries can only occur if offi-
cial/formal authorization were secured and orders for the promulgation of such a “new text” were
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iven; otherwise, the normal, conservative tendency of believers would have been to reject such 2 te'xt
gut of hand. Believers would have become highly familiar with the text as they were u§ed to hearing it;
:ven literate believers would have a counteractive responsF.ag';\Zinst a “new” text which had been al-
tered significantly from that with which they had been famlh‘ar. : . )

Since there is no hint of administrative recensional authorization regarding the}?»yzantmc_Textffmn,

most modern eclectic critics have followed Colwell and rcplaceg Hort’s}ly?.y'zantx'ne recension with a

roblematic “process” view of transmissional history.” S{et the “process” view is deficient in that it
explains nothing regarding how the process actuall_y functioned. ) - . .

without official authorization, neither a localized “Alexandrian recensxor}' nor a “Byzantine re-
cension” could hope to survive for long on the grand sca]e,.whether by “process or b).' randpm chanf:e.
The fact that the MSS of the Alexandrian text-type are few in nlfxT:ber, severely mn.(ed in scribal qua!xtyi
and highly amalgamated with readings from other textual trad.ltlons reflects pre.msely the nonsurvdlva
and nonperpetuation of recensional readings. Had the Byzantine Te)ftfor'm similarly been the pro ulcdt
of recensional activity without official authorization and promulgation, its extant descendants wou
likewise be few and far between. Only if the Byzantine Textfom} actually reflected the.autograpl-.x text,
and that more closely than any other competing text-type, could its text ever hope to gain and maintain
i it demonstrates. - )

the d?’l?;n:?::andrian text-type, on the other hand, can be evidenced to have been the product of a
recension, not only by the preceding discussion, but by numerouls.instances ss:attercd. througkfout the
Greek New Testament, most of these readily discernable in the (.:rmcal appar:atl of various edmc?ns'. A
minority text-type, produced by recensional activity, witha restnctfad or Ioca.llz.ed'area.ol.’ transrm§510'n,
would be expected to remain perpetuated and be circulated predominantly within its original provincial

“locale with only minor forays into the wider geographical or historical/chronological ‘Greek-speaking

world. This clearly appears to be the situation of the Alexandrian text-type, no m.atter i‘n v.vhich. c.lircc-
tion modern eclectic theorists might choose to look to avert the glance of Byzantine-priority critics.

ltem 5: Recensional Agreement in Error by the Alexandrian MSS

Two glaririg historical errors occur in the Alexandrian text of Christ’s gene‘?logy il:l’Mt. L.i’d/-S and
M. 1.10. In the first instance, the name of the Judean king “Asa” is rendered as “Asaph” by p j Alepl::
B C f1 f13 700 1071 it(5) sa bo arm eth geo; in the second instance, the narfle of the monarch “Amon
is replaced by “Amos” in Aleph B C Delta Theta Pi* ]f; 331071 107d9. 1546 it(5) sa bo arm eth. In both
Byzantine Textform preserves the historically correct reading. .
Cases’;’ﬂ: cgnﬂuence here of trll)e three‘leading Alexandrian MSS (Aleph, B, and C L r?ads w1tl3 {he
Byzantine MSS in both occurrences) in plain and clear historical error suggests recensional a.ctwny
identical with that which produced the insertion blunder at Mt. 27.49 in the very same MSS. In light ?f
the evidence adduced hitherto, it appears that a formal recension was prepared in or aroupd Alexandria
in the early second century in an archetypical source antecedent t.o both our extant papyri and the great
uncial MSS of the fourth and fifth centuries. That original recension apparfantly attempteq to follow the
critical principles of textual revision and restoration which had been applied to the‘ f:lassxcs by. secula}r
Alexandrian scholars. In so doing, O’ Neill’s rule two was scrupulously observed: “Make pertinent Gf
i ense always.”™ .
dlfﬂcluflttl)]: Alexandri)':m revisers considered “Asa” and “*Amon” to be incorr‘cct forms of l‘}‘IC more famll’-,
iar “Asaph” and “Amos,” such ancient scholars would gra.vilat‘e immediately .to the “less difficult
reading. Regard would not be had for the minute details of historical accuracy; this would presuppose a

iliarity wi istorical details of the Old Testament than likely would have been the case.
greater familiarity with the historical et

{
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- Note that the sense of Matthew’s genealogy (if not the historical accuracy) would be maintained
by the Alexandrian alterations. Familiar names are easier to memorize and recall. For example, more
early Christians would be familiar with the Psalmist Asaph than with a minor king of Judah.®8 The
name Asaph occurs 41 times in the Massoretic Hebrew text of the Old Testament, with 12 of these in
Psalm titles. Asa the king is mentioned 51 times, orice in Jeremiah with the remaining citations in
Kings and Chronicles. :

