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Preface

This book is the result of a journey that started way back in 1991 when |
started taking a course on New Testament Gréekl dter completing the
course | soon became aware that there were different versions of the Greek New
Testamentl naivdy thought it should be fairly simply to collect some of the
major texts and compare them to sgbat was going anBut that was no easy
task, and when it was finished, | realized that | was no closer to knowing what the
original text of the New Testamemias than when | startedror those were
merelymoderncritical texts created by men over a thousand years later, and they
all disagree with each other in thousands of pldtémcame clear that the only
way to tackle the problem properly would bedtatan the raw data bgreaing
transcriptions of all the actual early Greek manuscripts themselves and then
compare them. This was obviously a major undertaking that would take over a
decade to completéds a result of thiswork, | founded the Center for New
Testament Restoration (CNTR) in 2013 and created a website to display
transcriptions ofll the earliest manuscriptp to AD 400, which had never been
done before. All these transcriptions were then brought together into one
computergenerated collationwhich was the first of its kind.

This taskled tomy introduction tadhe world oftextual criticism As acollege
professorteachingcomputer sciencd was shocked to discover that thdern
Greek New Testaments were made using a wide rangefefindedheories and
methodologieswith little to no scientific basisWhile the tasks involved with
restoring the New Testament using textual criticism might seem relatively
straightforward, it seenthat little progress had actually been made for centuries
as the field had degenerated into the subjective opinions of editors guided by their
own theological biases. Nobody would even think of reconstructing the works of
Plato or Shakespeare in the mantleat scholars were approaching textual
criticism of the New Testament. Thus, | saw the neethfopractices of théield
of textual criticism to be exposed to the general puhbli readdressed from a
scientific perspectiveAs | progressed through dastep of my journey, merely
provided thematerialsthat | wish had been available to me when | first started
out. This book is a culmination afhat | learned otthat journey.

Alan Bunning
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This book provides an overview of the issues involved in restoring the text of
the Greek New Testament and establishes the basis for Scientific Textual
Criticism (STC) as the preferred method. STC represents a fundamental paradigmn
shift from the traditional field of textual criticism where subjective textual
decisions based on opinions and biases are replaced with advanced statistical ar
computational methods. The subjective elementaroivhich are inconsistently
applied are replaced with bjective elements ofscience which can be
independently verified and reproduced by othéte field of STCis not unique
to the biblical text, but heavily draws on the fields of computer science and data
science to provide objective methods that could be applied to reconstruct other
works of literature. The topics discussed here, however, will focus pringerily
the methodologies concerning how textual decisions are made regarding the New
Testament. Accordingly, many historical aspects of textual criticism will be
reevaluated and addressed anew from a scientific perspective. These issues al
significant becausthe fundamentals behind the texttioé New Testament have a
bearing on every Bible translation that has bermluced and every future Bible
translation that will b@roduced

The main concepts of textual criticism are not difficult to understand, and
after reading this book, the average person should have a reasonable knowledg
of all of therelevantissues:

AA man who possesses common sense
expect to learn from treatises or lectures on textual criticism anything
that hecould not, with leisure and industry, find out for himself. What

the lectures and treatises can do for him is to save him time and trouble
by presenting to him immediately considerations which would in any
case occur to thim sooner or |l ater. ¢

This book iswritten for the Churchfrom a Christian perspective (which is
arguably the most rational perspecti¥d)lthough some examples will be shown
from the manuscriptiata a knowledge of Greek is not required to understand
these issues.



110riginal Autographs

Before discussing various issues related to textual criticism, it would be
prudent to first define some characteristics of the New Testament text that is
meant to be restored. The New Testament consists of 27 books traditionally
ascribed to 9 different #uors4

English Title Greek Title Date | Author
Matthew [hrh* ha 60-70 | Matthew
Mark rhr "7 A 50-60 | Mark
Luke rhp” A 60-65 | Luke
John rh_.han' A [8590(John
Acts J ~hve ™ ' <6065|Luke
Romans [, .>h> " |5560|Paul
1stCorinthians |[ ~, 1~ =~ ' A’ |5560|Paul
2nd Corinthians |[ ., =~ ' A ' |5560|Paul
Galatians [~ mh<h _h|4550]|Paul
Ephesians [, .87 7 |6065|Paul
Philippians [, u' <" " 716065 Paul
Colossians [, 17~ <7 "|6065|Paul
1stThessaloniang| =, ¢ ° ° h <|5055| Paul
2nd Thessalonian[ ~, ¢ & h <|5055| Paul
1st Timothy [ ' >" " 8]6065|Paul
2nd Timothy I ' > "' ¥|6570|Paul
Titus I I _ 7~ |6065|Paul
Philemon I ' <" >716065|Paul
Hebrews [~ i 7 h> 7 16570| Unknown
James heo_ 7 4550 | James
1st Peter Jw_ 7 h 60-65 | Peter
2nd Peter Jw_ "7 65-70 | Peter
1st John chAanT 90-95| John
2nd John s hanT 90-95| John
3rd John LhAanT 90-95| John
Jude Yoo4h 70-80| Jude
Revelation T ¢ h < L .hTA A 9095 John

The original autographsrefer to the actual manuscripts written by the original
authors themselvésThese writings claim to be based on factual eyewitness
accountsLuke 1:2, John 19:35, Acts 2:22, 1Cor. 15:3, 2Pethti:183)that wereinspired by

God (John 14:26, 2Tim. 3:16, 2Pet. Simce these writings were inspired by God who is
without error, it is believed that the original autographs were also without error.
The original autographs were treated as Scriptwe. 3:16, 1Tim. Sdubtes uke 10j7
andarethus claimed to b&errant Accordingly, nmost Christians subscribe to a
statement of faith similar to this:

6



divinely inspired, infallible, inerrant, and authoritative in all matters of faith and
conduct . 0O

1.1.1Canon

The New Testamertanonrefers to this sedf 27 books that was assembled
over a period of about three centuries and recognized as being authoritative.
There were several apocryph&oubtful authenticity)and pseudepigraphal
(falsely attributed authorshifjooks in circulation during this time, \wdh were
not accepted for use in the ChurcBome other books were deemed to be
somewhat useful, but of lessor value. Lists of the authoritative books to be used in
the Church began circulating among believers aedelopedover time,
eventually being fini&ed into the current New Testament canon.réheeretwo
main criteria that ultimately emerged facludingbooks irio the canon:

Apostolic authorityi the book was considered to be authoritative because it
was written under the authority or guidanc®oé of the apostles.

Recognition by the Church the book was intrinsically considered to be
inspired and was used by the Church in practice.

O«

O«

Below are some of the egllists ofauthoritativebooks:
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Matthew ? n n n n n
Mark ? n n n n n
Luke n n n n n n n
John n n n n n n
Acts n n n n n n
Romans n n n n n n n
1 Corinthians n n n n n n n
2 Corinthians n n n n n n n
Galatians n n n n n n n
Ephesians ? n n n n n n
Philippians n n n n n n n
Colossians n n n n n n n
1 Thessalonians n n n n n n n
2 Thessalonians n n n n n n n



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marcionism#Marcionite_canon

1 Timothy n n n n n
2 Timothy n n n n n
Titus n n n n n
Philemon n n n n
Hebrews n n n
James ? n n n
1 Peter n n n n n
2 Peter n n n
1John n n n n n n
2 John n n n n
3 John n n n
Jude n n n n
Revelation n n n n n
Shepherd of Herma n n
Epistle of Barnabas n
Apocalypse of Pete n

Book of Wisdom n

The first reference to all 27 books as they exist today was mad¢hbpasius,

the Bishop of Alexandria in AD 367, using the wor d ficanoni
(+! ./ .) 9) toyefet to them. They were later officially recognized by the
Council of Rome irAD382 and the Synod of Hippo &D393

1.1.2Language

The original autographs of the New Testament were written in Koine Greek.
In the 1stcentury, Greek was the common lange@f the Eastern Mediterranean
world because of the conquests of Alexander the Greatthemccontinued on
through the Roman Empire. The ability to speak Greek was a necessary skill for it
was the international language of the day used for commerceoamdunication.
Although the primary language of many Jews living in Israel duringldte
century was Aramai€they would also have been very familiar with Greek. The
prevalence of the Greek language among the Jews has beedowmathented
from the wide range of historicakpigraphicand literary evidencéFor example,
out of 1600 Jewish funerary inscriptions in Judea from B@to AD 500,
approximately 70% were in Greek, 12 % in Latin, and only 18% in Aramaic or
Hebrew8 Obviously, the Jews would warsbmething as momentous as their
death to be memorialized in a language thatr relativescould read!There is
also evidence from the Gospels that Jesus spoke Greek, as he spoke directly to the
GreekSyrophoeniciarwoman(mark 7:230)and the Greeks dhe feastiohn 12:208)
He also spoke withthe Roman Centurioqvatt. 8:43, Luke 7:20, John. 4:48) and
Pontius PilatgJohn 18:338, cf. Matt. 27:11, Mark 15:2, Lukevehgye Greek would have
presumably been the only language in common.
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Because of thevidespreadnfluence of Greek, it only made sense that the
New Testament would be written in the language that would provide the largest
platform to proclaim the Gospelrdughout the worl@1° Thereis conclusive
evidence from the New Testament text itself that it was written in Gnattad
of Aramaic/Hebrew

6 The Aramaic expressions in the New Testament were explicitly translated
into Greek for the reade(®att. 1:23ark 5:41.5:22, 34John 1:38, 41, 427, Acts 4:36, 9:36,
Heb. 7:2) That would be nonsensical if it would have been written in
Aramaic/Hebrew to Aramaic/Hebrew readers.

6 There is some word play where Jesus is speaking in John 2175
("' 0§, Vathd in Mathew16:18 0 %4 2/0 %4 pwhich would not
have been possible in Aramaic/Hebrew.

6 The majority of Old Testament quotations in the New Testament come

directly from the Greek Septuagint, not the Aramaic/Hebviasoretictext!

Accordingly, all the earliest extant manuscripts we possess of the New Testament
are written in Greek? and church fathers like Jerome said the original
manuscripts were written in Gre&k.

Somefringe groupshave asserted that the New Testament could have been
originally written in Aramaic (a preserved in the Peshittand then later
translated into Greek, offering examples of Hebraisms thgb@ody translated
into Greekas evidenceBut that does not provide evidence either way, for that
would be also expected from Aramaic speakers who were writing in GDeek.
possible exception could have beeseparatdookwritten by Matthew based on
a statement Eusebius attributed to Papias of Hiempoli i Matt hew co
sayings in the Hebrew | anguage a#d e
This sentiment was also echoed by |
Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were
preaching in Rome and | ayi¥ldanytsbhelarsf o u
concurthat an Aramaic source (suchthg hypotheticalQ document may have
been consulted for portions of the Gospels. But this would not be the book of
Matthew that we possessdfry, for its Greek text directly parallels many exacts
phrases in the book of Mark which would not occur if it were translated from
Aramaic, and it lacks the linguistic artifacts that would normally be found in a
translation. Againthe book of Matthewincluded the New Testamesiplicitly
translateghe Hebrew wordi | mma rou tee Gieek audiencevitas written to
(Matt. 1:23)

1.1.3Text

The original autographs of the New Testamgatewritten on papyri which
would have decomposed and deteriorated fromufretjuse after only a few
hundred year® Since the original manuscripts no longer exist, it is the text that
had been written on them tha¢eds tdbe restored. Based dhe earliest New
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Testament manuscripts and the practices of scribes duringisthentury, we

know that thetext waswritten scriptio continua( Lat i n f or fAcont.
without any spaces between wardsid without anypunctuation, capitalization,

or accentsbecause such features simply did not exist in writings duringirimat

Thus, the restored original autographs would appear quite differenthtivan
beendepicted in moderGreek New Testaments

0

10

The original autographs didot contain any capitalization becaussiitply

did not exist at that timeThere was only a sitgform for each letter which

was written in amajuscule(or uncial) script similar to uppercase lettera
cursiveminuscule script emergeatound the 9th century similar kmwvercase

letters But even then, there was still no concept of capitalizing wofak it

was merely a change in the style of script. The practice of capitalization
developed even later in the Middle Ages as the first letter of a word was
sometimes capitalized to provide a form of emphasis in some formal
documents.The capitalizationpresent in the Greek New Testament texts
today is an editorial addition which bias the interpretation of the text by
indicating deity and titles that were not originally specified.

The original autographgslid not containpunctuation marks because they
simpy did not exist at that timeThe authors of the New Testament did not
use any periods, question marks, commas, semicolons, quotation marks, etc.
in their writings because such punctuation did not become prevalent in Greek
texts until hundreds of yearstda. Later efforts to standardize punctuation
such as paragraph marks, pauses, or stops, based on markings in some early
manuscripts, could perhaps show an earlier understanding of the text, but this
does not necessarily give any indication at all of wthatoriginal authors
wrote.BruceMet zger states: fAThe -bABlaget mar
no punctuation here, and in any case the presence of punctuation in Greek
manuscripts, as well as in versional and patristic sources, cannot be regarded
as moe than the reflection of current exegetical understanding of the
meani ng of 17Thepunciuatiensnargpeeseat in the Greek New
Testament texts todagre editorial additions which bias the interpretation of
the text by specifying phrasing thaiutd have been interpreted in multiple
ways.

Theoriginal autographdid not containany diacritical marks (acute acceéft

grave accent, circumflex accent], fough breathing , smooth breathing,
dieresisU, iota subscript , or elisionU) ecause thegimply were not used at

that time Diacritical marks were reputedly firgttroduced by Aristophanes

of Byzantiumaround 20BCin order to help preserve the pronunciation of
ancient Greek, but they were not widely used in Greek texts mnatily
centurieslater. (While some marks such as the dieresis, iota subscript, and
elision existed at that time, they were rarely used and not reflected in the
early manuscripts in any consistent fashidrng diacritical markgpresent in

the Greek New Testament texts todag editorial additions which bias the
interpretation of the text by dgsating specific choices betwewmords that

are heteronym@vords spelled identically but have different meanjngs



O«

The original autographsontairedthe orthographyspelling) of Koine Greek
which often differs from the standardized spellings found ideno texts and
lexicons. There are over 35 places where every early manuscript is in
agreement with how a word is spelled, but every modern text has changed
that spelling to another fornThe spelling of a word often influences its
morphological interpreton which sometimes can be ambiguous regarding
the interpretation of homophonédifferent words that are pronounced the
same)8

The original autographsnay havecontaired abbreviations callechomina
sacra( Lat i n for fi bua this ésdnot rcertareMosi Jearly
manuscripts abbrevied certainwords( such as iGodo,
AChr i st owith dli8egdrawwn dveihe lettersto indicatedeity.l® For
exampleascribemayfully write outte  wor d Al ordd i n ai
but abbreviate it with an overlirikit was usedas a reference to deity. In later
manuscripts,however, the practicewas expandedo include other words
(such as dAfather o, hatoldaatyda nbthingfioRla v i ¢
with deity. There is no way to prove that nomina sacra were present in the
original autographs, but since they were included in the earliest manuscripts,
the most rational position would be to include them.

(@]

=1

Such attention to detail may seénr i vi al , but a ghe $thalledst Al
of details may well have an important bearing on not only the text, but also its
exegesis. Textual criticism must therefore claim fdrivialitiesd and
dinessentiafsa significance differing from thaticcorded them by some other
New Testament scholar8®To demonstrat¢he differences between Koine Greek
and Medieval Greekisedin most moderrGreek New Testamentsonsider this
passage from John 3:16:

Koine Greek Medieval Greek

/ 546B2( ! 0(1B%] /+//34BUxd} P Y g sU
634%45/.4/.-/./'%.%F%ahusmzuw B 30 sc3a
).10!13/0)34%56. %) 3 UYSUsUg o 0 UUd ik
L (41) ), %#(96(.1)6 hodt&e cys LBsas

The primarygoal herewould beto restore the original autographs as close as
possible to their original form. After that has been achieved, iteisainly
reasonable for editors sdd moderrembellisiments tothe text that may benefit
their readershut realize that this necessarily bésghe interpretation of theéext

in a number of places

12 TextualCorruption

The original autographs of the New Testament no longer, exxisll of the
texts we possess now are either comieshem or copies of copiesmade by
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fallible humans, whichintroducedmany textual variations. There no such
things as arauthoritative copy of the New Testament that can be identified as
being handed down from the beginnfg.! Although the original autographs
were without error, the process of inerran@esinot apply tothe subsequent
transcriptioncopying,andprinting of the textwhich has introduced thousands of
textual variationsThe Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy states:

fiwe affirm that inspiration, strictly speakin@pplies only to the
autographic text of Scripture, which in the providence of God can be
ascertained from available manuscripts with great accuracy. We further
affirm that copies and translations of Scripture are the Word of God to
the extent that they faithfullgepresent the origin@k!

C.S. Lewis gives the analogy that just as natural biological processes took over
after the immaculate conception, and normal digestive processes took over after
eating manna f r inspireth lpoake wilh suffersatine ardinarg
processes of textual corrupti??

Consequentlytherearenow over 5,700 different Greekmanuscript® which
disagreewith eachotherover 24%of the time, represenihg over 33,000 word
differenceg4 Even more surprisingly, is that out df af those manuscriptgino
two of them are exactly alike in their wordiggGor d on F dnefactdheat e s
closest relationship between any two MSS in existehceven among the
majority i average from six to ten variants per chapter. dbigious therefore that
no MS has esc #&pueh altatatiang arep readily rvidént in the
manuscripts wher e t he scribes i ntent
grammar, harmonized passages from the gospels, added words of clarification, or
performed their own attempts at textual criticism. And sometimes they simply
made errors in copying the text! The church fathers were well awarsctiitzel
errors had been introduced into their texts from very early on. Origen observed,
ABut it izedksfactahatrthere is guch diversity in our copies, whether by
the carelessness of certain scribes, or by some culpable rashness in the correction
of the text, or by some people making arbitrary additions or omissions in their
correé’tions. o

Many of trese differences can be directly observed in differantslationsof
the Bible. Sometimesthese differences are pointed out in the footnotes which
indicatea passagevas not containedin the imostearly reliablemanuscripté o r
thatA smemanuscriptd  taim alternatereadings Such textual differencdzave
nothingto do with howthe Greektextis translatedput ratherwhich Greektext is
translatedForexampleconside t h e rayercomtainedn Puke 11:2-4:

fOur Fatherwhich art in heaven Hallowedbe thy name.Thy kingdom
come.Thy will be done,asin heaven,soin earth. Give usday by day
our daily bread.And forgive us our sins;for we alsoforgive everyone
thatis indebtedto us. And lead us not into temptation;but deliver us
from evil.0 (KJV)

12



Notice thatthe phrasesn the bold print are missingfrom the NASB, NIV, ESV,
and other modern versionsof the Bible. Why is that? It is not becausethe
translatorsdid not translateproperly, but becausehey were translatingfrom a
Greektextthat did not contain those phras&ble Greektext usedto translatethe
KJV wassignificantly different thanthe Greektext usedto translatethe NASB,
NIV, and ESV&235And the differences can be very pronouncedafomany as
47 entire versesre missing from some Biblebecause they amot found in
some of the earliest manuscripts

Matt. 12:47, 16:3, 121, 18:11, 23:14
Mark 7:16, 9:44, 46, 11:26, 15:28, 180
Luke 17:36, 22:20, 434, 23:17, 24:12, 40
John 5:4, 7:538:11

Acts 8:37, 15:34, 24:7, 28:29

Rom. 16:24.

Sometims these verses are placed in bracketsmantioned in footnotes to
indicated thattheir authenticity isdoubtful The most notable of these are the
longer passages containing the endinyylafk (Mark 16:90)andpericope adulterae
woman caught in adulteryjohn 7:58:11)

Now before anyonebecomestoo unsettled,let it be statedthat no major
Christian doctrine is subvertedby any of thesedifferences.Indeed, the vast
majority of the textual variants are very minor and do not even make a
translatable difference, and the remaining few have little theological
significance®!-® Scholarstoday are confidentthat the original readingof every
versein the New Testamentis containedamongthe Greek texts within our
possessionBut the problemis that it is oftendebatableas to which textual
variantsarethe correctones.

