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Chapter 1- Bible and Recent Discoveries

During the last few years the Bible and questions relating text have been very much
before the eyes of the public. The purchase of the great Codex Sinaiticus revived the
romantic story of its discovery, together with various foolish rumours affecting its
genuineness; while the enthusiasm shown by the general public of all classes and in all
parts of the world proved once again the attachment of the English-speaking peoples to
the Bible. To this has been added the discovery of the Chester Beatty papyri, a group of
manuscripts of many of the books of both Testaments, imperfect, it is true, but of
substantial size, and older by a century or more than the oldest manuscripts (other than
very small fragments)hitherto known, and throwing new light on the conditions in which
these books were originally written and circulated. And then, still more recently, has
come the discovery of some fragments of a new Gospel, different from the four which we
know, but unquestionably of a date in or very shortly after the Apostolic age, which
remind us of a time when other records of our Lord's life were in circulation, besides
those which were ultimately accepted as authoritative.

In view of all this new material, it may be of interest to make a general survey of it,
and to consider what we know about the way in which the Bible has come down to us.
The idea of a Bible accurately handed down without variation from the earliest times has
gone. The Bible has a human history as well as a divine inspiration. It is a history full of
interest, and it is one which all those who value their Bible should know at least in
outline,if only that they may be able to meet the criticisms of sceptics and the
ignorant.We know more about it now than any previous generation has known; and in
this short history an attempt will be made to give in intelligent language the results at
which scholars have been arriving in the light of the latest discoveries.

The last two generations have been as fruitful of discoveries in archaeology (in the
widest sense of that term) as the period of the Renaissance was in the field of literature
or the Elizabethan age in geographical exploration.Whole new civilizationa have been
brought to light - the Sumeriam,the Assyrian, the Mycenaean, the Cretan, the Hittite,
the Mayan--which have added new chapters to history and art; while our knowledge
even of counties so familiar as Greece and Palestine, the cradles of our civilizaiton , has
been vastly extended. We can read ancient history in a new light , and with a better
comprehension how men lived and thought in those remote days. Ancient traditions have
in many cases been justified as against the excessive scepticism of the middle of the
nineteenth century; and by being put into their proper relation to history. Criticism,
instead of being merely negative, has become constructive; and by facing the new facts
with an open mind we can without any subversion of fundamental beliefs, establish our
knowledge on a firmer basis, and interpret it in a fresher and living light.

Of no department of knowledge is this more true than of that which deals with the books
of the Bible; and none is more interesting to Englishmen, to whom, since the sixteenth
century, the Bible has been the book of books, and whose whole thought, language, and
literature are deeply tinged with its words and its teaching. The discoveries of the last
hundred years, and increasingly those of the last fifty, have greatly widened and
deepened our knowledge of Palestine and of its relations with the neighboring countries,



and have enabled us to read the Hebrew literature, not as an isolated phenomenon, but
in relation to the circumstances which gave it birth, and have vastly increased our
knowledge of its origins and of the manner in which it was recorded. It is of this latter
branch of the subject that the present volume will treat.The Bible being to us what it is,
it is of the highest importance that we should be satisfied of the authenticity of the title -
deeds of our faith; that we should be able to accept them, not with a blind and
unintelligent belief, but with a clear understanding of the manner in which the several
books came into existence, and of the means which they have been handed down to us.
The history of the Bible text is a romance of literature, though it is a romance of which
the consequences are of vital import; and thanks to the succession of discoveries which
have been made of late years, we know more about it than of the history of any other
ancient book in the world.

For the vast majority of English-speaking people, the Bible is the English Authorized
Version, first published in 1611. But everybody knows that this is not the original
language of the Bible; and as soon as one begins to think it it, various questions present
themselves. From what sort of texts was the translation of 1611 made? How had these
texts been handed down? Were they accurate representations of the works as originally
written by the authors of the books of the Old and New Testaments? What evidence
have we about it? Why was it thought necessary, in the latter part of the nineteenth
century, to make a Revised Version? What is the relation of the Revised Version to the
Authorized? And why are the margins of the Revised Version full of references to
alternative readings which are said to be found in "ancient authorities'? What are these
ancient authorities, and what is their importance? How shall we judge which of these
alternatives is to be preferred? These are the questions to which it will be attempted to
provide answers in the present book, based upon the most recent discoveries and what
seems to be the most reasonable interpretation of them.

Chapter 2- The Old Testament

Let us take first the Old Testament, before passing on to the New, of which there will be
more to say.

It is a matter of common knowledge that, broadly speaking, the hooks of the Old
Testament were originally written in Hebrew, and those of the New Testament in Greek;
and the first thing to be remembered is that for by far the greater part of the period
which separates us from the dates when the several books of the Bible were first written,
every copy of them had to be written by hand. Printing was first invented in Europe in
1454; and the Hebrew Old Testament first appeared in print in 1488, and the Greek New
Testament in 1516. Before these dates we are entirely dependent on manuscripts, i.e.
handwritten copies; and since it is impossible to copy great quantities of writing without
making mistakes, and since also, as we shall see, copyists were not always very
particular about exact accuracy, and editors deliberately altered what they thought was
either erroneous or obscure, it results that no two manuscripts are ever exactly alike.
During these hundreds of years, therefore (nearly 1,400 years in the case of the New
Testament,much more in the case of the Old), we are dependent upon manuscripts, all
of which have strayed more or less from the true originals; and from the thousands of
scripts which have survived we have to determine,as best we can, what was the original
form of each passage. As a rule, the older the manuscript the greater the chances of its
being correct, though this is a rule to which there are many exceptions; and one of the
welcome results of recent discoveries is to give us earlier copies of many of the books
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than were known before. The Bible is not unique in these respects; the same conditions
applied to all books before the invention of printing. The main difference is that we have
far more manuscripts, and far older, of the Bible than of other ancient books; on the
other hand, as will appear later, the conditions under which the books of the Bible, and
especially of the New Testament, were produced and circulated caused special
difficulties, which complicate the task of the modern scholar who tries to determine the
true original text.

Far less is known of the origins of the Old Testament books than of those of the New,
because of their greater antiquity. A word should be said about their dates.'(For a
convenient summary of the recent trends in Old Testament study see H.H. Rowley, The
Growth of the Old Testament (1950). Also useful are a volume of essays edited by Dr.
Rowley under the title The Old Testament and Modern Study (1951), and A critical
Introduction to the Old Testament, by G.W. Anderson-1959. ) The books of the Prophets,
no doubt, go hack to the lives of their respective authors, ranging from the eighth
century B.C. in the case of Amos, Isaiah, Micah and Hosea, to the fifth century in the
case of Malachi; though all seem to have been subject to considerable editorial
alterations and additions, and the book which bears the name of Daniel must be later.
The poetical books include compositions of very various dates, from the time of David to
the second century. The historical books present greater difficulties, and the opinions of
scholars vary considerably.

The books of the Pentateuch were known from an early period as " the books of Moses';
but they nowhere claim his authorship, and are rather books about him than by him.
Scholars agree that these books have been put together out of several earlier narratives,
and that they were finally edited about the time of Ezra (early fourth century B.C.). This,
of course, does not, in itself, affect their accuracy as records, any more than when a
historian today writes a history of Alfred or Elizabeth on the basis of older records. The
documents on which the Pentateuch and the other historical books are based go back to
much earlier periods than the dates at which the books were written in their present
form; and here recent discoveries have done not a little to help us.

About the middle of the nineteenth century there was a period when it was often
maintained that writing was unknown in the time of Moses and the judges and the
earlier kings, and consequently that the narratives of -these early periods could not be
based on authentic records. This disbelief in the antiquity of writing has been completely
disproved by the discoveries of the last century. First of all, in 1852 and 1853 Henry
Layard and his assistant Rassam discovered the libraries of the kings of Assyria at
Nineveh, which contained hundreds of tablets baked clay (the form of book used in
Mesopotamia),including the chronicles of Sennacherib, Esarhaddon,and other rulers
contemporary with the kings of Israel and Judah. Others contained the Babylonian
narratives of the Creation and the Deluge. Subsequent discoveries carried back the proof
of the early use of writing far beyond the time of Moses and even of Abraham.American
explorers at Nippur in Lower Babylonia discovered thousands of tablets going back to the
third millennium B.C., among which were earlier narratives of the Creation and Deluge,
and lists of kings and other historical materials. Other excavations, such as those of
Woolley at Ur, have amply confirmed the proof that writing was not only known but
habitually used in Mesopotamia long before the time when Abraham migrated thence to
Palestine. It was known also, and commonly used, in the other countries which adjoined
Palestine. From Egypt we have actual manuscripts on papyrus written about 2000 B.C.
and evidence that writing was known a thousand years earlier or more. A particularly
interesting discovery in this connexion is that of the Tell el-Amarna tablets, found in
Egypt accidentally by a peasant woman in 1887, which consists of correspondence
between the King of Egypt (Amenhotep 1V, the immediate predecessor of Tutankhamen)
and his officials in Palestine and Syria, written about the time of entry of the Israelites
under Joshua into the land of Canaan. We have also writings from the Hittite Empire in
Asia Minor and from Crete which date from the second millennium B.C. So though the
earliest actual writing in Hebrew yet discovered is an inscription found at Byblos in 1926,
which some scholars would date before 1200 B.C., and which is certainly earlier than
1000 B.C., there is ample evidence that writing was well known in and about Palestine in
the time of Moses; and consequently there is no reason to doubt that the authors of the



historical books of the Old Testament had written materials (some of which they
expressly refer to) on which to base their history of their nation.

But if we agree that the books of the Old Testament were written down between the
eighth century and the second before Christ, there is a wide gap between those dates
and the earliest copies which we now possess; for it is a surprising fact that the earliest
Hebrew manuscript now known of any part of the Bible is not earlier than the ninth
century after Christ.' The oldest is probably a copy of the Pentateuch in the British
Museum, which is believed to be of this date. At Leningrad there is (or was) a copy of
the Prophets, which bears the date of A.D. 916. At Oxford there is a copy of nearly the
whole Old Testament which is assigned to the tenth century. There are a few which bear
dates as early as, or earlier than, these, but these dates are believed (and in some cases
known) to be unreliable; and on the whole we must accept the fact that for the Old
Testament there is a gap of more than a thousand years between our earliest Hebrew
manuscript and the latest of the books contained in it. This need not in itself shake our
belief in their general authenticity; for in the case of many of the works classical
literature, which we accept without question,interval is even greater. We can however,
do something to bridge the gap, and also to account for it. The interval with which we
have to deal into two parts, the dividing-line between which lies about A.D.100. After the
destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, the leaders of the Jewish people, deprived of their
and threatened by the spread of Christianity,forced to make their sacred books the
centre of their national unity. For this purpose it was felt by them to be necessary to
define authoritatively which books were to be regarded as sacred, and to secure, as far
as might be, the purity of their text. Accordingly, as there is good reason to believe,
about the year 100 a synod of Jews drew up the list of accepted books, as we find it in
our Old Testament today; those books which we now have in our Apocrypha, which had
previously been accepted as almost, if not quite, of equal value, being excluded from it.
Further, they prescribed rules to ensure the accurate copying of the sacred text. Copies
intended for use in the synagogue were to be written according to precise rules, and with
the most minute attention to accuracy. Any copy which was found faulty or damaged
was to be destroyed. When a new copy had been made, and its accuracy tested, the old
manuscript (especially if it had been in any way damaged) was destroyed or consigned
to a lumber-cupboard. This practice accounts for the disappearance of all the early
manuscripts, but it is also a guarantee of the accuracy of those that survive.In fact,
although even these precise regulations have not sufficed to secure the exact identity of
all Hebrew manuscripts, it has brought it about that the differences are of minor
character and small importance; and scholars are agreed that the Hebrew books, as we
know them today, have come down to us without material change since about A.D. 100.
But what about the centuries before this point? For them we have some evidence,
though not of a full or conclusive character. In the third century before Christ, when
Jews were becoming more and more spread over all parts of the Greek-speaking world,
where they habitually spoke Greek and lost the practice of Hebrew, the need arose for a
Greek translation of their Scriptures. Such a translation was made in Egypt, where Jews
were plentiful in the capital city, Alexandria, and where the interest in literature was
lively. It was said to have been promoted by the King himself, Ptolemy Philadelphus,
who was engaged in founding his great Library. Now of this translation, commonly
known as the Septuagint, or *work of the Seventy', from the number of translators said
to have been employed upon it, we have many copies much earlier than the oldest
Hebrew manuscript. The great Codex Sinaiticus, of the fourth century, originally had the
whole of it, though much had been destroyed before the manuscript left the monastery
at Sinai where Tischendorf discovered it. The equally old Codex Vaticanus has practically
the whole of it, except the greater part of Genesis; the Codex Alexandrinus, of the fifth
century, has the whole of it, apart from a few casual mutilations; and there are many of
somewhat later date. But earlier than all these are the Chester Beatty papyri, discovered
about 1930, buried in one or more jars in the ruins, probably of a church, in Egypt, and
published in a series of parts (published a few years ago). The earliest of these is a copy
of the books of Numbers and Deuteronomy, written about A.D. 120-50; from the third
century there are large portions of Genesis, Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel and Esther, with
some smaller fragments of Jeremiah. These are the earliest copies of the Bible as yet



known to exist, and they establish our knowledge of this Greek translation of the Hebrew
books, made some centuries before the final of the Hebrew text.

Now the Septuagint differs in many, and often not important, details from the Hebrew
text. In the first place, it includes those books which were excluded from the Hebrew
canon in A.D. 100, and which appear in our Apocrypha. Throughout there are additions,
and sometimes omissions, and often varieties of phrasing, which make it clear, either
that the Greek translators were working on a Hebrew text differing from that fixed later,
or that they took considerable liberties with it. Probably both explanations are true. What
is certain is that the Septuagint deserves very careful study, and that the recent
discovery of ancient manuscripts of it is an important contribution to our knowledge of
the Old Testament.

There is another version of the Hebrew Scriptures which take us back before the revision
of A.D.100. This is the Samaritan Pentateuch. As we know from 2 Kings xvii. 24-41 and
from Josephus, the Samaritans were foreigners imported into the country of the Ten
Tribes by the King of Assyria, who there adopted the worship of Jehovah, as the God of
the land, but who, when the Jewish leaders refused to let them take part in the
rebuilding of the Temple, became bitterly hostile to the Jews. To them came Manasseh,
grandson of a high-priest, who had been expelled from Jerusalem by Nehemiah because
he had married a heathen wife; and he set up a rival worship at Gerizim, where the rites
of the Samaritan Church are performed to this day. As their sacred books they had, and
still have, the Pentateuch; and the fact that they recognized these books only is some
sign that at the date of Manasseh's secession (408 B.C.) these were the only books yet
formally accepted by the Jews themselves. The language is Hebrew, but written in the
old characters, not in the square letters adopted by the Jews shortly before the Christian
era. The Samaritan community is now reduced to a few score persons living in the town
of Nablus; but they still celebrate their Passover on Mount Gerizim (usually celebrated in
April), and they still have manuscripts of their Scriptures, which they show to favoured
travellers (as to the present writer a few years ago), one of which they assert to have
been written by the great-grandson of Moses - a claim which the appearance of the
manuscript, though undoubtedly old and worn, hardly bears out!

The substantial differences between the Samaritan text and the orthodox Hebrew are not
very numerous. It is probable that the books of the Pentateuch, being the first to be
recognized as sacred, were always carefully copied and were not seriously altered by
editors. Still, there are a number of variations of some interest; and when, as happens in
several instances, the Septuagint version agrees with the Samaritan, there is strong
reason to believe that they, and not the orthodox Hebrew, represent the original text.
The general position, therefore, with regard to the text of the Old Testament is this. It
may be accepted that since about the year A.D. 100 it has been handed down with no
substantial variation; but before that period it is probable that it had undergone
alterations, not so much in the Pentateuch as in the other books. To recover the original
form we must depend mainly on the Septuagint;but this can only be done with much
caution, for many of the differences which appear in the Greek may be, and probably
are, due to mistakes, misunderstandings,deliberate alterations on the part of the Greek
translators.

Moreover, there was a tendency to alter the Septuagint text so as to bring it into
conformity with the accepted Hebrew text; a tendency to which the great Christian
scholar, Origen, contributed by producing an edition of the Septuagint (known as the
Hexapla, from its containing six different versions of the text in parallel columns-1)[1-
These six versions were (1) the Hebrew text, (2) the same transliterated into Greek
characters, (3) the Greek translation made by Aquila, which follows the official Hebrew
very closely, (4) the Greek translation of Symmachus, (5) Origen's edition of the
Septuagint, (6) the Greek translation of Theodotion. The versions of Aquila, Symmachus
and Theodotion were made in the second century, but have now almost wholly
disappeared.] in which some passages were introduced from the Hebrew, and others
marked for omission as not being in the Hebrew. Origen himself carefully marked such
passages with special signs; but copyists tended to omit these. It is therefore no easy
task to ascertain the true original form of the Septuagint itself, which is necessary before
we can compare it with the Hebrew. Nevertheless it remains a fact that the early



manuscripts of the Greek Bible, the Vaticanus, the Sinaiticus, the Alexandrinus, and now
the Chester Beatty papyri, are the earliest records which we have of the Old Testament,
as they are of the New; and in telling the story of how the New Testament has come
down to us, we shall in great measure be telling also the story of the Old.

[A critical edition of the Septuagint on a large scale is in course of publication by the
Cambridge University Press, under the editorship of A. E. Brooke and N. McLean. Eight
parts have appeared, containing Genesis-2 Esdras. In this the text of the best
manuscript (Codex Vaticanus where it is extant) is printed with a full apparatus of
various readings from other manuscripts and versions. The same text, with a select
textual apparatus, is printed in the smaller Cambridge Septuagint, edited by Swete (3
vols., 1887-94). A new handy edition, with a revised text and select textual apparatus,
has been published by A. Rahlfs (2 vols., Stuttgart, 1935). The Chester Beatty papyri
(enumerated below, pp. 89-94) have now (1946) all been published.]

ADDENDUM (1946). Two interesting discoveries may now be added: (I) Some fragments
of Deuteronomy, found in the Rylands Library, written in the second century B.C., and
thus the earliest extant Bible MS-1[1- Except of course for the Qumran discoveries,
referred to in the supplementary Chapter, pp. 114-130] published by C. H. Roberts
(1936); (2) a library of clay tablets, discovered by C. F. A. Schaeffer at Ras Shamra in
northern Syria, written in a hitherto unknown cuneiform alphabet, and containing
religious texts, etc., of the Canaanite kingdom of Ugarit,about 1400-1350 B.C. These,
besides throwing much light on the religion of the Canaanites in Palestine at the time of
Joshua's invasion, are conclusive evidence of the free use of writing in Palestine at that
date.

