independent early witnesses to the Alexandrian text-type, which must
therefore stand “‘closest to the autograph”. But if, as is generally
admitted, most corruptions took place in the first two centuries A.D.,
it is quite possible that both these manuscripts are descended from a
single corrupt copy made earlier in the second century. The early date
of P”* and Cod. Vaticanus is far from being a guarantee of excellence.

NON-TEXTUAL QUESTIONS

The second part of the book (pp. 81-102) handles non-textual
questions, with a discussion of seven common arguments in favour of
retaining the KJV. Most of this section is taken up with the question of

~the KJV’s quality as a translation compared with the NIV and other
modern versions. For reviews of the NIV and other modern versions,
reference should be made to separate articles obtainable from the
Trinitarian Bible Society.

SUMMARY

Dr. Carson has put his finger upon logical and theological deficien-

| cies in some of the supplementary arguments of those who support the

traditional New Testament text, and he has rightly criticised the spirit

{ in which these arguments are sometimes presented. For this reason his

contribution to the Debate is to be welcomed. Concerning the more

important arguments in favour of the traditional text, however, no one

{ need be discouraged by Dr. Carson’s objections, which have been
| shown to be entirely lacking in validity.

A.J. Brown 13.11.1979

Another article, The Traditional Text of the New Testament, is
available from the Society, replying to a critique of Pickering’s book by
D. Macleod, and also taking some account of G. D. Fee’s erroneous
views concerning the textual evidence of the early Fathers.

TRINITARIAN BIBLE SOCIETY
217 KINGSTON ROAD, LONDON SW19 3NN, ENGLAND.

TRINITARIAN BIBLE SOCIETY

P.0. BOX 348
TORONTO. N.S.W., 2283
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of the TR with the manuscripts is understood. (However, the author’s
criticisms of Gill’s commentary on 1 John 5.7 are entirely correct, as
this verse of the TR has practically no support from the Greek
manuscripts.)

Thesis 9: ‘“The charge that the non-Byzantine text-types are theologi-
cally aberrant is fallacious” (p. 62).

The author is probably right in thinking that most various readings
are not the result of deliberate changes, but he goes too far in implying
that the modern form of text does not significantly weaken any of the
doctrines established in the KJV and the majority of manuscripts. He
is particularly concerned with the treatment of the deity of Christ. Ina
table, -eight passages -are-listed-where various versions call Jesus
“God”. The KJV, RSV and NEB are each shown as ascribing deity to
Christ in just four out of the eight passages, while the NIV does so in
seven. In fact the RSV, NEB and NIV each weaken their testimony in

several of the passages through the use of footnotes. Tt is interesting

. that the table does not include 1 Timothy 3.16 which in the Byzantine

__text and the KJV contains one of the most explicit references to the

deity of Christ: “God was manifest in the flesh”. Modern versions,
,‘“‘ﬂm]ﬂ%w:mﬁm NIV, follow the small minority of manuscripts which have
the equivocal reading “‘He was manifest in the flesh”. The existence of

- -

a few such readings is insufficient to prove any systematic and

deliberate corruption of the text, but when these readings are found in

_manuscripts produced during a period of Arian influence, or in "

versions whose translators are known to hold unitarian views, there
are good grounds for suspecting that the adoption of these readings is
due to heretical bias. In this sense the charge of theological aberration

is correct and not at all fallacious. Further, the deity of Christ is not the
only doctrine weakened by the modern form of text, and it is useless to

"~ pretend that the alteration of any doctrinal passage does not to some

“““extent weaken the testimony to that doctrine. Nor is it right to confine

_our attention solely to doctrinal passages. There is no word of

Scripture which is not exceedingly precious.

Thesis 10: “The KJV was not accepted without a struggle, and some
outstanding believers soon wanted to replace it” (p. 66).