1.2.1Withesses

Each copy of the New Testament can be consid&reoe a withessthat
provides clues for helping to determine the text of the originadgraphs.The
terwitnes®i s a more generic term than Afr
constitute Scripture quotations from thehurch fathes, inscriptions, amulets,
etc$1213Most of the manuscripts do not come with any explanation as to when
they were copied, who copiedhem or what they were copied from. But
information about a manuscript, suchisprovenanceywho wrote it, when and
where it was writtenand what it was written on provides important metadata
regarding each witnessesd | egitimacy

13



1.2.1.1Writing Media

The New Testament texwas written on several different materials and
assembled into several different formats. There are three main categories of
media that were used:

6 Papyrusi writing surface made from the stems ofedlike swamp
vegetationthat growsin shallow water The pth of the plant was cut into
strips and placed side by side, and then another layer of strips was placed on
top of that at right angles. The two layers were then glued or hammered
together and then dried under pressure.

6 Parchment or Velluni writing surface made from animal skins that are
stretched, scraped, and dri#&dAlthough thee termsare often used
synonymously, sometimes vellum is distinguished from parchment if it was
of a higher quality made from the skins of young animals.

6 Paperi writing surface made from cellulose fibers from wood or other
organic sources that is combined with water through a mesh and later pressed
and dried(Paper did not come into common use until the Middle Ages.)

6 Artifacts 7 inscriptions and engravings of smaller Scriptyortions were

made orclay tablets, pottery (ostraca), stone, bone, wtesther, and metal,

and found on items ranging from household goutsts, lamps, etc.jo

building fixtures (walls, doorposts, etc.).

The two most common media uséor writing the early manuscriptsvere
papyrus and parchment. Papymarsparchment could be used as single sheets,
joined together into scrolls, and later were assembled into a codex, where the
sheets were stacked and bound together in a manner similar to a book.

1.2.1.2Scribd Habits

Those who made copies of the Scriptures are generally referred to as scribes.
Scribes possessed varying degrees of skill when it came to their handwriting style
which have been classified by
paleographers as:

1. Common: the work of a semiliterateriter who is untrained in making
documents. This handwriting usually displays an inelegant cursive.

2. Documentary: the work of a literate writer who has had experience in
preparing documents. Thi s has al so
(prominent in theperiod A.D. 200225). It was used by official scribes in
public administration.

3. Reformed documentary: the work of a literate writer who had experience in
preparing documents and in copying works of literature. Often, this hand
attempts to imitate the worf a professional but does not fully achieve the
professional look.
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4. Professional: the work of a professional scribe. These writings display the
craftsmanship of what is commonly |
and leave telltale marks of professidismd such as stichoi markings (the
tallying of the number of lines, according to which a professional scribe
would be paid), as are found im629

As previously mentione#;*2 the earliest manuscripts were writteseriptio
continuain a majuscule (or uncial) script without any spaces between words and
did not contain anypunctuation, capitalizationpr accents Later Medieval
manuscripts were writterin a minuscule script along with punctuation,
capitalization, and accent$he earliest New Testament manuscript written in
minuscule script is the Uspenski Gospels, date&it835.

Some manuscripts were copiededily by hand from ghysicalexemplay
while othermanuscripts were copied in a scriptorium, where one person would
read the text aloud, and the others would write down what they heard. Each
method would lend itself to making different types of erféfs. Some scribes
would incorporateadditionalfeatures in their copies such as ligatufgsaphic
letter combination¥ paragraph divisions, ediial marks, etc.Studying the
scribal habits of each manuscript can provide a wealth of important information
about the nature and quality of the telkor example, in Rom. 3:6 the word
f-2)a %) s s hown wthe darly mmanusaripsnétinus couldreither
be present tense or future terBet Peter Williams noted that the scribal habits of
Codex Vaticanus (03) indicate that it wouldresentense based dhe pattern
of spellingused in that manuscript Thus,each manuscript must be individually
accessed to understand the practices of each scribe.

1.2.1.3Data Classes

The early witnesses to the New Testament can be categorized into six classe:
of data, each providing a different amount of value regarding the résocdt
the original autographs:

1. Greek Manuscript book(s) of the New Testament (continuous tewtjten
in Greekcontainedin an extant manuscripfThis data represents the most
reliable evidence for it was written by scribes with the intent of disinigut
copies of the New Testament. These manuscripts are cataloged using
GregoryAland numbersdistinguishing papyri (1, 4,etc.) and parchment
(01, 02, etc.,)which are listedn the Appendix.

2. Greek Extant Quotatioh quotation of the New Testament (romntinuous
text) written in Greekcontainedin an extant manuscripThis data is not as
reliable as the class 1 data since the author could be quoting the Scripture
from memory or only making an allusion to a passage. This includes amulets
and talismansvhich were thought to provide magical powers. And also
includes lectionaries which contains excerpts of Scripture intended for
liturgical use.
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3. Greek Datable Quotatioih quotation of the New Testamefrtoncontinuous
text)written in Greeka 't t r i b ut esdt atnop ead Of tsiome ce S U
father (butonly found in later manuscriptsYhis data suffers from the same
problems as class 2 data, and is less reliable because the quotations of
Scripture could have been altered by a later edobmatch the wordings of a
different text. (But this is not a problem when the nature of the variant itself
is discussed in the work.) The church fathers were well aware that their
writings might be corrupted by scribes in subsequent cépfesnsequently,
textual criticism is often needed to reconcile different versions of a church
f at h e r 3 Bherani® alsbk a danger that some of these works could be
pseudepigraphal in nature which would make them useless since they would
not rembdtyambmpedida t hen.

4. Translated Versioni book(s) of the New Testamen{continuous text)
translated into anothdanguagecontained in an extant manuscriftack
translations from these manuscripts cannot provide the precise wording of the
Greek text, but ty can be used to show support for or against particular
variant readings.

5.Translated Extant Quotationi quotation of the New Testament
(noncontinuous textiranslated into another languagentainedin an extant
manuscriptThis data has the same relidliproblems as class 2 data as well
as the translations problems as class 4 data.

6. Translated Datable Quotation quotation of the New Testament
(norcontinuous texttranslated into another languaget t r i but ed t o
st a mp e d.dlhissdata lias tsame reliability problems as class 3 data
as well as the translations problems as class 4 data.

It is important to note that a witness is not any less important just because its text
is fragmentary, since thogmgmentsvere once part of a complete manisc

A complete set of withesses has never been assembled together in one place
throughout all classes of data. All of thecessardata does exist, scattered in
different locations and dissimilar formats, but not in electronic transcriptions that
are eadily accessible for electronic processing. The Center for New Testament
Restoration (CNTR¥in 2014was the first to provide a complete set of electronic
transcriptions for all class 1 and class 2 data up@a100. TheEditio Critica
Maior (ECMP4 is working to provide some complete sets of electronic
transcriptions up to the year 1000 by the year 2030, but will likelgtill be
lacking class 2 and class 5 data.

1.2.2Textual Variations

Any textual difference found betwedme witnessesonstitutesa variant unit
(orvariationuni)yThi s concept was defined by Co
of the text wherein our MSS present at least two variant forms; it is that passage
i n which di f3¥BEachearient wmimay cantaim mudtiplevariant
readings representing differeqtossibletextual choices. For example, given three
different copies of an original text that contained,
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The big browrbear came lollopinoverthe mountain
The big browr bear was lollopincoverthe mountain
The bigbrown deer sang a lullabyoverthe mountain

St St 3t

there would be one variant unit represented by the highlighted area that consists
of three different variant readingBhere are thousands of textual variatitike

this in the New Testament that weaused by unintentional errors and/or
intentional editing. And multiple combinations of these errors can be
compounded through successive iteratioicopying:

fiThat is to say, once a scribe changes aitexhether accidentally or
intentionally 7 then those changes are permanent in his manuscript
(unless, of course, another scribe comes along to correct the mistake).
The next scribe who copies that manuscript copies those mistakes
(thinking they are what the text said), and he adddakes of his own.

The next scribe who then copies that manuscript copies the mistakes of
both his predecessors and adds mistakes of his own, and so on. The only
way mistakes get corrected is when a scribe recognizes that a predecessor
has made an errand tries to resolve it. There is no guarantee, however,
that a scribe who tries to correct a mistake corrects it correctly. That is,
by changing what he thinks is an error, he may, in fact, change it
incorrectly, so now there are three forms of the téhe: original, the

error, and the incorrect attempt to resolve the error. Mistakes multiply
and get repeated; sometimes they get corrected and sometimes they get
compounded?®

Such resulting textual variations are often depicted in a collation of mansascrip
or summarized in an apparafis:

1.2.2.2Unintentional Errors

Some variant readings are caused by unintentional enaxdsin the process
of copying a manuscript due to visual, auditory, and memiatakes Here are
some of the various types of errors that have occurred:

Visual

6 Parablepsis text is skipped or repeated when a scribe looks at the exemplar
and then looks back and loses his place.

A Dittography i letters or words that should only be written once are
repeated twicé&' ! FOor ( eXxahpd|Breatd& %3 )
Artemis of the Ephesianswas presumably repeated twioeActs 19:34
(03y:
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0132536C(...- %'
0332534¢...- %'
0237549¢...- %'
0E37542¢%...- %'

(' 24 %%& %3 )
(' 24 %%&%3)- %" ! (! 24 %%& %3 )
(' 24 %%& %3 )
124 %%& %3 )

A Haplography(or Lipography)i letters that should be written twice are
only written ongcoe.waFsorp reexsaumpa bel,y
o+ " 199 (A b rsioruycbanging the meaning foiture tensef wi | |
br i n g§inMatthevwwl352 (032)

01 32536(.../ 34%+" 1 %4/ 1( 3! 5!
03 32534¢../ 34 %+" 1 %4/ 1( 3! 5!
04 37549¢../ 34 %+" 1 %4/ 1 (3! 51 54 .
05 375425../ 34 %+" 1 %4/ 1( 3! 5!

|

03237549¢.../] 3

4

54 .
54...

54,.

%+" 1 %4/ 1(B52! 54,.

A Homeoarctori words are skipped because the first letters of the missing
text are the same as the beginning of the following text. For example,
i ($% ! 206(Gdor vespresumablskippedin the original
writing (0O1*) because of t he s-i(m®4nd thenb e g
correctedn Matthew10:9(01):.

01*32536(- (+4 ( 3 ( #25 3 - ($# !,

+ .
0132536(- (+4 ( 3( #253-($! 2" 5i- ($#! , +.
0332534¢- (+4 (3 ( #253-($!' 2" 5-($#!, +.
04 37549¢- (+4 (3 ( #253-($!' 2" 5-($#! , +.
0537542t (+4 (3 ( #253- (4! 2" 5 - (4#"! , +..
03237549¢- (+4 (3 ( #253-($! 2" 5i- ($#! , +...

A Homeoteleutoni

words are skipped because the last letters of the
missing text are the same as the end of the preceding text. For example,

) 3 4(. 062Nt o t Wwaspresuegblyskippéd)because
of the si m2larMatthewd:28{082yof i

01 32536(...9%)4 /0 %Zi%)4 ( #6 21467 | 91 2 ( ..

03 32534¢...96)4 /0 %2 %)4 ( #6 2146 ." | $! 2 ( -

04 37549¢...9%)4 /0 %2 %)4 ( #62146." | $1 2 ( ..
03237549¢€...96)4 /0 %2 46 . %2' %3 ..

o lllegibility 7 similar looking letters are mistaken for each otl@r. example,
thefl 0i n%0f) , %7 ! O %hevidg chosem ) was mi sioak en

forming a
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452002240 1 5, $ <%0 ) ANHEEZH EIM -
01 3253600 ! 5, $<%0) , %7 ! -3) ,
03 32534601 5, $%0) , %7 ! -3 %) ,--
02 3754950 | 5, $%0) , %7 ! -3) Fi..
04 37549501 5, $%0) , %7 ! -3) ,
05 37542501 5, $ %0 ) $ %7 ! -3 %) .

Auditory

6 Phoneticisni words that are homophones are substituted for each other. For
examplethe wordf. / %) o4 ifils understood yvas presumably substituted
for/ %))a¢ %y ou u n ih Mattsetv a6nld (O32):

01 3253600 6 &/
03 32534¢0 6 &/
04 37549¢0 6 &/
05 37542%0 6 ¢/
032375490 6 I/

%)/ 4/ 50 %...
%)/ 4/ 50 % ...
%)/ 4/ 50 % ...
%)/ 4/ 20 % ...
%)/ 4/ 0 % ...

o Haplologyi syllables that should be written twice are only written once. For
examp3leeé, wads presumab$)y! 306moqtdtae mingf r o
safeh0 ) f or mi ng anAct®23:8408)se wor d

0132536(..4 / 0! 5, $) ! 36302/ &), )4/ (' %- |
0332534¢..4/ 0! 5, $) ! 3602/&( , )A/FH(" %- |
0237549¢...4 / 01 5, $) 1 36302/&), )4/ (' %- |

(MM oMonM

S~~~ —

Mental

o Metathesisi letters or syllables are transposed in a word. For example,
ft+ 2) 30( me a nGrispg® Was presumablyniswritten asfio 2 ) 3 & / .
forming a mades p  n aPniseus ()nflst Corinthians1:14 (01):

46175224..%- (+2) 3 (+!' 1)
01 32536(..%- (02) Fi-+!" 1)
03 32534€..96- (+2 %) B+ 1" 1)
02 37549€..9%- (+2) 3((+!" 1)
04 37549¢.9%- (+2) 3 (+1" 1)

6 Familiarism i similar words are substituted because the scribe anticipates
how a passage might be completed. For exantpée familiar phraséi$ ) !

4/ 5 1)-14/8(AttAY 6 ugh folnd 81 Epbekiansl.d was
presumably addeid Colossiansl:14(18):
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0132536C...4 (I 0/ , 542 4 () &%3...
0332534€...4 (1 0/ , 542 4 () &%3..
0237549¢...4 (1 0/ . 5 & A & %3..
0437549¢€...4 (1 0/ , 542 4 (! &%3...
181364 .4 (1 0/ ,542%$)4/ 1 )-12154/4( " &%3...

6 Misconstructioni text from the margins or from the wrong column is
i ncorporated into the+$mti nh%te&xta(.Fod
5%$! 4/ 3 +Q(f(8Wwaiting the sptesumablycange o f
from a margiral notederived fromJohn 5:7 that walater addedin John 5:3
(02,05,032)

661251747 ( 27%

7517519¢7 ( 2 ¢

029300497 ( 2 ¢

01 32536(7 ( 2 ¢

03 32534¢7 ( 2 ¢

02 37549¢7 (2 € %+ $%#/ - 4 ( 4/ 58! 4+) . (-
04 37549¢7 ( 2 ¢
05 37542(7 ( 2 ¢
2¢

032 37549¢7 (

%+ $%H - 4( 4] 5% 4+) . (..
%+$%#/ -4( 4/ 5%! 4+) . (-

1.2.2.2Intentional Editing

Other variant readings are caused by different degrees of intentional editing
due to various scribal motivationdere are some of the various types of editing
that have occurred:

Improvements

o Orthographical i an alternate spelling of the word is substituted. For
exammpl/e,/ - B0.(!'ASol owampreSumalplstylistically change
toi3 / , / - 6 Owithout changing theneaning inMatthew 1:6 (032)

1225274..%%. . ( 4/ 3/, 1 - 6 %4 ( / 52 %
01 32536(..%' %. . (4/ 31!, 6-6%4( 4/ | 52)
03 32534¢..%' %. . (4/ 3/ ,/ -6%4(4//52%
04 37549¢..%' %. .H4/ 3/ ,/ -6%4( 4/ [ 52)
03237549¢..%"' %. . (4 /%31 ,/ -6 %4 ( 4/ | 52)

6 Grammatical i grammatical and syntactical structure is improved For
exampb)es,%, &/ . 4/ 3 0f % wh54n/ 5h ewaspresumably d 0 )
changed to alifferent grammatical cas®o) 3 %, 1/ . 4) O Without 5 4 6
changing the meanirig Matthew8:5 (032}
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01 32536(%) 3 %, 1/$¢! 54 /%)+! &! 2. !
03 32534¢%) 3%, 1/$¢! 54 /%)+! &! 2. !.
04 37549¢%) 3 %, 1/$¢! 54 /%)+! 0 %2. !.
03237549¢ %) 3 %, 1 $¢! 54 %)+ ! 0 %2 . !

(@]

Transpositionali the word order is changed providing a slightly different
emphasi s. For e3xandlyeig lodatedeat avdifferent i
position inMatthew5:29 (05):

01 32536(%$ ¢/ / & 1! , -3/ | $ %7) 3+ . 813¢.
03 32334¢%$ ¢/ / &L, - /131 1 $ %7) 3+ . 8! 3¢
05 37542t %s ¢/ / & 1! , - /$%7)3/ 3+ . %! 3¢C.
03237549%¢%$ ¢/ / & 1! , -3/ | $ %7) 3+ . 8! 3¢

& Synonymici a word with a similar meaning is substituted. For example,
fi0%$9 (Ayoung avhais| dpreem®ymabl y 4%udist i
( Achi indlattkew B3R5 (01).

01 32536(...+ 14 10 %$ + 10! . ¢ 3 ..

03 32534€...+ 14 14 %+ + 101 . ¢4 3 ..

05 375425...+ 14 14 %+ + 101 . ¢4 3 ..

03237549¢..+ 14 14 %+ + 10! . 4 3 ..

Expansions
o Explicitation 7 additional words are added to the text for the purpose of

clarifying the nieBbhdheguwasEhesumaleyxadded | €
to clarify thesubjectin Matthew 12:09 (04):

01 32536(+ 1- %4 ! "%+ )l (, 19%)4( 35.! "' 6! 546

03 32534S+ 1- %4 ! "%+ %) (, 19%)4( 35.!"' 6! 546

04 37549+ 1- %4 | "%+ %)/ B( , 1 %)4( 35.!"' 6! 546

05 375425+ 1- %41 "%+ %) (, 19%)4(35.!"' 6! 546
|

"%+ %) (,19%)4( 351 "6"'"1546

6 Harmonizationi different wording from parallel Gospel accosiig merged
together to resolve I HhE®B)NYrlu'iltld/e3s .¢

03237549¢+ 1- %4

(Ano one i s fognd andMarle %0cl@ pnd d.Qke 18:1%vas
presumably addeid Matthew19:17(04, 032

01 32536C...! 11 %) ...

03 32534¢...1 1 %) ---

04 37549¢...1 ' 1 1/ 5%$9 ' | 1% (%)...

05 37542E...1 ' 1 1 %) ...

03237549¢...1 P'1/ 589 ' 1 1%- (%)--
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6 Conflationi two or more variant readings gmnedtogether creating a new
reading. Fdr+ 2 lex)@s@pindelgencéfi)a n d! $fi + &) ! 3
(Aunr i gh twere exslusieexsoies that were presumably combined
together in Matiew23:25(032)

01 32536(..%3 61 $ ¢ %- / 5% 20! '+9! +21 3
03 32534¢..%3 6 1 $ ¢ %- / 5% 20! '+11 +21 3
04 37549¢..%3 6 1 $¢ %- /5 | 20! '+1 I$) +
05 375425.%361$C %-/5 1 20! '+11 +21 3
|

03237549¢..%3 6 1 $¢ %-/ 5% 20! '+!11 +21 31 $) +!

Alterations

6 Apologeticali the text is altered to correct what may appear to be a factual
errorrFor examp(z,!'054¢(mdhi s fathero) was
t 0) 6 0& ( i J e thahlhsas) would not be misconstrued to have a
biological fatheiin Luke 2:33 (02):

0132536(; ( ./O! 4! 54 /+!1(-( 4 /(.
0332534+ 1( ./ 0! 4 54+ 1(- ( 4 (.
02 37549¢+ 1 ( ./ ) 6 3 | +1( - (R ...
05 375425+ 1( ./ 0! 4 54+ 1(- ( 4 (.
03237549+ 1 ( ./ 0! 40 54+ 1(- ( 4 (.