Chapter 3-How The Books of the New
Testament Were Written

To understand how the books of the New Testament have come to us, we must know
how books were written in the first Christian century. At that time, and during the
previous three centuries when the Old Testament was being translated into Greek, books
were very different from what they are today. Throughout the GraecoRoman world,
which included Palestine and Syria, books were written on papyrus, a material made out
of the pith of the stems of the papyrus plant, which they grew plentifully in the Nile. This
pith was cut into thin strips, which were joined by glue, water and pressure into sheets,
which again were fastened together, side by side, so as to form long rolls, on which the
writing was inscribed in columns. It is only within our own time that we have come to
know much about papyrus books; and this is entirely due to the discoveries that have
been made in Egypt. Papyrus, though it must have been fairly strong when new, is a
delicate material. It is easily destroyed by damp, and when dry tends to become very
brittle. Consequently, with the exception of some charred rolls found in the ruins of
Herculaneum, which was buried by the great eruption of Vesuvius in A.D. 79, no papyrus
books have survived save in Egypt, where the soil is so dry that even fragile objects,
when once buried in the sands, may be preserved for centuries.1 [1-Quite recently it has
been announced that some papyri have found in the desert to the south of Palestine,
where the conditions similar.] It is from the graves and ruins and rubbish-heaps of Egypt
that writings on papyrus have been restored to us in great numbers. Papyrus rolls in the
Egyptian language, written in hieroglyphs or in later forms of writing, have been found
which date back to about 2000 B.C.; and rolls written in Greek dating from about 300
B.C., when, after the conquest of Egypt by Alexander, Greeks settled in the country in
considerable numbers.

The first Greek papyrus to be discovered in Egypt came to light in 1778. It was a non-
literary document of no great importance, the only one left of a packet of about fifty, the



others having been burnt by the natives (as they said) for the sake of their smell. Other
finds were made sporadically in the course of the next century, including some rolls of
Homer, and (a welcome foretaste of what was to come) four of the lost speeches of the
great Athenian orator Hyperides. But the real period of papyrus discovery began in 1877,
when a great number of documents were unearthed in the Fayum, a province lying to
the west of the Nile, where, as we now know, there were many Greek settlements. Most
of these were not literary, but in 1890 the British Museum acquired a most valuable
group of literary papyri, including the lost history of the Constitution of Athens by
Aristotle, and the ;previously unknown Mimes (or short dramatic sketches) of Herodas.
In 1894 began the great series of discoveries papyri, chiefly from excavations on the site
of the ancient city of Oxyrhynchus, made by Grenfell and Hunt. From this time forward
the search for papyri in Egypt has gone on without a break, and a constant stream of
texts has flowered into the libraries of Europe and America, so that we now have many
thousands of non-literary documents and several hundreds of literary texts-most of
them, it is true, only small fragments from rubbish-heaps, but including a substantial
number of rolls of some length, which have given us an assured knowledge of the
methods of book production from about 300 B.C. to the Arab conquest of Egypt in A.D.
640. Latest among these, and most important for our present purpose, is the recent
discovery of the group of Biblical texts known as the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, of
which much more will have to be said.

We now know that the normal form of book, from the great days of the classical
literature of Greece to the beginning of the fourth century after Christ, was the papyrus
roll. The roll might be of various dimensions, according to need, but practical
convenience dictated that it should not be more than 30 to 35 feet long - a length which
was sufficient for a single book of Thucydides or a single Gospel. The height might vary
from about 5 inches for a pocket volume of poetry to 15 inches for a register of taxes;
but a normal height for a work of literature was about 10 inches. The writing was
arranged in columns, which for poetry would be regulated by the length of a line of
verse, but for prose were generally between 2.5 and 3.5 inches wide. There would be
narrow intervals (usually about half an inch) between the columns, and wider margins at
top and bottom, where words accidentally omitted would sometimes be inserted. There
was normally no ornamentation, no separation of words, and very little punctuation. It is
very odd that this should have been so, since it must have added to the difficulty of
reading quickly, and increased the probability of misunderstanding through a wrong
division of words. Also it must have occasioned a good deal of difficulty in the verifying
of quotations, and encouraged a writer to quote from memory rather than take the
trouble to look up a passage in a roll. Yet this habit continued throughout the classical
period, and it is a fact that with practice the non-separation of words does not occasion
great difficulty, but only occasional hesitation. Certain it is that the separation of words
only came in gradually during the Middle Ages, first for Latin and later for Greek; and
that punctuation continued to be casual and incomplete until after the invention of
printing.

Until quite recently it has been supposed that the papyrus roll continued in general use
for books until the early part of the fourth century, when it was superseded by the
vellum codex, or modern book form of sheets and pages. Vellum, a material prepared
from the skins of calves, sheep, and other animals, was adopted as a writing material
about the beginning of the second century B.C., by King Eumenes of Pergamum in Asia
Minor, who was ambitious of forming a library, but was unable to obtain papyrus
because his rival, Ptolemy of Egypt, refused to allow the export of it. From Pergamum
the new material received the name of pergamene, which is the origin of our word
parchment. Apart, however, from this particular occasion (and we do not know how long
embargo on the export of papyrus lasted, nor how effective it could have been, since it
was still exported to Rome and elsewhere), the papyrus roll continued to be
predominant, and vellum was in general only used for note-books and cheap copies until
the end of the third century after Christ. Then its superior advantages seem to have
been suddenly realized. It was more durable (while, as said above, all papyrus
manuscripts have perished except in Egypt, thousands and thousands Of vellum
manuscripts have survived) ; it provided a beautiful surface for writing; and, arranged in



sheets and pages, it could contain in a single volume a far greater quantity of matter
than the papyrus roll. It became possible to have the whole 0f Homer or Virgil or of the
Bible in a single volume, instead of in a number of distinct rolls, which might easily
become disarranged or separated. From this point the vellum codex definitely
superseded the papyrus roll, and so continued until the invention Of paper and printing,
at the end Of the Middle Ages.

Now this event is of great importance for the history of the Bible, because it happened
just at the time when the Emperor Constantine accepted Christianity as the official
religion Of the Roman Empire (about A.D. 313-25). Only a few years before, Christianity
had been an unrecognized and often a persecuted religion; and we know that in the
great persecutions 0f Decius (A.D. 2L9-51) and Diocletian (A.D. 303-5) many copies of
the Christian books were destroyed. Now it was officially recognized, and we know that
one of Constantine's first acts was to order fifty copies of the Greek Bible to be written
on vellum for his capital, Constantinople. All through the empire there must have been a
similar demand for copies of the Scriptures, and a great stimulus must have been given
to their production. It is just to this period that the treat codices which we still possess,
the Vaticanus and the Sinaiticus, belong; and from that time we have quantities of
vellum manuscripts which carry us through the Middle Ages, down to the invention of
printing.

In papyrus manuscripts the writing is generally in rather small letters, for the most part
separately formed, but with occasional links between them. On vellum it is in large
capitals, quite distinct, a type of writing known as uncial. This is a very handsome form,
and the early uncials, such as the Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus, are among the finest
books in existence; but it involved the use of very large volumes. The Sinaiticus, when
complete, must have consisted Of about 720 leaves, Or 1,440 pages, measuring 15 by
13.5 inches; the Vaticanus of about 820 of 12.5 by 10.5 inches; the Alexandrinus, Of
about 820 of 12.5 by 10.5 inches. These would serve well for reading in church or for
study in a library, but were not handy for personal use; so in the ninth century a new
form of writing was developed out of the handwriting in common use, with small letters
linked together, and hence called minuscule or cursive. This quickly superseded the more
cumbrous uncial, and from the tenth century to the fifteenth century practically all
manuscripts were so written. It is to this class that the great majority of the surviving
manuscripts of the Greek Bible belong. While there are about 200 uncial manuscripts of
the New Testament known, of which all but some sixty are mere fragments, the
minuscules are over 4,000 in number.

Until quite lately it was supposed that there was no intermediate stage between the
papyrus roll and the vellum codex; but the discovery of the Chester Beatty papyri has
proved, what was beginning to be suspected before, that such an intermediate stage did
exist, when the papyrus material was combined with the codex form, and that this stage
was of particular importance for the Christian Scriptures. The first inkling of this was
given by a fragment found at Oxyrhynchus and published in 1899, which contained on
one sheet portions of the first and last chapters of St. John, showing that they were the
outer leaves of a quire which must have contained between them all the rest of the
Gospel. Calculation showed that this implied that the whole Gospel was written in a
single quire of 50 leaves or 100 pages - a rather inconvenient form of book, one would
think, but of which other examples came to light from time to time. As these discoveries
of papyrus codices multiplied, it was observed that the majority of them were of
Christian literature. It became clear that in the third century, while the papyrus roll was
still the dominant form of book for pagan literature, most of the Christian literature was
written in codices. Sometimes these were single-quire volumes, like the St. John just
mentioned, while some were formed of a nhumber of quires of 8 or 10 or 12 leaves, more
like @ modern book. The final proof was given by the Chester Beatty papyri, which are a
group of papyrus codices of various books of the Bible, mostly of the third century, but
in at least one instance going back to the second century, and even to the first half of it.
It now seems clear that the Christian community, realizing the advantage of a form of
book which could contain more than a single Gospel, adopted (if they did not actually
invent) the codex form, in which several books could be combined. Thus one of the
Chester Beatty papyri, of the first half Of the third century, contained when complete all



four Gospels and the Acts; another, which is at least as early and may be the end of the
second century, contained all the epistles of St. Paul; another contained the books of
Ezekiel, Daniel and Esther. Some of these codices are formed of single quires, running to
as many as 118 leaves, formed of 59 sheets of papyrus laid one upon another and folded
in the middle; one (the Gospels and Acts) goes to the other extreme, being composed of
a succession of quires of only two leaves; others have quires of 10 or 12 leaves. On the
whole it seems probable that the earliest experiments in the use of the codex took the
form of single-quire volumes or of quires of two leaves, but that it came to be realized
that quires of 8-12 leaves were more convenient, and they were used in the later
papyrus codices, as they were in the vellum codices and eventually in our modern paper
printed books.

We are now in a position to picture to ourselves how the books of the New Testament
were first written and circulated. The shorter Epistles, such as the second and third of St.
John, or St. Paul's letter to Philemon, would have been written on a single sheet of
papyrus, like the ordinary private letters of which many examples have been found.
They would have been folded up, fastened with a thread secured by a clay seal, and sent
by hand to their destination. The longer Epistles would have occupied rolls of various
lengths, from about 3 to 4 feet for Philippians or Colossians to about 15 feet in the case
of Romans. The longest books, Matthew, Luke and Acts,would each have required a roll
of from 30 to 35 feet,and the shorter ones, Mark, John, and Revelation, proportionately
less. Each book and each Epistle originally circulated separately. Copies would be made
and sent to other churches, as Paul asked that the Epistle to the Colossians should be
sent to the church at Laodicea. It would be only gradually, if at all, that any one church
would secure a complete set of all the books. Some Gospels would be more popular than
others; there is reason to believe that Mark, which is shorter and contains less of our
Lord's teaching, circulated less than Matthew and Luke. The book of Revelation was not
accepted by all churches, and the authenticity of 2 Peter was questioned by some. On
the other hand, some books which did not eventually secure acceptance in the
authoritative Canon of Scripture were at first regarded with almost equal respect, and
were even included in the great fourth century codices. Thus the Codex Sinaiticus
includes the 4th book of Maccabees, the Epistle of Barnabas and the “Shepherd' of
Hernias. The Alexandrinus has 3 and 4 Maccabees at the end of the Old Testament, and
the two Epistles of Clement, and originally also the Psalms of Solomon, at the end of the
New. The church to which the Chester Beatty collection belonged had a copy of the Book
of Enoch. A group of churches in Syria in the second century for some time read a
Gospel which passed under the name of St. Peter, until a bishop perceived that it was
not authentic; part of it was discovered in 1892 in a vellum codex, probably of the sixth
century, dug up in Egypt, which contained also parts of Enoch and of the Apocalypse of
Peter. In Syria also the four Gospels were to a considerable extent replaced by a
Harmony of the Four Gospels (known as the Diatessaron),compiled by Tatian about A.D.
170; of this, which was supposed to survive only in Arabic and Armenian translations, a
small Greek fragment was found a few years as far away as the ruins of a Roman fort on
the Euphrates, and has lately been published.1 [1-By C.Kraeling,in K.and S.Lake's
Studies and Documents, No.III- London,1935] A fuller account is given of this later.
There was thus, for the first century or so after the earliest Christian books were written,
much irregularity in the way they circulated, and some uncertainty as to which were to
be regarded as authoritative. But in the course of the second century after Christ the
four Gospels which we know singled themselves out above all the other narratives which
St. Luke in the preface to his Gospel tells us were in existence in his time, and were
accepted as the pre-eminently authentic records of our Lord's life. By the end of that
century we find Irenaeus asserting that four was the obviously right number of Gospels,
analogous of the four winds or the four quarters of the world or the four cherubim. It
now seems possible (what was formerly regarded as impossible) that he may have been
accustomed to see the four Gospels united in a single codex. The Chester Beatty papyri
have given us an actual example of such a codex from the early part of the third
century; and as they also include a codex of the early second century (of the books of
Numbers and Deuteronomy), it is quite possible that the Gospels also circulated in this



form before his time. This would make it easier for them to be marked out as separate
from, and superior to, all other narratives.

What was happening to the text of the books during this period, and how far they were
being copied accurately, is another question, to which we shall return; but meanwhile it
may be useful to point out how immensely greater is our evidence for the text of the
New Testament books than for any other ancient book. We have already explained that
the lack of durability of the material on which they were written (papyrus) accounts for
the total disappearance, apart from such fragments on papyrus have recently been
discovered in Egypt, of all manuscripts earlier than the fourth century. For all the works
of classical antiquity we have to depend on manuscripts written long after their original
composition. The author who is in best case in this respect is Virgil: yet If earliest
manuscript of Virgil that we now possess was written some 350 years after his death.
For all other classical writers, the interval between the date of the author and the
earliest extant manuscript of his works much greater. For Livy it is about 500 years, for
Horace 900, for most of Plato 1,300, for Euripides I,600. On the other hand, the great
vellum uncials of the New Testament were written perhaps some 250 years after the
date when the Gospels were actually composed, while we now have papyrus manuscripts
which reduce the interval by hundred years. And while the manuscripts of any classic
author amount at most to a few score, and in some cases only to a few units, the
manuscripts of the Bible are reckoned by thousands. Their very quantity adds to the
difficulties of an editor, since the more the manuscripts the greater the number of
various readings ; but they make the authenticity of the works themselves
overwhelmingly certain.

There is also another kind of evidence, the importance of which will appear later, but
which must be briefly mentioned here, because it belongs to the period with which we
are now dealing. During these early centuries, before Christianity was recognized by
Constantine, the Christian Scriptures were not only being copied in their original Greek;
they were also being translated into other tongues. As Christianity spread outwards from
Palestine, through Syria, through Asia Minor, Italy, Roman Africa and Egypt, and
converts were made not only among Greek-speaking Jews but among communities to
whom Greek was less familiar, a demand grew up for the Scriptures in other languages.
The three earliest, and therefore the most important for our purpose, were in the
principal languages of the adjoining peoples - Syrian, Latin and Coptic (the language of
the natives of Egypt). It is only lately that we have learnt much about the first versions
in these tongues; for in each case the early version was eventually superseded by
another, which became the accepted Bible of that people, and of the earlier translations
relatively few manuscripts have survived, and most of these are only fragments. But it
now seems certain that the books of the New Testament were translated into all these
languages before the end of the third century, while the Syriac and Latin almost certainly
go bank to the second. The original translators must have used Greek manuscripts then
existing; so that, so far as we can ascertain the original form of these various versions
(itself not an easy task), we have the evidence of Greek manuscripts earlier than any
which have come down to us. Further, these translations show us what kind of text was
in use in the countries in which they were produced.

If therefore we look back over the earliest generations of Christianity, from the time of
our Lord to the date (somewhere about A.D. 325) when Christianity became the
accepted religion of the Roman Empire, we see first of all a period of some forty years
when the narrative of our Lord's life and teaching circulated orally, in the preaching of
His disciples, or in written records which have not come down to us; and when St. Paul
was writing his letters to various Christian churches which he and his companions had
founded. Then, about the years 65 to 75, we have the composition of what are known as
the three Synoptic Gospels, Mark, Luke and Matthew, Mark's being the earliest, and
Matthew and Luke using him and also other narratives and collections of sayings. The
Book of Acts belongs to the same period, being the second part of Luke's history.
Revelation is now generally assigned to the time of the persecution of Domitian, about
A.D. 95; and St. John's Gospel also must be late in the century. Then we have a period
of rather over two hundred years, when the various books circulated, either singly in
separate papyrus rolls or combined into small groups in papyrus codices, with no central



control to ensure a uniform text, but rather exposed to indefinite variation at the hands
of local scribes, and perhaps assuming a somewhat different character in different parts
of the world. During this period also translations were made into Syriac, Latin and
Coptic. Meanwhile Christianity was from time to time exposed to persecutions by the
Roman Emperors and governors, when copies of the Scriptures were a special object of
search and destruction, which increased the difficulty of securing an accurate
transmission of the text. Many churches must have been dependent on copies locally
made by inexperienced scribes; and though scholars or bishops may from time to time
have tried to secure and circulate more correct copies, their efforts would probably have
effect only in their own neighbourhood. It is a period of confusion, when people were
thinking only of the substance of the Christian teaching, and caring little for the verbal
accuracy of the text; and when there were no great libraries, as there were for pagan
literature, in which the books could be carefully copied and revised by skilled scholars. It
is by realizing the conditions in which Christians lived in these earliest centuries that we
can best understand the problems presented to us with regard to the text of the Greek
Bible.

Chapter 4-From Manuscript to Print

From the description given in the last chapter of the conditions of the earliest Christian
generations, it will be easy to understand what a change was produced by the
acceptance of Christianity by Constantine, and the simultaneous adoption of the vellum
codex as the standard form of book. The peril of the destruction of the sacred books by
persecutors was over. A great demand arose for copies to be placed in Churches
throughout the Empire. It was possible for scholars to set themselves to compare the
many divergent manuscripts, to settle what seemed to them the most correct from of
text, and to have it multiplied and circulated. The new writing material made it possible
to include all the accepted hooks of both Testaments in a single volume. The very
conception of a New Testament, to set beside the Old Testament of the Jewish
Scriptures, only finally took form now. From this time forward there was no danger of
any serious corruption of the Scriptures. All that took place was a certain progressive
editing of them, involving slight verbal variations for the sake of greater clearness, or
harmonizing different versions of the same narrative, or substituting conventional
phrases for those less familiar. In this way an accepted text gradually came into being,
which spread over the whole Greek-speaking world. We cannot assign a precise date to
it. There is no record of any authoritative revision of the text at any given
moment,comparable to the work of the committees who produced our Authorized and
Revised Versions. All we can say is that, as the result of a process which went on from
the forth century to about the eighth, a standard type of text was produced, which is
found in the vast majority of the manuscripts that have come down to us. At least
ninety-six per cent of the extant manuscripts of the Greek New Testament are later than
the eighth century; and of these only a handful preserve traces of the other types of text
which were in existence before the adoption of the standard text, and out of which it was
created. This Standard ecclesiastical text is generally known as the Byzantine text (from
the ancient name of Constantinople, the capital of the Greek-speaking world), or, more
commonly, as the Received Text. It does not differ in subtance from the earlier types; no
Christian truth or doctrine is affected by the differences; but the verbal differences are
numerous. They are the result of gradual editorial revision of earlier manuscripts; and it
is the task of scholarship to try to get behind it to the earlier texts, and as near as may
be to the words which the original writers used.