Similarly, the prophet Amos, mentioned in the OT a mere 7 times, all of those within his own
book, would nevertheless for that very reason be far more familiar to most early Christians than the
obscure king Amon, even though the latter is mentioned 19 times in Kings, Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah,
Jeremiah, and Zephaniah. : ’

Despite the fact that “Asaph” and “Amos” would be the more familiar names and hence the
“easier” readings, Metzger nevertheless assumes a high level of historical knowledge on the part of the
Byzantine scribes and claims the direct opposite: -

The tendency of scribes, observing that the name of the psalmist Asaph . . . was con-
fused with that of Asa the king of Judah ..., would have been to correct the error, thus
accounting for the prevalence of Asa in the later Ecclesiastical text and its inclusion in
the Textus Receptus. . . . The Committee saw no reason to adopt what appears to be a
scribal emendation.”

As in each of the preceding instances, the perceived need of modern eclectics to multiply the
hypothetical contingencies merely to account for the creation and perpetuation of the Byzantine variant
acts to the detriment of their entire case. Why Byzantine-era scribes necessarily would be more likely
than the scribes of Alexandria to recognize the historical error is left unexplained. In either case, alevel
of sophistication surpassing that of most scribes is uncritically assumed, whereas an erroneous reading
created by historical ignorance, even in the process of formal revision, is by far the easier explanation.

Surprisingly, Metzger admits that the reading was indeed an error, but he then places the blame for
such an error not upon the Alexandrian revisers (who alone appear to have created the error), but upon
a secondary and patently erroneous source utilized by Matthew () himself: “The evangelist may have
derived matter for the genealogy, not from the Old Testament directly, but from subsequent genealogi-
cal lists, in which the erroneous spelling occurred.”®

To turn to the second genealogical variant, Metzger again acknowledges the erroneous nature of
the Alexandrian reading but appeals to the identical reasoning in rejecting the historically correct Byz-
antine reading:“The textual evidence for the reading ‘Amos,’ an error for ‘Amon,’ the name of the king
of Judah, is nearly the same as that which reads Acad in verses 7 and 8. . . . The Committee was
impressed by the weight of the external evidence that attests Apws.™

Metzger further suggests that the erroneous reading might not have been perceived as such, since
the identical error occurred more than once in the LXX:

In 1 Chr 3.14 most manuscripts present the correct AjLws (or its near equivalent Appws),
but Apws is read by A B¢ (B* and one minuscule read Apvwv), In the narrative account
concerning King Amon in 2 Kgs 21.18-19, 23-25; 2 Chr 33.20-25 several Greek wit-
nesses erroneously read Apws.®

Of course, the mere fact that an error recurs in the relevant texts of similarly ancient witnesses in
no way justifies the error nor does this fact suggest that the error should then be considered of “auto-
graph originality.” Yet this is precisely what the UBS/Nestle editors would have the reader to do. It is
to the credit of most modern translations that they have refused to follow the Nestle/UBS in this matter
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and have placed the historically correct Byzantine reading in their text, even if their note claims the

Greek reads otherwise (the RSV and NRSV are significant exceptions to this rule). :
What Metzger writes in the Textual Commentary is only a portion of the Septuagintal story, how-

ever. A more comprehensive examination of the data reveals some interesting facts: .

1. In place of “Acamn,” Codex Vaticanus reads “Tadav” in 2 Kgs. 18.37, APiacadap
in 1 Chr. 26.1, Acap in Neh. 11.22, and Aca () in 2 Chr, 29.13. On the other hand,
Codex Vaticanus reads Acamn (the easier reading) for Zagaria in LXX 2 Esdr. 2.4.

2. The LXX reads “Aca” correctly in each of its occurrences except for 2 Chr. 15.2,
where the first occurrence of Aoa kau is altered by Codex Vaticanus into autwy ev. On
the contrary, in 1 Chr. 9.16, Codex Vaticanus corrupts Oooa into Aoa; in Josh. 19.41,
Vaticanus reads Aoa for the correct “Eonrao)”; and in Josh 21.16 the B-Aleph text
reads Aoa for the Hebrew v (Codex Alexandrinus there reads Aw).8!

3. Codex Sinaiticus reads Acaf for “Asaph” in 1 Chr. 15.19 (cf. Vaticanus in Neh.
11.22 above).

4, Isaiah the son of “Amoz” is universally the son of Apws in the LXX (2 Kgs. 19.2, 20;
20.1; 2 Chr. 32.20, 32; Isa. 1.1; 2.1; 13.1; 20.2; 37.2, 6, 21; 38.1). Needless to say, the
use of Apws in the name of the most popular prophet makes the name “Amos” far more
familiar than otherwise might have been the case. - :

5. Codex Vaticanus was not merely corrected from “Amon” into “Amos” in LXX 1 Chr.
3.14 as Metzger notes. The “several witnesses” which make the same alteration in the
other passages cited include Vaticanus and Alexandrinus in 2 Chr. 33.20-25, and
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus in 2 Kgs. 21.18-19, 23-25. Also, in 1 Kgs. 22.26, Vaticanus

reads Zepmp in place of Amon.