6 Theologicali the text is altered to provide a different theological meaning.
For exampbzga/m/or(/fit he f iwass prasumabiyo )
omitted to preserve the idea that Mary was a perpetual virgibuke 2:7
(032):

CRITERTS 11064 o0 IR [ 5 4 |4/ [P / + |+
01 325360+ 1%4 %44/ 5. ! 544/ 0264/ 4/ +!
03 32534S+ 1%4 %44/ 5) /1 544/ 0264/ 4/ +
02 37549¢+ 1%4 %344/ 5) /! 544/ 0264/ 4+
05 375425+ 19%4 %+4/ 5) /1 544/ 0264/ 4]+

!
!
[

03237549+ 194 %+4 /| 5) /! 54 ( +1

o Textcritical i the text is altered by selecting different readings from other
exemplars. For exampl@ 0/ , %B('Mt o destroyodo) was
(05*%) and then presumably changedfto0 / + 4 %)( .fi't)o tokmaicH 0 )
another exempldn Mark 3:4(05):
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01 32536(..( | 0/ +4) $%3) 60
03 32534¢...(1 0/ +49/ $%3) 60
02 37549¢...(1 O +4 %)/ $%3) 60
04 37549¢..(1 0/ + 4 offl$ %3 ) 60
05*375425...( | 0/ , %/ $ %3 ) 60
05 375425...(1 0/ +49 $%3) 60
03237549¢...( 1 0/ , %/ $%%3) 60

It is not always possible to tell ttdifferencebetween unintentional errors
and intentional editing, as some things that appear to be intentional could actually
be unintentional. For example, a transposition could represent an intentional
change in emplsgs, or it could be unintentional if a word was accidentally left
out of a phrase when copying and then was merely added on the end. A singula
readingsupported by only one witnessay not necessarily be an intentional
insertion but could have been anlgaideletion that was passed down in the
copying process. What may appear to be an unintentional deletion from
homeoarct on be@bnmnowmlgd whdawhe fibeen an
intentionally inserted for clarity. Although highly unlikely, conflationsiethare
normally considered to be intentional could occur unintentionally if each set of
words were accidently deleted in two different transmission lines. It is important
to not e, these forms of intentional
for an honest scribe mdnavesimply beencorrecting what he viewed as obvious
mistakes, or clarifying the text to make it more readable for othdrsth of
which arestill common practices in Bible translations today.

1.2.3Textual Transmission

After each indiidual New Testament book was written, it began circulating
throughout the Churcltol. 4:16, 1Thes. 5;2and additional copies were made as its
reach continued to sprea€urt Aland writes:

iThe circulation of a documhnch beg
province) of its origin, where the author wrote it, or from the place to
which it was addressedé. The <circul
ripples of a stone cast into a pond, spreading out in all directions at once.
When the book was shared bypeated copying throughout a whole
diocese or metropolitan area, the close ties between dioceses would carry
it from one district to anot3her, w h

As each copy of a book was made, there was a possibility for new variant
readings to be introducettiroughunintentional errors and/or intentional editing.
These variant readings would then be perpetuated in subsequent copies.
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1.2.3.1TextTypes

As the copies of the New Testamenmanuscriptsreached into other
geographical regions, the particular variant readings that they contained would
continue to be expressed in subsequent copies. This created genealogical
relationships between manuscripts whelistinctive variant readings from an
ancestor copy would also be seen in its descendant copies. As a result, several
groupings of textual lineages developed through geographical stratification where
the manuscripts in one geographical region would have a numbemitdrsi
variant readings in common, that would not be found in the other geographical
regiors. Westcott and Hort wrotél A | | trustworthy restor e
is founded on the study of their history, that is, of the relations of descent or
affintywhi ch connect t h3Traditorallyritehds bekiotaughne nt
that there were four main textual families referred to astygds that are
represented in our early manuscripts

1. Alexandriani dominant inAlexandria, Egypt in the 2nd centurgpresented
by manuscripts such as45, 46, 47, 66, 72, 75, 01, 02 (except
Gospels) 03, 04(except GospelsMost scholars consider this tetype to be
closer to the original autographs than the otherstyges because of the
manuscrliergdtes.6 ear

2.Westerni dominant in Rome, ltaly in the 3rd century, represented by
manuscripts such as37, 38, 48, 69, 05 (Gospels and Acts), 06, 032
(Mark 1:1-5:30), 0171.

3. Caesareaii dominant inCaesarea, Palestine in the 3rd century, represented
in the Gospeldy manuscripts such as42, 45 (Mark), 032 (Mark 5:31
16:20).Most scholars now question the validity of this textual grouping as a
distinct texttype

4. Byzantiné®1 dominant inConstantinople in the 4th century, represergd
manuscripts such @2 (Gospels), 04 (Gospels), 026, 032 (Matthew, Luke
8:13 24:53),061.

There are many more manuscripts supporting each text type than listed here, but
these are some of the earlier witses for each category. Manuscripts in each
texttype would share a number of distinct variant readings that they were copied
from, while also containing other variations introduced from subsequent copying.

1.2.3.2Genealogical Corruption

As manuscripts continuedgpreading throughout the woylcopies of
manuscripts from one geographical regiaer timewould eventually make their
way into other geographical regions. When this happened, the scribes would be
confronted with multiple texts containing different vatiaeadings from which to
copy. Thus, the field of textual criticism began as early as the 2nd century when
scribes were faced with the dilemma of choosing between competing variant
readings before making new copies. Indeed, variant readings from alke of th
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different texttypes have been discovered in Egypt. This dilemma is not

something that could be ignored as a diligent scribe would want to make the

correct textual decisionput would nolongerhavethe luxury of simply copying
from a single manuscrigiefore him. Consequently, scribes can clearly be seen

doing their own forms of textual criticism as they crossed out readitigey

originally wrotethat arefound in some manuscripts, and then changed them to
match known variant readingisat arefound n other manuscriptddere are just a
few ofthehundreds of exampldsund in some ofhe early manuscripts:

Witness| Verse Changed From Change To
37 | Matt. 2622 4;%1"%0-3,(041' (() %' (00/02.) (1
46 |Rom. 13:1 %((30)2, %915 -) %?011, 6%3- ) !
47 | Rev.9:20 ¢(*0!2, '091+ ! # !(oi) + %!
66 | domn215 %o 6p" | ( 75, os6e, 08, 03
72 | Jude1:12 0! 2 I(OigL %2/ 40! ((2)1{ 08240/&12 /
75 |Lluke 132 o3 g/g: 0%2 : (0603) 6.
81 | 1Pet. 3:1( .(47(3 (01,4(1) 2( 53,4
115 | Rev.9:20© (2 /473, o+1,50'2, g) 43 02 /(FEPTTSR (]
01 | Matt.1a |9’ 2(0!4’350;/;) -l 8 (?)1,I oé! 4
02 | Matt. 25:1 0/204-3,(%421,35( 3 %(81/ 0)3)2( 39
03 | Matt. 13:5 (010/,00)4,00:3/)3 : ,(gg' %)
! 1
04 | Matt. 9:26 - ((5)51( 3 ! (%5;1/ 5
05 | Mark 3:4 ! 0(0/325 %3 ! (!010, ézfo?»,,?i
032 | Mark 7:21 (ogi,/oé, 63) &éoé) /3
0169 | Rev. 3:19 9(0(2,'0;/05 % 9 ((6])6 31/ .
0270 | 1Cor. 15:1] ( o 36 - ?oi, 82'

One noteworthy example, is found in Codex Vaticanus at Hebrewshk@ethe
change

original

& %2 ®.

as fo

2d r. i%206,. wbhruott et hie n
mo st

und i n

was
manuscr.i

pts.
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t o&!'fl %206 .and twhet m&mogiln,anl knave, canodt
reading alone and not alterat!

This type of early textual criticisimtroduced genealogical corruption as the
lineages between textual t r il tlii coomg i o
Even whe this type of editing is not visible, the scribe could have faithfully
copied a manuscript where the textual criticism had already occurred. Because of
this, it is not possible to establish any clear textual lineages among the early
manuscripts, which isonfirmed by the Coherendased Genealogical Method
(CBGM).241 While many scholars still find the tegtpe categories useful for
grouping manuxipts, the concept of texypes in general has fallen out of favor.

That is because it is difficult to classify a manuscript according to one particular
texttype when it could contain readings from several differenttigds. Instead,
researchers pref to consider relationships between manuscripts based on
similarities between their variant readings. Because of this, a mixture of all the
texttypes (including the Byzantine readings) has been collapsed down and
simply treated together as a pool of ganlanuscripts (which is often still referred

to asthefi Al e x a tratlition).a&KarbAland states:

AThe simple fact t hat al | these paj
characteristics, did exist side by side in the same ecclesiastical province,

that is,in Egypt, where they were found, is the best argument against the
existence of any text types, including the Alexandrian and the Antiochian

[ Byzartine] o0.

The Byzantine manuscrigtadition which emerged much latelhowever,is now
viewed as the onlglearly identified textype.

1.2.3.3Byzantine Text

During the Middle Ages, the majority of manuscripts begdhering tathe
Byzantine textype.Some scholars once believed that the Byzantine text was the
result of a recension in thh century43 while mostscholars now believe that it
came about through a long process of smoothing and standardization before
reaching a stable form in the 9th centtfyA minority of Byzantine text
advocates, however, claim that it could represent the original autographkeand
reason that there are no early manuscripts of it is because the climate did not
allow them to be preserved as well as
This view is not tenable based observations frorboth the internal and external
evidence.

Regarding the internal evidence, the Byzantine-tigpe contains thousands
of examples of every kind of intentional editing previously menti&rfedwhen
compared to the earlier manuscripts. Most of the differences between the early
manuscripts and the Byzantine téybe are both textually substantial and
systemic, and thus it is agreed that there must have been intentional edéing
way or he other for they cannot be explained away due to occasional
unintentional scribal errorsWhen analyzing the apparent expansions alone
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(explicitation, harmonization, and conflation) in the Byzantine temg oftwo
generakonclusions can be drawn

1. Byzantine scribes intentionally added pronouns and other words to clarify the
text, harmonized Gospel passages to resolve apparent conflicts, and
combined readings together to make sure that nothing would be left out.

2. Alexandrian scribes systematically detetpronouns and other clarifying
words, unharmonized Gospel passages to purposely make them different, anc
deliberately deleed halves of phraseswhile inexplicitly other scribes
simultaneously deleted the other haliretheir manuscripts.

The former wouldbe in keeping with the natural desire to make the text more
readable, somewhat analogous to the emergence of modern paraphrase Bible:
And the latter is implausible, with no rational motive other than to purposely
make the text less readablbecausethere is no discernable theological
motivation within this category of intentional editing.

Regarding the external evidence, there is simply no evidence that the
Byzantine textype began to emerge until later in the 4th century. Dan Wallace
states

fAll the external evidence suggests that there is no proof that the
Byzantine text was in existence in the first three centuries. It is not found
in the extant Greek manuscripts, nor in the early versions, nor in the early
church fathers. And this is a threefalord not easily broken. To be sure,
isolated Byzantine readings have been found, but not the Byzantine
texttype. Though some Byzantine readings existed early, the texttype
apparently did nod#s

If this is correct, the argument that the early Byzantine manuscripts were not
preserved because of the climate is not credible because they would have bee
preserved in the writings of the early church fathers, which we possess from
many differentgeograpical regiong¢ Again, it is also important to stress that
many specific readings that later became included in the Byzantine text are found
in Egypt, but not the Byzantine teiyipe as a whole. It is not plausible that certain
Byzantine readings could Y& travelled to Egypt and been preserved, but not the
Byzantine textype as a whole. The Byzantine text may contain many early
readings and cannot be summarily dismissed, but it contains no greater weight
simply because lots of copies were made of it lat¢he Middle Age$?*3

1.2.3.4Textus Receptus

The Byzantine text continued tdevelopand collect additional readings
throughout the Middle Ages, salting in a new distinctive form of the tetttat
later became known as the Textus Receptus after the printing press was
developed’ The first published Greek New Testament was produced by
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Desiderius Erasmus in 1516, based on @glyenincomplete manusipts from
the 9th century or later that happened to be available to*hiie was missing the
last six verses of the book of Revelation so he {tiauislated them into Greek

from the Latin Vulgate, creating a nu
found in any known Greek manuscripbut which are still perpetuated today in
printingsofthesec al | ed Textus Receptus®of the

The Byzantine and Textus Receptus texts are often lumped together into the
same category and confused by their proponents as being the same thing, but they
are actually different tag. Textual differences can be counted in different ways,
but Dan Wallace estimaset h ahe Maéjdrity Text differs from the Textus
Receptus in almost 2,000 pladé&There are several notable examples where the
Textus Receptus contains passages not fawuride Byzantine text. One is the
passage known as tdehannine CommeuJohn 5:8) containing the expanded text
f...in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.
And there are three that bear witness in earth. 0 Sageiisscommanty found
in the Textus Receptus but not the Byzantine texts. The passage can be traced
back to a marginal note in Latin at the end of the 4th cefttingt made its way
into some Latin texts during the 5th century, and later into the Matigate in
the 9th century, but did not appear in any Greek manuscript until the 15th
century32 Another passagéas Acts 956 cont aini ng t hitds expa
hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And he trembling and astonished said,
Lord, wha will youhave me do? And the Lord saidtohim. 6 Agai n, th
is not found in any Greek manuscript, but is a mixture of 26t$4 and 2210
thatpresumablyfound its way into the Latin Vulgate.

The Textus Receptus does not represent a singlekGext, but is actually a
distinct textual traditionThere are over 30 different Textus Receptus editions
which follow a similar textual lineage:

DesideriusErasmug 1516,1519,1522,1527,1535
ComplutensiarPolygloti 1522,1564,1573,1574,1584,1590,1609,1619,
1620,1628,1632

SimonColinaeus 1534

RobertStephanug 1546,1549,1550,1551

TheodoreBezai 1565,1567,1580,1582,1589,1590,1598 1604
BonaventureandAbrahamElzeviri 1624,1633,1641

O« O¢

O¢ O¢ O« O«

These texts are different from eaather in hundreds of places, but any of them
Aimay be referred t¥ as the Textus Rece

1.2.3.5Modern Critical Texts

The Textus Receptus textsuld be considered tHizst examples omodern
critical texts wi t h Afimoder no referencing t he
advent of the printing pres® moderncritical text represents an attempty
scholarsto reconstructhe original autographsising aneclecticform of textual
criticism where variant readingare selectedrom the various manuscriptghat
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wereavailable 5133 Of course, most manuscriptepiedby the scribes before the
printing press were also criticatexts, they just were not considered

i mo d &'233The major lines of textual transmissibacameeflected in thee
modern critical texts being stratified into th
Textus Receptus traditions based on their uUyier philosophies.These are
some of the more significant modern critical texts commonly referenced by
scholars:

Mnemonic| Date | Name Nature

ERAS 1516| Erasmus Textus Receptus
ST 1550| Stephanus Textus Receptug
WH 1885| Westcott Hort Alexandrian
PATR 1912 | Patriarchal (o Antoniades) Byzantine

FH 1985| FarstadHodges Byzantine

SBL 2010| Society of Biblical Literature Alexandrian

NA 2012| NestleAland 28th edition Alexandrian
UBS 2014 | United Bible Soci@ts5th edition>* | Alexandrian

TH 2017| Tyndale House Alexandrian

RP 2018| Robinson/Pierpont Byzantine

KJTR 2020| King James Textus Receptus Textus Receptus

The majorBible translations were then madsgpically relying on one of these
modern critical texts, but alsaccasionallydeviating in a few places where they
thought it was warrante@ome of the more significant English versions include:

Mnemonic| Date | Name Nature

TYN 1526| TyndaleNew Testament Textus Receptug
GEN 1599| Geneva Bible Textus Receptuy
KJIV 1611| King Jame¥ersion Textus Receptug
ASV 1901| American Standard Version Alexandrian
RSV 1952| Revised Standard Version Alexandrian
NASB 1971| New American Standard Bible | Alexandrian

NIV 1978| New International Version Alexandrian
NKJIV 1982| New King Jamegersion Textus Receptuy
WEB 2000| World English Bible Byzantine

ESV 2001| English Standard Version Alexandrian

Notice that the first printed Bibles simply followed fFiextus Receptus traditipn
selecting variant readings from the manuscripts that were available at that
time$211Most modern Bible translations,
made in constation with many of the earlier manuscripts that were not available
before. Again, many of the major differences between Bible versions have
nothing to do with how they were translated, si#m from which critical texts
they were translated froPh2 Notice that there are hananyEnglish translations
based on the Byzantine traditiget That isbecause the movement away from
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the Textus Receptus ddatoward the Byzantine tradition is relatively recehie
to thegrowing realization that several of the readings of the Textus Receptus are
simply untenable.

13 T extual Authority

One resul ti ng HogwcansheBibte e atthortativewitls all i
of thesedifferencesin the Greekmanuscripts# Mo st woul d pref er
single edition of the Greek New Testament that could be universally recognized
and used as a definitive authoritative source. Unfortunately, there siaio
agreement among scholars as to what that would be. Many have considered the
NestleAland text to bethe defactostandard? but they are now on their 28th
edition, which differs from all their previous editions, with more revisions to
come in the futre. Accordingly,s ome are | eft with the se
ever going to get it right?d6 It seems
New Testament are being released every few years now, and they do not agree
with each other any more thahey did before. How can Christians be held
accountable to follow the authority of a single standard, when there are so many
divergent texts?

In spite of the textual differences, it is pointed out thate are ngignificant
variants for the vast majty of the New Testamenso there already is sufficient
textual authority for any practical neetilorman Geisler placed the accuracy of
the New Testament at over 99.5%4yhi ch i s in |l ine with
that the number of variants that are maagif ul and vi abl e fAcom
of all t e ¥"Mosadf thewariantsdhattexdsbare so minor that they are
not even translatable, and the rest have little theological signifiGano¢hing
that is not already covered elsewhere inB¢riur e . Comsaaqinae nt | vy
belief is at stak&¢f or fAinot one fundament al doct |
on a di spuwitCharid eadiDm @.p@ thergpi®moretvariationu t t
among some English translations of the Bible tin@ne is among the manuscripts
of the Greek NT ¢@The authors of the King Jam¥égrsionput it this way:

ANow to the | atter we answer, that
avow, that the very meanest translation of the Bible in English, set forth

by men of our profession...containeth the Word of God, nay, is the Word

of God....No cause therefore why the Word translated should be denied

to be the Word, or forbidden to be current, notwithstanding that some
imperfections and blemishes may be notedin¢ghed i ng florth of

Obviously, the current efforts of Biblical scholarship have been proficient enough
that people are being born again into a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ despite
all of the different variants in the translations they are readings & possible

that the spirit of the meaning is more important than nitpicking over the

i ndividual words used to conveyottbohat
wrangle about words, which is useless aniths thoseheaing themo (2Tim. 2:14)
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Unfortunately, some adhere to a form of Bibled o | at r y sivdineout@ t h
gnatbut swallow a camedl (vatt. 23:34 Many consider th&ible to bethe written

word of God, but the Ble actually teaches that Jesus is the Word of Gaod

1:1,14, Heb. 4:13, Rev. 19:18. Christianity can certainly surviwsithout the Bible as

it existed before the New Testament was written, and still exists among the
illiterate who cannot read the Bible, and still exists among people groups who
never had a Bible. But it cannot survive without Jesus who is the living Word of

God!

Notice that Jesus wrote no books during his ministry, nor is there any
evidence that he made dictations to ensure that they got his words right. Was tha
an oversight or was it by design? The New Testament authors were not
necessarily concerned alidetterperfect accuracy as evident by the way that
they quoted the Old Testament; and neither were the early scribes considering al
the spelling and grammatical variations that were transmitted. Indeed, the very
warning in Reelation 22:1819 to anyonewvho adds or removes words of the
prophecy itself contains over 20 var
would at least be careful enough to get that wording right! Perhaps the Holy Spirit
is leading the Church into all trutbohn 16:33 but not necessarily in the manner
that some scholars would expect, particular those who have never personally me
the Word of Go d . theaocorécy of theBiblanis exttemddye n
important but all the textual criticism in the world will not enable someone to
experience a better personal relationship with Jesus Christ than has already bee
available. But of course, it is still important to be accuratpassible when it
comes tchandling the Scriptures

1.3.1Preservation Theories

Scripture contains several verses
suchash The grass withers and the fl ower
f o0 r e(Maesa:8se alsPsa. 12:6, Matt5:18,24:35) Such verses have traditionally been
interpreted to mean th&od'sWord is firmly establishedn Heaven(rsa. 119:89)
and will be accomplished in spite of the schemes of menss:11)But some
fringe groups have interpreted them to mean #Bat has supernaturally
preserved a lettgrerfect Bibleon earthwhich has been carefully handed down

from generation to generation through the Chufch.ey i nter pr et t
pure in all agesoOo in the2tWesmedmsiil
perfecto, ignoring that t the emanyy textual r me

variantsé3 Certainly, the New Testament has been providentially preserved
through thousands of copies we have in our possession, yet the fringe groups ar
not ableto identify asingle manuscript that has been handed down through the
generations which contains the exact leperfect word of God because it

d o e s n 0 Mostefxthesetfringe groups simply start with the assumption that
whatever Bible they have beesing must be correct and then look for evidence
after the fact to try to justify why their text is right and all of the other texts are
wrong. But here they are faced with a number of insurmountable problems.
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First of all, these Bible verses do not quaee thatll people from every
generationwill possess a lettgoerfect text, or if they do possess it, that they will
even know what it is. For exampliae Bible itself records thathe Book of the
Law hadbeenlost for severalyearsbeforethe reign of Josiah(2king22:813, 23:B).