We can now therefore proceed more quickly with the story of how the Bible text was
transmitted to us, and by what means and by what discoveries we have been able to
recover, at any rate in great measure, the text which the lapse of time had obscured.
From the fourth century to the ninth, the Bible circulated in manuscripts in the Large
uncial writing which we have described above; but when the more convenient minuscule
writing came into use, the cumbrous old volumes were set aside and disappeared. Only a
few score of them survived at all, and most of these were hidden from public view, and
have only come to light as the result of zealous search, which will be described later, in
quite modern times. Meanwhile, in other parts of the Christian world, the Scriptures
were similarly being handed down in translations. The early versions of which we have
already spoken were superseded by revisions or new translations: the old Latin by the
Vulgate of St. Jerome (A.D. 382-404), which was the Bible of the Western world
throughout the Middle Ages and is still the Bible of the Roman Church; the old Syriac by
the Peshitta of Bishop Rabbula (about A.D. 411) ; and the old Coptic version of Upper
Egypt (Sahidic) by a version in the Bohairic dialect of Lower Egypt. Other translations
were made into Ethiopic,Armenian, Georgian, Arabic, Gothic, with which we need not
concern ourselves, though scholars make some use of their evidence.

From the ninth century to the fifteenth the same process goes on, the Scriptures still
being multiplied in thousands of copies by hand, and the older copies tending to be worn
out, damaged or lost, and each generation producing its own fresh crop, but now in the
smaller miniscule hand (whether Greek or Latin) and in volumes of more portable size.
And so we come to the moment when, in the middle of the fifteenth century, everything
was revolutionized by the invention of printing. Seldom can two such epoch-making
events have occurred in consecutive years as happened then. In 1453 the Turks stormed
Constantinople and finally destroyed the Greek Empire, driving out Greek scholars, who
carried the knowledge of Greek language and literature to the Western world; and in
1454 the first document known to us appeared from the printing press at Mainz. The
former made the more sensation at the time, and its consequences affect us still; but
the latter had the more revolutionary results for the human race, and, among other
things, for the history of the Bible.

Printing first made its appearance in Europe in single-sheet indulgences, issued
nominally as a means of raising money for the war against the Turks; but the first
complete printed book was, appropriately enough, the Bible. Not, however, a Greek
Bible, but the Latin Vulgate, which was the Bible as generally known to the western
world. It is a stately folio volume, commonly known (from the fact that the copy which
first attracted the attention of scholars was in the library of Cardinal Mazarin at Paris) as
the Mazarin Bible. King George III's copy of it may be seen any day in the King's library
at the British Museum. It was printed by the German printers, Gutenberg and Fust, at
Mainz, and it known to have been in circulation by August, 1456. It was a wonderful
achievement of the infant art, and copies of it are highly prized. About forty copies are
known to exist, all now in public libraries. The last to come into the market was bought a
few years ago by the Congress of the United States for the national library at
Washington for about £60,000, If that was a fair market price for a printed Bible, of
which many other copies existed, and of no textual importance, the £100,000 laid for the
unique Codex Sinaiticus, more than 1,100 years older and one of the most valuable
witnesses to the text of the Bible, seems a very good bargain.

It was sixty years later that the first Greek Bible made its appearance. The credit for
producing it ought to have fallen to Cardinal Ximenes, Archbishop of Toledo. As early as
1502 he began to prepare an edition of the entire Greek Bible in the University of Alcala,
and not of the Greek text alone, but accompanied by the Hebrew in the Old Testament
and the Latin throughout. Such a large undertaking necessarily progressed slowly. The
New Testament, which was the first to be printed, was ready by the beginning of 1514,
but it was held back from publication until the Old Testament should be completed. This
was not until the middle of 1517, and even then publication was delayed for some
unknown reason; so that it was not until 1522 that the Complutension Polyglot (so called
from Complutum, the Latin name of Alcala, where the work was done) was actually
given to the world. Meanwhile a publisher at Basle, Froben by name, had heard of the
work in progress, and determined to anticipate it. Accordingly he commissioned



Erasmus, the foremost scholar of the Reformation, to prepare an edition of the Greek
New Testament, and urged on him the utmost speed. Erasmus, who had for some time
been anxious to undertake an edition of the Greek New Testament, readily accepted the
commission.Using such manuscripts as happened to be available at Basle (two of them
lent by Dean Colet, from the library of St. Paul's), he set to work in September, 1515,
and in March, 1516, his edition was published, thus reaching the world six years earlier
than the work of Ximenes,and in a much handier and cheaper form.

It was a great service to scholarship and religion to make the New Testament known in
its original language;but Erasmus's hurried work was far from being satisfactory, even
with regard to the materials then available, and still less from the point of view of
modern scholarship with its vastly increased resources. He had consulted only a handful
of manuscripts, most of quite late date. For the Gospels he used mainly a single
manuscript of the fifteenth century. For Revelation the one manuscript he used was
defective at the end, and Erasmus supplied the last six verses by a translation from the
Latin into his own imperfect Greek. Nevertheless his edition became the basis of the
Greek text in universal use down to our own clay. It was from the text of Erasmus that
the first English version of the Greek was translated, as will be described shortly; and
the continental printers who produced ether editions of the Greek New Testament all
took Erasmus as their foundation. Erasmus himself produced five more editions, and in
that of 1527, which was his definitive edition, he made some use of the Complutensian;
but the general inadequacy of the foundation of the work remained unaffected.

Among the numerous editions which followed that of Erasmus in the sixteenth century,
only one need be mentioned, namely that produced by the French printer Robert
Estienne, or Stephanus, in 1550. This is important, because it is this text which (with
very slight alterations) continued to be reprinted for the next three hundred years, and
is still to be found in our ordinary Greek Testaments. It is with this that the texts
produced by modern scholarship have to be compared, and if the measure of the
advance is to be appreciated, it is essential to understand how very slender were the
resources at the disposal of the editor of 1550 compared with those at our service today.
Stephanus used mainly the text of Erasmus, but revised it to some extent from the
Complutensian edition and from fifteen manuscripts to which he had access in Paris. One
of these was really old, that Which is now known as the Codex Bezae, but for reasons
Which will appear later little use was made of it. The rest were all late manuscripts, from
the tenth to the fifteenth century. They represent only the standard Byzantine text; the
much earlier witnesses which have since come to light were not available then, and no
one thought of Searching for them. It was sufficient for Bible students that they had the
Bible in Greek; it did not yet occur to them to ask whether the text was the most correct
obtainable.

Chapter 5-The English Bible

The Reformation produced a great demand for translations of the Bible into the
languages of the peoples of Western Europe; for the Reformers found one of their chief
weapons for their campaign against Rome in placing the Scriptures in the hands of the
common people. We come therefore now to the genesis of our English Bible.

In pre-Reformation days the Bible had been translated into English, at first in separate
books from the time that Bede (d.735) onwards, but completely only by Wyclif and his
colleagues in 1382-8. These versions, however, were all made from the Latin Vulgate,
and have had no influence on our present English Bible. The true father of this was
William Tyndale, who on the publication of the Greek New Testament by Erasmus was
filled with the resolve to translate it into English, so that, as he said, the boy that drove



the plough might know the Scriptures. He had hoped to secure for this the patronage of
the Bishop of London, Tunstall, who was a friend of Erasmus;but finding no
encouragement there, nor anywhere in England, he migrated in 1524 to Hamburg,and
there completed his work. In 1525 he began printing it at Cologne, and being driven
thence by enemies of the Reformation, he finished it at Worms, and thence copies
reached England early in 1526. It was vigorously condemned by the authorities of
Church and State, who attributed to error many novelties which were in fact due to
Tyndale's use of the original Greek, whereas they themselves were only acquainted with
the Latin; but the public appetite was whetted, and before long, as the Reformation
made progress in England, the demand for an English Bible became irresistible.

Tyndale himself, before his martyrdom at the hands of the Imperial authorities in 1536,
had revised his New Testament in 1534 and 1535, had published (in 1530) the
Pentateuch, translated from the original Hebrew, and had translated, but not published,
the historical books of the Old Testament. This work was never accepted by the rulers of
the Church in England ; yet before his death a complete English Bible had been
published, in which his translation was incorporated. This was the work of his disciple,
Miles Coverdale, who had the patronage of Thomas Cromwell, then chief minister of
Henry VIII. Utilizing Tyndale's version, and completing it by a translation of his own from
German and Latin Bibles, he was able to produce his work by the end of 1535; so that
about Christmas in 1935 we commemorated the fourth centenary of the first complete
English printed Bible. This edition was dedicated to Henry VIII, who had now quarrelled
with the Roman Church; and a second edition in 1537 was definitely licensed by the
King. From this moment Englishmen possessed, and were allowed to possess, an English
Bible.

There follows a period of some seventy-five years, during which the work of revising and
improving the English Bible was almost continually in progress.Throughout, the work of
Tyndale formed the foundation, and more than anyone else he established the rhythms
and furnished much of the language which is familiar to us in the Authorized Version. In
1537 Cromwell and Cranmer co-operated in the production of a Bible (known as
*Matthew's') which silently incorporated Tyndale's unpublished version of the historical
books of the Old Testament; but this was superseded in 1539 by a further revision by
Coverdale, known as the Great Bible. This was the first Bible to be formally authorized
for public use; for an injunction was issued by Cromwell requiring a copy to be set up in
every parish church. A contemporary chronicler paints a vivid picture of the crowds that
gathered round the six copies which were set up in various parts of St. Paul's, listening
to those who read aloud from them even to the disturbance of the regular services. In
two years seven editions were called for and though a change in Henry's policy then
caused him to discourage Protestantism, the English people had now become definitely
Bible-minded. During the reign of Edward VI editions of Tyndale, Coverdale, and the
Great Bible poured from the press; and when Mary's accession put an end to this, the
work was carried on by the Protestant exiles, who at Geneva produced, first a New
Testament (1557) and then a complete Bible (1560),with notes in a strongly Calvinistic
tone, and of a popular character. All previous Bibles had been large in form, suitable for
use in Churches, and printed in “black letter'; but the Geneva Bible was issued in
smaller forms, suitable for personal and domestic use, and for the first time was printed
in roman type, and with the division into verses, first made by Stephanus for the Greek
New Testament in 1551.1[1-The Hebrew Old Testament was divided into verses by Rabbi
Nathan in 1448 (first printed in a Venice edition of 1524). This division was adopted in
the Latin Bible of Pagninus in 1528, with a different division in the N.T. The first Bible
that has the present verse division in both Testaments is Stephanus's Vulgate of
1555.]With the accession of Elizabeth the Bible in this form rapidly spread from the
churches to the homes; and though a new revision was prepared in 1568 by the bishops
(whence it is known as the Bishops' Bible), this was mainly for use in churches, and the
Geneva Bible remained the Bible of the people until it was superseded by the Authorised
Version of 1611. A revision by English Roman Catholic refugees (New Testament at
Rheims in 1582, the whole Bible at Douai in 1609) had little effect, though it was utilized
by the authors of the Authorized Version.



The Authorized Version may be put down as the best deed ever done by James I. It was
he that seized upon the idea when it was put forward by Dr. Reynolds, the Puritan
leader, at the Hampton Court Conference of 1604; it was he that suggested that the
work of revision should be entrusted to the universities; it was he that insisted that it
should not be encumbered or prejudiced by any notes, and so preserved it from having
any party colour. The work was divided among six companies, two in London and two
each at Oxford and Cambridge. It was taken in hand in 1607, and in two years the
companies had completed their first draft. A small committee, composed of two
representatives from each company, then revised the draft in nine months, after which it
was seen through the press by two editors, Dr. Miles Smith (who wrote the excellent
preface) and Bishop Bilson. And so, in 1611, the great English Bible appeared. It was the
result of 86 years' gestation, with Tyndale's work, is supplemented by Coverdale, always
at the base of it; and the result was final. Though revisions had been so frequent
previously, no one proposed to revise the version of 1611 for two hundred and seventy
years. Though the Geneva Bible was pre-eminently the Bible of the Puritans, and the
Puritans were in ascendancy until 1660, the Authorized Version drove it out of the field
by sheer merit. The last Geneva Bible was printed in 1644. It is strange that a version of
such outstanding merit and success should be the work of a committee; for committees
are not generally happy in drafting literary prose. It may be attributed in part to the
strong imprint given by the genius of Tyndale, in part to the good sense of the revisers
in avoiding unnecessary and pedantic alterations; and in part to the ingrained aptitude
for nobility of phrase characteristic of Tudor and Jacobean England.

The misfortune of the version, for which the revisers were not to blame, was that they
had such a defective text to translate from. Tyndale and Coverdale worked on Erasmus's
text, aided by German and Latin translations. The Genevans and King James's revisers
had the "received text' of 1550. All alike were in fact accepting as the authentic Greek
text the form which it had assumed after 1,400 years of transmission by manuscript,
and with the deterioration, small in each detail but cumulatively great, due to the errors
of scribes and the well-meant efforts of editors. For the moment, however, the work was
done, and admirably done. The English people had received a version as good as the
scholarship of the day could produce from the available materials, and incomparably
superior in literary merit to any translation into any other language. It is the simple truth
that, as literature, the English Authorized Version is superior to the original Greek. It was
the good fortune of the English nation that its Bible was produced at a time when the
genius of the language for noble prose was at its height, and when a natural sense of
style was not infected by self-conscious scholarship. The beauty of the language
commended the teaching of the sacred books and made them dear to the heart of the
people, while it made an indelible and enduring impression alike on literature and on
popular speech.

The work of bringing the Bible to the people was now done. It remained for scholars to
amend the text upon which the translators had worked, and to restore, as nearly as
might be, the Greek text to the form in which it was originally written by its authors.
That was to be the task of the next three hundred years, and remains our task today.

Chapter 6-The Search for Manuscripts

By 1611 the Western world had got its Bible in Greek and England had got its Bible in
English. It might seem that the work was done; but a new work had to be begun. As has
been shown, the Greek Bible had been printed from the first manuscripts that came to
hand, and from this text the English Bible had been translated. As it happened, the
Greek Old Testament was in better state than the New, since Pope Sixtus V had caused,



in 1587, the production of an edition of the Septuagint mainly based on the great
Vatican MS., which was and still is the best single authority for it, and this text was
frequently reprinted; but Erasmus's New Testament, which with little change had
become the received text', was taken from a few late manuscripts. For two hundred
and fifty years, and to a great extent even today, this Greek text and this English Bible
remained in possession of the field, and few people realized that they were not wholly
satisfactory. It needed three centuries of work to collect the materials necessary for their
improvement, to digest the results, and to set them before the world at large. That has
been the work on which the scholars of Europe and America have been engaged; and in
it English scholars have taken an honourable, and often the leading, part.

The first impulse, indeed, came from England, only sixteen years after the publication of
the Authorized Version, when the great Codex Alexandrinus came to this country. It was
a gift from Cyril Lucar, Patriarch of Constantinople, offered through Sir Thomas Roe,
British Ambassador to the Porte, to James I, but did not actually reach England till 1627,
when Charles I was on the throne. It is a manuscript of great antiquity, written, as
scholars are generally agreed, in the first half of the fifth century, probably in Egypt.
Cyril had been Patriarch of Alexandria, and it is believed that he brought the manuscript
with him thence, when he was translated in 1621 to Constantinople. It is a beautiful
book, written on pages of fine vellum measuring about 12.5 by 10.5 inches, with two
columns of writing on each page. At present, bound in four volumes bearing the royal
arms and initials of Charles I, it may be seen any day in the British Museum, to which it
passed with the rest of the Royal Library by the gift of George II in 1757. It contains the
whole Greek Bible, complete except for accidental mutiliations, which have caused the
loss of nearly the whole of St. Matthew and substantial parts of the Psalms, St. John,
and 2 Corinthians, and a few smaller mutilations elsewhere. In addition, it contains the
third and fourth books of Maccabees at the end of the Old Testament, and the two
Epistles of Clement at the end of the New, while a table of contents shows that originally
it had, at the end of all, the apocryphal Psalms of Solomon; but these, together with the
end of 2 Clement, are now lost. In all, 733 leaves remain out of an original total of about
820.

The arrival of a manuscript of such antiquity made an instant sensation among scholars.
Patrick Young,Librarian of the Royal Library, lost no time in publishing (in 1633) the
Epistles of Clement, hitherto unknown, and made preparations for a complete edition of
the whole. These came to nothing, but a collation of the principal readings in the New
Testament was included in Bishop Walton's great Polyglot Bible in 1657. The Old
Testament was eventually published in full in 1707-20, the new not until 1786; but its
readings had been frequently collated and quoted before that. In modern times
photographic facsimiles have been published by the British Museum, which for most
purposes serve all the needs of scholars.

It was this discovery and its publication that set on foot the search for manuscripts,
especially of the New Testament, and the tabulation of the variations of reading found in
them. A period of search through the libraries of Europe now set in, resulting in a series
of publications ranging over the next two centuries (and still continuing, as occasions
serve, today) in which English and German scholars took the leading part. The "received'
Greek text continued to be printed without alteration, but readings from various
manuscripts were appended to it, and the manuscripts themselves were tabulated and
numbered for easy reference. Uncial manuscripts were indicated by the capital letters of
the Latin and Greek alphabets, minuscule manuscripts by arabic numerals; and this
system has continued in force (with some necessary modifications) to the present day.
A few of the principal landmarks of this work may be doted. The sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries saw the issue of a series of sumptuous editions of the Bible in
several languages, hence known as the Polyglot Bibles.The first of these was the
Complutensian Polyglot (1522), already referred to, which in six volumes contained the
Old Testament in Hebrew, Latin and Greek (with interlinear Latin translation), and the
New Testament in Greek and Latin. Next came the Antwerp Polyglot (1569-72), in eight
volumes, in which the Syriac version was added (with a Latin translation) ; then the
Paris Polyglot (1629-45), in ten huge volumes, which added Arabic (again with a Latin
translation) and the Samaritan Pentateuch to the other languages; and finally the



London Polyglot (1657), in eight volumes, edited by Brian Walton, in which the total of
languages reaches seven, viz. Hebrew (Old Testament only), Greek, Latin, Syriac,
Ethiopic, Arabic and Persian (New Testament only), with Latin translations attached in all
cases, besides the Samaritan Pentateuch and various Targums or paraphrases. These
massive volumes may be found today on the shelves of the great libraries, or in the
ancient collections of colleges and schools, and inspire one with awe at the amount of
labour involved in their compilation; but none of them is of any critical value except the
one in which Walton added in notes the readings of the Codex Alexandrinus, and so
made them available for the use of scholars. He also gave the readings of fifteen
manuscripts, besides the fifteen used by Stephanus, and among these authorities were
two of great age and value, the Codex Bezae of the Gospels and Acts (fifth century), and
the Codex Claromontanus of the Pauline Epistles (sixth century).

The next steps forward were again made in England. In 1675 Dr. John Fell, Dean of
Christ Church and hero of a celebrated stanza, printed a critical apparatus in which he
claims to have used over a hundred manuscripts, adding a number from the Bodleian to
those which he derived from Stephanus, Walton, and others, and using the Coptic and
Gothic versions. But the climax of English work in the seventeenth century was that of
John Mill, who, encouraged and pecuniarily assisted by Fell, laboured at the task of
collecting collations over more than a quarter of a century, and eventually produced in
1707 a New Testament in which he attached to the text of Stephanus the various
readings of seventy-eight other manuscripts besides those used by Stephanus himself,
with all the versions to which he could get access, and (for the first time) the quotations
from the Scriptures ,if the early Christian writers, the evidence of whom as to the texts
known to them is often of great value. To all this he prefixed an elaborate introduction,
which may fairly be said to have laid the foundations of the textual criticism of the New
Testament. It was a great work, and, though assailed by some who thought that doubt
was thrown on the integrity of the Scriptures by the presentation of so many various
readings, remained as the basis for scholarly work on the New Testament for a long time
to come. It was warmly defended by the great scholar, Richard Bentley, against those
who foolishly thought that reverence for the Bible was better shown by accepting a faulty
text without question than by facing the facts and endeavouring to arrive at the truth by
a scholarly study of the evidence.