This statement is correct as far as it goes but, as the author
acknowledges, it does not prove anything about the quality of the
KJV: *'I make these points not because they prove the imperfection of
the KJV, but because they inject a little historical perspective into the
question at hand” (p. 67). It should be remembered that as far as the
underlying Greek text is coiicerned, the KJV made no radical changes
from the text underlying the Great Bible and other sixteenth century
Englishversions, which were all based upon the Received Text (except
the Rheims version, which was translated from the Vulgate). As the

———— LT R

author concedes, “One reason for the eventual acceptance of the KJV

was its excellence.” The same may not be said of modern versions,
which have deserted the traditional Greek text in favour of a text that is
demonstrably corrupt. ‘ S

A REVIEW
OF D. A. CARSON'S
“THE KING JAMES VERSION
DEBATE” (1979)

This book is written with the intention of disproving the arguments

~ which have been put forward in favour of the King James Version

(KJV) and its underlying Greek text. It is designed for those who “find
themselves influenced by the writings of the Trinitarian Bible Society
and parallel groups, and do not know where to turn to find a popular
rebuttal” (Introduction, p.10).

The Debate

The publishing of this book is an interesting development in the long
controversy over the KJV, which began in earnest with the production
of the Revised Version (RV) in the nineteenth century. As is well
known, most scholars today adopt the form of Greek text underlying
the RV and its successors in preference to the text underlying the KJV,
from which it differs in more than five thousand places. In opposition
to this ‘scholarly’ preference, however, there has arisen a sizable body
of opinion favouring the traditional Greek text. Similarly while many
people may prefer to read the Bible in ‘twentieth-century English’
there are others who still have a high regard for the quality of the KJV
as a translation. Those who support the KJV and its underlying text
have in recent years mounted a vigorous protest, in books and
pamphlets. Dr. D. A. Carson is the first to write a book in direct reply,
and 1s for that reason worthy of attention.

THE GREEK TEXT

Most of the book (pp. 15-78, 105-123) is taken up with the question
of the text of the New Testament, to which the present review is largely
confined. The first two chapters (pp. 15-24) briefly explain how scribal
errors arose during the manuscript transmission of the text, causing
divergence among the manuscripts which survive. This introduces the
central problem of textual criticism: how to determine the wording of
the inspired original text when the surviving manuscripts disagree. The
third chapter (pp. 25-27) explains the conventional classification of
manuscripts into four ‘text-types’. In the fourth chapter (pp. 29-31) are
sketched the commonly accepted criteria for deciding between rival
variant readings. Several popular fallacies occur here.

‘Genealogical relationship’

Among external criteria, ‘genealogical relationship’ is said to be
more 1important than the number of manuscripts (pp. 29-30; cf. also
pp. 109-110, 120). In this way it is usually implied that the vast majority

1
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Testament attest to this Byzantine 85-&60.. is logically fallacious and
historically naive” (p. 48). °

The logic of that argument has already been demonstrated. What

the author must show is that scribes were historically more likely to

corrupt the text than to preserve it, or were more likely to use a corrupt

exemplar than a trustworthy exemplar, at any m?mblmwmmwmn.‘ The vast
numerical superiority of the Byzantine manuscripts is being explained
away as due to the influence of Chrysostom and ‘monarchical bishops’
(pp. 113-115). But there is no evidence that Chrysostom imposed a
particular form of text; on the contrary (as the author concedes in a
footnote on p. 114) Chrysostom himself often did not use the majority
Byzantine - text. The —existence -of —significant variants within the
Byzantine tradition shows that Byzantine scribes were not seeking to
conform with an authorised standard. The Byzantine empire was large
enough to allow for hundreds of independent lines of manuscript
transmission. The concept of an imposed uniformity is utterly
groundless.

In ﬁrm%»mvm:ai (pp. 115-116) the author suggests that a “historical

mnm_\m,mn‘ﬁ\mpmh_omo;wa.enm,ﬂ.ﬁmm,\aooa,Bowb_%n.w%o<na5mfso
dominant Alexandrian text in favour of the Byzantine, just as all the
descendants of Adam were drowned except the family of Noah. On the
bdsis _of this he accuses Pickering of historical naivety...To

substantiate this charge, he must provide evidence that a “historical
accident’ occurred which was capable of destroying most of the good

2 S

manuscripts in the civilised world and allowing a corrupt text to go
forth and multiply. This evidence simply does not exist.