Indeed, these various fringe groups cannot agree on exactly which text is the
correct one. Is it one of the Textus Receptus texts or one of the Byzantine texts
(or perhaps even the King Jam¥ersiorf9? How could anyone know for
certain? There is nothing in the Bible that specifies which of these texts is without
error. Should it be the earliest text? Or the text used by the majority? Or perhaps
it could be a minority (Geesx7fHagQ:14&ehesniv e d
12f? If someone became a Christian apart from the dictates of one of these groups,
how could they independently determine which Bible is the true word of God?
What Biblical criteria could another Christian use to know whichrsion is
correct? |Is there any reason to accep
aut horitarian argument, ifBelieve our t
we said so00?

Secondly, none of those texts were passed down in apettiect brm to
anyone. As previously stated, there is no definittepy of the New Testament
that can be identified as being handed down from the beginning. The church
fathers were not aware of any pure text that had been passed down, but instead
pointed out thaerrors had been introduced into their téfs® As previously
mentioned,most scribes were notery good at makindetterperfect copies as
evidenced by théhousands oflifferencesin the manuscriptsv h e ma twaiof
them are exactly alike in their wordidp. There is no letteperfect textual
tradition being handed down between even two manuscriph® Textus
Receptus and Byzantine texts atjsee with each other, and there are different
versions of theTextus Receptus and different versions of the Byzantine texts
which all differ from each other. Ironically, none of the Textus Receptus and
Byzantine texts used by these fringe groups weredthddwn from generation
to generation, but were themselves modern creations through the process of
eclectictextual criticism This means that no one who lived before these modern
critical texts were created ever had a lepterfect text that was presedséor
t hem! | f Godbés providence can be cl ai
Textus Receptus, then it can also be claimeéxtend tothe creation of the
NestleAlandtext, or any other text for that matter.

Thirdly, another fallacy is the idea thahly the Byzantine tradition was
preserved through the Church. But what about the ecclesiastical authority of the
churches that followed the fAAl exandri a
an even earlier 1? Were the Christians in Egypt a@desareaot also part of
the Church with similar lineages of apostolic authority, and were the Scriptures
not also supernaturally preserved for therh@ facts of the matter is, virtually all
of the manuscripts we hawgere created and used by the Church, and thus
carried the authority of thevord of God to the Christians that read and used
them Each one of those manuscripts was
were made in copying as there are many textual vamstbut as far as we know,
most manuscripts represented a sincere effort to transmit the words of God
accurately without evil conspiratorial motives. One variation of this argument
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claims that only texts within deedt ai
with the unsubstantiatdakliefthat whatever text they are using today must have
been handed down by apostolic authority. But there is no trail of evidence with a
lineage of extant manuscripts to verify their claim, so you are supposed to simply
believe them because they said so! And wdt,of the texts of those apostolic
churches disagree with each other, and the textual alterations between them wer
tolerated without any objection. As a case in point, the 18@tbniades
Patriarchal Greek Textas not handed down within the Greek Orthodox Church,
but was created through eclectic textual criticism from later manuscripts dated
from the 10th through the 14th centuriéglso, the Coptic Orthodox Church of

Al exandria ironical éyamdr ilaonng etre xus ew
native to their region, but adopted a Textus Receptus text centuries Batr.of

these texts contain thibhannine CommaJohn 5:8) which was absent from the
early Ethiopic, Aramaic, Syriac, Slavic, Armenian, Georgiaor Arabic
fapostolico textual traditions. Usi
parishioners have vehemently objected when someone later tried to insert these
newwords into their Bible? They also fail to note thla¢ very church fathers

they quotetgor omot e the idea of f#Aapostolic
from the Byzantine text that they claim is authoritative! Ifiste irrelevant if
somechurchedater agreed to ado@ Byzantine textfor if they can do that then

they couldadopt the MstleAlandtext which was agreed upon by all of the major
Bible Societieas well as thRoman Catholichurch

All these preservation theories are examplehistorical revisionism They
are all based oblind faith due to an authoritarianppeal to tradition, but not
based on any actual evidence. They are no different than going to nearest the
Baptist church and seeing what version of the Bible they use, and then simply
choosing to believe that it had been passed down to them like thdefiera
perfect lineage from the beginning. If we were to really accept these fringe
groupds premises, then someone could
the inspired word of God, for there is no such criteria specified in the Bible. And
in this @ase, much to their chagrin, a better argument can be made that Codex
Vaticanus would represent the true lefterfect word of God. That is because it
is an early manuscript thatas handed down from generation to generation for
1700 yearsand we know thiafor a fact thattiwas preservethecause we still
have it Codex Vaticanus is believed to have been carefully produced under
apostolicauthority in a scriptorium in Caesarea using the most elaborate scribal
hand and attention to detdil.could be argue that its preservation in the Vatican
Library in theapostolicChurch at Rome attests to its authoritative value, whereas
no comparable Byzantine manuscript was preserved by the Church in that
manner. It could also be argued that Codex Vaticastilis caries the most
ecclesiastical authority because its text serves as the influential basis for the mos
popular Bible translations used by the Church td8aWwh y arenot
authoritarian fringe groups interested in this ecclesiastical tradition?

Aside fromthis, if God truly meant to supernaturally preserve the text, the
why di dnot He simply preserve the ¢
supernaturally prevent the scribes f
thereany extant manuscripts from diffent generations that are exact copies of

33



each other? The Textus Receptus and Byzantine texts are still valid textual
traditions that are worthy of study, but they should be evaluated on their own
merits based on the evidence, not on faulty arguments basedntenable
conspiracy theories.

1.3.2Ecclesiastical Pronouncement

Since there is no authoritative New Testament text that is universally
recognized throughout all of Christiar
make a pronouncement and declare one text to be authoritative? That is, the
authority of the Church whiclecognized the books to include in the New
Testament in the first place, is the same Church which could recognize which
variant readings in those books are valid. For example, some have suggested that
whether or not théiong ending of Markmark 16:90)or the pericope adulteragiohn
7:528:11) were part of the original autographs, they could still be regarded as
Scripture because the Church has historically accepted these passages. This
approach has nothing to do with textual criticism, weighing inteandlexternal
evidence to determine t he resevwiioméddi kel )
through the Holy Spirit as to whi the correct reading. The same Holy Spirit
which inspired the Scripturegstim. 3:36 is the same Holy Spirit that could just as
easily specify the correct readings of those Samgsttioday. After all, the Church
of the living God is fAtahmesppi | |l ar and f

While such a notion would be possible in theory, it is apparently no longer
possible in practice, as it would depend largely on two presumptions. The first
presumption is that the Church at large could be assembled again to address this
issue. Perhaps someone could imagine a modern ecumenical gathering like the
Council of Nicea,but it would never be universally accepted today. Some
denominations now consider other denominations to be apostate and therefore no
longer part of the Church today. Thus, they would only want those who represent
the fAtruedo Chur ch tlf theireheologyhto sossidewthese a g r
issues and translate their Bibles appropriately. Certainly, this is what some groups
think that they have been doing, and of course they do not agree with each
otherf:-31Choosing a text based on what someone thinks the text ought to read or
which readings make the most theological sense might seem like a more
Aspiritual 6 approach, but i tned&gessonr es ol
the same theology. Thus, no definitive textual authority can be obtained from a
divided Body of Christ.

The second presumption is that the Holy Spirit would disclose to the Church
which text has the correct variant readings. If the Holy Spats been leading
Christian scholars up to now, then why are so many of them coming to different
conclusions®-33And if the Holy Spirit has already led some aslein to divinely
select the correct variant readings, the rest of Christiandom has certainly not
recognized it, which then again leads us back to the first presumption. The
Church as a whole would need to authorize such a process, or the resulting text
would still lack the desired ecclesiastical authority. As a result, an ecclesiastical
solution will remain elusive in practice because there is no agreeainemtwvhat
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is the true Church and who is being led by the Holy Spirit. Obviously, various
groups can ke such authoritative pronouncements concerning the text of their
choice, and some of them have, but that will not carry the desired authority from
the united testimony of the Church.

1.3.3Textual Criticism

Since a single authoritative text was not preseraed, probably will never
be established through an ecclesiastical ediet,anly other logical way to go
about restoring the original autographs involves the discipline of textual criticism.
Christians still want to know the wording of the Scriptures eecipely as
possible because they contain the written words inspired by God, and textual
criticism provides a rational means to recover those wdrestual criticism is
defined byThe Oxford Dictionary of Literary Termes:

fiA branch of literary scholargh that attempts to establish the most
accurate version of a written work by comparing all existing manuscript
and/or printed versions so as to reconstruct from them the author's
intention, eliminating copyists' and printers' errors and any corrupt
interpdationsof®

This is not a modern conce@ts Jerome once commentédwhy.not go
back to the original Greek and correct the mistakes introduced by inaccurate
translators, and the blundering alterations of confident but ignorant critics, and,
further, all that has been inserted or changed by copyists more asleep thar
awake®9Indeed, the roots of textual criticism can be seen early on as the church
fathers discussed several of the textual variants and many of the early scribes dic
their own tetual criticism as they corrected their manuscripts from multiple
exemplarg!232

As previously mentionedektual criticism isusually accomplified through
the practice ofeclecticisnf!?3° The concept behind eclecticism is that the
various independent transmission lines will not necessarily generataitine
errors in the same places, and mistakes that appear in one copy would
presumably be obvious when compared with all of the other cdpiesider this
snippet from Mark 3:13:

0132536(.+1 02/ 3+!,Y5(1%,! 54/ $9 0(, 1.
0332534S.+1 02/ 3+!, /5( 1%, ! 54/ +11 0(, L.
0237549¢.+1 02/ 3+!, /5(1%,! 54/ +110(, 1.
0437549¢.+1 02/ 3+, Y 5(1%,! 54/ $9 0(, 1.
05375425.+1 02/ 3+, Y 5(1%, ! 54/ +1 (, 1/ -
03237549¢.. 02/ 3%+! , /5 ( 1%, +110(, 1.

A1 02/ 341, /5(1%, 154/ +110(, 1..
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Even though you may not know Greek, do you think you can determine what the
original autographs might halmen here In this simple case, all of the modern
critical texts agree on the reading shown below the line. But other examples can
be much more comighted where the textual critics weigh both external and
internal evidence for each manuscript before reaching a conclusion:

(o8

External evidencd manuscriptdate, geographicdbocation genealogical
relationship, and reliability of themanuscripts

Internd evidencei transcription probabilities, vocabulary, and scribal habits
reflected in theext

(o8

An eclectic approach is well suited for the New Testament, whashnumerous
textual sources from multiple geographical regions, and as far as we Ikosty,
scribes were not intentionally trying to alter the text. Indee@rye modern
critical text that has been produced used a process of eclecticism, whether they
were AAl exandriano, Byzantine, or Text
on differenttheories and methods and the outcomes vary greatly, but they were
all products of textual criticism using eclecticism. Thus, the issue today is not
whether textual criticism should be done, but how the textual criticism is done. As
discussed below, textbauthority will never be achieved using the subjective art

of textual criticismE? but possibly could be achieved based on objective scientific
textual criticism$3
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Most of thefield of New Testament textual criticism through the ages has had
little to do with science, resulting in a complicated mess of absurd theories and
misguided efforts. That is partially because many scholars have settled on the
offerquoted mantra that fAtextuallBaitistic
precisely the fAartodo part that has pr
critics cover to dalmost anythinghey want in the name of textual criticism, at
least ast has been applied to the New Testament. Although there have been some
scientific elements at their disposal in modern tirtfes unfortunate reality is that
most of the process stild o mi nat ed by the fAarto par
of subjectvity. One group of scholars will examine all of the variant readings for
a particular passage and then make a decision, but the problem is that anothe
group of scholars will examine the exact same evidence and arrive at a
completely different conclusiodModern textual critics are guided by all sorts of
unscientific theories, philosophies, and methodologies and thus it is not surprising
that the resulting critical texts they produced are all different.

Scholars haveyblishedmany modern critical texts since the advent of the
printing press. But unfortunately, instead of producing textual authority by
arriving at a consensuthe differences remain pronounced with the release of
each new critical textt is estimated that thenodern critical texts are about 6.6%
different from each othét.2 This may not sound so bad until it is pointed out that
this still represents @r 18000words that are in dispugeFor example, ansider
the variant readings found in tHast verse in the Biblegrev. 22:21)which comes
right after thethreat of plagues for anyone who adds to the text and eternal
damnation foanyone who subtragfrom the textrev. 22:189)

Critical Text Greek Reading English Translation
WH .eU0032av3. ...with the saints.

NA, SBL .eU0Y3Urs. ..with all.

TH .eU032a¥s8es3 ...with the saints. Amen.
RP . . . e9¥H U8 alr 8 e 3 ...with all the saints. Amer
KJTR .eU0Y3 Usr3”ces. |..withallof you. Amen.

So which scholars are correct? Does this meanataif the editors who got it
wrong will burn in Hell?-Z Note thatthe NestleAland (NA), Society of Biblical
Literature (SBL) and Tyndale House (TH) texts were all made in the last 12 years
working withthe latest manuscript evidence, so it is not asdéntscholarship is
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particulaty helpful at arriving at a consensus. All of this works to undercut the
narrdive of a trustworthy Greek New Testamemts many wonder : il
texts are being produced by expert sch
different critical text would be producedhy time a new committee is convened,

not necessarily because of any new manuscript evidence, but simply because each
set of editors have their own subjective theological biasesréattonale behind

the creation of these textsaftenunknown to the pulr as the scholars hammer

out their subjective critical texts behind closed doors, andéheral populace is
merely supposed to accept one scholarb

fiTextual criticism is often regarded as an arcane subject that is rendered
the more difficult by the impossibility of reaching final conclusions.
According to this view, questions regarding the txa classical Greek

or Roman authoare best left to be settled by a qualified editor....[who]
will make up his mind while sipping cletrin the seclusion of his study,
and lesser mortals should defer to his superior judgient.

As a resultthe guise ofextual authority is merely derived from the reputation of
the personalities involved, not on any objective stantdrAnd it certainly does
not help when some of the personalities involved are boot-again Bible-
believing Christians! Consequently, it is understandable why nadmoy desire
textual authority have been driven back to titslitional texts promoted by the
preservation theoriéd 2 for nothingobjective hadeen offered insteadhe fact

of the matter istextual authoritywill never beachievedthrough ascholarly
consensus usingélsubjective arof textual criticismGood people may disagree,
but they disagree even more wiahjectivescientific processes are not involved.

2..DeficientMethodologies

The artistic liberties taken in the name of textual criticism can probably best
be illustrated by applying somaf their mahodologies to a different work of
literature. For example, lvat would happen if all of the original copies of the
Declaration of Independence were lost for two thousand yebie® should
someonego about reconstructing the original text? Most peopleldvsimply
compare a list of the earliest known copies and then try to recreate the driginal
any mistake that appeared in one copy would presumably be obvious when
compared with all of the other copies. Simple enough? And yet this straight
forward approde has rarely been applied in the field of New Testament textual
criticism! Most of what are being called textual criticism theories are not
scientific theories, butunscientific methodologiesthat have been used to
reconstruct the New Testament. If we wéoelet the New Testament scholars
today apply their textual criticism theories to reconstruct the Declaration of
Independence, what would that look like?
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6 Only examine seven copies of the text, all over nine centuries old, that just
happened to be at thechl library. Since all of them were missing the last
part of the text, backanslate the missing portion from a copy written in
another languagé1516ErasmusTextus Receptus)

6 Depend exclusively on only two early copies and then whenever they
disagreeuse moderistory bookgo break the tie(188 Westcott and Hort)

6 Choose four moderhistory booksand wherever they agree must be right,
but whenever they disagrdepk into it further to try tanake a choice from
among them(2010 Society of Biblical Literature)

6 Form a committee to look at the variant readings andwb&on which ones
they think should belong in the tex2012NestleAland 28th)

6 Ignore the earliest copies of the text and iadtey to perfect a later form of
the text that started appeariimghistory books a thousand years la{@018
RobinsorPierpon)

6 Claim that every copy of it is wrong exceptranslation from a history book

madel5 centuries latefKing James Only)

And that is just the tip of the iceberg. On top that would be claims that there were
so many other similar documents like the Declaration of Independence that we
cannot be sure what the original text wis Jay Epp) or that there was a vast
government consgacy to intentionally alter the Declaration of Independence so
that now it is impossible to reconstruct the origifdrt D. Ehrman) When cast

in these terms regarding another work of literature, the methodologies used by
these modern textual criticseaembarrassingly implausible. No rational person
would accept any of those methodologies for reconstruction the Declaration of
Independence or any other work of literature for that matter, and yet this is what
has been done with the text of the New Testdmie the name of textual
criticism! Notice that what is missing in all of theseersimplified caricatures is

that none of them seeméal properly weigh all of the evidence im abjective
scientific mannef3-32 Consequently, it is no wonder that these texts would all
disagree with each other in thousands of places.

2.1.1Limited Withesses

All of the modern critical texts have been made by consideringaolinited
set of witnesses out of all of those that are currently available. There have beer
several different reasons for this. Firsbmescholars simply did not know that
other witnesses existetihis was often the casenturies agwhen scholarsvere
often unaware of manuscripts that existed in other locations. Wassalso true
regardingthe manuscriptsvhich had notyet been discoveredt that time Since
the beginning of thelast century alone, 132arly nmanuscripts have been
published that werepreviously unknown. Still today, there are several
manuscripts that areurrently awaiting publication and surely more to come.
Because of this, Will always benecessary for critical texts to be updated in the
future in light of the latest evidence.
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Secondsome scholars knew there were other witnesses, but did not have a
convenient wayo access thenin the pastjt would have required a significant
amount of travel to vievall of the manuscripts, and in some casesess to the
manuscripts was regted. Still today, all the necessary data is in our possession,
but it has not been pulled together into one location into actionable electronic
transcriptions that can be readgyocessedWhile this is being worked on in the
meantime, it is necessatp use subsets of the data based on rational data
modelling$32 And soit will still be necessary focritical texts tocontinue tobe
updatedn the future as more evidence is released.

Third, some scholars knew there were other witnesses, but dich¢lotle
them because of a poor dat@odel While the first two reasons are unavoidable,
this one is simply due to bad scholarship. For example, Erasmus gained fame by
rushing the first Textus Receptus text to publication based only on a few
manuscripts, pmably to get ahead of the more scholarly Complutensian
Polyglot which consulted more extensive evider®eme critical texts such as
Westcott andHort and Sciety ofBiblical Literaturetextswere derivatives based
from previous critical texts, without ictly examining all the manuscript
evidenceavailable Still today, many scholars have a distorted view of the data
where they have focused almost entirely on class 1 data, including manuscripts of
much later dates, with only limited awarenegthe otter early classes of data.

Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
Class 6

Earliest
data

So far, the only complete set of early data was compiled by the CNTR and that
was only for class 1 and class 2 data up tteitsinus ad querfendng date)of
AD 400. But beyond that, the coverage for the other classes ohdataeen
spotty and incompte.