But for this hostile atmosphere, England might have anticipated by a century the work in
which Germany eventually led the way, by applying the evidence thus collected to the
revision of the text itself. Bentley himself (who certainly would have been deterred by no
criticism) contemplated the preparation of an edition of the New Testament with a
revised text, but never got beyond the collection of materials; but two scholars of less
note, Edward Wells (in 1709-19) and William Mace, a Presbyterian minister (in 1729),
produced such editions, on the basis of the evidence collected by Mill. Both editions were
vehemently attacked in their own country, and they made no impression on the course
of criticism; but modern German scholars have paid honourable tribute to them, pointing
out that in a large majority of cases the corrections made by them in the received text
have been confirmed by the scholarship of the nineteenth century. In their own country,
however, they were prophets without honour, and little is heard of English contributions
to the subject for the next century. On the Continent also text-revision was not in
favour; but the work of collecting evidence and cataloguing manuscripts continued
actively.

A Swiss pupil of Bentley's, J. J. Wetstein, was the first to compile a list of manuscripts
with the method of nhomenclature (as described above) which has since been generally
followed. His list (published in 1751-2) comprised 21 uncial manuscripts, and over 250
minuscules. C. F. Matthaei added 57 manuscripts to the list in 1782-8, and a few more in
1803-7. Further additions by Alter from manuscripts in the Imperial Library at Vienna,
and by three Danish professors from various libraries in Italy, Germany, and Spain,
carried on the work to the end of the century; and in the early years of the nineteenth
century all that hitherto had been done in the way of listing manuscripts was summed up
and greatly extended by J. M. A. Scholz, who in 1830-6 published a catalogue of New
Testament manuscripts which included 26 uncials and 469 minuscules of the Gospels, 8
uncials and 192 minuscules of the Acts and Catholic Epistles, 9 uncials and 246



minuscules of the Pauline Epistles, and 3 uncials and 88 minuscules of the Apocalypse,
besides 239 lectionaries, or collections of lessons for reading in church. Scholz's object
was not to collate manuscripts, but to catalogue them, so that others might know what
materials were in existence for them to work on; and his list, for all its defects, provided
the basis on which the list has since been kept up, until now the total runs into the
neighbourhood of five thousand.

The period during which the mere collection of material predominated over all other
considerations may be said to extend from 1627, when the Codex Alexandrinus came to
England, to 1830, when Scholz began to publish his catalogue - a period of two hundred
years. A new period starts, as we shall see, in 1831 ; but meanwhile it may be useful to
sum up what had been achieved. Exactness of figures is illusory, since some manuscripts
contain the whole of the New Testament, while others (the large majority) contain only
one section of it - the Gospels, or the Acts and Catholic Epistles, or the Pauline Epistles,
or the Apocalypse; but it is within the limit to say that something over a thousand
manuscripts had been brought to the knowledge of scholars. By far the greater part of
these were minuscules - that is were of the tenth century or later; but among the
uncials, which were of early date, were some of prime importance. The oldest and best
of all, the Codex Vaticanus, was indeed known, since it had been in the Vatican Library
since at least 1481; but though it had been used for Pope Sixtus's edition of the
Septuagint, it had been little noticed in connexion with the New Testament. Bentley had
a collation made of it, but did not use it; other scholars examined it more or less
casually; but it was not until after it had been brought to Paris by Napoleon, with other
loot from Italy, that a German scholar, Hug, realized and proclaimed its age and value.
When it was returned to Rome, after the fall of Napoleon, the Vatican authorities
withheld it from foreign scholars, because they contemplated publishing it themselves;
but their edition hung fire until 1857, and then was so badly executed as to be quite
unserviceable. At the period at which we have arrived, therefore, it was for practical
purposes still unknown, or at least unappreciated.

The only two manuscripts of the Gospels of the first rank that were fully known were the
Codex Alexandrinus and the Codex Bezae, both in England. The Alexandrinus had been
collated by Walton and Mill and other editors, and was published in full in 1786; and its
pre-eminence among New Testament manuscripts was generally recognized. The Codex
Bezae had been slightly used by Stephanus and Beza, and more fully collated by Walton
and others, and was published in full in 1793 by the University of Cambridge; but its
peculiar character, and its very marked divergences from the, generally accepted text
(as to which more will have to he said later) caused it to be regarded with suspicion, so
that not much weight was attached to it. There were also two good and early
manuscripts of other parts of the New Testament, the Codex Laudianus of the Acts at
Oxford (published in full by Hearne in 1715) and the Codex Claromontanus of the Pauline
Epistles at Paris, both of about the sixth century. It will be seen therefore that the
scholars of this period had not much acquaintance with manuscripts of a really early
date, and may be excused for having failed to realize the imperfections of the text to
which they were accustomed. With a few exceptions, they were overwhelmed by the
mass of later manuscripts, nearly all of which contained the relatively late Byzantine text
which had entrenched itself in the " received text' of Stephanus.

There were some, however, who saw deeper and took the first steps towards testing the
evidence by the application of scientific scholarship. Bentley would have done so, if his
edition had ever come to the birth; but a few others actually achieved something, and
their work, though it found little acceptance among their contemporaries, is held in
honour today. Three scholars deserve particular mention, as having laid the foundations
of the theory of the textual criticism of the New Testament on which we build today. The
first is J. A. Bengel, who in an edition published in 1734. was the first to endeavour to
classify the total mass of authorities and to distinguish the character and relative
importance of different groups - in short, to consider the quality of the witnesses, and
not only their quantity. He divided the witnesses (including versions as well as Greek
manuscripts) into two groups, which he named African and Asian, the former including
the few most ancient authorities, which appeared to emanate from Egypt and North
Africa, and the latter the great mass of later manuscripts, containing what we have



called the Byzantine or received text. J. S. Semler (1767) expanded this division into a
threefold classification, (a) Alexandrian, which he attributed to Origen, and to which he
assigned the earliest Greek manuscripts and the Syriac, Coptic, and Ethiopic versions,
(b) Eastern, with its centres at Antioch and Constantinople, and including the main mass
of authorities, and (c) Western, to be found in the Latin versions and Fathers. This thesis
was elaborated and extended by his pupil, J. J. Griesbach, the greatest Biblical scholar of
the eighteenth century, who in three editions published between 1774 and 1805 applied
Semler's classification to the increased material collected by Wetstein, and allotted the
several manuscripts, versions and Fathers precisely to the several groups. In the
Alexandrian group he placed three uncials (including the early but incomplete Codex
Ephraemi at Paris), six selected minuscules, the Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian, and later
Syriac (known as Harklean) versions, and the quotations in Origen, Clement of
Alexandria, and Eusebius; in the Western, Codex Bezae, the Latin versions, and
sometimes the Peshitta Syriac; and in the Eastern or Constantinopolitan, the Codex
Alexandrinus and the mass of later authorities. Like Bengel and Semler he regarded the
small groups of early witnesses as altogether superior in weight to the numerically
preponderant mass of the Constantinopolitan or Byzantine group.

This classification, though minuter criticism has modified it in some of its details,
remains substantially the basis of modern textual theory. It rests first on the
discernment that certain groups of authorities are linked together by internal
agreements which show that they go back to some common ancestor or group of
ancestors; secondly, that quality is to be preferred to quantity; thirdly, that quality can
be discerned on grounds of internal probability. On the basis of these principles the
conclusion is arrived at that the great mass of authorities represent a relatively late
revision of the text, and that to find the truth we must look mainly to the small groups of
witnesses which are either anterior to this revision or have partially escaped its
influence. It was a doctrine wholly inacceptable to the age in which it was produced, and
has been hotly disputed since, as we shall see; but it is the doctrine which has been
universally applied by the editors of ancient classical texts, and is nhow accepted by
practically all Biblical scholars. We shall reach the last stages in the controversy when we
come to the English Revised Version in 1881.

Chapter 7- The Revision of the Text

We have now arrived at a point, just over a hundred years ago, when a fresh start was
made in Biblical criticism, and a period opens which is full of exciting incidents, lively
controversy, and remarkable disco cries. By 1830, as we have seen, a stage had been
reach( when, through the labours of Scholz and his predecessor a large mass of evidence
had been catalogued and arranged for the use of scholars. A few efforts had been made,
notably by Griesbach, to formulate principles of the scientific use of this evidence; but
these had met with little acceptance from their contemporaries. The time had come
when, under the impulse of the more critic spirit of the mid-nineteenth century, a fresh
start could be made with a better chance of success, and a movement could be initiated
which has gone on with ever-increasing momentum to our own day.

The prime mover in this was a German scholar, Carl Lachmann. He had been trained as
a classical scholar and had edited classical texts, and it appeared to him that the
problem of sifting out the true text of the New Testament from the divergent
manuscripts in which had been handed down to us was exactly the same as that which
confronts an editor of Thucydides or Plato, and should be attacked in the same manner.
The earliest manuscripts were likely to have suffered least from the accumulated errors
of scribes or the revision of editors; therefore it was to them that we should look first,



though keeping a vigilant eye on the possibility of errors in them also. The mass of late
manuscripts could for most purposes be ignored. The "received text' of Stephanus was
set aside, and the text was constructed de novo from the earliest authorities accessible
to him. These included the codices Alexandrinus,Vaticanus (very imperfectly collated as
yet), Ephraemi, Bezae, Claromontanus, Laudianus, and a few uncial fragments, the two
oldest manuscripts of the Latin Vulgate, and the writings of four or live of the earliest
Fathers. The Syriac and Coptic versions were not used, because he did not know these
languages. To eliminate the " personal equation’, he followed in every case the majority
of his selected authorities; and in this way he hoped to arrive, if not at the authentic
original text, at least at the text as it was known about the time of the acceptance of
Christianity by the Empire.

He began by printing a small edition of the New Testament in 1831, containing his
revised text with very little explanation of the grounds on which he had arrived at it; and
this was followed up in 1842-50 by a larger edition, containing fuller evidence and an
exposition of his principles of criticism. His work was by no means perfect, and the
materials at his disposal were much less than we have today; but by his outspoken
rejection of the received' text of 1550, and his bold application of textual science to the
problems of the Bible, he did invaluable service, and lighted a fire which is still burning.
So far the search for manuscripts had been of a commonplace kind -merely the listing,
and sometimes the collation, of volumes standing on the shelves of the principal libraries
in Europe. Now a young man comes on the scene, who was to carry the search into
more out-of-the-way places - the bindings of books, collections of miscellaneous sheets
of old vellum, and libraries in more remote countries - who was to make a greater
number of important additions to the list than any other scholar before or since, and who
was to crown his career by the most sensational discovery in the history of scholarship,
and by making known the two most valuable copies of the Bible in existence. This was
Constantine Tischendorf (1815-74), who immediately after taking his degree in Theology
at Leipzig in 1840 set out on his self-imposed task of searching out and publishing every
fragment of an uncial manuscript of either Testament that he could find, together with
not a few minuscules. The list of his discoveries is amazing. He discovered for the first
time eighteen uncial manuscripts (all except five being mere fragments) and six
minuscules; he was the first editor of twenty-five uncials (all fragments) ; he edited
afresh eleven others, some (such as the Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Claromontanus and
Laudianus) of the first importance; he transcribed four more, and collated thirteen. With
the exception of the Alexandrinus and Codex Bezae, there was no uncial manuscript of
real importance to the knowledge of which Tischendorf did not contribute in greater or
less degree.

Meanwhile he was producing edition after edition in which the results of his discoveries
were incorporated. In all he produced eight editions of the Greek New Testament, four of
the Latin, and four of the Septuagint, besides texts of the apocryphal gospels and
epistles, and besides his editions of individual manuscripts. Following Lachmann, he cut
himself free from the " received text', and depended mainly on the more ancient
manuscripts; but his own reconstructed text fluctuated much according to his most
recent studies and discoveries, so that his contribution to text-reconstruction is less
important than his additions to the materials of criticism. Nevertheless his final edition of
the Greek New Testament (1869-72), with its full textual apparatus, has remained the
standard edition for the use of scholars, and is only now in process of being superseded
by a new edition prepared in England on the same lines, but embodying the results of all
those recent discoveries which Tischendorf did not live to see.

But the crowning achievements of his life were the discovery of the Codex Sinaiticus and
the editing of the Codex Vaticanus. The story of the former has been much before the
public lately on the occasion of the surprising acquisition of the manuscript by the British
Museum from the Government of Soviet Russia; but so many myths were embroidered
on it, and so many credulous people were led to believe them, that it may be well to tell
it again. In soberest fact, it is a sufficiently romantic story. It was as a young man of 29,
with three editions of the New Testament already to his credit, that Tischendorf set out
to carry his researches farther afield under the patronage of King Frederick Augustus of
Saxony. In the course of this journey he visited the monastery of St. Catherine at Mount



Sinai, and there, according to his story (which has successfully resisted all the criticism
of those who have tried to discredit him), he one day saw in a basket a number of leaves
of vellum with fine and obviously very early uncial writing on them, which he was
informed were about to be destroyed, as many similar leaves had already been. He
asked for and was allowed to keep these leaves, forty-three in number, which proved to
contain portions of the Septuagint, from the books of I Chronicles, Jeremiah, Nehemiah,
and Esther, written in a hand which struck him as looking older than anything he had
ever seen. He also saw, but was not allowed to take away, a considerable number of
leaves from the books of Isaiah and Maccabees. There was nothing to suggest that the
manuscript included, or had ever included, the New Testament. Still, forty-three leaves
of a Septuagint, perhaps as much as a century older than the celebrated Codex
Alexandrinus, were no small haul, and Tischendorf returned in triumph to Leipzig,
deposited his treasure in the University Library with the name of Frederick Augustus
attached to it, edited it, but was careful not to say whence he had obtained it. He knew
that there was more of it to be had, and did not want to put anyone else on the track, so
he merely said that the leaves appeared to have been always lying perdus in Egypt or at
any rate in the neighbourhood of Egypt, which was true, but a very ingenious (and quite
proper) economy of the truth. It was nine years later that he was able to revisit Sinai,
but he could then obtain no news of the manuscript, and supposed that some more
fortunate traveller had carried it off, perhaps an English officer of whose presence he
heard rumours. Six years later he was back again, working at the manuscripts visible in
the library of the monastery; but still no word of the lost treasure until, on the last
evening of his stay, he chanced to show the steward of the monastery a copy of the
edition of the Septuagint which he had produced a few years before. Whereupon the
steward remarked that he also had a copy of the Septuagint, and taking from a shelf a
parcel wrapped in a cloth, he revealed to Tischendorf's astonished eyes a mass of leaves
which he easily recognized as belonging to his long-coveted manuscript. It was a far
greater prize than he had any reason to expect; for not only were there 199 more leaves
of the Old Testament, but the whole New Testament, complete from beginning to end
with the Epistle of Barnabas and part of the *Shepherd' of Hermas. Tischendorf, beside
himself with delight, sat up all night copying the Epistle of Barnabas, and asked if he
might take the manuscript to Cairo to copy. The Superior was absent, and one monk
objected, so Tischendorf departed without it; but on applying to the Superior at Cairo,
where a branch of the monastery was established, the latter agreed, and sent a camel-
rider to fetch it, and at Cairo sheet by sheet was handed out for him and his assistants
to copy. Meanwhile Tischendorf had suggested that the monks should present the
manuscript to the Tsar, as the protector of the Greek Church; and as they desired the
Tsar's influence in connexion with a disputed election to the Archbishopric of Sinai, they
were inclined to accept the proposal. The negotiations dragged on a long time, as they
are apt to do in the East; but after nine months Tischendorf was allowed to take the
Codex to St. Petersburg, in order to superintend the printing of it, and shortly afterwards
the desired appointment of the Archbishop was made. Throughout Tischendorf acted in
full accord with the heads of the monastery, and when the Tsar delayed to make the
return gift which Eastern practice expected, he again intervened, and procured the gift of
the very substantial sum (for those days) of 9,000 roubles and a number of coveted
decorations.

The correctness of Tischendorf's action throughout is established beyond question by the
contemporary records, which make it clear that the monks parted with the manuscript
(which they had so little valued in the past) willingly and for value received. It is only
subsequent generations that have regretted that they did not open their mouths wider.
The generation that made the " gift' was satisfied, and Tischendorf remained on good
terms with them to the end of his life.

That Tischendorf also was satisfied goes without saying. He had brought to light a
manuscript of the whole of the New Testament and nearly half the Old, a hundred years
older than any extant manuscript except the very imperfectly known Vaticanus. It is a
maghnificent book, written with four columns to the page of the most beautiful uncial
writing on pages of fine vellum measuring 15 by 13.5 inches, and in admirable
preservation. It was published in full by Tischendorf in facsimile type in 1862, some



sheets of it being shown at the Great Exhibition in London in that year; and in 1911 the
Oxford University Press published a photographic facsimile of the New Testament,
followed by the Old Testament in 1922, both from photographs taken by Professor
Kirsopp Lake and under his editorship. At St. Petersburg it remained for nearly three-
quarters of a century, until the Soviet Government resolved to sell it, and after
somewhat protracted negotiations it entered the British Museum at Christmas, 1933,
there, it may be hoped, to find its lasting home, side by side with the Alexandrinus.

A comic episode attended the romance of its discovery, which was revived at the time of
its purchase by the Museum. An ingenious Greek, by name Simonides, had about 1855
brought to England some manuscripts, among which was one which purported to be a
history of Egypt by a Greek author named Uranius. This imposed even upon some of the
elect, and an eminent German scholar, Dindorf, prepared an edition of it for the Oxford
Press. Some sheets of it were already printed off when another German scholar observed
that the chronology was unmistakably copied from a modern work. The forgery was
obvious, and the work was hurriedly suppressed; such sheets of it as have survived are
a rare bibliographical curiosity. (Subsequently, it may be added, Simonides purported to
find among the Egyptian collections of a Liverpool gentleman a papyrus manuscript of
St. Matthew written fifteen years after the Ascension, and portions of first-century papyri
of the Epistles of SS. James and Jude, with other surprising things, which he published in
the same year as the Sinaiticus, but which failed to carry conviction of their
genuineness. They may still be seen in Liverpool today, and considering how little was
then known about papyri they are very ingenious productions.) Now Tischendorf had
been concerned in the Uranius controversy, and Simonides had a grudge against him.
Accordingly he proclaimed that, while the Uranius was genuine, he had himself written
the whole of the Sinaiticus, having copied it in about six months in 1840 at Mount Athos
from a Moscow edition of the Greek Bible! The story teems with impossibilities. In 1840
Simonides was only 15 years old. He could not have obtained 350 leaves of ancient
vellum.He could not have copied it in the time claimed. The manuscript is not written by
a single hand, but by at least three different scribes, and has corrections by several
others. No Moscow Bible from which it could have been copied exists. The whole story is
one of the comedies of crime, amusing but not deserving a moment's serious
consideration.

Having thus published the Sinaiticus in 1862, Tischendorf turned his attention to the
Vaticanus, of which two editions by Cardinal Mai had been published in 1857 and 1859,
which differed so much from one another that both were evidently untrustworthy.
Tischendorf visited Rome in 1886, and with difficulty obtained permission to examine
particular passages of it over a period of fourteen days, with only three working hours in
each day. He exceeded the terms of his permission, however, by copying twenty pages
in full, and the manuscript was withdrawn. Nevertheless with the results of his
examination he was able to publish in 1867 an edition which went far towards placing
the evidence of this supremely important manuscript in the hands of scholars; and this
was supplemented in 1868 by an edition of the New Testament (followed in later years
by the Old Testament) prepared for the Vatican itself by Vercellone and Cozza.