6. Both Vaticanus and Sinaiticus also read “Amos” for “Amon” in Jer. 1.2 and 25.3. The
corrector of Vaticanus also alters “Amon” into “Amos” in Zeph. 1.1.

It should be obvious by this point that the accuracy and reliability of the Alexandrian MSS in
regard to person and place names is highly questionable insofar as the LXX is concerned. No compel-
ling reason exists to presume Alexandrian infallibility regarding similar matters as soon as the NT text
comes under scrutiny.? .

The Alexandrian witnesses, due to their unified agreement in plain and clear historical errors,
again reflect the recensional nature of an antecedent archetype. The purely accidental scribal consent
of the leading witnesses of this minority text-type is precluded—not only in regard to the readings
examined within the present study but also in numerous other instances. Not only would accidental
agreement in error on the grand scale be well-nigh impossible, but the obvious genealogical interrela-
tionship enjoyed by the members of that text-type betrays its archetypical recensional source. Modern
eclectics have not dealt with and cannot successfully deal with such a mass of adverse data. Textual
critics and translators who rest upon such a fragile reed should not be surprised when their hands get

uncomfortably pierced.
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Conclusion: A Byzantine-Priority Method

Supporters of the Byzantine-Priority hypothesis differ in principle from contemporary “reasoned
eclecticism” in that they advocate the establishment of a definitive theory of textual transmission which
then stands as a coordinating factor for proclaiming an unified “ori ginal textform.” A leading principle
of this hypothesis is that readings cannot be considered in isolation when determining an “original
text” (as is the practice of contemporary rigorous or reasoned eclecticism), nor can readings simplist-
cally be associated with a single primary manuscript or any small group of favored MSS opposed by
the remainder of the body of manuscript, versional, and patristic evidence.

Contrary to the principles of modern eclecticism, the true autograph text of necessity must be one
which is reconstructable, whether by following a single manuscript or the consensus reading of an
interrelated group of MSS (i.e., a text-type). Although Westcott and Hort favored this very principle,
their failure lay in their prejudiced determination to eliminate the Byzantine Textform from further
consideration. - Had they not done so, the result would have been inimical to their own preferences
concerning Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus since they would have been forced to return to the “theo-
retical presumption” that the text preserved in a majority of MSS possesses a prima facie claim to
originality. That text would then be supposed to maintain a similar numerical proportion throughout all
copying generations, and the limited and localized extant evidence from the early centuries would not-
be able of itself to contradict such a view.5 )

Current critical praxis fails precisely at the point of producing its“final text.” By editorial fiat,
modern eclectics have created an artificial entity with no ancestral lineage from any single historical
MS or group of MSS which have ever existed.

On the other hand, the Byzantine-priority theorists demand as a prerequisite the establishment of
a well-organized transmissional history. Only such preliminary groundwork can furnish the exclusive
basis from which a single well-defined text-type may properly be claimed to represent the archetypical
“Textform” from which all other text-types and sub-text-types subsequently derived.

Regardless of which text-type might be selected for “Textform™ status, that text-type must then be
rigorously tested to verify whether it can stand on its own merits. This requires that an “original” text-
type be able adequately to account for the derivation of all other text-types from that primary Textform,
since such are necessarily subsequent to the initial Textform within the established transmissional
framework. '

If a candidate text-type cannot provide a more reasonable explanation for the rise and/or domi-
nance of any competing text-type, its proposed transmissional theory becomes wanting to a significant
degree. Insuch a case, other text-type candidates should similarly be elevated to hypothetical “auto-
graph status” and themselves tested to see whether a sufficient and convincing account of all other text-
type deviations is forthcoming,

Certainly there is nothing inherently significant regarding the Byzantine text-type which demands
that it be initially selected as the primary candidate for “original Textform” status. Hort simply dis-
missed the Byzantine text-type as “late” and therefore secondary. Hort proceeded, however, to con-
structa plausible transmissional case which he believed would account for the rise and final dominance
of the Byzantine text-type in the period following A.D. 350. In creating his hypothetical framework,
Hort as a historian attempted to take all known relevant data into account.

Hort certainly followed a proper methodology in his approach, even though his theory was defec-
tive due to certain faulty presuppositions, Hort failed to assign the appropriate weight to all the relevant
data (i.e., the Byzantine Textform) and therefore incorrectly interpreted the significance of the resultant
data. Even though Hort’s reconstruction of transmissional history is no longer held, no new transmissional
history has emerged to take its place; this crisis will continue to affect the modern eclectic praxis of NT
textual criticism as it precipitates into its post-twentieth-century epoch.
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For Byzantine-priority advocates the choice remains far simpler.
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