Up until recently, class 2 and class 5 data had been completely ignored by
textual critics, even though they contain valuable datdoes not matter ithe
text was copiedoy professional scritseor not this data providegprima facie
evidence of edy variants that existed on extant manuscrif@tanley Porter
S u g g e s a shift fiioi ttha type of material to the nature of the content of the
manuscripts whether they are continuous text or inanight provide a way of
moving forward in textual dicismo , and not es t hat t h
floverlooked or marginalized because they have failed to be assigned to the
categories currently in uséo Likewise, Tommy Wasserman echoes this
sentiment, noting thaton-continuous texts likeamules fimay still be significant
for the reconstruction of the New Testantent
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The dass 3 and class 6 church father data has also not been well utilized and
is quie extensiveSir David Dalrympleh as been quo.tllgssessed s
all the existing works of the Fathers of the second and third centuries, |
commenced to search, and up to this time | have found the entire New Testament
except el eUnferunatelgacsmplete get othis data has never been
electronically transcribed and collated before, and therefore has not been properly
utilized in the creation of any critical texthe church father data contains many
important insights about ttgeographical distribution of the early lines of textual
transmission that cannot be obtained anywhere Blariel Wallace points out,

Ailf it could be determined what kind
New Testament, such information wouldurally be highly valuable. But textual
critics do not wuswually gi ¢WillamPetdrenwe i

goes one st ep ffhonever we really dishamesoastructsa, i
text das close as possible to the origiddhenwe must avail ourselves of the
Patristic sources and take their witness seriously. And unlike the papyri, the use
of Patristic evidence will, as our exhibits have shown, significantly alter the shape
of the critical text®

Of course, the mosnfluential withesses are found in the class 1 data where
the Greek manuscripts were used as Bibles, dugriorethe otherearly data
classes, especially when the data is available, is simply -sigbted and
academicallyunacceptable. In scientific terms, when data is excluded, whether
intentional or not, it has the sareiect in skewing the data aherry-picking If
certain classes of data are ignored or are included in an incomplete fashion, it car
bias the results. Feexample, when considering only the earliest class 1 data,
about 95% of th early manuscriptame from Egypt which only represents one
geographical regionBut that does not indicate the nature of the textual
transmissionwhich may exist inother geogrdpical areaswhich ould be
obtained from the classahd class @hurch father dataAs theByzantine priority
advocates point outextual criticism should not be decided based solely on the
weather!® The precondition to primarily rely on class 1 datanfr only one
geographical regiorwould be a form of observer selection biadWVithout a
comprehensive analysis of the geographical distribudiorossall the early
classes of data, the field textual criticism has largely been shooting in the dark.

2.1.2Limited Readings

In addition to using a limited set of withesses, much scholarship has been
based on a limited set of variant readings due to the use of a critical apparatus. Ar
apparatusisa et of <cryptic footnotes at ttf
edition of the Greek New Testametttat uses abbreviations to shows the support
for other variant readings that were not incorporated into the base text.
Apparatuses have been used by scholars for centuries as one of the primary tool
for making textual decieih, but have proven to be inadequate for reliable textual
critical work for a number of reasons:
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They mly show a selection of manuscript sources, not a completeflist
witnesses.

They anly show some of the variantghile othersare completely ignored
They are difficult to use for understanding where a text starts and stops.
They donot disclose the condition of tleharacters or the extent of scribal
corrections.

They do not adequately display any orthographical differences.

They make no distinction beveen the importance or reliability of the
manuscripts.

O¢ O¢ O«

O¢ O«

And on top of this, they usually contain erro8dme apparatusegere merely
derived from previous apparatusesth the same errors contiimg to be passed
down, without ever being checked for acaay against the actual extant
manuscripts. One dissertation pointed out 1520 discrepanciesNestieAland
27th apparatugegarding just one manuscript Some examples of modern
scholarship today consist of nothing more than selecting variants haskdse
apparatuses rather than consulting the original source maték@isratuses
cannot be used to reverse engineer the text of the extant manuscripts, and they are
no substitute for examining the extant manuscripts themselves.

Continued reliance ofaulty apparatuses leads to distorted views of the text
as they fail to provide a complete picture of the textual variafisma result, the
number of sources im list are usually just counted withoubeing properly
weighed according to thedlate, gendagy, or reliability! Thomas Greer states:

fiFew are able to evaluate carefully the external evidence for variant
readings in the NA or UBS because there is insufficient information
given for the MSS presented. As a result, MS citations end up being little
more than a group of letters or numbers at the bottom of the f#age

Consider the apparat udes ¢ B wnhhéddat tt h
5:27

United Bible Societes5th Edition 13
None

NestleAland 28th Edition14
Ue© gl o d e 333 579 89m latsyr "; Ir'a Orat Eus

LaParolals

“} 3d HWH NR CEI Riv TILC Nv NM

“} 1d dJ @2 }cU s L pU 023313 33 892 1010 Byz vg sysyr™ Irenaeus
Origen EusebitsCyril JND Dio

If someoneread theUnited Bible Socieies apparatusthey would not even be
aware that a variant reading exists in that verséhdy read theNestleAland
apparatusthey would be made aware that the variant exists and might conclude
that the variant readinghould bepreferred given such a Ignist of witnesses.
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And if they consulted the LaParola, apparatus, they would see an even longer list
of withesses in support compared to those against (&wh#s against are not
actually manuscripts, but onlyodern critical texts and translationsh such

case, they are presenteih an incompletend distorted iew of thedatawhere

it is not obvious that this variant is absent in all of the earliest manuscripts (and
most of the modern critical texts as welfet this is the type oflata that
resarchers have been using for centuries to make textual critical decisions. This
is far from an isolated case as the major apparatuses typically show less than 1(
percent of all variant® The problem is not necessarily the use of an apparatus
per se, buthat they are grossly incomplete and therefore misleading.

2.1.3Majority Text

The idea of creating a Majority t ex
enticing concept for neacholars who have not studied the field of textual
criticism. The idea here i® simply collect all of the available withesses and then
produce a text by going through each variant unit and select the variant reading
that is supported by the most witnesses. Such a Majority text has never actually
been created in such a manner, foany of the thousands of manuscripts
available have never been transcribed and consulted for this purpose. But since
most of the manuscripts we possess are from later in the Middle Ages, the
resulting text would presumably adhaleselyto the Byzantine textype, and
that is why it is sometimes referred to as the Byzantine Majority text.

While this process sounds very straifvard and can be implemented in
an objective scientific manner, it is not a plausible methodology and fails to
qualify as an example of STC for several reasons involving a highly skewed data
modelling that fails to properly accountfor the eary dat&®2! and recundant
data¥¥22 First, the idea of one vote for each witness ignores the genealogical
nature of the textsvhere some are closer copies than ahérsomeone today
were to use crowdsourcing to make an additional 10,000 handwritten copies of
eccentrictext like CodexBezae Cantabrigiens{5), then the resulting Majority
text would then be the text of Cod®ezae Cantabrigiensihey would allbe
late manuscripts just like thmajority of Byzantine manuscriptgndthey would
all still count as valid manuscripts since they were copied by l@mndously, the
number of manuscripts supporting a reading, does not make it more correct.

Second, igoring the dates of the manuscripts is highly illogical in regards to
reconstructing the originaBased on the manuscripts that we possess tolday, t
Majority text created from the first nine centuries would result in an
AAl exandr i ano antly differert from the Byzantinei tefth3iTHei c
| arge number of didanbtdecomB g maority until the nind x t
centuryot” But theneven laterthe Majority text today would once again be an
AfAl exandriano text, i f WesdtleAlanal text and a | |
other modern critical texts being sdRiThere is no reason to arbitrarily set a-cut
off date at the adverdf the printing press, ibne isgoing to ignore the dates of
the manuscript§#22 The printing press was really no different in concept than
the early scriptoriums that were formed to mass produce copies of the New
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Testament, except that the printing press could do it better and fastaneone

wants to reduce all of the printed copies ¥aeousNestleAland editionsdown

to one vote, therhey should also reduce all the hand copies of the Byzantine text
down to just one vot e! (1t bears ment
based only of early manuscripts would be just as short sighted, for it would still
fail to weigh the data proplgr)

Third, ignoring the geographical location of the manuscripts is also a grave
mistake. Whilemost ofthe earliest manuscripts we possess primarily come from
Egypt, not all of them dé? But there is no early manuscript from any
geographical location with the Byzantine tépe Most of the Greek
manuscripts with the Byzantine tetype come from eastern Europe during the
Middle Ages, while the majority of manuscripts coming from western Europe are
not counted at all because thesere written in other languages. So while the
Majority text concept may seem somewhat scientific in nature, the application of
faulty data nodellinginsures that the Byzantine Majority text only represents the
majority from a narrow window of time, frorme predominate geographical area,
but notnecessarilyepresentativat all of the original autographs.

22SuUbjective Decisions

On top of the unscientific methodologies, the art of textual criticism is
exemplified by the subjective decisions that are madgarding which variant
readings to include in the tex¥lodern citical texts such as theyhdaleHouse
and NestleAland texts may have methodologies that are slightly more plausible
thansomeothers, but they all still rely on subjective decisions in #ecddion of
variant readingsSome t ext ual critics use the t
rather loosely, as thegnay consult some scientific data to help inform their
decisions, but then the decisions themselves are still highly subjective with no
objective means of scientific verificatigff-32 Consequently, every critical text
differs from every other critical text, and this will be true of any new critexl
that is made in this manner. ThegnHbale Housetext implies that the Bktle
Alandtext is wrong, which implies that theo8ety ofBiblical Literaturetextis
wrong, etc. There may be new manuscript evidence or better scientific evidence
that maysway the outcomes, but they will still differ from each other simply
because of the subjective biases of the editors involved.

2.2.1JustSo Stories

Johann Jakob Griesbattas been credited with th@inciple followed by
textual criti cs ingstobepeefetred asithe sriginafivihiche ¢
best explains the @@undes thienotomrtheadxtuahcritic t h e
often views himself somewhat as a detective, being guided by internal and
external evidence, scribal habits, textical canons, and their own theology to
get to the bottom of what happened and come up with a plausible explanation.
The problem, however, is that another scholar does the exact same thing and
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comes up with a completely different explanation supporting the dpposi
conclusion! While this principle may sound somewhat scientific because it
employs the use of logic and reason to judtftual decisionsn scientific terms

these are merely referred to pstso stories Such justso stories may be
presented as thees, but they are not scientific theories because they cannot be
tested and there is no way to verify or falsify them. Nothing is conclusive, and
nothing ever can be conclusiveéhere is nothing scientific about two different
people looking at a cloudne sees #ower and the other seescébwn, and both
cangive explanations to justify why they see it that weiyhat they may consider

to be fidetective worckhdeds foeal oy g
anal ogous to a s tow the artsswerwtthh a multiplebaice 6 t
guestion, so he looks at the length of the answers, common words of the answers
or tries to imagine the intent of the teacher to help him guess which answer might
be right. (And then the teacher marks it wrc-2j.

The basic problem with these jusb stories is thaan explanatiordoes not
count asevidencé An explanation of what might have happened is not
necessarily evidence of what did happ€hey are merely subjective assertions,
not derivable by datdriven scietific analysis. And there are multiple
explanations that are possible in each case.eiWery story that claims a scribe
inserted extra words to embellish the text, there is another story that a scribe
simply lost his place and accidently omitted thosedsdfor every story that
prefers the more difficult reading, there is another story that a scribe simply made
an error and later scribes mechanically continued to copy a nonsense reading. Fc
every story that claims a scribe changed the words of a passagemonize it
with another gospel, there is another story that the passage originally was
harmonized and one of the gospels was later miscopied. For every story that
claims there was a factual error in the Bible, there is another story that chooses
the nore theological satisfying reading. One story might seem plausible, but then
later another story is tolgerov. 18:17)For example, consider this passage in
Matthew 27:16 (see also verse 17):

01 32536C...%0 ) np g
03 32534S..%0 ) 20
02 37549S...%0 ) 20
05 37542t...%0) L I
032 37549€...%0 ) 2
WH 1885 ..~  a U Udb
NA 2012 ..~  a U Udb
SBL 2010 .. " «d U Udb
RP 2018 ..7 " a U Udb
KJIR2020 .7  a U Ud

Here the early evidence clearly suggests that the correct readingpof thes o n e r
name should b'ée 2fiBYr avwbhbiacshdo i(si what e X
translations.Yet, the Society of Biblical Literature and Nes#dand texts show
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thename to be 0J)e(s3uss! Bart).awhp ewald thgy go
against the unitecestimony of all of the earlieshanuscript® It is because they
have chosen to accept an explanation along these lines:

1. The early Church was probably offended that a criminal would have been

called by the holy nameintentionally deteted s 0 &
it.2t

This explanation essentially amounts to an unsubstantatespiracy theoryas

all the early scribes for several centuries, represented by multiple geographical
regiors, would have all had to have been in of#? But could there be any
other possible explanations? For starters, there is the opposite explanation:

2. Centuries later (when it first appears)liagruntledscribe inserted the word
iJesus O i nbbaktooffend theGhurdh &y labelling a criminal with
the holy name of AJesuso.

Those two explanations attribute intentional motive txribe, and then there is
another set of equal and opposite explanat that can be attributed to
unintentional mistakes:

3. The last two letters o6 - ) in verse 17 could have later been reduplicated
through dittography and misinterpreted rasmina sacrafor Jesus)() and
then verse 16 was later edited to match the phcaltestructz?

4. The nomina sacrafor Jesus)( ) could have followed - ) in verse 17 and
then those letters accidently skipped through haplology and then verse 16 was
later edited to match the parallel construct.

There are probably many other explanations that could be created, but none of
these explanations amount @gidenceof anything, nor should they be used to
trump theprima faciemanuscript evidence that we actually have.

If one is looking for textual authmity, no consensusvill ever be reached
through such explanationsedause they all are based on different theories,
met hods, and biases. Those who favor &
explanations of those who favor a Byzantine text, anddhelars within each of
those camps donodt a@Eaehtextualicitibsimphatitinks ot h e
their judgement in weighing of the evidence is better than the stlieh o | ar s €
judgementsThey may have spent quite a lot of time doing meticulessarch
before coming to their own weilhformed conclusion, but other scholars do the
same thing and simply disagte® commentary that accompanies a critical text
can explain why various decisions were made, but a commentary accompanying a
different criical textcomes to a different conclusioNew critical texts seem to
come out almost every few years now and people are merely expected to accept
their explanations over the previous explanatigks.a result of this mindset,
each person now feels entdleo challenge any critical text at any reading as long
as they like their own subjective explanation better than some stieh o | ar 6 <
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subjective explanation. Consequently, little has been accomplished using this
storytelling method as many experts wouwdther sit around and argue about their
explanations in online groups and blogs, while overwhelming amounts of
important STC work involving data compilation and statistical analysis is left
undone.

2.2.2Theological Bias

The fact that there can be multiple anplposing explanations foevery
textual variant, all ows the textual
into the outcome. This is not always necessarily intentional, but a normal
reflection of their world view. In the previous examplkgarding the name
fi B aolp @& gvax. 27:167) notice that the first two explanations ascribed theological
motivebehi nd the scribebds transcription

could know what was in a scrifmdits mi
But whenever scribal motive is offered as the explanation, it probably has more
bearing in exposing the scholards ow

atheists, agnostics, and liberals seem predisposed to accept explanations th:
would ridicule a hypocritical Church, while Christian are ready to accept
explanations to guard their faith against the attacks from the unbelievers. All the
while, the variants involved can sometimes be adequately explained by
unintentional mechanical processe t hat donot unneces
motive.§1-2-2-2

For another example, consider this passage from Mark 1:41, where the
evidence from the earlymanuscripts clearly suggests that Jesus was
Acompass3diognatte P31 % Bt / & an §)rvhaandhe healed a
man with leprosy. And it is translated that way in most Bible translations.

01 32536C + ! 30, ! " #.)%+4) .4( #%) ..
03 32534¢ + | 30, ! " #.)%+4%)4FE# %) ..
02 37549¢/ $9 BF 30, ! "' #.)%+4%)4( # %) ..
04 37549/ $9 B[ 30, ! ' #.)%+4%)4( #%) ..

05 37542F + | 12" ) 31'%+4%)4( #%) .
032 375495/ $9 )BT 30,'!#.) 3 %+4) .4( #%) ..

WH 1885 o U G’ancg’y aU0UcUs 6P L.
NA 2012 o ( 0 aUoa:z"aU0U0cUsz 6y L.
SBL 2010 o ( 409§d”al'JUcU3Glle'...
RP 2018 U dudd aUoes3”a0U0cUsc P (..
KJTF2020 U didgd aUoes3”a0U0cUsc P (..

The outlier in this case is manuscrippdexBezae Cantabrigiens{®5) which is
a notoriously unreliable manuscript that contains many other eccentric readings.
While there are mechanical explaoat to explain how one word could have
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been mistaken for the other because of their similar enétisgsye scholars have

again chosen to assign theological motive to the situation. The atheists, agnostics,
and liberal scholars tend to believe thatJesassw Afangr y o whi ch wc
the Aharder readingbo, concluding that
situation and changed the word to fco
image. Again, in order to accept that explanation, you have ievbah a cover

up conspiracy by the Church that spanned multiple geographical regitimsut

any such evidence, and against the preponderance of the early evidence. Again,
such explanations have nothing to do with science, but are routinely invented and
passed off in the name of textual cr
theologtal bias.

2.2.3TextCritical Canons

Without the aid of computers and statistical analysis, textual critics of the
past could probably have not been able to do much better than to rely on-the text
critical canons to help guide them. The tesitical canons popularized in the
18thcentury sun as Bengel &an@7 Gpr esb&perés 15
developed as set of guidelines to help scholars evaluate variant readiings
most famous of these are the conceptdetio difficilior potior ( it he har d
reading i s buedtode Gl ahdiLectotbreviot graeferdnda
(Athe shorter reading is p#8dmeopofrthed o)
canons were pseudientific in nature based assumedrobabilitiesthat the
scholars obtained through experience, andstbould be viewed as early
expressionsf the desirgo rely more on science.

These canons may havepresented step forward for #ntime, but today
they are scientificallydeficient and problematic for several reasoRdst, the
reasoning underlyingome of theetext-critical canonds statisticallywrong For
example, thelongt andi ng mantra Athe shorter r
staple of textual criticism for several centuries, and Kurt Aland sthtst
served as one of the foundational influences behind the latest editions of the
NestleAland text:

fiAt any rate, for the time being it seemed that the editorial committee, as
a result of its majority vote (every decision was voted on), would
produce a text which was too influenced by the mechanically applied
principle &¢he shorter reading is tlwrrect ong by the views of Sodens
and Vogels' and subject to the continued infallibility of Westcott and
Hort.0?9

But recent scholarship from multiple sources has now conclusively and
repeatedly demonstrated this principle to be false, and if anyttiieglonger
reading is slightly more probable than the shorter reading. While its very
foundation is now called into question, should the entire Néddied text now
beabandone®
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Secondthe textcritical canonsave many exceptions aade only offerechs
a loose set of guidelines that are subjectively and inconsistently applied. Instead
of directing which reading must be chosen, they are merely offered as suggestion:
that can be used to justify any desired explanation in any given situafite.
harderreading was preferred under the assumption that scribes edited readings
that were awkward or embarrassing, but what if it was caused because a scribe
simply lost his place or accidently made a mistake? The shorter reading was
preferred under the assumptithmat scribes often added words to embellish the
text, but what ifit was caused because a scribe simply lost his place and
accidently omitted some words®t all scholars accept the same guidelines, nor
do they interpret them or apply them in the sameneanAs a result, it is not
possible to reproduce the results i
readingo could be applied as an obje
wrong), identifyingtheih ar der readi ngo insofveeme!| y
different than any of the other jusb stories that could be given.

Third, there is no reason to rely on vague outdated guidelines, when we can
now perform data analysis to determine all kinds of precise statistical
measurements, such asmscript reliability, diversity of support, frequency of
scribal habits, etc. This is exactl
preferredod was disproven! And yet, i
to the outdated notions of the pamtd rely on their general impressions, instead
of embracing the merits of science.

2.2.4Conjectural Emendation

When confronted with a difficult passage, some scholdis resort to
conjectural emendation where theyake ugheir own readinghat wasnot in any
previoustexti n an at t e mpapassage. Heie rtheynare ma torger
choosing between existing variant readings, brgating theirown variant
readings! They suppose thhe scribes must have already messed up the text so
much thatevery existing reading is wrongnd so now it is up to them to alter the
text to whatthey think the original should have been. Ironically, the experts
accuse the ancient scribes infentionally changing words, but this is exactly
what these modern textual critics have done! Whenever a new conjectural
emendation is added to the text, it effectively means that every scribe for nearly
2000 years had the discipl i ressttheargena i
to tamper with the text, while the modern textual critics clearly did not! Thus,
these modern textual critics presume to have better knowledgalttlaa ancient
scribes who were closer to the source. This is not an isolated practiwress
currently a largelatabase afuchconjectural emendatiorg.

One classic example of a form of conjectural emendation was first introduced
in the NestleAland 28th edition produced by tHastitut fir Neutestamentliche
TextforschungINTF). Herethe editors chose to disregaallithe existing variant
readinge nd ad d e d/ 5tétoendwRetar 810,fvhich stands agaewtry
extantGreek manuscript throughout history as weleasryother modern critical
text, including all their previous @éstleAlandeditions! Ironically, in theiattempt
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to reconstruct the Greek New Testament, they somehow managed to ignore the
readings ofevery Greek manuscript of the New Testamelni$tead they back
translatedt h e w brédasel ontwo later minor foreign versions’! This

tragedy is somewhat reminiscent of when Erasmus-tranklated the last part of
Revelation from Latir$2 Astonishingly, the INTFdi dn 6t choose i
readi ngoorotre ri t iigeweedsitnegrly readings of Codex Sinaiticus

and Codex Vaticanus, and instead made up a new reading simply because it made
mor e A s e n¥lsthatnovoan dcdegtahle reason to alter the text?