In this manner New Testament scholars had in their hands by the end of 1868 two great
copies of the sacred books earlier by a century than those they had hitherto been able to
use. A powerful stimulus was thus given to the demand for a thorough revision of the
Greek text in common use; for these two great manuscripts plainly did not support the
“received' text, and in the eyes of nearly all trained scholars were evidently superior to
it. Tischendoff himself issued in 1869-72 a revised text of the New Testament based
predominantly on the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, and provided with a full Apparatus of
various readings from all the important extant texts and the principal versions and
quotations in the early Fathers. This edition remains today the most serviceable critical
edition for the use of scholars, though much needing to be brought up to date by
incorporating the results of the later discoveries which we still have to describe - a task
which has lately been taken up by an English committee, and of which the first part (the
Gospel of St. Mark, edited by the Rev. S. C. E. Legg) was published not long ago.

In England especially the need for revision was strongly felt, and the response to it took
two forms. On the one hand, two great Cambridge scholars, Westcott and Hort,



undertook the preparation of a revised Greek text of the New Testament, with a full
statement of the principles on which it was based; on the other hand, a committee was
appointed by the Convocation of Canterbury in 1870 to prepare a revised edition of the
English Bible. Both undertakings went on side by side, and the results of both, so far as
the New Testament was concerned, were given to the world simultaneously in May,
1881. Westcott and Hort were members of the Revision Committee, and carried very
great weight with it; so that the Revised Version, though not wholly representing their
views, is so largely coloured by them, and their edition of the Greek text has had such
an epoch-making influence on all subsequent textual criticism, that some account of
their theories is essential for the understanding of the problems with which we have to
deal today. Westcott and Hort made the fullest use of the materials with which
Tischendorf had provided them; indeed, the outstanding characteristic of their work is
the predominant importance which they attach to the Vaticanus, to which the Sinaiticus
takes second place. Working on the lines already laid down by Griesbach, as described
above, they divided all the authorities into four groups or families: (I) a group which
they called Neutral, headed by the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, but supported more or less
by some eight or ten imperfect and later uncial manuscripts, by a handful of minuscules
which have more or less escaped revision to the standard form, by the Coptic versions
(of which the earlier, or Sahidic, was at this time very imperfectly known), and by the
great Christian scholar of the early third century, Origen: (2) a small and rather ill-
defined group of authorities, domiciled in Egypt, but not conforming to the Vaticanus-
group, which they called Alexandrian: (3) a family which they called Western, because
its principal representatives are the Old Latin version and the Codex Bezae (which has a
Latin text in addition to the Greek), but of which traces are to be found in several
minuscule manuscripts, in the only manuscript of the Old Syriac version then known,
and, above all, in nearly all the quotations in the earliest Christian writers; a family
important by its age, and remarkable for its very marked deviations (especially in Luke
and Acts) both from the Neutral and from the "received' text: (q) the great mass of later
authorities. which they denominated Syrian, because they thought that this type of text,
which eventually dominated the whole Eastern Church, had its origin in a revision that
began in the neighbourhood of Antioch in Syria about the end of the fourth century. The
*Syrian' family they ruled out, as Griesbach and Lachmann had done, because (as they
were the first to point out) not only were the authorities containing it relatively late, but
no readings characteristic of it are to be found in any writer before Chrysostom, who
worked in Antioch in the last years of the fourth century. The “Western' type they
regarded as intrinsically inferior to the *Neutral', and as losing authority on account of
the great differences between the various members of the group. The 'Alexandrian' only
differed from the Neutral in relatively unimportant details; but the " Neutral', and
especially the Vaticanus, they believed to represent a tradition which had descended
with no serious corruption from the earliest times. To the Neutral group, therefore, they
pinned their faith almost exclusively, and departed from the Vaticanus only in a few
special instances, or in cases of obvious scribal errors.

In Westcott and Hort, therefore, the Biblical student at last had a Greek text based on
the most ancient authorities, and with a fully expounded textual theory to support it.
And the English reader had in the Revised Version a translation which, though not taken
directly oar fully from Westcott and Hort's text, at least represented a text far sounder
than the "received text' which had been in the hands of the makers of the Authorized
Version, and had since been in universal use. So far, all was clear gain. Unfortunately,
however, the Revisers had not obeyed the instruction which enjoined on them 'to
introduce as few alterations as possible into the text of the Authorized Version
consistently with faithfulness', or at least they had given an exaggerated interpretation
to "faithfulness'. A multitude of small changes made in obedience to a somewhat
pedantic scholarship, and not governed by the instinctive sense of style which was the
heritage of King James's translators, repelled the reader who found the most familiar
passages in the most familiar part of his Bible (the Gospels) presented to him in a
changed form for which he could see no good reason. The result has been fatal to the
general acceptance of the Revised Version as a substitute for the Authorized; but this
should not make us blind to its real merits. Where the difference between the two is due



to a difference in the text translated, it is long odds that the Revised Version is right;
though more recent scholarship would in some cases prefer the alternative readings
which (from excessive caution in the acceptance of variants) have been relegated to the
marginal notes. Also in the Epistles many a difficult passage has been made more clear
as the result of centuries of study of St. Paul's meaning. It is in the Gospels that the
changes have been most unfortunate; and as the Gospels are the books best known to
the majority of readers, this has prejudiced the whole. The Revised Version of the Old
Testament, moreover, which followed in 1885, is not open to the same criticisms. Here
the Revisers had not to deal with a new text, for the Hebrew text before them was
substantially the same as in 1611, and they did not undertake to introduce changes from
the Septuagint. On the other hand, the understanding of Hebrew had made much
advance since the Authorized Version, and the Revisers were able to give light to many
an obscure passage, especially in the Prophets. In general, they were chary of making
alterations unless the sense demanded it, and in most cases they were dealing with
words less familiar than the Gospels. Consequently their work gave less offence, and the
gain was generally recognized.

No serious student of the Bible in English can neglect the Revised Version without loss.
While it never can be the magnificent monument of English which the Authorized Version
is, while it cannot bring the sacred story and teaching home to us with the same
unequalled appeal of majestic language, it does give us a more accurate text, translated
with a more fully informed scholarship ; and if we want to be sure of the meaning of the
Bible we must always keep an eye on the Revised Version. Every educated student of
the Bible should have and use both - the one for the edification which comes from great
literature greatly expressed, the other for the more exact study of the true meaning of
the Word of Life.

Chapter 8-The Age of Discoveries

The publication of the Revised New Testament by the two University Presses on 17th
May, 1881, was the most sensational event in the annals of publishing. The public
curiosity was intense, and the demand for early copies overwhelming. Bribes of as much
as £5,000 had been offered for advance copies in vain. The Oxford Press alone sold a
million copies on the first day. All day the streets about Paternoster Row were blocked by
a stream of wagons carrying them to the railways for distribution. Five days later two
Chicago newspapers printed the entire book as a supplement to their ordinary issue, half
of the text having been received by telegraph before actual copies were available. A
period of lively controversy followed, the new version being bitterly attacked by a few
scholars (headed by Dean Burgon) who refused to abandon the received' text,
maintaining that the authority of the Church outweighed the evidence of ancient
manuscripts and the ordinary canons of textual scholarship. These critics had behind
them the general unwillingness of the public to accept changes in words so well known
and so much loved as those of the Bible-, and for some time the Revision had a stormy
passage. The verdict of scholars was overwhelmingly in favour of the revised Greek text
as against the old "received' text, and this issue may be taken as decided; but time has
rather increased than diminished the weight of criticism of the literary shortcomings of
the English. Increased knowledge (due in part to the discoveries of Greek papyri in
Egypt) of the Greek in common use in the first century has shown that many of the
verbal changes introduced by the Revisers were due to a pedantic application of the
principles of classical Greek to a popular language which ignored them. And so opinion
settled down to the general conclusions described in the last chapter.



It might have looked, and indeed did look, in 1881, as though the end of a period had
been reached. Scholars had a new Greek text, based upon the most ancient authorities
in accordance with the best principles of textual scholarship; and English readers had a
revised English Bible based upon this Greek text. It looked as if hothing now remained to
be done but to digest these results, and that further changes were not to be expected.
Yet, as a matter of fact, a new period was just opening which may rightly be called the
Age of Discoveries, since the half-century which has followed since 1881 has seen
discovery after discovery widening our knowledge of the Bible text and its early history,
and testing the results at which the scholars of 1881 had arrived by evidence with which
they were totally unacquainted. It it the story of these discoveries which has now to be
told-- discoveries which have gone on up to the time of writing, and to which more
additions may be made before these pages are finished; and then an attempt will be
made to sum up the results.

The discovery of the Codex Sinaiticus in the monastery of St.Catherine at Mount Sinai
was the climax of the previous period, and it was from the same spot that the,first
discoveries of the new period came. First, in 1880,Dr, Rendel Harris found there a Syriac
translation of a lost Christian work, the Apology of Aristides, a defence of Christianity
addressed to the emperor Antoninus Pins by an Athenian philosopher about A.D. 140,
very valuable for the early history and creed of the Christian community. A very curious
result followed; for it appeared that the Apology had never really been lost at all, but
that the original Greek had been embedded in a Christian romance composed about the
seventh century,though hitherto there had been no means of identifying it, nor any
reason to suppose that it was any earlier than the work in which it had been
incorporated. Thus one more early Christian work was restored to our knowledge.

The next discovery was more distinctly Biblical. Encouraged by Dr. Rendel Harris's
success, two Cambridge ladies, Mrs. Lewis and Mrs. Gibson, twin sisters and highly
accomplished Orientalists, made another visit to Mount Sinai to search for treasures.
Among other manuscripts which they examined, one was a palimpsest; that is, the
original writing had been partly washed out, and another text written over it. The lower
writing was seen to be a copy of the Gospels in Syriac, which might easily be important
because of its evidently early date; so they took photographs of it and brought them
home for detailed examination. Then it appeared that they had discovered a real prize;
for it turned out to be, not the ordinary Syriac version of the Gospels (known as the
Peshitta), but an earlier version, of which only one copy was hitherto known, and that
very imperfect. This was a manuscript acquired by the British Museum in 1842,printed
and privately circulated by Cureton in 1848, and finally published in 1858. It contained
portions of the Gospels of Matthew, Luke and John, but of Mark only the last four verses.
The new Sinaitic manuscript had portions of all Gospels, and evidently represented the
same version as the Curetonian manuscript, but with considerable variations. Thus, while
the Curetonian must originally have contained the disputed ending of Mark (16: 9-20),
the Sinaitic did not, ending the Gospel with verse 8, as do the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus
and the earliest manuscript of the Old Latin version. On the whole, the Sinaitic Syriac
appeared to represent the version in a rather earlier form than the Curetonian, besides
supplementing many of its lacunae; so that we now had a substantial knowledge of this
earliest Syriac translation.

Now this was a discovery of first-class importance; for this Syriac version is one of the
earliest translations of the New Testament, having probably been made before the end
of the second century, and we now had two witnesses for it, both written in the fifth
century or earlier. The translation must have been made from Greek manuscripts in
existence in the second century, which thus carries us back to a period long before our
earliest Greek manuscripts. Further, it was apparent that this Old Syriac text differed in
many details from the type represented by the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, to which
Westcott and Hort had given the name of 'Neutral’', and which they maintained to be the
best. It differed from it in very much the same way (though not always in the same
passages) as did the Latin group which Westcott and Hort called 'Western'.
While,therefore, in many passages it reinforced the Neutral text as against the
“received' or Byzantine text, it also gave strong support to those who were disposed to
question Westcott and Hort's exclusive trust in the Neutral.



This was the more important, because by this time the centre of controversy with regard
to the Bible text had shifted. At first, as has already been described, it was a contest
between the adherents of the Byzantine text, which had so long dominated the Christian
world, and the earlier types represented by a comparatively small number of authorities.
That contest had been quickly decided, in the eyes of scholars, in favour of the earlier
types, and the Byzantine text had been accepted as secondary and of relatively late
origin. But the argument which ruled out the Byzantine text, viz. that readings
characteristic of it were not found in Christian writers before the latter part of the fourth
century, could not be used against the type of text which Westcott and Hort had labelled
“Western'. On the contrary, it was evident that all the early Christian writers, with the
partial exception of Origen, had used texts which did not conform with the “Neutral'
type. If, therefore, all early non-Neutral readings could be grouped together in a single
family, as the Neutral authorities were, there was good ground for claiming that this,
rather than the Neutral family, had the support of the earliest patristic evidence. Many
prominent scholars were inclined to take this view; and the issue now lay, not between
"Neutral' and " Byzantine', but between “Neutral' and *Western'. Consequently the old
Syriac version, which was certainly pre-Byzantine and non-Neutral, was hailed as an ally
by the Westerners, and the position of Westcott and Hort, with their almost exclusive
dependence on the Vaticanus, was to that extent shaken. As will be seen later, there
were considerable qualifications to be made to this argument, but for the moment this
was the general impression.

The question of the early Syriac text of the Gospels was complicated by another
consideration to which attention must be drawn, both because of its own importance and
because of a curious series of discoveries (one very recent) connected with it. It was
known from early Christian writers that an Assyrian Christian named Tatian, who was
born about A.D. 120, had produced about A.D. 170 a work called Diatessaron
('Concordance of Dour"), which was generally supposed to be a harmony of the four
Gospels. The work, however, seemed to be completely lost, and the followers of the
German school who about the middle of the nineteenth century maintained that none of
our Gospels was written before about A.D. 140, and that therefore they are of little
historical authority, denied that it was a concordance of our Gospels at all. So late as
1876 the anonymous author of an able work called Supernatural Religion strenuously
maintained this point of view, even going so far as to deny that the work had ever
existed; and Bishop Lightfoot, who used his immense learning to defend the authenticity
and early date of the Gospels, could only bring arguments from probability against him.
Yet all the time the decisive proof was lying, so to speak, under their noses. So far back
as 1836 the Fathers of a convent in Venice had printed an Armenian version of a
commentary by St. Ephrem (who lived in the fourth century) on this very work, which
proved beyond doubt that it was in fact a concordance of the four canonical Gospels.
Since, however, Armenian was a language almost unknown to Western scholars, no one
took any notice of it; but in 1876, just before the appearance of Supernatural Religion, a
Latin translation of this commentary was published by the same Fathers, which ought to
have brought it to the notice of Biblical students. Strange to say, neither of the learned
controversialists was aware of its existence, and it was not until 1880 that Dr. Ezra
Abbot called attention to it. This at once led to further research, and first one and then
another copy was discovered of an Arabic translation of the Diatessaron itself, which was
published in 1888.

These discoveries finally disposed of any doubt as to what the Diatessaron was, and
proved that by about A.D. 170 the four canonical Gospels held an undisputed pre-
eminence over all other narratives of our Saviour's life; but they left several questions
undetermined. Being in Arabic, it was not always certain what the exact text was from
which it was translated; and scholars differed as to the original language of the
Diatessaron. Was it originally composed in Greek or in Syriac? Since it unquestionably
circulated mainly in the Syriac Church (though it was certainly also translated into Latin),
and since the Arabic version was certainly made from the Syriac, many scholars were led
to suppose that Syriac was its original language. Others, however, pointing to the fact
that its title is Greek, maintained that it was first composed in Greek and then
translated, in Tatian's own lifetime, into Syriac. In any case it is probably at least as old



as the Old Syriac Gospels represented by the Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts, and it
was in this form that the Gospels mainly circulated in the early Church in Syria. What its
exact text was, and what influence it exerted on the text of the separate
Gospels,remains uncertain, for the Arabic translation (which was probably made about
A.D. 900) has unquestionably been partly assimilated, as almost invariably happens, to
later texts; and it still remains one of the riddles which Bible students have to solve.
Here a most interesting, though rather tantalizing, discovery has to be recorded, which
has only been made public within the last few years. Far away, on the banks of the
Euphrates, the ruins of a Roman fort were discovered at a place called Dura by some
English officers in 1920, just before the withdrawal of the British troops. What first
attracted attention was some very remarkable wall-paintings of the first century and
somewhat later. Subsequently (since the site fell into the French mandated area) it was
systematically investigated by French and American excavators. It was discovered that
in the last years of the Roman occupation of the fort (which was taken by the Persians in
A.D. 256) the walls had been strengthened by the destruction of a quantity of houses,
including a Christian church and a Jewish synagogue, and among the debris were found
a number of papyri and vellum manuscripts which had been protected against damp in a
manner to be paralleled only in Egypt. Among these, when they were examined at Yale
in 1933, was found a vellum fragment of a copy of the Diatessaron in Greek. It is only a
small scrap, consisting of some fourteen imperfect lines, containing the narrative of the
petition of Joseph of Arimathaea for the body of our Lord, written in a hand of the first
half of the third century (it must of course have been earlier than the destruction of A.D.
256). It is a mosaic made up of phrases from all four canonical Gospels, with some
editorial adjustments. Small as it is, it throws some light On Tatian's method of
compilation, showing that he dealt freely with his materials and did not give a general
preference to any one evangelist. But its chief interest is that it shows that the
Diatessaron circulated in Greek in a distant corner of Syria, about half a century after its
composition. This has some bearing on the problem of its original language. If it had
been composed in Syriac, it would naturally have circulated in Syria in that language,
and the subsequent translations into Greek and Latin would have been reserved for
countries in which those languages predominated; whereas if it were originally composed
in Greek, it might have had some circulation in that language, even in Syria, before a
Syriac translation was available. The proof is not decisive, since a military and trading
station, such as Dura, would have had inhabitants who were not Syrians, and they might
have brought a Greek copy of the work with them; but so far as it goes, it adds
something to the case of those who advocate a Greek original, and in any case it proves
that the Diatessaron existed in Greek before A.D. 250.

For the next discovery we must return from Mesopotamia to our familiar hunting-ground
of Egypt. In the winter of 1906 an American gentleman, Mr. Charles L. Freer of Detroit,
owner of a world-famous collection of Chinese and Japanese paintings which he has
installed in a museum in Washington, was travelling in Egypt, and saw in the possession
of a Cairo dealer a group of vellum manuscripts, or portions of manuscripts, of obviously
early character and Biblical in their contents. They did not come within the scope of his
normal interests as a collector, but he realized the importance of the opportunity and
secured them. By so doing, he acquired for the United States one of the earliest copies
of the Gospels in Greek that has come down to us.

The collection as a whole comprised four manuscripts, two of the Old Testament and two
of the New. First there was a volume containing the books of Deuteronomy and Joshua,
written in the sixth, or possibly the late fifth century. The numbering of the leaves shows
that it originally contained the earlier books of the Pentateuch, from Genesis to
Numbers, as well; and it may have had Judges and Ruth at the end, to complete the
Octateuch. The second was a very fragmentary and much-damaged copy of the Psalter,
which when found was just a solid lump of vellum that had suffered much from worms
and damp. The most delicate skill and patience were necessary for its restoration, and
even so, every leaf is imperfect, and of the earlier Psalms very little has survived. From
the character of the handwriting, it appears to be of the sixth or seventh century, while
the final quire, which no doubt replaces one that had been damaged at an earlier date, is
probably of the ninth.