Thesis 3: “The Byzantine text-type is demonstrably a secondary text”
(p. 51).

v%rm justification offered for this assertion is that the Byzantine text
contains frequent ‘harmonization’ (the removal of an apparently
difficult reading by altering it to conform with a parallel passage). Like
most internal criteria of textual criticism this is entirely subjective in
application, and falls under the same objection as the principle of

adopting the more difficult reading, as discussed under ‘Internal
criteria’. {

Thesis 4: ““The Alexandrian text-type has better credentials than any
other text-type now available” (p. 52).

In the light of all the foregoing observations, this claim should be
considered already disproved.

Miscellaneous secondary arguments

Thesis 5: “The argument to the effect that what the majority of
believers in the history of the church have believed is true, is
ambiguous at best and theologically dangerous at worst; and as applied
to textual criticism, the argument proves nothing very helpful anyway”
(p. 54). .

U,E.o author does not say who has applied such an argument to textual
criticism. The argument would certainly be incapable of proving that
the majority Byzantine text should be adopted, since it cannot be

6

a corrupt exemplar than a trustworthy exemplar. That such a

Surprising process occurred must first be satisfactorily proved by those
scholars who advocate the numerous minority readings introduced
into the modern critical text. And it will not-be sufficient for them to

show that this process could have occurred; they must show that it did

occur or was very likely to occur. Until such proof is supplied these

minority readings must be firmly rejected by all who desire the text of

the Bible to rest on a sure foundation,

‘Internal criteria’

1. “In general, the shorter reading is to be preferred, since it is
demonstrable that later scribes, at least, tended to add bits rather than
remove them” (p. 30). This principle favours the shorter form of text
found in the Alexandrian text-type, as opposed to the longer form in
the Byzantine text-type. Whatever the faults of later scribes, it is
. certain that the earlier scribes of Egypt, where the-Alexandrian text-
type grew up, had a tendency towards omission. This is evident from a

study of the papyri by Colwell (undiscussed by Dr, Carson). In his’

chapter on ‘scribal habits’ in his “Studiés in Methodology in Textual
{ Criticism” (1969) Dr. E. C. Colwell shows that the scribes of Papyri 45,

! 66, 75 are all prone to losing their place in the text and consequently
skip over letters, syllables, words or phrases. This proven tendency of '

Egyptian scribes throws grave suspicion upon the quality of the shorter !

Alexandrian text favoured by most critics.

2. “Ingeneral the most difficult reading. . .is to be preferred, since a
scribe is more likely to emend a difficult reading than an easy one”
(p. 30). This criterion falls prey to a simple reductio ad absurdum:
whatever obscure or nonsensical wording a solitary scribe happens to
invent, we would be obliged to accept it because it would be a more
difficult reading than another reading which makes sense and is found
in all the other manuscripts. Further, it ignores the probability that the
writers of the inspired originals would have wished to make their
meaning clear to the reader, and would often have deliberately
avoided using a ‘more difficult reading’.

3. “‘One must also take into account what the original human author
was more likely to have written . . .sometimes it is possible to make an
educated guess from among three or four variants on the basis of what
the author has done elsewhere” (p. 30). This is an extremely
dangerous procedure, which is again capable of a reductio ad
absurdum: wherever a New Testament writer happens to have used
words and stylistic constructions uniquely, we would be obliged to
reject the testimony of nearly all the manuscripts and accept the
reading of a solitary scribe who has altered the passage to conform with
the author’s usual practice. This kind of textual criticism is a compound

of guesswork and subjectivity, leading to a frivolous treatment of the
words of Scripture.

~ The fourth chapter thus only serves to show how inferior is the
internal evidence compared with the external. It is the neglect of the

3
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