Ironically, not one scribe throughout history in any geographical region was
compelledtai f i x 0 t hnitleat mamerand ygetethe modern textual critics
at the INTF did!Not only did they add a word to the text, but they added the word
f¥ 5é#&meaninghnot o0, so that n estieAland 28th pditiens a g e
reads theoppositeof the NestleAland 27 edition. To put this in perspective, the
Church is being asked to accept that every Greek manuscriptreag until the
INTF invented a new conjeatal emendation in 2@ which now makes the
verse carry the opposite serféélgain, the problem is ndhattheir justso story
is impossibleput that they are practicing the art of storytelling instead of using
science. Notice that themanuscript evidese for 2nd Pegr 3:10 did not change
between the Nestaland 27th and 28th editionbut amly their story changedA
base text should only be changed when there is new evidence, not when there is a
change in bias from the makeup of new committee memPBerhiaps one day
another committee will come up with a different story and be convinced to
change it back.

Of course, this ty pWordasfnotacteptableenost ng o
Christians, and when they find otiat this has been occurringhey are
beginning to move away from the Nesflteand textas it is becoming apparent
that their committee members can no longer be trustedSaksuelTregelles
warned centuries ago, mectural emendatiobegins to cross the line into a form
of higher criticismwhich sits in judgement over the tegrev. 22:189) rather than
lower criticism which works with the manuscripts that we have

=]

Al Critical conj ect ur ed witboatrat ldast o d | vy
feeling that it is connected with very irreverent treatment of Holy
Scripture...For we possess of the Greek New Testament so many MSS.,
and we are aided by so many versions, that we are never left to the need
of conjecture as a mea$ removing errata...but they have too often
sought toimprove the text in accordance wittheir own views and
feelings; that is therefore setting themselves as judges of what Holy
Scripturesoughtor o ught n3¥(hoetmpghasis added)ai n. 0

Making upnew variant readings that did not previously exist does not make the
text of the New Testament more trustworffy! Such use of conjectural
emendation should beveakeup call to anyone who cares about the integrity of
theNew Testamentext.
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2.2.5Voting

Voting in textual criticism is obviously not a scientific process, but merely a
means of expressing the majordpinion of a small number of people. As the
practice of science continues to be diminished in society, it is becoming more
prevalent that press eports on ficonsensus of S C
actual scientific evidence. But this is not new, for the consensus of scientists once
thought that the earth was flat and that the swolved around the earth.
Likewise, a consensus of scholareawote to determine which variant readings
to include in the New Testament mi ght
dissent, but provides no confidence as a method worthy of determining the
inspired word of God! The readings of the modern Negdend text were
determined by committee votewith Kurt Aland getting the equivalent of two
votes whenever he was in the minofitySuch a method produsean
inconsistently weighed text at best, yieldidgzens of places where the chosen
reading varies from other places where the exact same conditionsSoctur.
Aland himself expressed dissatisfaction with the idea of voting:

iABut it seemed not possible to det
majority decision. This is modern (and with manual editions of the Bible
Societies even understandable), but such aepkoe not only contradicts

all philological principles, but according to all experience, it also leads to

an averge text. o

Voting in a committee is also not a reproducible process, as the outcome
depends on the subjective biases of the committee mentee committee may
vote one way, and the next committee may vote a different way, not because there
was a difference in the evidence, but merely because there were different
committee members! For example, the editorial committees behind the 1978 and
1984 editions of the NIV specified that theleasedcriminal was named

i B e & svar. 27:16122and t hat Jesus was filled
healedthe man with leprosymark 1:48-22 But the committee behind the 2011
edition of the NIV changed it to r

Bardbb a s 0 atndlJetshus was AfAindignanto when
Why the change? It is widely believed that it was simply due to the liberal bent of
the scholars involved, who also introduced gesidelusive language among
other things. There was no sign#it change in the manuscript evidence between
1984 and 2011 that warranted such a change, but only a change in the biases ¢
the new committee members. Such edit
the text, but merely differing expressions of theolabibias that work to
undermine the trustworthiness of the Bible.
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2sQuestionable Results

It is no wonder that the failure to examine the earliest manuscript evidence in
a straightforward scientific manner has produced some highly questionable
results. The ggication of these subjective techniques has produced some glaring
inconsistencies and irregular readings that are hard to justify using any logical
criteria! Ironically, some modern textual critics have altered the text in the same
manner that they criticed the ancient scribes for doing, by making adjustments
to the grammar, altering the orthography, and worse, inserting their own
conjectural emendatior$8¥4 Such work has largely been obscured from the
general public, but now that the evidence is being exposed in accessible
collations®-32it naturaly drives people to desire better scientific alternatives.

2.3.1Inconsistent Weighing

All of the subjective decisiemaking techniquesnentioned abovevork
together to produce texts that are inéstesntly weighed. One time the scholars
may rely on their methodology, another time they rely on an explanation, another
time they make up a conjectural emendation, another time they cannot agree so
they just vote! Their application of such processes malenperfect sense to
them, but not necessarily to the next set of scholars. Even scholars who share the
same textual philosophy, supplied with the same manuscripts, still do not arrive at
the same conclusiondgach time a new critical text is made, it issj a
hodgepodge of decisions following the subjective sensibilities of the editors
involved, which can never be independently reproduced by another set of
scholars

The matter is further exasperated by the fact that the many textual variants do
not haveany compelling explanations, and thus they are decided by simply
weighing the external evidence. Experienced textual critics usually develop their
own sensdor weighing which manuscripts are reliable, which manuscripts are
related to other manuscripts,cahow diversely suppatl a reading isBut there
has beemo standard for how this evidence should be weighed, and without
precise values, it is very difficult for scholars to do so with any consist@éagy.

For example, from the perspective of the early manuscripts,dbteddland and
Society of Biblical Literaturdexts both omit the long ending of Mark (as well as
Matthew 17:21, 18:11, and Btk 7:16) based almost solely on the absence of
those readings from the 01 and 03 manuscripts. But the same situation also exists
with Matthew 12:47 and16:3, and yet they include those verses. (It should be
noted thathe Westcott and Hort texdonsisterlyy omits all those verses.) The task
becomes even more difficult when weighing variant readings within a verse that
can have many different combinations of manuscripts supporting them. The
amount of information is complex enough that scholars are unabderember

what they did the time before and consistently weigh the evidence the same way
when faced with the exact same circumstanéasa result, all of the modern
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critical texts have been inconsistently weighed within themselves, and therefore
differ baween themselves.

2.3.2Eccentric Readings

One reason thdhese abjective practices have been allowed to persist is that
the general public did not have any good way to compare their texts against the
evidence of earliest manuscripts and evaluate the mattéhémselves. But as
shown below, the eccentric nature of many readings found in the modern critical
texts becomes quite evident when the critical texts are compared to the CNTR
collation of early manuscrip.The readings in the collation depicted abdkie
line represent the earliest manuscript data available, the readings below the line
represent thenoderncritical texts, and théighlightedtext shows the eccentric
reading. For example, the Textus Receptiext underlying the King James
Version (KJTR) was primarily based on late manuscripts, so it should not be
surprising that it deviates from all the earliest manuscripts in thousands of places.
Consider how the Textus Receptus text compares to the earliest manuscripts ir
Matthew5:27:

64 15019¢( /B3 1 4/ 4 %2 2 9 /5 Ml %5 3
01 32536C( +/ 53/ 4%229 [ ' 5- 1) # %t
03 32534S( +/ 53/ 4%2 2 ( [ 5- 1) # %5
05 375425( +/ 53/ 4%2 2 ( I 5- 1) # %5
032 37549€( +/ 53/ 4 %229 / 5- 1) # %5
WH 1885 _ aai 0 U™y ) ¥ B egocU
NA 2012 _oci 0 U™} ¥y B egocU
SBL 2010 . aci O U~y )y B egocU
RP 2018 . oci 0 U} ) ¥y B egscl
KJTR2020 . 26i 0 U™} 3y yUey) cUB 696U

Do you think you can determine what the original text was? And yet, the Textus
Receptus text, which oftematcheseadings from Codex Bez#&gantabrigiensis

(05) and CodexXWashingtonianug032), has departed fromll of the earliest
manuscripts and aludest h e wa&/r)d32 # A D /Sprse defenders of the
Textus Receptus try to justify themselves with various conspiracy thédbiets,

on what basis would a rational person depart from the united testima@riyttodé

known texts used by the early Church for the first four centuries? The Textus
Receptus text was later used in translating many older Bible versions such as the
Tyndale New Testament, Geneva Bible, and the King James Version (KJV).

In a radical departuredm the Textus Receptus tradition, the 1885 Westcott
and Hort (WH) text#! heavily relied on Codex Sinaiticu€91) and Codex
Vaticanus (03) which were two of the earliest most complete manuscripts. But
their methodology did not always fare very well whensthawo manuscripts
disagreed with each other. Consider this passage imé&ait13:
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01* 32536C..05, (/ 40, ! 4 +1%525#6..
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WH 1885 .. i &= U~ & U alUjiacy.
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In this case, the original scribe of Codex Sinaiticus (GA 01) had accidently left

of {f055,d and then corrected hi msethd , bu
uncorrected reading against the united testimony all of the other early
manuscripts. Shoul dnodt t he original

mistakes? The Westcott and Hort text Wader used in translating Bibles such as
the Revised Version (RV) and American Standard Version (ASV).

While some recent critical texts fare much better with the evidence, many of
them still ignore all of the earliest manuscripts in places. Considereihitng
from 2nd Pedr 3:6 in the NestleAland 28th edition (NA28) text:

72 275324%$)6 ./ 4/ 4+/ 3- 58! +1 41 +, 5106, %
01 32536C$)6./ 4/ 4+/ 3-5%! +!1 41 +, 5106, %
03 32534S$)6./ 4/ 4+/ 3-5%! +1 41 +, 51 06, %
02 37549€$)6./ 4/ 4+/ 3-5%! +1 41 +, 5106, %
04 37549€$)6./ 4/ 4+/ 3-5%$! +1 41 +, 5106, %
WH 1885 i< 3 URloafhle U aUUUad&:2" 1 aU
NA 2012 U< 3 UR'afhletUoaUUUog:2 1 aU
SBL2010 U<« 3 UR'eahGe GU aUUUo@d2"t U
RP 2018 U¢ 3 UR'afhletUoaUUUosg:2 1 aU
KJTF2020 s 3 UR'afhle UUaUUUs@ iz t &U

I s t he 1 eogudtified ggaimmstall di the other early manuscript evidence
and every other modern critical text? The NeAlend text is considered to be
the current academic standard, but it contains every categosulijéctive
decisioamaking mentioned above. Vans editions of the Nestl&éland text
were later consulted in translating Bibles such as the New International Version
(NIV), English Standard Version (ESVand New American Standard (NASB)

In reaction to the eclectic nature of the Negtdend text, theByzantine
Majority texts aspired to follow the majority consensus of the ldfdieval
texts. But since these texadl have later dates, the earliest manuscript evidence
tends to be ignored. Consider this passage fromhigla®:11:
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Not only i s! )} hd@50D$e antiisnsgi niig -Pierppm{RRfh e |
text, but also from the Hodgémarstad® and Pickeringf texts which areall
representatives of the Byzantiajority text. While the modern eclectic texts

are often accused of deleting passages, here the Byzantine Majority texts have
chosen t he ingds heovretne rt hroeuagdh i t is pre.
manuscripts as well as the other critical teXise RobinsonPierpont text was
laterused in translatinthe World English Bible (WEB).

And then there is the Society for Biblical Literaty&BL) tex#> which was
primarily based on four other critical texts. While that methodology is not
particularly rational to begin with, there are numerous places where it seemingly
ignores the earliest manuscript evidence. For example, consider this passage i
Helrews2:9:

46 175224..J06 z#! 2 1B[50090! . 4 %5!()1! .4
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Notice agai n #o6h2a)t3 gtolees ragaadinmsg @ he u
early manuscripts. TheoSiety of Biblical Literature text was later used in
translating the Lexham English Bible (LEB)

That is not to say that someone cou
justify these types of textual decisions, but the more important point to consider is
whether suchustifications offer thebest scientific approachgiven all of the
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available evidencé\otice that in all these cases, these eccentric readings not only
contradict the earliest manuscripts, but they usually contradict all of the other
critical texts as wéll In each case, the scholarsay have beepleased with the
special readings that thephose but the other scholars clearly do not see it that
way! The criticisms expressed here are not meant to disparage anyone in
particular, but are intended to focus ongoing problems that need to be taken
seriously and addressed the textual criticism community. Textual criticray
continue to espoudaeir unscientific theorieqyut rational people will not accept
them when exposed to the hard evidence. It does not matter how competent the
Bible translators are, if the Greek text they are translating from is not a good
reflection of the original autographs of the New Testament.
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J OASYGATFTAO ¢SE

As people have become weary of the confusion caused by the increasing
number of contradictory subjective critical texts, more and more have begun to
consider a scientific approach to textuwaiticism. The genealogical method
popul ari zed by L a cdnigmatadnfrom theo meed e lzasep |
reconstruction on scientific and objective criteria, reducing as far as possible the
subjectivity of the editoret The field of textual criticisnmis not unique to the
Bible, andelsewhere has been treated much moresaseacethat can be used to
determine the original form of other works of literature, such as the writings of
Plato, Aristotle, Shakespeare, or even the Declaration of Indeperigéroe.
those contexts, one is not likely to encounter subjeadiglanations due to
theological biasasthere is usually nbing at stakelt is not that the carept of
textual criticism itself is invalid, but only the unscientific vgathat Biblical
scholars have applied it over the centu¥fés.

Thus, to distance itself from the unscientifi¢ af textual criticism, STC is
definedhereas the sciencef analyzingvariant readings in copies aftext for the
purpose ofrestoring the most probablecontents of the original autograpdy
means of objdove rubrics, algorithms, and procedures that can be independently
verified and reproduced by others. Subjective decisions invojustego stories,
theological bias, textritical canons, conjectural emendation, and vottigare
simply replaced with datdriven statistical analysis and algorithms which are
observabletestable andrepeatableTher e i s n o involned imthe a n
selecton of variant readings, for it simply is no longer need&sl.discussed
below, STC is built on the foundation of two main pillars: data modelling and
textual processing:

6 Data modelling techniques involvingtgategy,collection, organization, and
operationalization etc. (which interseswith the field of data sciencé}?

6 Textual processing techniques involving stemmatics, statistical analysis,
algorithms, artificial intelligence (Al), etc. (which interseutith the field of
computer sciencéy:

The manuscript evidence of the New Testament is particularlyswitdid to
be evaluated through the processes of STC. This is based on the observations th
the New Testaent has been thoroughly preserved through thousands of copies
where most scribes agree with each other most of the time, the amount of
variation introduced by individual scribsé s mi ni mal , and al |
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the same mistakes in all the same @aGbviously, the original autographs no
longer exist, so no one canovewhat the original text was. But STC can be used
to objectively establish thenost likely reading of the original autograpby
statistically weighing the preponderance of manus@iptience. Any reading
chosen through STC is certainly no worse off than the subjective techniques
mentioned above, and there is usually at least randern critical text that
supports everyeadingchosen. It might be the shorter reading, the harder igadin
the majority reading, etchut that was not the grounds for its selection
contrast to the opinions expressed in-pst st or i es, the fistor
woul d be more along these | ines: i The
the earlies and most statistically reliable manuscripts across multiple
geographical regions suppetthi s as the most probabl e
This stands in stark contrast to the practices of the past where anyone could
select any readings they wantd#ttoughthe art & textual criticism thereby
lackingany basis for textual authori#y3-2Indeed, ay number of subjective texts
could be similarly produced in the future, but they will not be able to demonstrate
that they contain thenost likelyreading of the original autographs without a
objectivescientific approach based on evidence. $p€ratesinder the principle
thatthetext that carobjectively demonstratihe most probable storationof the
original autographs would therefore be the most authoritative @©xktcourse,
there is no way tgrove that the most statistically probable readincgaisays
Arighto either, but there is no ratio
criteria, the most probable reading remains the most probable reading, unlike the
subjective art of textual criticism which produces unverifiable inconsistent results
every time. The processes involved in STC are transparent providing the means
for independent verification and reproducible results. It is fittorgChristiansto
use such a rational scientific approach as God encourages us to use our minds in
accomplising His purposegvatt. 22:37, Rom. 12:2, 1Cor131A scientific approach
based on an objective methodology which can be openly scrutinizeall b
remains the most rational approaemd perhaps the only approach that could
ever be universally accepted

s1Principles

There are at least four basic criteria that a methodology must meet to qualify
as an example of STC: objectivity, plausibilityarisparency, and reproducibility.
These provide a rational baseline against which new and existing critical texts can
be judged. All four criteria together establish the basis for producing a
trustworthy text that cabetrusted by all based on the merifssoience.

3.1.10bjectivity

The methodology must be completely objective in the selection of variant
readings. This eliminates the entire category of subjective decision making based
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on justso stories, theological bias, teptitical canons, conjectural emexaibn,
and votingt?2 The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophtates:

fiScientific objectivity..expresses the idea that scientific claimsthods,
resultsi and scientists themselvésare not, or should not be, influenced

by particular perspectives, value judgments, community bias or personal
interests, to name a few relevant factors. Objectivity is often considered
to be an ideal for scidific inquiry, a good reason for valuing scientific
knowledge, and the basis of the authority of science in sagiety.

In addition, # stages of data modelling and textual processing must be done in a
manner that is blind to the meaning of the contBliding in research is defined

as the practice of generically encoding, analyzing and processing data without
regard to any preconced outcome in order to avoid any possible bias. tais

be accomplished through compuiassisted and computgenerated processes
which can rigorously apply a metric without the introduction of subjectivity or
inadvertent errors due to human frailti#ere are several objective criteria that
can be used for weighing variant readings whiah generate satisfying results
when compared to our best modern critical t&kis.

3.1.2Plausibility

The methodology must utilize data modelling and textual processing that are
scientifically plausible. An algorithmic approach to STC is obviously not limited
to a single solution, for many different techniquesld¢de used to produce any
number of different computerenerated texts. Indeed, many different versions of
the Statistical Restoration (SR) algorithms were tested before finding a model that
arrived at satisfactory resufié*? And there are many other types of algorithms
and data that could be used to produce different results. The ability to create a
scientific computegenerated text, does noean that it will necessarily produce
a good text. Indeed, such a text could have been built on bad data methodologies
bad textual processing, or both! For example, if someone wanted to get more
Byzantine readings to appear in a text, they could give ¢&rs more weight
andadda penalty for coming from Egypt. That would still produce a computer
generated text, but not a particularly rational one that anyone might accept. A
computergenerated text coulalsobe created by numerology psetstience but
it would not be plausible to a rational pers@onsequently, any resulting
computergenerated text would still have to be evaluatad accepted or rejected
on its merits, just like any other critical teXt methodology isonly plausible to
thedegree that it can demonstrate a probable outcome based on its assumptions.

Thus,there is usually some subijectivity in an algorithmic methodolbgyit
operates digher levelin the creation of the method itselfhich is no different
than any otherritical text. Every critical text has its own subjective methodology
(some of which are implausible)p addition to itsapplication of subjective
textual decisions. But what is completely eliminated with STC is all the
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subjectivity thtad parimsof r o erzotstodes, Nnari
theological bias, textritical canons, conjectural emendation, and voting) which
produceinconsistentesults®?>2 All subjectivity is eliminated from the lowelevel
selection of variant readings, and exists only in the highexl creation of the
methodology itself, which is precisely where it belontsis conceivable that
debates in the future wilho longer center around subjective theological
arguments, but the plausibility about who has the more objective methodbfogy!

3.1.3Transparency

The methodology must have full public disclosure behind its data modelling
and textual processing so that it is able to be independently verified by others.
This provides a whole new levelf credibility that is not available with
subjectively made criticakkts. This by itself represents a great improvement in
textual authority compared to the current practices, where the methodology,
decisions, and biases of the editors have essentially been a black box that has not
been able to be openly inspected or caity analyzed by the general publithe
ability for computer algorithms now to quickly and easily create Greek New
Testaments raises a greater needrorsparencyinto the processecausehere
is nothing to prevent anyone from creating their ownacust idesi gner 0
New Testament according to their own specifications. The fact that this allows the
scholars to work at a higher level and generate texts more quickly changes
nothing.Again, axy computergenerated text that is produced must be judned
its merits justlike any other critical text. Thus, it becomes paramount that the
methodology and assumptions behind the creation of a critical text be clearly
documented, so whether someonesagrwith it or not, everyone knows exactly
what they are getting.