Of the New Testament manuscripts, one was of the Gospels, while the other originally
contained the Acts,Catholic Epistles and Pauline Epistles, but the earlier portion, from
Acts to Romans, has been wholly lost, and the rest is very imperfect It is indeed only a
collection of fragments, in as bad condition as the Psalter above described. In date it is
not earlier than the sixth century, but it has a good type of text of the same character as
the Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. The Gospel,Codex is far more perfect and
important. It contain all four Gospels, in an order which was not unusual in the West,
viz. Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, which probably reflects the order of their popularity. Its
writing is unlike those of the other early uncials, being a small, sloping hand which is
rather difficult to date. but may be assigned to the fifth, or possibly the fourth century.
The first quire of John is later, having been apparently inserted about the seventh
century to replace one that was damaged or defective.

The text of this Washington Codex, as it is called, has some very curious features. It is
by no means uniform in character, and must have been copied from several ancestors
which did not belong to the same textual group. Thus (to use the classification of
Westcott and Hort), Matthew is Syrian (i.e. Byzantine) ; Mark i-v.30 is Western; the rest
of Mark does not conform to any of these groups, but to one which will have to be
mentioned later; Luke i-viii.12 is Neutral; the rest of Luke is Syrian; John i-v.12 (the
added quire) is Syrian and the rest of John is Neutral. One must therefore, conclude that
this Codex was copied from a group of papyrus rolls which differed among themselves in
textual character, and that the same exemplar was not even followed through a whole
Gospel. This would only have been possible in a library where many copies of the
Scriptures were available, and the scribe was not particular as to the text he was
copying. This is quite natural when we remember that each book originally circulated in
a separate roll, and there are other manuscripts which similarly have a different
character in different parts (e.g. the Alexandrinus shows an early form of the Byzantine
text in the Gospels, but elsewhere is Neutral); but one does not often see signs of so
complicated a parentage as here.

One peculiar feature in the Washington Codex attracted immediate attention. It contains
the disputed Last twelve verses of Mark, but in the middle of them, after verse 14., is
inserted the following additional passage:

And they answered and said, This generation of lawlessness and faithlessness is under
Satan, who doth not allow the truth of God to prevail over the unclean things of the
spirits. Therefore make manifest thy righteousness. So spake they now to Christ, and
Christ said unto them, The tale of the years of the dominion of Satan is fulfilled, but
other terrible things draw near, and by reason of the sins of them I was delivered over
unto death, that they may return to the truth and sin no more; that they may inherit the
spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness which is in heaven.

The first two sentences were known from a reference in one of the writings of St.
Jerome, who says that they were found in some copies of the Gospel, chiefly Greek
ones; but the rest was entirely new. No one would suppose the passage to be authentic,
but it shows how additions were liable to be made in copies of the Gospels and to obtain
some circulation.

The next stage of our textual history affords an interesting example of the results of
intensive study completed by happy discovery. While the search for early manuscripts of
the Bible was proceeding, with the results already described, scholars had not neglected
the study of the later manuscripts, on the chance of some of them having preserved
traces of early types of text. So far back as 1877 two Irish scholars, W. H. Ferrar and T.
K. Abbott, had published a study of four manuscripts which presented some peculiar
features. Three of them were written in Southern Italy in the twelfth or thirteenth
century; the fourth, now at Leicester, was written in England in the fifteenth century, but
was evidently copied from a parent of the same family as the other three. The group is
known as Family 13, from the number given in the lists to the first of them, or as the
Ferrar Group, from the scholar who first called attention to them. They were plainly
related, having peculiar readings which were not known elsewhere, or were only
paralleled in very early manuscripts. A few other manuscripts were afterwards found to
have traces of the same type; but it was not clear what significance or importance was
to be attached to the peculiarities of a relatively late group, as to which all that could be



said was that it seemed to have some affinity with the Old Syriac version. Its most
outstanding variant was that it transferred the incident of the woman taken in adultery
from St. John's Gospel (to which it certainly does not belong, being quite different in
style and language) to a place in St. Luke, after xxi.38.

Another little group of four manuscripts was similarly isolated by Professor Kirsopp Lake,
who published an account of them in 1902. It is headed by the manuscript which stands
first in the catalogue of minuscules (and was slightly used by Erasmus), and is therefore
known as Family I. It preserves many readings which are found in early manuscripts
such as the Vaticanus and Siccaiticus and Codex Bezae, or in the Old Syriac version, and
Lake noticed that its peculiarities were most frequent in St. Mark, where it also seemed
to show some affinity with Family 13. Once attention had been called to this point, it was
observed that in other manuscripts also St. Mark seemed to have been less affected than
the other Gospels by the process of revision which produced the Byzantine text. The
reason no doubt is that St. Mark, bring the shortest Gospel, and containing less of the
teaching of our Lord, was less often copied in early days and consequently less subject
to alterations either by copyists or by editors. We have already seen that St. Mark
displayed special characteristics in the Washington Codex, and we shall find the same in
some other discoveries which have yet to be described.

The next step forward came from an unexpected quarter. In 1906, Professor von Soden,
who was engaged in a very comprehensive edition of the Greek New Testament, called
attention to a late and uncouth uncial manuscript. (now at Tiflis) which had belonged to
a monastery in the Caucasus called Koridethi. It did not seem to be earlier than the ninth
century and its scribe evidently knew very little Greek; but perhaps for this very reason
he was not likely to make alterations (though he might and did make many mistakes) in
the text he was copying, and he had certainly preserved a somewhat unusual text. Von
Soden associated it with Codex Bezae, but in this he was certainly wrong; and when it
was eventually published in full, in 1913, it was pointed out by Lake and others that at
any rate in Mark it had strong affinities with Families I and 13. The next stage therefore
was to combine this manuscript (to which the letter theta was assigned in the catalogue
of uncials) with those two families, and to designate the whole as Family Theta.

The significance of the little Ferrar group was thus evidently growing in importance, but
it took on altogether, a new aspect where in 1924 Canon Streeter published (in his book
The Four Gospels) the results of his researches into it. After emphasizing the connexion
of this Family Theta with the OIld Syriac version (which was a proof of its antiquity, in
spite of the relatively late date of the,manuscripts preserving it), he established the
remarkable fact that the great Christian scholar Origen (who,died in A.D. 253) had in his
later works, written after his removal from Egypt to Caesarea in A.D. 231, used a text of
this type. Caesarea in Palestine was a noted centre of Biblical study, afterwards famous
for a library of which the manuscripts used by Origen formed a conspicuous part, which
was much used by St. Jerome, and in which there is good reason to believe the Codex
Sinaiticus was at an early stage in its history. Streeter's conclusion therefore was that
whereas Origen in his earlier works, written in Egypt, had used manuscripts containing
the Alexandrian or Neutral type of text, he had found at Caesarea a different type which
he had accepted as superior and had thenceforth used, and which for us was
represented by Family Theta. He accordingly gave this family a new name, as the
*Caesarean' text, to be equated with Hort's “Neutral' and “Western' as a family of first-
rate importance.

This seemed to be a neat and compact, as well as important, result whereby the original
insignificant Ferrar Group, of unknown origin, had been transformed into the Caesarean
text, backed by the authority of the greatest scholar of the early Church, and
comfortably housed in Palestine, in appropriate proximity to the Church of Syria. It was,
however, almost immediately disturbed; for Professor Lake showed that, on a closer
analysis of the quotations in Origen's writings, it appeared that in his first works
produced after his migration to Caesarea he unquestionably used an Alexandrian text,
and only later changed over to the Caesarean. There is also some indication (though
weak, for lack of sufficient evidence) that in his last work at Alexandria he was using a
Caesarean text. While therefore it may be legitimate to label this text as Caesarean, as
having been used there by Origen and his disciple Eusebius, the truth may be that



Origen brought it with him from Egypt, that he found manuscripts of the Alexandrian
type at Caesarea and for a time used them, but then reverted to the Caesarean and
thenceforth Adhered to it.

Another useful point made by Streeter was that the Washington Gospels might be added
to the growing list of Caesarean authorities in respect of the greater part of St. Mark, the
character of which, as indicated above, had hitherto been unidentified. The Georgian
version has also been shown to be Caesarean in character; and if, as is probable, the
Georgian version was derived from the Syriac, this is further evidence for the connexion
of this type with Syria. From all these discussions and discoveries one certain fact
emerges, that the Caesarean text is now a definitely established entity, the character of
which demands the further close study which it will undoubtedly receive from scholars.

Chapter 9--The Age of Discoveries
(continued) The Chester Beatty Papyri

The major discoveries of the period between 1881 and 1930 have now been mentioned,
and they are sufficient to give this half-century a special distinction in the history of the
Bible. But they were accompanied by a multitude of smaller ones, which deserve a brief
mention. Vellum manuscripts of some importance continued to come to light; in
particular, four handsome volumes, of about the sixth century, emerged from various
out-ofthe-way places, one from Rossano, in Southern Italy, one from Albania, one from
Cappadocia, and one from Sinope on the Black Sea. Two of them contained illustrations,
and must have been very sumptuous volumes when complete. All are connected in
character, and represent an early stage in the production of the Byzantine text. Another
uncial manuscript of good character, especially in Mark, was discovered by Gregory on
Mount Athos; it is interesting as having the shorter ending to Mark (in place of vv. 9-20),
which is referred to in the marginal note in our Revised Version. Some hundreds of
minuscule manuscripts were also added to the list, mainly from monasteries in the East;
but these are mostly of small importance.

Meanwhile the flood of papyri from Egypt, which we have already mentioned as having
begun in 1877 and still more significantly in 1890, was continuing unabated. One of
these, though not strictly speaking Biblical, had a special interest for Christian students.
This was a leaf, discovered by Grenfell and Hunt at Oxyrhynchus and published in 1897,
containing several * Sayings of Jesus', or, as they are commonly called from the Greek
word meaning "sayings' or ‘oracular utterances', 'Logia'. These, though they can have
little claim to authenticity, and are akin to some sayings recorded in early Christian
writings, are remarkable and even impressive in character. For instance: ' Jesus saith,
Wherever there are two, they are not without God, and wherever there is one alone, I
say, I am with him. Raise the stone, and there thou shalt find me; cleave the wood, and
there am I.' Or again: "Jesus saith, Let not him who seeks cease until he finds, and
when he finds he shall be astonished; astonished he shall reach the kingdom, and having
reached the kingdom he shall rest.' In 1903 a second leaf, evidently from the same
work, though not from the same manuscript, was discovered, and published in 1904.
The second quotation above comes from this leaf. (1- The first leaf of the Logia is now in
the Bodleian, the second in the British Museum.)

Of the Biblical papyri, which were not numerous, the only one of much size was one
which contained a considerable part of the Epistle to the Hebrews, written on the back of
an Epitome of Livy.2- Originally published as Oxyrhynchus papyrus 657; now Brit. Mus.
1532. This (which is probably of the late fourth century) is of some importance in view of
the fact that the Vaticanus lacks the latter part of this Epistle. The rest were small



fragments,individually of slight importance, but collectively of some value as showing
that the neutral type of text was by no means universally current in Egypt in the third
and fourth centuries, to which most of them belong. Two of them (which have small
portions of Acts) are rather definitely ~Western', and none of them are exclusively
'Neutral', though several include readings of that type. None of the earlier fragments are
Byzantine. Though their evidence with regard to particular readings does not amount to
much, they are of value as throwing a little light on the general character of the type or
types of text current in Egypt during this period. Papyri of the Old Testament are of more
importance, including two of portions of the Minor Prophets (one in the Freer collection
at Washington and one, a late codex, at Heidelberg), two of the Psalms (British Museum
and Leipzig), and one of Genesis at Berlin. ( An unpublished catalogue of Biblical papyri
by Mr. P. L.Hedley enumerates 174 of the O.T. and 157 of the N.T., but most are very
small and unimportant.)

Papyri have also been of considerable importance in respect of the Sahidic or Old Coptic
version. Of this a large number of fragments (sometimes containing Greek and Coptic
texts in parallel columns) and a few substantial manuscripts have come to light. Some of
these relate to the Old Testament, notably a complete Psalter of about the seventh
century, now in the British Museum, and a less perfect one, on tiny leaves measuring
about 3 inches by 2.75 inches, in the Freer collection at Washington. But more important
than these are a codex in the British Museum containing Deuteronomy, Jonah, and Acts
(a curious combination), which can be dated with some confidence to about the middle
of the fourth century, and another, not much later in date, of the Gospel of St. John,
excavated by Mr. Starkey (working under Mr. Guy Brunton) and now the property of the
British and Foreign Bible Society. From these materials it has been possible for the Rev.
G. Horner to reconstruct practical] the whole of the Sahidic New Testament, an
achievement of great value in view of the age and textual importance of this version.
Such was the position in 1930, when a discovery was made which threw all the others in
the shade, and which is indeed only to be rivalled by that of the Codex Sinaiticus. This
was the group of papyri now known as the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. The
circumstances of the find have never been fully revealed; indeed they are known only to
the natives who made it, and their statements, for obvious reasons, are not very
dependable. The first reports spoke of the district of the Fayum, to the west of the Nile;
but information given to Dr. Carl Schmidt was to the effect that the actual site was on
the opposite side of the river, near the remains of the ancient city of Aphroditopolis. The
papyri are said to have been found in a Coptic graveyard, enclosed in one or more jars,
which is very probable, for other papyri have from time to time been similarly found, jars
or buckets having been frequently used as receptacles for books in antiquity. They
passed into the hands of dealers and the bulk of the collection was acquired by Mr. A.
Chester Beatty, a well-known American collector resident in England and the owner of a
maghnificent collection of illuminated manuscripts, both Western and Oriental. Some
leaves and fragments, however, were acquired by the University of Michigan, and a few
are in other hands; and it is quite possible that others may still turn up, since native
discoverers are apt to divide their spoils, and dealers sometimes hold back a portion of a
collection. As will be seen, some important additions have already been made to the find
as originally announced.

The discovery was first notified by the present writer in all article in The Times of 17th
November, 1931. It was then described as consisting of portions of twelve manuscripts,
of which eight contained books of the Old Testament, three of the New, while one
contained some chapters of the apocryphal Book of Enoch and an unidentified Christian
homily. The Old Testament group included (I) two substantial manuscripts of Genesis,
one of the late third and the other of the early fourth century, covering between them
the greater part of the book, and of especial value because both the Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus are almost wholly lacking in this book; (2) a manuscript of Numbers and
Deuteronomy, in a beautiful hand which cannot be later than the first half of the second
century, of which portions (often very small) of fifty leaves have been preserved out of
an original total of 108, with a large number of tiny fragments which it is difficult, if not
impossible, to place; (3) a very fragmentary and tattered manuscript of Isaiah, finely
written, apparently early in the third century, with a few marginal notes in Coptic; (4)



one imperfect leaf (a portion of a second has since been identified) of Jeremiah, of the
late second or early third century; (5) a manuscript of Ezekiel, Daniel, and Esther,
originally described as two distinct manuscripts, but it is now clear that all the leaves
belong to a single codex, though the Ezekiel is written in a different hand from the
Daniel and Esther; it originally consisted of 118 leaves, of which 29 are in the Chester
Beatty collection (8 each of Ezekiel and Esther, and 13 of Daniel), and 21 of Ezekiel,
more perfect, in Princeton University Library ; it was a tall, narrow volume, of which the
lower third of each Chester Beatty leaf has been lost, in hands which may be assigned to
the first half of the third century; (6) one leaf, and part of a second, of Ecclesiasticus, in
a large, rough hand of the fourth century.

The New Testament books are of exceptional importance. One was originally a copy of all
four Gospels and the Acts, written in a small hand which palaeographers agree in
assigning to the first half of the third century-that is to say, a century older than the
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. Portions of thirty leaves are preserved, out of an original total
of 110; two are of Matthew, six of Mark, seven of Luke, two of John, and thirteen of
Acts; but those of Matthew are almost negligible fragments, and those of Mark and Acts
are small, though sufficient to be very useful. Some small fragments of this manuscript
were among the Michigan acquisition, but were generously transferred to Mr. Beatty;
and some scraps of Matthew, which combine with the Beatty fragments, are at Vienna.
The second New Testament manuscript was originally announced as ten imperfect leaves
of a codex of the Pauline Epistles, including portions of Romans, Philippians,
Colossians,and I Thessalonians; but subsequent discoveries have greatly enlarged this
description. First it was announced that the University of Michigan had acquired thirty
leaves, in much more perfect condition, of the same manuscript, which were published in
1935 by Professor H. A. Sanders; and now it is permissible to announce that forty-six
more leaves, also in excellent condition, have been secured by Mr. Beatty. Therefore we
now have, not merely a small portion, but nearly the whole of a copy of the Epistles of
St. Paul, written in a fine hand which is not later than the middle of the third century,
and which the foremost of then living papyrologists (Professor U. Wilcken) would place
about A.D. 200. Seven leaves are missing at the beginning, and a corresponding number
(some of which may have been blank) at the end, but otherwise only four leaves (which
one may hope have only been accidentally separated, and may yet turn up) are wanting;
so that in all we have eighty-six leaves out of a total of 104. The Pastoral Epistles do not
seem to have been included in the volume, for the missing leaves at the end are not
sufficient to contain them. Otherwise the collection is complete except for 2
Thessalonians, which must have occupied part of the missing leaves; and it is noticeable
that Hebrews is placed immediately after Romans (an almost unprecedented position),
which shows that at the early date when this manuscript was written no doubt was felt
as to its Pauline authorship. Through the generous co-operation of the Michigan
authorities, the whole was published together in 1936, in a Supplement to the Beatty
series, constituting a notable addition to the textual apparatus of the Epistles of St. Paul,
in a copy written only about a century and a half after his death.

The third New Testament manuscript is ten leaves(about one-third of the whole) of the
book of Revelation,written in a rather rough hand, originally assigned to the second half
of the third century, but which Wilcken would place in the first half, and perhaps near
the beginning of it. In all, therefore, it will be seen that in these three papyrus
manuscripts we have all the books of the New Testament, with the exception of the
Pastoral and Catholic Epistles, represented more or less in copies which can be
confidently assigned to the third century. A large part of the gap between the original
writers and the earliest manuscripts which we possessed of them has thus been filled;
and who knows what the future may still bring?

Finally, Mr. Beatty has eight leaves and two fragments, and the University of Michigan
six leaves, of another manuscript, which contains the last eleven chapters of the Book of
Enoch, here entitled " The Epistle of Enoch’, and a Christian homily which Professor
Campbell Bonner of Michigan has identified as the work of Melito of Sardis, who wrote in
the second half of the second century. His name is plain to see in the papyrus, but the
recognition of it is wholly due to Professor Bonner. The Enoch portion of the manuscript
gives us for the first time the original Greek text of Chapters 97-107 (Ch. 108, which is



avowedly a different work, is not present). Before 1886 the book was only known (apart
from a few quotations) in an Ethiopic translation. In that year a vellum manuscript was
discovered, at Akhmim, in Egypt which contained the first thirty-six chapters of it in
Greek, together with portions of the apocryphal Gospel and Apocalypse of Peter. The
present discovery makes a very welcome addition to our knowledge of the book, which
was very popular in ancient times, and is quoted in the Epistle of St. Jude. The papyrus
is roughly written, by a scribe whose knowledge of Greek was very imperfect. This
perhaps gives it a later appearance than its true date, and those who have studied it are
inclined to place it in the fourth century. In recognition of the great courtesy of the
University of Michigan in respect of the other manuscripts, the publication of Enoch and
Melito has been left in the very capable hands of Professor Bonner (published 1937-40)
It will now be realized what an epoch-making addition to our knowledge of the history of
the Bible has been made by this discovery. Instead of our evidence for the text of the
Greek Bible beginning with the fourth century, we now have several witnesses from the
third century, and one even from the beginning of the second. As already indicated in
Chapter 3 , we have learnt much of the way in which books were written and circulated
in the second and third centuries, and a flood of new light has been thrown on the
condition of the text, and especially of the Gospel text, during this previously dim period.
Let us see what this new evidence amounts to, especially with regard to the New
Testament, and its bearing on the problems and controversies which have been stated
above.

Imperfect as the papyrus of the Gospels and Acts is, there is enough, except in respect
of Matthew, to show what the general character of the text was. Two points tire clear at
once: it does not align itself wholly with either the Neutral or the Western family, still
less with the Byzantine; and its character is not the same in all the books. Fuller analysis
of the various readings leads to the interesting conclusion that in Mark it quite definitely
shows more agreement with the Caesarean group (especially with the Washington
Codex) than with any other, and thus (considering its date) reinforces the probability
that the Caesarean text was extant in Egypt before Origen left that country. In Luke and
John the Caesarean text has not yet been identified, but the papyrus here comes closer
to the Neutral group, without, however, being by any means identical with it. Rather, it
may be said to hold an intermediate position between the Neutral and Western groups,
inclining to the Neutral side in Luke, and slightly to the Western in John. It has none of
the more striking variants found in the more extreme Western authorities in Luke. In
Acts it is distinctly nearer to the Neutral group than to the Western. It is interesting and
significant to notice that while it contains several readings for which the evidence is
mainly Western, or at any rate non-Neutral, it has none of the readings especially
characteristic of the Western text, which are particularly numerous and noticeable in this
book. The conclusions to be drawn from this will be considered in Chapter 10.

With regard to the Pauline Epistles, final results cannot yet be given, since there has not
been time fully to digest the new material which has so lately been added to our
knowledge of this manuscript. It can, however, be stated with confidence that the
character of the manuscript is fairly uniform throughout; that it agrees definitely with the
Neutral group (which here includes the Alexandrinus as well as the Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus) rather than with the Western (which is represented by the three Graeco-Latin
manuscripts known as D, F, G) ; and that its agreement is greatest with the Vaticanus,
and next to that with the Sinaiticus. One reading of special interest may be noted. There
has always been some doubts as to the position of the doxology which in our ordinary
texts stands at the end of Romans (xvi. 25-7). This is a case in which our "received text'
does not represent the Byzantine text current in the Middle Ages; for the great mass of
the minuscule manuscripts (and one uncial, L) have these verses at the end of chapter
xiv. Erasmus, however, preferred here to follow the Vulgate, which agrees with the older
Greek manuscripts. The Alexandrinus and a few other authorities have them in both
places; which seems to represent a transitional stage in the transposition of the passage
from one place to the other, or to show that it was sometimes read in one place and
sometimes in the other. The Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, Claromontanus, and a few other
manuscripts and the older versions have them at the end of chapter xvi. A few Western
authorities (a corrector of the Claromontanus and the manuscripts F, G) have them in



neither place. There was evidently some uncertainty about the two last chapters in
ancient times, and the second-century heretic Marcion seems to have omitted them from
his edition of the Pauline Epistles. These doubts have been revived by modern scholars,
who especially find difficulties in chapter xvi,with its long list of greetings to individuals
in a church which St. Paul had not then visited. Chapter xv is not easily separable from
chapter xiv, and the internal arguments against its being an original part of the Epistle
are not convincing; but chapter xvi is in any case of the nature of a postscript. It is
therefore interesting to find that our papyrus inserts the doxology at the end of chapter
xv, proceeding immediately to append the, text of xvi. If any authority had previously
been known which placed it in this position, it is likely that many scholars would have
accepted it as correct, whether they regarded chapter xvi as a postscript or (as some
think) as an originally quite distinct letter of introduction for Phoebe to the church at
Ephesus. The absence of other support is the main reason which makes one hesitate to
accept the evidence of this, the earliest extant authority for the Epistle; but it certainly
adds a new element to a puzzling problem. Perhaps the most probable solution is that it
was usual to read the doxology in church at the end of either xiv or xv, omitting (as of"
no edificatory interest) the long list of personal salutations in xvi.

Of the Revelation papyrus all that need be said is that it ranges itself on the whole with
the oldest of our previously known authorities, but is independent of all of them. The
authorities for this book fall into three groups: (I) four uncial manuscripts, headed by
the Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus (the Vaticanus is defective here); (2) a later uncial and
about 40 minuscules, which seem to represent a revision; (3) the Byzantine text. The
Beatty papyrus shows most agreements with the early uncials, and least with the
Byzantine text; but in doubtful readings it disagrees more often than it agrees with each
of them.

With regard to the Old Testament portion of the Beatty collection, since we are not
dealing here with the Old Testament at any length, it may suffice to call attention to
three points which show how important this part of the discovery is. In the first place it
gives us by far the oldest text we have of the book of Genesis. The Vaticanus and
Sinaiticus are deficient in this book, and we have hitherto had to depend mainly on the
Alexandrinus of the fifth century. Now we have the two Beatty papyri, covering between
them the greater part of the book; and to these has to be added yet another recent
discovery, a very fragmentary papyrus at Berlin, probably of the early part of the fourth
century, originally acquired in 1906 but not published till 1927.(- By C. Schmidt and H.
A. Sanders (University of Michigan Studies). Between these three papyri there is a
marked affinity, and we now have a fairly secure foundation for the Septuagint text of
this book.

Next, the papyrus of Numbers and Deuteronomy has the distinction of being the oldest
extant manuscript of any part of the Bible in any language. Its discovery increases our
hopes of the eventual discovery of other manuscripts of the second or even the first
century. For the Old Testament it would be of the greatest assistance to have a
manuscript of some book other than the Pentateuch (in which, as explained above,
variations are fewer and less important) earlier than the time of Origen, whose well-
meant labours did much to obscure the original form of the Greek version by
incorporating the readings of the accepted Hebrew text; and for the New Testament it
would go far towards solving the problems of the various families of text that have come
down to us.

Thirdly, the papyrus of Daniel has a special interest, which can be briefly explained. In
this book the Septuagint version differs markedly from the Hebrew, and there is
evidence that it gave dissatisfaction at a very early date. It was accordingly superseded
by a new translation, based upon the Hebrew text as established after A.D. 100, made
by Theodotion (see p. 14 above) in the second half of the second century; and so
effectively was it replaced that it has survived only in a single late Greek manuscript and
in a Syriac translation. It is therefore a real contribution to knowledge to find that the
Beatty papyrus has the original Septuagint version, for which it supplies us, for a large
part of the book, with evidence perhaps a thousand years older than our only other
Greek witness, and enables us to check the value of the latter's evidence. So far as



appears from a first examination, it seems (as one would expect from its date) to be
independent of the influence of Origen.

Such are, in brief summary, the contents and character of the Chester Beatty papyri.
They are indeed a momentous discovery, affecting alike the Old Testament, the New
Testament, and the non-canonical literature of the Church. They have carried back the
evidences of our faith by a century, they have given us specimens of the volumes of the
Gospels and of the Pauline Epistles which were in use among the Christians of the third
century, and they give us an insight into the manner in which the text of the sacred
books was handed down through the ages of persecution. Other discoveries may yet be
made - indeed some, not so directly affecting the Bible text, have already been reported;
but these are sufficient to make our generation remarkable in Bible history. It remains to
make an attempt to sum up the conclusions to which all the discoveries of the last fifty
years seem to point.

Since this book was first in type, two interesting discoveries have been announced. One
is a small fragment of a papyrus codex containing parts of John xviii. 31-3, 37, 38, of the
first half of the second century, discovered by Mr. C. H. Roberts among the papyri in the
John Rylands Library at Manchester. It is the earliest extant fragment of the New
Testament, and is a conclusive proof of the early date of the Fourth Gospel. The other
consists of portions of three leaves of a papyrus codex of a hitherto unknown Gospel,
with close similarities in phrase with the Synoptic Gospels and St. John. This (which is in
the British Museum, and has been edited by H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat) also is of the first
half of the second century. Either it is one of the narratives to which St. Luke refers in
his preface, or, if it is based upon the canonical Gospels, it is a proof of the early date of
all of them, including the Fourth, which must certainly belong to the first century.

Chapter 10--The Position Today (1936)

In Chapter 7 the position reached in 1881 was described, which was crystallized in the
Revised Version of the New Testament and Westcott and Hort's edition of the Greek text.
How has this been affected by the discoveries of the last fifty years, described in the last
two chapters, culminating in the Chester Beatty papyri?

As explained previously, the immediate result of the controversy of 1881 was to
eliminate the "received' or Byzantine text which had dominated Christianity for over a
millennium. Scholars were agreed that this represented the results of a long process of
revision, beginning about the end of the fourth century, and characterized by an attempt
at uniformity of phrase, the removal of obscurities, the harmonization of alternative
versions, and similar editorial handiwork. They were agreed that it was necessary to look
farther back, to the earliest manuscripts and versions, and to such later authorities as
might seem more or less to have escaped the prevalent tendency to revision. These
earlier authorities fell, according to the views of 1881, into two main groups, labelled
respectively *Neutral', which meant the group headed by the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus,
and “Western', which meant everything that was pre-Byzantine and non-Neutral, but of
which the outstanding representatives (as showing the greatest amount of divergence
from the other types of text) were the Codex Bezae and the Old Latin version. The great
problem therefore was, which of these families comes nearest to the original form of the
New Testament books? And every new discovery was scrutinized to see what bearing it
had upon this problem.

At first, as indicated at the beginning of Chapter 8, the current ran rather in favour of
the Westerners. When the OIld Syriac version was brought to light, attention was
concentrated on its divergences from the Neutral text; and as everything which was not
Neutral was classed as Western, it was regarded as a reinforcement of the Western



camp. Similarly a good deal of the Washington Codex could be claimed as non-Neutral;
and Families I and 13 appeared to be associated with the Syriac versions. Further, the
small discoveries of Biblical papyri which were made from time to time in Egypt before
1930 were certainly not all Neutral; and examination of the writings of the early Fathers
tended to strengthen the proof that most of them used nonNeutral texts. In short, the
general tendency was to weaken the position of exclusive superiority claimed by
Westcott and Hort for the Neutral text, by showing that it was at any rate of restricted
circulation, and that it had rivals of at least equal age.

But it was one thing to make some abatement in the claims of the Neutral text; it was
quite another to put the Western in its place. The progress of discovery and examination
showed that the problem was not so simple as this. The fact was that the more the
number of nonNeutral authorities increased, the less possible it became to group them
all together as a single family under the name of Western. They were not Western, for
they were found in Syria and Egypt, indeed throughout the Christian world; and they
were not a family, for they differed too much among themselves. People talked lightly of
the Old Latin and Old Syriac as being Western authorities; but in point of fact they differ
from one another more than they do from the Neutral. In 27 passages in which
important various readings are found, the Sinaitic Syriac agrees 16 times with the
Vaticanus and only 5 times with Codex Bezae; it agrees only 5 times with the OId Latin,
while it disagrees 17 times. On balance, therefore, it would be more true to reckon the
Old Syriac as an ally of the Neutral than of the text which can truly be described as
Western. It may be added, moreover, that the Syriac and Latin witnesses do not even
agree among themselves. In 7 cases the two Old Syriac manuscripts take different sides,
and in 5 the Old Latin evidence is divided.

Similarly with the Old Coptic (Sahidic) version, which used to be regarded as, in part at
least, an ally of the Western group. Discoveries in Egypt have greatly increased our
knowledge of this version, and show that, while it contains a perceptible proportion of
non-Neutral readings, it is far more a supporter of the Neutral text than of the true
Western. Thus in 33 passages (substantially the same as those examined for the Old
Syriac text), the Sahidic agrees 28 times with the Vaticanus and 24 times with the
Sinaiticus, as against 7 times each with Codex Bezae and the Old Latin. In 7 other cases
the Old Latin authorities are divided.

Next we have to take into account the emergence of the Caesarean family. Here
discovery and study have co-operated to isolate a group of authorities who are neither
Neutral nor Western, though they may at times agree with one or other of them. Their
association with Origen proves that the text contained in them is of early (late, which
circulated, as we have good reason to believe, in Egypt, Palestine and Syria. If it is a
proof that the Neutral text was not dominant in the East, it is equally a proof that not all
non-Neutral early readings are to be classed as Western, and they do nothing to support
the more characteristic variants of that type.

Thus while the discoveries of the last fifty years have shaken the exclusive
predominance which Westcott and Hort assigned to the Vaticanus-Sinaibicus text, they
have shattered to pieces the unity of the so-called Western text. In place of these two
families, with the somewhat shadowy *Alexandrian' text, as envisaged by the two
Cambridge scholars, we now seem to find our pre-Byzantine authorities falling into at
least five categories; (i) the Vaticanus-Sinaiticus group, with its home in Egypt, and
almost certainly in Alexandria, since it is difficult to imagine such splendid manuscripts
being produced except in a great capital; it is a group obviously of great importance,
being headed by these two outstanding manuscripts, supported by a number of early
though fragmentary uncials and a few minuscules, and by the Bohairic and generally the
Sahidic version, and to it the name Alexandrian may more appropriately, and with less
appearance of begging the question, be applied than that of Neutral; (2) the true
Western group, headed the Codex Bezae, the other Graeco-Latin uncials, and the Old
Latin version, especially in that earliest form of it which appears to be associated with
Africa and to have been used by Cyprian; (3) the Syriac group, represented mainly by
the Old Syriac version and the other versions (Georgian, Armenian) which appear to
have been derived from it; (4) the Caesarean group, as yet not fully worked out, but
which may in part be extracted, as described above, from the Chester Beatty papyrus,



the Washington and Koridethi codices, and Families 1 and 13, with the quotations in
some of the works of Origen and Eusebius; and (5) a residue of unassorted readings,
found in early authorities, but which it is quite inadmissible to claim as *Western' now
that we realize that not everything that is not Neutral is Western.

It is, I think, just this unassorted residue that gives us the clue to the early history of the
text of the New Testament. It is not always realized how unique were the conditions
under which these books circulated in the early centuries. The ordinary works of classical
literature were freely copied by professional scribes, and it is probable that the tradition
of their text has come down to us mainly through the great libraries and the book-
producing firms of capital cities. Even the books of the Greek Old Testament must for the
most part have descended through untrammelled channels, except so far as they may
have become involved in the fortunes of Christian literature. But the Christian books,
before the recognition of Christianity by Constantine, were produced and circulated
without the assistance of great libraries or a regular trade. Scholars need to apply the
increased knowledge which we now possess of this period to the problems of the New
Testament text, and to use both imagination and common sense in interpreting them.
The New Testament was not produced as a single work issued by an authoritative
Church for the instruction of its members. The four Gospels were composed in different
times and places over perhaps a third of a century, and for a time circulated separately
among a number of other narratives of our Lord's life (of which the newly discovered
fragment of an unknown Gospel may have been one). The Epistles were letters, or
treatises in the form of letters, addressed to different congregations and only gradually
made known to other Churches. The book of Revelation was an isolated production,
which for a long time was not universally accepted. There was no central body to say
what books were to be regarded as authoritative, or to supply certified copies of them.
The apostles were scattered, and even the leaders of the Church in Jerusalem had
neither the power nor the means to impose uniformity.

In these circumstances, we must imagine the literature of Christianity as spreading
gradually, irregularly, and in a manner which made variations inevitable. In the earliest
days, while the generation that had known our Lord on earth was alive, and while His
second coming was expected in the immediate future, there would have been little
demand for written records. But as the promise of His coming was delayed, and as the
faith spread beyond the range of those who had known Him, the narratives which we
now know came into being, together with many which have long ago disappeared. But
not every congregation would have possessed a complete set of the books of their faith.
One church might possess only one Gospel, another two or three or the complete four. A
village or provincial town where there was a Christian congregation might hear that its
neighbour had a copy of a book unknown to them, and might send and get a copy of it -
made, very likely, by a copyist of more zeal than skill. Exact verbal accuracy of
transcription was, after all, of little account. The Gospels were not thought of as works of
literature. People were not concerned with the literary reputation of Matthew or Mark,
but with the substance of their records of our Lord's life. They did not have to respect
their actual words, as they would if they were transcribing the works of Thucydides or
Plato. Rather a scribe might have thought he was doing good service if he smoothed
away difficulties of phrase, if he made the narrative of one Evangelist conform with that
of another, if he inserted proper names or pronouns for the sake of greater clearness, if
he used a conventional form of words instead of an unusual one, even if he inserted a
new incident into the narrative. Edification was the object, not literary exactitude.

In these circumstances, is it surprising if in the first two centuries a large number of
minor variations, and some of greater magnitude, found their way into the copies of the
Scripture which circulated in the towns and villages of Palestine, Syria, Egypt, Asia
Minor, Italy, Africa, and even farther afield? Rather we have to be thankful that greater
and more serious corruption did not creep in. It is indeed a striking proof of the essential
soundness of the tradition that with all these thousands of copies, tracing their ancestry
back to so many different parts of the earth and to conditions of such diverse kinds, the
variations of text are so entirely questions of detail, not of essential substance. For the
main substance we may be content even with the latest copies which have handed down
to us the ecclesiastical text of the Middle Ages. But if we wish to read the sacred books



of our religion in a form as like as can be to that in which they were originally composed,
we must endeavour to realize the conditions under which they were produced, and which
we have been trying to describe.

We see therefore at first an uncontrolled, or imperfectly controlled, welter of variants,
due to the errors of scribes or to well-meant editorial efforts. But naturally, as time went
on, the leaders of the Church in different localities, or scholars who seriously studied and
expounded the Christian religion, would be led to try to introduce order into the
confusion, to revise the texts current in their neighbourhood, and to select what seemed
to be the preferable form among two or more variants that offered themselves. The
period of editorial labour and of scholarly study gradually came into existence. But this
would at first be local effort and of limited effect. There was still no authoritative centre
for the whole world, and Christianity was still at times a persecuted faith. There were
times, no doubt, when the Christian books could be copied and read without serious
hindrance. But there were also times when Christianity was actively persecuted and
when, as we know from the records of the early Church, the sacred books were a special
object of search and destruction. Official copies would at such times be especially
exposed to danger.

It would therefore be natural if somewhat different forms of text came into existence in
different parts of the Christian world, and if, along with them, there were a multitude of
copies which conformed with no particular form. Scholars like Origen knew that there
were great varieties of readings, and selected those which they regarded as the best.
But it was not until Christianity was a recognized and authorized religion in the Roman
Empire that editorial work could go on unimpeded. Even then there was no guarantee of
uniformity. Different editors might work on different principles. Some would have as
their main object the removal of difficulties in the way of ready comprehension by the
ordinary reader. They would supply pronouns and names, they would use the phrases
which by that time had become habitual, they would make slight grammatical alterations
in accordance with current usage, they would avoid phrases which might give offence,
and where alternative readings could be amalgamated they would be inclined to do so.
Their object would be the edification of the reader by the presentation of an easily
comprehensible text. On such principles such a text as the Byzantine text might be
brought into being, and win its way to general acceptance in the Church at large.
Others, with bolder and more enterprising minds, might prefer to incorporate the more
singular readings which they found in their authorities, and to handle the text more
freely. Additions from various sources (such as the passages added in Codex Bezae at
Matt. xx. 28 and Luke vi. 5, or in the Washington Codex at Mark xvi. 14.) would be
welcome, and the editor might even feel free (as in Codex Bezae in the Acts) to make
extensive alterations due to his special knowledge. In such a way might arise that type
of text which is found in Codex Bezae and the Old Latin, to which the name of Western
may properly be given. Others, again, might simply do their best with the materials that
lay to their hand, without any special principle either of exclusion or inclusion or
harmonization, and so produce a text which would include readings that are found
elsewhere in various types of text. Syria was a very definite province of the Christian
Church, and might very naturally develop a local form of text; and so we find in the Old
Syriac a text including many unquestionably early readings, some of which occur also in
the Western group and others in the Neutral (or, as we prefer to call it, Alexandrian). It
is a valuable witness, all the more because it incorporates elements of different types.
Later, when Bishop Rabbula in the early fifth century undertook a revision of the texts
then circulating in his diocese, he brought them more into conformity with the Byzantine
type, then acquiring dominance in the Church, and so produced the Peshitta, which
became the generally "received text' of Syrian Christianity.