3.1.4Reproducibility

The methodology must be able to create a text that can be independently
reproduced by other scholars. Other scholars may or may not ever try to replicate
a work, but it musbe possible to do so if it is desired. This is an underlying
principle of a scientific method. Reproducibility in STC is possible because of the
principles ofobjectivity and transparencgombined. If there is not objectivity,
then it is not possible fasthers to consistently reproduce it, and if there is not
transparency, then there is no way for others to know how to reproduce it. A
critical text could provide greater transparency through a commentary that
documents the explanations for the subjectigeigions that were made, but that
is not a scientific methothat can beeproduced. A commentary couddcument
why a committee voted that Jesus was indignant when he healed the leper, but
that is not areproducible scientifienethod. The textritical canons provided a
greater step towardle idea of reproducible method, but they werdy a loose
set of guidelines that are subjectively and inconsistently appfisthad, avalid
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scientific methodology must be able to be independently reproduced arom
specified criteria that is blind to the outcome of the resultingftéxt.

s2Data Modelling

Objective data modelling is the firef two necessar componerg of STC,
which dictates the way that the data is organized, analyzed, and interpreted. Many
applications of textual criticism have been deficient for either utilizing a skewed
view of the data, oa limited use othe available daté:! Utilizing a proper data
model will have a huge bearing on the textual decisions that are made. Someont
could be using the most wonderful algorithm uitilg artificial intelligencebut
the results would be faulty if the data model is not plausible. Plausible data
modelling would have to take into account all the earliest withesses, redundancy
in copies, and the quality of the texts. Such concerns have teken into
consideration by textual critics for centuries, but mostly based on intuition
without precise statistical measurements. Currently there is no complete datase
containing all witnesses through all six data classes, so logical subsets must be
usal in the meantimeA valid subset must be complete for the category of
witnesses it includes up to a speciftedninus ad quenotherwise it could suffer
from unintentional cherrpicking or observer selection bia® %! The approach
taken by the CNTRvasto start with an exhaustive set of the earliest possible data
for all classes of data, and then later expdhe terminus ad quenfater as
necessary.

3.2.1Early Data

A valid STC methodology mudte able toaccount for the earliest data in a
rational manner. As previously discussed, the earliest data is of particular
importance becausa generalthe later the agef the manuscript, thgreater the
opportunity for changes to have been made to the wehether intentional or
unintentionaf*13 Aland contend t hat only fAmanuscript
third/fourth century or earlier have inherent significance, i.e., those of the period
beforet he devel opment & Latettneuscgpts @ara &lso nere t
likely to have crossed geographical bdaries of textual transmission and
become mixed as they gained greater dispersion over time, making it impossible
to know what textual lineage they may have been copied%rém

Of course, this does not mean that every early manuscript necessarily
contains a more accurate text than every later manuscript; for after all, an early
scribe could have made many mistakesopying his text. For example, Codex
Vaticanus(03) is dated later than manuscript6, yet it is often viewed as being
more accurate; and CoddBezae Cantabrigiensié05) is a relatively early
manuscript and it is considered to be wildly inaccuratepared to almost any
other manuscript! But all unknown variables being considered equal, the entire
corpusof early manuscripts by probability has had less opportunity for multiple
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generations of copying mistakes to be expressed than later manuscrigs. Thu
they provide earliest snapshots of the text in time and place, which provide
important clues for how the text was transmitted. It is important to examine all of
the earliest sources first, befoeadeavoring to surmise what later manuscripts
may have ben copied from, regardless of how many of them copied a particular
form. In the realm ofcience the prima facieevidenceof an early manuscript
must necessarily outweigh unsubstantiated speculations assigned to later
manuscripts.

There is a big differase between something thatight have been copied
from an early manuscript and something tigin early manuscript! Ath
centurymanuscript thamighthave been copied from2nd century manuscript,
should not take precedence over a manuscriptishea®nd century manuscript.
While it is always possible that@th century manuscript could contain readings
that were copied from an earlier manuscript that had been lost, it is just as likely
that it could have been copied from a manuscript that was madadahieus
year! There is simply no way to tell. Aliens from another planet could have
obtained the originals directly from the apostles and given them to a monk in the
9th century, but we have no evidence to believe that either! Timlsss there is
any alditional indication regarding its origina manuscript from th@th century
has absolutely no advantage in determining the original text of the New
Testament than a critical text made in 18¢h century! A9th century manuscript
carries no more weighiecausethere is no way to distinguigh the scribe was
making his own eclectic text or if he was simply trying to copy an earlier
manuscript Indeed, a monk who produces a manuscript inrStheentury may
arguably have been in a worse position than thelars who create critical texts
today, since he may have had access to fewer manuscripts or have been limited to
manuscripts from only one geographical region. All that a manuscript from the
9th century can tell you is whanescribethought the text ofhe New Testament
was in thedth century!

Yet, some scholars still seem overly impressed whenever there is discovery
of a new manuscript from the Middle Ages. But what value does such a late
manuscript possibly have toward determining the original téxthe New
Testament® the manuscript contains a new variant reading that was not found in
any previous manuscript, then it shoulddmibtedbecause of united testimony
all of the earlier manuscripts that contradict it. And if it merely adds support
behind an existing variant reading, then it adds nothing new to the debate because
of its late date. In other words, if a later manuscript does not have any early
support, it cannot be trusted, and if it already fw#ficientearly support, then its
fi v o t mobneadad. On what rational baisighere togo against theollective
testimonyof all theearliersources from multiple geographical regions to adopt a
new variant reading from a later witness?

The CNTR estimated thattarminus ad querof at leastAD 400 would be
needed to provide a sufficient amount of data to produce a critical text. Ideally,
the terminus ad quenshould be set as early as possible to minimize later
corruptions of the text, but must also be late enough to provide a sufficient
amoun of material. If only class 1 data were consideretiraninus ad querof
AD 300 would not provide enough material to even cover all the verses of the
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New Testament. But moving therminus ad querto AD400, however, provides
sufficient coverage of alhe verses of the New Testament while minimizing the
amount of later corruptiorfs.

v

|
Date 400

Al and points out t hat Apractically a
New Testament ar e fSwhiah istalboeconfrraed bynbdth c e
Ernest C.Colwellf and George D. Kilpatrick.Thus, any variant worthy of
consideration would presumably be evident well befai24008 Indeed, the
entire text of the Nestéland 28th edition can be extracted fraine@ manuscript

data beforeAD400 except for adut 24 words (and some of those might be better
viewed as errors on their part).

3.2.2Redundant Data

A valid STC methodology must be able to account for the redundancy in the
relationships between witnesses that occurs from successive copying. The
informed texual critic needs to understand tithe number of times variant
reading appears in | ater manuscripts
any of the earliest manuscrip®bviously, if a scribe made an error and it was
then copied a zilliotimes, that would not make it more correct. Thus, any gmpl
headcount approach is not a valid paradigm for $TC.It would be more
important toidentify the eaikst branches of the textand if possible, their
geographic originregardless ofiow many times a branch is copied after that.
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400 AD

—@ 17 copies

® 1 copy

Original i
Autograph ! 2312 copies
o 6 copies
2 copies] Only one
: branch
! 1 copy
: 12 copies

Thus, astemmaticapproach attempts tetermine the original reading of a text

by examining the genealogical relationships between the available dbihies.a
textual difference is introduced into one copy, it then can often be observed
downstream in subsequent copies, allowing different lineage of texts to be traced
back to the original in a trdée structure. This approach is widely attributed to
Karl Lachmann in thd 9th century although he was not the first to conceive of it.
The technique is not unique to the Bible and has been used for the reconstruction
of other works of literature. The results are limited, however, if the copies being
analyzed sffer from genealogical corruption, which is the case with the early
manuscript$!>32That is, the textual differences cannot be uniquely arranged in
a single tredike structure, because different readings were independently copied
from multiple exemplars, preventing the raestiuction of a single lineag&he
CoherenceBased Genealogical Methd@BGM) tried to address this issue by
considering the percentages of the genealogical corruption to determine the
directionof descendanc§?**while the Satistical Restoration (SR)ddressed the
issue differently by calculating the diversity of sup®ft? This does not mean

that some majority readings may not be early or correct, but only that they cannot
be chosen on the basis of medieval popula@early, the number of times
something is copied without weighingts relationships to other texts
accomplishes nothing.

3.2.3Quality Data

A valid STC methodology mudte able toaccount for the quality of the
witnessesd texts. Al witnesses do not
critics usually develop their owsensefor rating the quality of a manuscript
through experience, with Codex Vaticar{08) being seen as highly reliable, and
Codex Bezae Cantabrigien$@ib) being seen as highly erratic. Bhe amount of
value to place orsuch assessments atill subjective based on intuition. Such
subjective assessments of manuscript reliability can be replaced with objective
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scientific data using various metrics. For example, the CIRERability Index

rates witnesses against the entire corpus of data through four measurements o
singular readings which are combined into one master ihddvese ratings
confirmed many of the assessments commonly held by the textual critics. There
may besomeotherways inwhich the quality ofdatacan beassessed, but it is
logical that the quality athewitnesses should be distinguished by safiective
method.

s3] extual Processing

Objective textual processing is the secafdhe twonecessary component
of STC, which dttates how textual decisions are made. In the past it was possible
to accomplish limited aspects of this without the aid of a computer, but now there
is simply more data than is humanly possible to keep tradRadivell and Tune
foresaw the need for comgers to get involved in the realm of STC way back in
the 1960s:

iwWe are working in a period when 1
inevitably be translated into mathematics. In fact it is doubtful that NT
textual critics can really hope to relate alltbé data now available to
them without th%e aid of computers. @

In the past, scholarbad limited access to scientific datajtlmow detailed
statistical analysis provides precise values for the processing of variant units,
frequency of various scribal his, genealogical relationships between
manuscripts, and reliability measured against the corpus.

The holy grail of STC was envisioned decades ago, whereas all of the
electronicmanuscriptiranscriptions would be fed into one program anaatild
automaically create a plausible computgenerated reconstruction of the original
text without human intervention. But up to that point the field of textual criticism
was finowhere near having computer t
stemma and a critic| t ext from a bundHMehisddly s c
grail, however, was accomplished on October 1, 2020 by the Center for New
Testament Restoration creatiagbeta version ofhe first computegenerated
Greek New Testament called the StatisticadtBation (SR) basetirectly onthe
raw manuscript dat®:#2 The ability to produce such a complete computer
generated Greek New Testament offers several significant advantages for the
field of STC:

1.1t weighs the rawmanuscript dataconsistently and géctively without
theological biasbased solely on scientific principles, providing a trustworthy
text with a greater claim for textual authority.

2. Texts @n be updatedutomaticallyin minuteswhenever new witnesses are
addedand new methodologies can heickly generated and assessed, all

71



while avoiding the logistics and years involved in creating a text from a new
editorial committee.

3.1t can be automatically generated witlaccompanying apparatus,
morphological parsingstrong Blumbersand othetypes of data sets

Thefirst release of th&R served as aroof-of-concept demonstrating a rational
computergenerated Greek New Testameduld be producedhat yielded a
satisfying result when compared to our best modern critical t&tker more
sophisticated endeavors with superior algorithms are expected to follow in the
future$43

Sometextual criticsstill seem to be grosslynaware of thecapabilities of
computer science and data science and are sure that no computer could ever select
the right reading based @me ofthe unique explanatisrthey have craftedand
they may be right! But perhaps nobody else would agree with them ®ifier!
But it is difficult to argue against a text made through STC such as the SR,
because mosgif the readings chosen are backed by the sametisakeenade in
other modern critical test And for the few that are not, they are backed by a
logical assessment of the early manuscript data which anyone can openly assess
for themselvesSuch decisions calculated by a computer are certainly no worse
than some of the implausible eccentric readings found in most modern critical
texts$232 When a computegenerated text such as the SR is includeth wie
ot her maj or critical aldng witha coliation oft theb | i n
evidence, the SR text is often preferredpecially when compared with some of
the eccentric readings found in the modern critical 1%

3.3.1Weighing Data

One important observation undergirding the need for STC is that the scribes
who copied most of our important early manuscripts were already doing their
own textualcriticism 31232 There is no reason to assemble new committees to do
textual criticismtwo thousandyears after the fact, when the early scribesew
already doing it for us onlfwo hundred yeargemoved from the original
autographs. Each early scribe would have already had their own reasons for why
they chose one reading over another, and they may have had conclusive inside
information that we ldc t oday . The fact t hat we
containing the explanations behind their textual decisions is really no different
than many modern critical texts that also came with no commentary explaining
their decisions.And the explanations behind ghtextual decisions made by
modern textual critics are not necessarily any better than the unspoken
explanations behind the textual decisions of the early scribes. Indeed, many of the
entries in modern textual cC ommaynbutar i e s
simply offer their subjective opinions on how to weigh the early data. To trust a
modern critical text made through a committee vote is not intellectually more
satisfying that trusting the textual criticism of the early scribes that made Codex
Sindticus (01) or Codex Vaticanug03) There is almost a subtle hint of
arrogance in the notion that the modern textual critics have to correct those
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ignorant early scribes, when the moc
either! The early textual ¢its disagreed, and the modern textual critics still
disagree!

Because of this, there is no reason to collect more and more opinions from
modern textual critics. One of the fundamental mantras of textual criticism is that
fwitnesses are to be weighed mthhan counted!®d The evidenceve haveis
already on the table, and now merely needs towdighed There is no reason to
continuing to assemble new committees to vote yet again on the readings, wher
we can weigh the votes already cast by the early déxdritics which are
displayed in their manuscripts. This issue is not that data must be weighed, but
recognizing that it has already been weighed multiple times by the earliest textual
critics, who had their own explanations as to how a variant may hisen.a
Thus, we dondt need any more subjec:
voices of the early textual critics that we already have against objective criteria.

3.3.20Dbjective Criteria

Most modern textual critics weigh the dadasome degreébut justnot very
well without precise objective criteria. Here they are at a definite disadvantage
because they cannot consistently and precisely weigh the data as accurately as
computer. There are several examples of objective data that can be considered i
weighing textual decisions:

O«

Externali witness date, geographical location, genealogical relationships,
statistical reliability, handwriting quality, etc.

6 Internali word frequencies across a text, word frequencies within a variant
unit, variant unit patternsnorphological relationships, etc.

There are manytber forms of dat#hat also can be considered as long as they are
created in an objective manndfor example, if someone wanted to rate the
Afhardnessodo of each v abriciaamanneettzatdis bling a
to the outcome, transparent in its determination, and can be reproduced within
reason, then that would count as another objeftifra of data. This wouldhot

be muchdifferent than thedating of manuscripts whichalso involves some
subjectivity, but ha a scientific basis in paleography which da@reasonably
reproducedln suchcases, the computer itself does not date the maptssori
determine the harder reading (although there are some things it can do along thos
lines), but merely processes the data it has been given objectively.

Textual critics weigh the dates of manuscripts, and so can a computer
Textual criticsassesshe reliability of manuscripts, and so can a computer
Textual critics consider the probabilities of wgrdnd so can a computek.
computertoday carprocessalmost any kind of externalr internalevidencethat
humas canAnd the computer can do each @mfehem more precisely, and can
weigh all of them together more consistently than a huaiColwell and Tune
pointed ou€®2 a human simply cannot keep track of all of that data and make
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logically consistent choices without the aid of a computer. The mentality should
no longer be that a computer can help us, kaitttte computer must help us!

And better yet, the computer can objectively weigh the data without any
theological biasThe one thing the computer cannot do is make up subjective
explanations, and that is precisely what is not warBgdusing the algorlimic
approach,all subjectivity is eliminated from lowdevel decisions involving
variant readings, and movéd the highefevel methodology where consistency
is enforced across the entire text, preventhmy process from being gamés
trying to pick @rtain individual reading®-12 Thus,if someonédried totweakthe
algorithm so that one particulpet readingwaschosen, it would simultanesly
causeseveralother reading:ot to be chosenindeed, minor changes to the
weighing could change whether the longer ending of Mark were included or not,
but it also would correspondingly change many other readings that would not
necessarily be wanted.

Many textual critics work with objective scientific data, but then only view it
as suggestions to help guide their subjective deci&grikhat is why all our best
modern critical texts, even those with similar philosophies considering the same
evidence, still disagree with each other in thousands of places. In a sense, the ball
is being advanakbased on solid scientific gains, but then is fumbled on the goal
line as scholars inject their subjective opinions and theological biases into the
final decisions behind their critical tex®Robert Waltz observes:

fil will simply make tle observation that a scientific criticism must
necessarily reject any theological approach. But we should note that there
has never been a scientific New Testament textual critic. Some have used
mathematical methodsbut as tools, not final arbitecé3

STC maintains that the unknown probabilities behind a subjective explanation in
the mind of a textual critic (which may not even be correct), are inferior to the
objective probabilities used for scientifically weighing the data.algorithmic
approach baskon objective data is clearly the most rational and consistent
approach for making textual decisions.

s«Applications

Without a doubtthere have been a lot of brilliant scholars who have paved
the way forSTCproviding excellent research based on firmestific principles
Just like Lachmann, many have sought out applications that were more scientific
in nature in order to minimize the subjectivity due to human Bidhe text
critical canons could perhaps be considered an early forerunner to STC as a set of
rules based on assumed probabilities to guide the selection of variant readings in a
more logical fashion. Many textual critics were doingingtedge scholarship for
their times using the best resources at their disposal and should be commended
for their efforts.Some scholars of the 20th century such as Dom Henri Quentin,
Sir Walter W. Greg, Archibald A. Hill, and Vinton A. Dearing considesethe

74



more scientific approaches to textual criticism, but they were fairly limited in
scope without the aid of a computéGome of the efforts were quite scientific in
nature, but werdimited as the work had to be done by hand, using anfgw
select manuscripts over relatively small passafj&cripture to serve as a sample
size whichwould then beextrapolatedor the restYet, all these scholardid the

best they could with the tools they had available. They are ovgedaa deal of
gratitudefor the field of STOwould probably not exist without them. Still today,
whether or not it is recognized as such, much work is being conducted on the
basis of STC. There has been statistical analysis of variant units, objective studies
of scribal habits, and other kinds of computessisted research. All of these
efforts have propelled the field of STC forward, with the capabilities now to
create computeaissisted and computgenerated critical texts.

3.4.1CoherenceBased Genealogical Method

The CoherenceBased Genealogical Method (CBGM) bears mentioning as
one of the first major computer applications towards STC. The CBGM provides a
computerized approach to stemmatiosa manner soewhat different than
Lachmanndéds met hod. Despi the CBGMpaepat | ar
provide a means of automating the reconstruction of the initid text but i s
considered to batool to help in the subjective decisiomaking proces&: For
example, the CBGM was used to help inform decisions beginning with the
NestleAland 28 h edi t i on. But the CBGM canr
decision to add a conjectural emendation in 2nd Peterf32t@or the computer
wasnot programmed tmake up new readings.

Although it may have some shortcomirigthe CBGM tries to overcome the
problem of genealogical corruption by constructing the lineage in the tree based
on percentages of the corruption. In simplified terms, if there are a number of
readings where it looks like manuscript A may have copied from manuscript B,
but slightly more readings where it looks like B may have copied from A, then it
will move forward by deducing that B copied from A. This is problematic,
however, because it nessarily demonstrates that neither one was directly copied
from the other as they were each copied from a mixture of intervening
manuscripts, and the percentages could merely reflect the textual critical
preferences of intervening scribes! Unfortunatelis th also the case with most
of the earliest manuscript evidence of the New Testament, as many of the scribe:
are clearly seen to be doing their own textual criticism, copying and editing from
multiple sources already available to them, making it imptessibestablish any
lineage$!-?32StepherCarlson points out:

fiDespite the termdyenealogicdl in the name Coherendased
Genealogical Method, researchers should not expect the CBGM to
provide a proposed history of the text through its manuscripts. This puts
a premium on the use of internal evidence to establish the initiaittext.
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The CBGM, hovever, was particularly valuable for advancing STC in the sense
that this work had to be done in order to know that this was indeed the case,
demonstrating that most of the earliest withesses end in stubs without
genealogical relationships to each othier.

...............

The CBGM fairs much better when it comes to arranging later Medieval
manuscript, but that has little bearing when it comes to reconstructing the original
autographs from the earliest witnesses. It is proposed here that the CBGM
technique could be modifieto include the percentage of corruption as
additionalweight for accessingts reliability whenevaluatingeach variant unit,

and that then could be used along with other criteria wdmmstructing a text.

3.4.2Statistical Restoration

The Statistical R&toration (SR) was the first computggnerated Greek New
Testament fully satisfing the STC principle$®! to produce a consistently
weighed text without any théagical bias The SR endeavored to reflect tiest
probable textbased on statistical analysiad algorithmslesigned to simulate a
reasoneeeclecticism approach actually used by schqlarsighing both external
and internal evidence. Thexternal evidence was weighed based on manuscript
reliability, earliness, and diversity of support. The internal evidence was weighed
based on word probabilities witha variant unit ancdconsideration ofvariant
patterns. A number of breakthroughs hadotwur along the way in order to
accomplish this feat, including the automatic determination of variant unit
boundaries and their relationships to each dthahe classification of
homophones based on the orthographicairity method?® and rating the
statistical reliability of manuscripts against the corpus of #afBhe data
modeling of the SR operated on several different layers of data produced in
several different stageandwith some extra effort that could be combined into a
single turnkey soultion. Like all other critical texts, the data available for the SR
was limited$?31so itrelied oncomplete sets of all class 1 and class 2 dptto
AD 400, but lackeddata from the church fathers afateign versios. This data
would need to be added in the futurgtovide a complete analys.

The textual processingchnology ofthe SR ould also be used as a tool to
generate other kinds of critical texts and critique other critical texts. For example,
the SR could create the most probable Byzantine text from a dataset containing
Medieval manuscripts without any human subjectivity as welk SR can also
be calibrated to approximate the weighing of another critical text. In its first
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release, the SR was calibrated to match the weighing dBuheing Heuristic
Prototype(BHP) as close as possiti#&which placed it in the same ballpark as the
NestleAland, Society of Biblical Literature and Tyndale Housdexts. Thus, the
real issue is no longer about subjectivity, but more about the philosophy behind
what kinds of texts should be created and for what purposes. And this is exactly
the level wiere textual critical matters should be deciéet?
The SRtextwasonly aboul% different than the Nestaland 28th edition,
but some of thoswere spelling differences that make no translatable difference.
The SR could have been calibrated to be even closer toetsteeNlandtext, but
the goalwas notnecessarilyto replicate any particular critical text, but rather to
apply a scientificbasel, datadriven approaclklerived from the raw datahe fact
that a computegenerated text could be in the same ballpark as some of the best
modern critical texts was quite surprising if not confounding to some, as it
challenges a number of assumptitwesind theart of textual criticismHow was
a computer able to choose most of the same readings as the other modern critice
tests without knowing the humansé sul
One of the reasons that the SR is so similar to the Neltiel text is that its
eclectic methodology was designed to simulate the processes considered by
modern textual critics when weighing data. That is, thel&% much of what the
editors of theNeste-Aland text were perhaps trying to do, but could do it more
consistently with more accurate data. The main differencey lbleat a computer
algorithm weigled the data, which by itself iapparentlysufficientto eliminate
the needor subjectiveexplanaibns®-21A textual critic may look at the data and
try to surmise a theory to explain what may have happened, whereas the compute
simply weighsthe data anaften arrives at the exact san@hoicebased on the
statistical evidencdt cannot be provethat a statistically probable text is always
right, but basing textual decisions on science surely presents no less of a
reasonable textMore detdied information about the SR is discussed in a paper
tentativelye nt i Thie EBidtConfputeGe ner at ed Gr eek New
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With the field of textual criticism splintering across more and more
subjectively created critical texts, it is perhaps inevitabledtsatdards would be
sought onan objective scientific basis. An objective compgenerated text
based on the principled STC represents the most rational alternative for moving
forward, and there is already a leteym commitment to see this trend continue
into the future. The CNTR in particular was founded with the mission to
revolutionize the field of textual criticismith the use of advanced statistical and
computational methods, rooted in the fields of computer science and data science
Such fields have been grossly underleveraged in the field of textual criticism, but
with emergence of a vast number of electrorémgcriptions and a number of
computetbased projects, this is beginning to change.

Some may have the unfounded fear that a computer has now been placed ir
charge of identifying Godds inspired
humans are stilh the charge of the same processes as befote.Thorpestates:

fiThere are, however, limits to the use of statistical methods. They can
only test hypotheses that have already been formulated by human beings.
Human imagination is required to devise sfiens that can be expressed

in rigorous terms and investigated statistically. There can also be a
problem with the interpretation of the results of statistical analysis; the
output of a statistical procedure may need human interpretation to decide
its significance in terms of textual criticisot.

The computer has not replaced human decisiaking, but is merely a tool that
systematically employs whatever decisimaking criteria that humans program it

to use. Scholars have simply programmed the computealculate the mundane
statistics and apply the algorithms
painstakingly do everything by haftf? Seeing that ar best modern critical

texts do not agree with each other anyway, why not let the matter be settled in a
more objective manner based on scientific statistical analysis that is observable,
testable, and repeatable?

Sdentific computergenerated analysiddt is open to public scrutiny &
hugestep forward toward providing the accuracy and textual authority deserving
of the New TestamenbData modelling and textual processing that is objective,
plausible, transparent, and reproducible allows the genglfitio scrutinize the
entire procesand make their own decisiafs' Since a consensus of textual
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authority will never be achieved through the subjective atextual criticism,
STC representa moreviable rational alternative, and is really the only fair way
to move forward.

.1 ] rustedness

Over the centuries there have been many different Greek New Testament
texts that have bednusted but some weraot verytrustworthy? As discussed
above,they may have eithdrad unscientific data modelling, unscientific textual
processing, or both. Correspondingly, trust has been eroding in all camps because
the art of textual criticism does not supply satigfyamswers. Those who trust in
Byzantinetextual tradition do not trust the AAlI exanr
critical texts, and vice versa. And trust within each camp is eroding. Those who
trust the Textus Receptugext do not trust theByzantine Majority text
Meanwhile,trust in the modern critical texts is being diluted with an increasing
number of texts to choose from. And when new editions of them are released, it
begs the question of whether trust had been misplaced in the previous versions.

Up till now, trustedness for a text has primarily been obtained through
marketing, endorsements, and reputations, but not the quality of the text itself.
Erasmus hurriedly released the first published Greek New Testament full of errors
and sloppy scholarship whigfained all of the fame, while most have never even
heard of the more scholarComplutensian Polyglot. TheoS8iety of Biblical
Literature text was the work of just one scholar done in about a year using a
guestionablenethodology And although it is by nmeans a bad text, it primarily
gained acceptance only because it Wwasked by LogosBible software. The
NestleAland text has been addingonjectural emendatignthat never existed
beforein any Greek text, but continues to dominate the market basedtopast
reputationt?24 Obviously, garnering trust througtopular perception des not
have any bearing on whether a text is accurate or trustworthy. All oisthis
important because textual authority has been derived solely from trust placed in
the personalities involved, not on the merits of the text itself.

Texts created by STC, hewer, can generate trust based solely on the
credibility of the objective scientific processes by which they are created. A text
that is created through objective scientific processes with a transparent
methodology and data that is publicly inspectablendsain contrast to
subjectively made textsvhere many are still left wondering how the textual
critics arrived at some of their eccentric readi¥gs. Of course, STC textmay
also receive endorsements just like any other text, but the basis for their
trustworthiness is inherent in the merits text itself based on objective scientific
principles. The process of STC provide/o clear advantages avihe subjective
texts of the past in this regard:

6 The entire process is fully transparent, inspectable, and verifiable by the
general public. This generates trust becaegeryonecan independently
scrutinize the text and judge the merits for themselvethe case of the SR,
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the text and probability percentages are displayed along with the data that it is
directly derived from, which can be drilled down all the way to the actual
manuscripts themselves.

6 Subjective decisions based on theological bias atieely eliminated. This
feature alone is highly desired among Christians who would rather see issues
decided on objective grounds whenever possible. No longer will we have to
wait to see how subsequent committees will vote on whether they think Jesus
was ficompassionate or findignand based onthe me mb ethesldyical
biaseg?22

Of course, several different kinds of texts could be created thtbegbrocess of

STC which is no different than it is now, since there are already multiple Greek
New Testaments with new versions and revised editions coming out every few
years. In each case, the merits of each text must be independently examined an
acceted or rejected based on the plausibility of their methot&And in that
regard,texts createdhrough STC havan inherent advantage in garnering trust
through objectivity, transparency, and reproducibilitpmpared to subjectively
created textaWhena text is being evaluated t he questi on shol
scientific basis f othepetsanalities isvaite®tdroughn s |
marketing hype. Being able to provide an objective scientific basis represents
great strides in being able to defeni

s2 Transitioning

The general populace seems to immediately ecebtiae principles of STC
after the concept is explained, and most scientists cannot understand why this wa
not done years ag@ecause of this, the field of STC is already resonating and
will only continue to grow. The reaction froeomeold-school textuhcritics,
however, has been mixed. Some of them like the emphasis on the statistical
analysis and data processing, but others are wingil prepared to accept it for
various reasons:

6 PoliticsT Some scholars have vested interests in preserving the qtaius
because of pride, greed, and position. Some of them make money from the
subjectivecritical texts that they have created, and others simply fall in line,
holding positions in allegiance to those scholars. STC may be viewed as a
challenge to theirrepuat i on and an assault on t
it is difficult for them to embrace an alternative viewpollitics, however,
change over time, and it is expected that the merits of scienceveiitually
prevail over personal interests.

6 Feari Some scholars criticize the technology for fear of becoming irrelevant

and losing their jobs. They quote scholars from the past who could not

fathomhow a computer could possibly do textual criticism, yet they probably
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didnoét think a aormmnsiate otherdamguégds, ad find v e
cures for diseases either. There was a similar reaction asoongscholars

when theCBGM was first introduceé+1 But fear will eventually give way

to reasoras the technology becomes more and more commonplace.

o lgnorancd Some scholars have a humanities background and simply have a
hard time understanding advanced statistical analysis and complexhafgorit
rooted in the mathematical sciencégany received their education from
seminaries designed to trapastors,theologians,counselors etc., but not
computer scientists and data scientists. For them to embrace STC would
amount to a career change ®ro met hi ng t hat they di (
arenot n e c e s Bat ryouhggr schalarsttoelaly aré ewxach more
computer literate and this trend is expected to continue.

Of course, some may not accept STC for other reasons, and the fringe groups
certait 'y wonodt , but the field of STC wild/l
prefer scientific solutionsand the door is wide open for anyone to embrace it
Providing an objective text based on scientific principles will speak for itself, and
those who underand the benefits of science know that the truth is its own
reward. As Christian academia begins to embrace STC, two items in particular
are suggested:

6 Seminaries that offer coursework in textual criticism should at least consider
adding a course on dataieace. That would be useful for evaluating the
methods of STC, but also the nature of data already being used for textual
criticism in general. Those wishing to make advances in the field should also
consider adding a computer science course tailoredtigatecriticism issues.

6 A new scientific peereviewed journal should be created, dedicated to the
topics of STC, as the current textual criticism journals do not have the
expertise to properly evaluate the science. One paper underlying some of the
fundamentals of the SR, for erale, was turned down by a wé&hown
journal simply because the Athe math
what it meant.

If Christian academia is slow to position themselves to incorporate STC, then it
will likely become an academic discipline tHa¢comes rooted in the field of
science, among computer scientists and data scientists who specialize in different
forms of textual processing. As a case in point, one seminary student approached
a faculty member with his idea for using Al and was immebljiatebuffed
because they were not prepared to dea
either. The student, however, was not deterred and plans to pursue higifilans
computer scientistafter he graduates. There is already some overlap between
textual criticism and STC regarding research into scribal habits, analysis of
variant units, and the use scientific data such as the CBGM, but this must be
extended tdahe weighing ottextual decisions through textual processing as well.
Seminaries have a unigwpportunity to get in front of this issue now, but if they

fall behind, the field of textual criticism will likely be wrestfrom their hands

and placed in the hands of scientists. The early scholars who pioneered the way
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for STC did the best they couldith the tools they had availatf&? but the
guestion is whether the current schoksgoing to keep pace now?

szFuture

With the rapid advansein computer science and data science, the rise of
STC to predominance is not a matter
sense to many younger scholars, particularly those who are scientifically minded,
and they are eager to explore the possibildied contribute to the field. Critical
texts created through STC will inevitably prevail over subjective texts containing
theological bias and inconsistent selections, because the general public will be
able to verify the data for themselves! Arguments euidch critical text is better
may one day be replaced with arguments over which algorithm is better. The
establishment of the field of STC was perhaps inevitable, because the data is
available and we have computers capable of processing it. Thus, thisvas
written to help define some boundaries and hopefully guide that process toward a
viable path. Now with the release of the SR as a proof of concept, the genie has
been let out of the bottle and it will likely have a profound impact on the field of
textual criticism that could reverberate for decades. The fact that a computer
program such as the SR, with #atedlimitations, was capable of producing a
satisfactory text similar to our best modern critical texts certainly challenges the
thinking of tet st atus quo in a number of a
particular merits, it is expected to open the door to all sorts of other data
modelling and textual processing. Future developments of computer science anc
Al will undoubtedly result in furtherefinements that could propel these concepts
far beyond what has been accomplished sdlfasis justthe beginning tip of an
iceberg!

1J. C. Thorpe, AMultivariate Statistica
A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism, vol. 7, 2002.

2Tim Jore explores the differences between being a trusted versusotthyg text
regarding Bible translations that is al
Trustedo, unf ol di nttgsd/wvdy,unfoddingmord.org/ 1 6, 2 0
publications/trustworthyandtrusted, accessed September 2, 2022.
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The following table contains all of the withesses representirsg dlalata up
to AD400. Most of the manuscripts are dated based on paleography. That is, the
handwriting of a manuscript is compared to the paleographic features of other
documents that are more precisely dated by known historical events. The field of
paleography for New Testament manuscripts is not an exact sclemgever,
and thus dates spanning no less than 50 years have typically been assigne

beginning on 2%ear boundaries.

Date | GregorAland OtheAliases

100124 104 TMO061782, P. Oxy. 644440

100149, 52 TM061624, P. Rylands 3 457

100199 98 TM061626

100299 137 TM754927, P. Oxy.
125174 66 TMO061627, P. Bodmer 2

150199, 103+ 77 TMO061784, P. Oxy. 64 4403 + P. Oxy. 3
150199 109 TMO061634, P. Oxy. 65 4448

150199 32 TMO061853, P. Rylands 1 5

150199 4 TM061783

150199, 64+ 67 TM061783, Magdalen Papyrus + P. Barg
150199 90 TM061625, P. Oxy. 50 3523

175199 75 TMO061743, P. Bodmet 34

175224 0171 TM061828, PSI 12, PSI 2124

175224/ 0189 TM061697

175224 108 TMO061633, P. Oxy. 65 4447

175224 38 TMO061703, P. Mich. 3 138

175224 46 TMO061855, P. Beatty 2

175224 87 TMO061857, P. Kbln 4 170

200224, 107 TMO061632, P. Oxy. 65 4446

200224, 13 TMO061861, P. Oxy. 4 657, PSI 12 1292
200224, 29 TMO061701, P. Oxy. 13 1597

200224, 45 TMO061826, P. Beatty 1

200224, 48 TMO061702, PSI 10 1165

200224, 95 TM061651

200225, 23 TM061620, P. Oxy. 10 1229

200249 111 TMO065894, P. Oxy. 66 4495

200249, 30 TMO061860, P. Oxy. 13 1598

200249, 39 TMO061638, P. Oxy. 15 1780

200249, 5 TMO061630, P. Oxy. 2 208 + P. Oxy. 15 1
200299, 100 TMO061619, P. Oxy. 65 4449
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200299 101 TM061786, P. Oxy. 64 4401
200299 106 TMO061631, P. Oxy. 65 4445
200299, 113 TMO065896, P. Oxy. 66 4497
200299, 114 TMO065897, P. Oxy. 66 4498
200299 118 TM068810, P. Koin 10 420
200299 119 TM112358, P. Oxy. 71 4803
200299 121 TM112360, P. Oxy. 71 4805
200299 129

200299 131

200299 133 TM704180, P. Oxy. 81 5259
200299 138 TM768442, P. Oxy. 83 5346
200299 20 TM061618, P. Oxy. 9 1171
200299, 27 TMO061854, P. Oxy. 11 1355
200299, 35 TM061802, PSI 11

200299, 40 TMO061846, Baden 4 57
200299, 91 TM061699

200399 130

200399 132 TM704179, P. Oxy. 81 5258
225274, 1 TM061787, P. Oxy. 1 2
225274 115 TM065898, P. Oxy. 66 4499
225274 22 TM061629, P. Oxy. 10 1228
225274, 37 TMO061788, P. Mich. 3 137
225274 49+ 65 TM061858, P. Yale 1 2 + PSI 14 1373
225274 53 TM061827, P. Mich. 6652
225274 69 TMO061700, P. Oxy. 24 2383
250299 0308 TMO065899, P. Oxy. 66 4500
250299 0312 TM113920

250299, 110 TMO065893, P. Oxy. 66 4494
250299, 17 TM061862, P. Oxy. 8 1078
250299 18 TM061636, P. Oxy. 8 1079
250299, 24 TMO061641, P. Oxy. 10 1230
250299, 47 TMO061628, P. Beatty 3
250350, 134 TM851632, Willoughby Papyrus
275299 15+ 16 TMO061859, P. Oxy. 7 1008 + P. Oxy. 10
275299 28 TM061635, P. Oxy. 13 1596
275299, 70 TM061789, P. Oxy. 24 2384
275324 0162 TMO061637, P. Oxy. 6 847
275324 0220 TMO061841, P. Schoyen 1 20
275324 0232 TMO061655, P. Ant. 1 12
275324, 102 TMO061790, P. Oxy. 64 4402
275324 125 TM117814, P. Oxy. 73 4934
275324, 72 TMO061420, P. Bodmér 7
275324, 86 TMO061793, P. Kdin 2 80




275324, 9 TM061639, P. Oxy. 3 402
275324 92 TM061852

300349| 0160 TM061791

300349| 0252 TM061880, P. Barc. 6
300349 116 TM066065, MPBRERS. 29 21
300349 126 TMO068735, PSI 15 1497
300349, 8 TM061704

300399 0169 TM061643, P. Oxy. 8 1080
300399| 0188 TM061758

300399| 0206 TM061910, P. Oxy. 11 1353
300399| 0221 TM061865, MPER NS 4 43
300399| 0228 TM061864, MPER NS 4 50
300399| 0230 TM061867, PSI 13 1306
300399| 0231 TM061797, P. Ant. 1 11
300399| 0258 TM061640

300399| 058 TM061799, MPER NS 29 23
300399 117 TM068759

300399 120 TM112359, P. Oxy. 71 4804
300399 123 TM113259, P. Oxy. 72 4844
300399 139 TM768443, P. Oxy. 83 5347
300399, 6 TM061656

300399 71 TM061794, P. Oxy. 24 2385
300399 82 TM061706

300399 88 TM061757

300399 89 TM061863, P. Laur. 4 142
300499 0176 TM061875, PSI 3 251
300499 0214 TMO061759, MPER NS 4 33
300499 0219 TM061884, MPER NS 4 42
300499 0270 TM061866

300499| 029+0113+0125+01 TM061746, Codex Borgiéhus
300499| 0315 TM113923

300499 0323 TM117947, Syriac Sinaiticus
300499 057 TM061705

300499 135

300499 19 TM061798, P. OxyL190
300499 21 TM061796, P. Oxy. 10 1227
300599 023 TM061646, O. Petrie 414
325349 03 TM062316, Codex VaticfBys
325360| 01 TM062315, Codex Sinaiticus
350399| 0207 TM061642, PSI 10 1166
350399| 0242 TM061792

350399 81 TM061911
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350449 0173 TM061621, PSI15

350449| 0181 TM061708, MPER NS 29 31
350449| 0185 TMO061870, MPER NS 29 49
350449 0215+059 TMO067939, MPER NS 4 34
350449 122 TM112361, P. Oxy. 71 4806
350449 51 TMO061869, P. Oxy. 18 2157
350449 57 TMO061707, MPER NS 4 40
375399 25 TM061823

375424 85 TM061644

375425| 05 TM061777, Bezae Cantabrigi@jsis
375499 02 TM062318, Codex Alexandijus
375499 04 TM061778, Ephraemi Resc(ipjus
375499 032 TMO061831, Codébashingtonian(\W)