Then again there would be texts produced by scholars in accordance with such principles
of textual criticism its they had acquired. Of these we have an outstanding example in
St. Jerome's revision of the Latin Bible which produced what we know as the Vulgate.
Jerome was a trained scholar, who about A.D. 382 was invited by Pope Damasus to
undertake a revision of the Latin Bible, of which many discordant forms were then in
circulation. He did so with reference to the oldest and best Greek manuscripts he could
find, most of which seem to have belonged to what we have called the Alexandrian



family. Indeed, the Codex Sinaiticus is the Greek manuscript which most conspicuously
agrees with the Vulgate Jerome, however, more cautious than our own Reviser was
sparing in his alterations; he tells us himself that he often left passages untouched which
he might have corrected, in order to preserve the familiar form, and only made changes
where he thought them material. On these lines he dealt with the Gospels. The Epistle
(where the existing variations were fewer) he revised only very slightly; and for the Old
Testament, instead of revising it from the Septuagint, as originally propose, by the Pope,
he eventually made a fresh translation from the Hebrew.

Jerome's revision of the Gospels is thus a good example, of how a scholar in the fourth
century might set to work and in the case of the Greek Old Testament we know of no
less than three scholars who in the third century undertook a similar task. The first of
these was Origen, himself, who produced his colossal edition of the, Septuagint in six
parallel columns (and hence knows as the Hexapla) containing the Hebrew text as then
accepted by Jewish scholars, the same in Greek characters, the translations of Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion, and his own revision of the Septuagint, in which he
endeavoured to bring it into conformity with the Hebrew. Origen's edition was separately
issued by his disciples, Eusebius and Pamphilus, and has had a great, but rather
unfortunate, effect on the history of the Septuagint text, since the original Greek has
been somewhat obscured by his conformation of to the Hebrew. Other editions of the
Septuagint we produced by Lucian of Antioch and Hesychius of Alexandria; and these
three editions seem to have circulated respectively in Palestine, in Syria and
Constantinople, and in Egypt. The practice, therefore, of scholarly revision and of local
texts is well evidenced in the case of the Greek Old Testament, and it is perfectly natural
to suppose that the same was the case with the New. Some scholars have indeed, on the
strength of an observation of Jerome which does not were to authorize so far-reaching a
deduction, supposed that Lucian and Hesychius also produced editions of the New
Testament, and that these are reflected in our Byzantine and Alexandrian families.
Whether they, or other scholars unknown to us, did so is immaterial for our present
purpose. The point is that the early dissemination of various readings and scholarly
revision of them are proved facts in relation to the Latin Bible and the Greek Old
Testament, and may fairly be presumed in the case of the Greek New Testament.

To such revision it seems reasonable to attribute our Caesarean and Alexandrian
families. The aim of the scholarly editor is not to produce the easiest text for the reader,
but to get as near as he can to the original text of the author. Where alternative
readings exist he will therefore tend to choose the harder rather than the easier, the
shorter rather than the longer, the reading that differs from that in another Gospel
rather than one which coincides; because, if alteration has taken place,it is likely to have
been in the direction of the longer, and harmonized readings. Such seems particular to
be the character of the Alexandrian text. It is, on the whole, a shorter and more austere
text than the others. The Caesarean text has not yet been fully established, and it is too
soon to draw final conclusions about it; but it also seems to show signs of scholarly
method rather than of general inclusiveness or colourless handling in the interests of the
reader. We may not always agree with the editor's choice; but it has to be remembered
that he was working with manuscripts earlier than any which we now possess.

The general conclusion to which we seem to be led is that there is no royal road to the
recovery of the original text of the New Testament. Fifty years ago it seemed as if
Westcott and Hort had found such a road, and that we should depart from the Codex
Vaticanus (except in the case of obvious scribal blunders) at our peril. The course both of
discoveries and of critical study has made it increasingly difficult to believe that the
Vaticanus and its allies represent a stream of tradition that has come down practically
uncontaminated from the original sources. Based as they must have been on a multitude
of different rolls, it would have been a singularly happy accident if all had been of the
same character, and all deriving without contamination from the originals. The
uniformity of character which on the whole marks the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus is better
to be explained as the result of skilled editing of wellselected authorities on a definite
principle. Therefore, while respecting the authority due to the age and character of this
recension, we shall be disposed to give more consideration than Westcott and Hort did to
other early readings which found a home in the Western, Syriac, or Caesarean texts, but



we may still believe (though here personal predilections come into play, and others may
take different views) that the Alexandrian text gives us on the whole the nearest
approximation to the original form of the sacred books.

In this short survey of a great subject, we have endeavoured to give in simple language
an outline of the general history of the Bible text, an account of the many discoveries
which have modified and extended our knowledge of it, and an indication of the
conclusions to which scholarly opinion seems to be tending. It is a fascinating story to
those who care for their Bible. It is the life-history of the greatest of books, diversified by
interesting episodes which appeal to our human sympathies; and we venture to think
that the result is reassuring. It may be disturbing to some to part with the conception of
a Bible handed down through the ages without alteration and in unchallenged authority;
but it is a higher ideal to face the facts, to apply the best powers with which God has
endowed us to the solution of the problems which they present to us; and it is
reassuring at the end to find that the general result of all these discoveries and all this
study is to strengthen the proof of the authenticity of the Scriptures, and our conviction
that we have in our hands, in substantial integrity, the veritable Word of God.

Chapter 11 - The Last Thirty Years by F. F.
BRUCE

It is not often that an important announcement in the field of textual criticism is first
made in a popular work, but Sir Frederic Kenyon made such an announcement in 1936
in the first edition of The Story of the Bible. Two years previously he had edited the ten
leaves of the Pauline codex (P46) originally acquired as part of the Chester Beatty
collection of biblical papyri ; now he was able to report not only that the University of
Michigan had acquired thirty leaves of the same codex but also that Sir Alfred Chester
Beatty himself had acquired a further forty-six.

But the story of manuscript discovery did not come to an end in 1936. In the 1946
printing of this book the note on page 15 was added, drawing readers' attention to the
Rylands fragment of the Greek Deuteronomy and to the Canaanite archives from Ugarit.
And before Sir Frederic's death in 1952, in his ninetieth year, he was able to greet, and
appreciate the significance of, the news of the discovery of Hebrew biblical texts at
Qumran, a millennium older than he or anyone else had thought to be within the bounds
of probability.

I. THE OLD TESTAMENT

A new era in the textual study of the Old Testament began with the discovery, in
1896-97, of a mass of manuscript material in the genizah, or store-room, of a
synagogue in Old Cairo. This room had been walled up and forgotten for centuries; it
came to light when the synagogue was rebuilt. It contained around 200,000 manuscript
fragments, most of which are now divided between Leningrad, London, Cambridge,
Oxford and Manchester. The oldest of them go back before the ninth century A.D., and
include some portions of the Hebrew Bible representing earlier stages in the Massoretic
editing of the text than were previously attested, and exhibiting earlier systems of
punctuation and vocalization than the system of Tiberias which ultimately prevailed.
From five manuscripts in the genizah the major part of the Hebrew text of Ecclesiasticus
(The Wisdom of Ben Sira) was recovered; the complete work had survived in the Greek
translation made by the author's grandson shortly after 1 32 B.C. Two non-biblical
manuscripts in the genizah contained most of the text of a previously unknown treatise
called the * Zadokite Work' or the “Damascus Document' ; not until the discovery of the



Qumran texts was it possible to establish its true context, for it proved to be a Document
of the Qumran community.

The manuscript fragments discovered in eleven caves at or near Qumran, northwest of
the Dead Sea, between 1947 and 1956, represent about 500 books, of which 100 are
books of the Hebrew Bible. Every book of the Hebrew Bible, in fact, is represented apart
from Esther. Most of these books have survived only in fragmentary form, but some are
relatively complete : there is a virtually complete scroll of Isaiah from Cave I, another
copy of the same book from the same cave with the second half virtually intact; from
Cave 4 there is a copy of Samuel of which parts of 47 columns out of an original 57 have
been preserved, and from Cave I I there are substantial portions of a Leviticus scroll and
a Psalms scroll.

Converging lines of evidence point to a date before A.D. 70 for the Qumran texts. Some
of the biblical manuscripts included among them are dated palaeographically in the first
half of the second century B.C., and a few earlier still. This means that we now have
Hebrew biblical manuscripts 1,000 years older than the oldest known to us before 1947.
The question rises immediately: what is the quality of the text of the oldest manuscripts
previously known in the light of these most recent discoveries? The answer is that (as we
already had good reason to believe) the scribes who copied and recopied the Hebrew
scriptures during the first thousand years of the Christian era carried out their work with
the most scrupulous accuracy. Here and there the Qumran texts enable us to emend a
copyist's error or supply a missing word, but in general they confirm the trustworthiness
of the text exhibited in the earliest Massoretic manuscripts. When the first Qumran
discoveries were made, the Revised Standard Version of the Old Testament was in the
last stages of production, but there was time to include in the footnotes to Isaiah some
references to the complete Isaiah scroll from Cave I. In his book The Dead Sea Scrolls
(1955), PP. 304 ff., Dr. Millar Burrows tells us that he and his fellow-revisers adopted
thirteen readings in which this scroll deviates from the traditional text, and that
subsequent reflection convinced him that in some cases their decision was a mistake,
and that they ought to have retained the Massoretic reading.

In addition to the straightforward biblical manuscripts, other Hebrew documents from
Qumran convey much information about the biblical text. A humber of commentaries, for
example, reproduce portions of the biblical text before giving the interpretation, and the
interpretation sometimes reflects the commentator's knowledge of variant readings.
Thus, a commentary on Habakkuk, found in Cave I, quotes part of Hab. 2:16 in the form
*Drink, yourself, and stagger' - the reading Of the Septuagint and Peshitta versions,
adopted in the Revised Standard Version. But the interpretation of these words shows
that the commentator was acquainted also with the reading " Drink, yourself, and be
uncircumcised', which appears in the Massoretic text and is adopted in the Authorized
and Revised Versions.

The Qumran biblical manuscripts bear witness to at least three types of Hebrew text
which were current in Palestine at the beginning of the Christian era. One was the
'proto-Massoretic' text - that is to say, the direct ancestor of the Massoretic text of later
centuries. Another was the text on which the Greek Septuagint version was based; no
samples of this text type in Hebrew were known until the discovery of the Qumran
manuscripts. There are a number of places in the Old Testament where scholars had
confidently emended the Massoretic Hebrew text on the basis of the Septuagint
rendering and where their emendations have now been recognized in Hebrew texts from
Qumran; one example is at the end of Deut.32:8, where the reading "sons of God',
attested by the Septuagint in place of the Massoretic “sons (children)of Israel', and
accordingly adopted in the Revised Standard Version, has now been confirmed in a
Hebrew text from Cave 4 at Qumran. A third text type, so far as the first five books of
the Bible are concerned, is that hitherto known only from the Samaritan Bible. Some of
the distinctive readings of the Samaritan Bible are designed to support Samaritan claims
against the Jews, but others have no such sectarian tendency, and several of these latter
have now been identified in Qumran manuscripts. Apart from the sectarian readings, the
Samaritan Bible now appears to be based on a popular Palestinian edition of the Hebrew
Pentateuch, used by Jews as well as by Samaritans.



Among the prophetical books of the Old Testament, the greatest divergence between the
Massoretic and Septuagint texts is found in Jeremiah, which is considerably shorter in
the Septuagint. Both the shorter and longer recensions are represented in Jeremiah
manuscripts from Qumran. The Samuel manuscript already mentioned is of special
textual interest; not only does it exhibit very much the type of Hebrew text which the
Septuagint translator of Samuel must have used, but its text is in some respects closer
to that which the author of Chronicles seems to have known than it is to the Massoretic
edition.

Other biblical documents from Qumran exhibit a * mixed' type of text or a type of text
not otherwise identified; a comparative study of the various text types may help us to
carry the history of the Old Testament text back some way earlier than the earliest
Qumran manuscripts

From other areas farther south along the western shore of the Dead Sea other
manuscripts of Hebrew scripture have come to light in recent years - more particularly
from caves in the Murabba® at and Engedi regions which served as guerrilla outposts in
the second Jewish revolt against Rome (A.D. 132-135). But the biblical manuscripts from
these caves uniformly exhibit the protoMassoretic text. This may confirm the theory that
about A.D. too, under the influence of Rabbi Akiba and his colleagues, one of the existing
text types (the protoMassoretic) was standardized for use among the Jews, and the
circulation of other types was henceforth discontinued among them. A few biblical
fragments of protoMassoretic type have also been discovered recently in excavations at
Masada, south-west of the Dead Sea, where the last band of insurgents in the first
Jewish revolt against Rome held out until the stronghold was stormed in May, A.D. 73.
These include fragments of the Psalms and Leviticus. In addition, fragments of four or
five, chapters of a scroll of Ecclesiasticus were found at Masada, and a large fragment of
the book of Jubilees, both in Hebrew.

These and other books commonly assigned to the category of “apocrypha and
pseudepigrapha' are also represented among the manuscripts from Qumran. Other
books in this category represented at Qumran are Tobit (In Aramaic and Hebrew) and I
Enoch (in Aramaic).

Some Aramaic paraphrases or 'Targums' of Old Testment books were found at Qumran.
Most interesting of these was a Targum of Job found in Cave 11. We have references in
antiquity to the existence of such a Targum at the end of the pre-Christian and
beginning of the Christian era. Fragments of a Leviticus Targum have been found in Cave
4. An Aramaic document from Cave 1,the so called * Genesis Apocryphon', contains
narratives of the patriarchs in an expanded form; scholars disagree on the question
whether it is a proper Targum or not. It certainly contains targumic material.

It might have been thought that such conservative religionists as the men of Qumran or
such uncompromising patriots as the fighters in the second revolt against Rome would
have had no use for the Greek version of the Old Testament, but in fact Septuagint
fragments have come to light both from the caves of Qumran and from the outposts of
Bar-kokhba's unyielding guerrillas. From Cave 4 at Qumran come Septuagint fragments
of two Leviticus manuscripts and one of Numbers; from Cave 7 come Septuagint
fragments of Exodus and of the Epistle of Jeremiah (which frequently appears in editions
of the Apocrypha as the last chapter of Baruch, though it is an independent
composition). But the most important Greek biblical find in the Dead Sea region was
made not at Qumran but in the Wadi Heber, near Engedi, where a number of documents
from the period of the second revolt have been discovered. This is a fragmentary copy of
a Greek version of the Minor Prophets, the text of which is similar to that used by Justin
Martyr in the middle of the second century A.D. ; it has been hailed as a missing link in
the history of the Septuagint. These early manuscripts of the Greek Old Testament are a
welcome addition to the two pre-Christian papyrus fragments of the Septuagint of
Deuteronomy in Manchester (see p. 15) and Cairo respectively, both of the second
century B.C. and not surpassed in antiquity even by these recent discoveries.

The truth about the Samaritan manuscript mentioned on p. 13, which according to a
scribal note at the end was written by Aaron's great-grandson Abisha, was revealed in
1952. The Spanish Hebraist, F. Perez Castro, procured a photographic copy of the
complete scroll, and found that while the last part of it (from Numbers 35 to the end of



Deuteronomy) was quite old, dating perhaps from the eleventh century A.D., the
remainder was a much later manuscript attached to the older part. There is reason to
suppose that the greater part of the old manuscript was torn away from the hands of the
priest who held it by a sudden gust of wind during an open-air service in the thirteenth
or fourteenth century.

The complete text of an early Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch was identified in a
manuscript in the Vatican Library (Neofiti 1) in 1957. In addition to its importance for
the history of the text and interpretation of the Old Testament, the Palestinian Aramaic
in which this Targum is written brings us close to the form of Aramaic spoken by Jesus
and the early disciples.

The standard critical text of the Hebrew Bible has for six decades been Rudolf Kittel's
Biblia Hebraica, first published in 1905. The third edition (1937), edited by Paul Kahle,
broke away from the practice of its predecessors, which was to use as the basic text that
edited by Jacob lien Chayyim for a printed Hebrew Bible of 1524-25. Kahle used as his
basic text that of a Leningrad codex Of A.D. 1008, which is one of a group of
manuscripts believed to represent the work of the Massoretic family of Ben Asher - the
family responsible for the final form of the vocalization of Tiberias. (Other Ben Asher
manuscripts have been mentioned on p. 9.) In 1958 the British and Foreign Bible Society
published a new edition of the Hebrew Bible, edited by N. H. Snaith, which also departed
from the Ben Chayyim text. Like Dr. Kahle, Dr.Snaith aimed at reproducing the Ben
Asher text, but he based his edition on the first hand of Hebrew manuscripts of Spanish
provenance in the British Museum, together with the first hand of the Shem Tob
manuscript in the David Sassoon Library. Yet another critical edition is in process of
production at the hand of scholars of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Here the basic
text is that exhibited by a codex of the early tenth century A.D., a most valuable witness
to the Ben Asher text. This codex formerly belonged to a synagogue in Aleppo; it was
damaged in 1948, but the greater part was rescued and it now belongs to the Hebrew
University.

As regards the Septuagint, the large critical Cambridge edition referred to in the note on
p. 14. has gone ahead but slowly. The first instalment of Vol. III (Esther, Judith, Tobit)
appeared in 1940. Fortunately, another critical edition, published at Gottingen in 1939
and the following years, under the editorship of J. Ziegler, began with those books as yet
unpublished in the Cambridge edition. All the prophetical books have now appeared in
this Gottingen Septuagint, and a beginning has been made with the Wisdom books.

In editing the Septuagint, a question to be considered is whether or not there was one
original Septuagint text which can be recovered by critical methods. Paul Kahle
maintained that there was none, and that therefore the attempt to establish it was
doomed to failure; in his view the Septuagint began as a number of competing private
attempts to translate parts of the Hebrew Bible into Greek, and the establishment of one
standard Greek text followed a lengthy process of such attempts. The latest discoveries
and studies show that his thesis, for all the scholarship with which it was sustained, was
vastly exaggerated, if not completely mistaken.

An excellent edition of the principal Aramaic Targums of the Old Testament is A.
Sperber's The Bible in Aramaic (4 volumes, 1959 and following years). As for the Latin
Old Testament, the pre-Vulgate version is being critically edited by the Vetus Latina
Commission of the ArchAbbey of Beuron, Germany (1949 and following years), while a
critical edition of the Vulgate is being produced by a community of the Benedictine Order
(1926 and following years).

II. THE NEW TESTAMENT

The study of New Testament textual criticism has been promoted during the last thirty
years both by the discovery of manuscripts previously unknown and by the cataloguing,
photographing and examination of manuscripts previously inaccessible to the majority of
scholars. Special mention should be made of the work being carried on at the Institute
for New Testament Textual Research in the University of Munster, Westphalia, cinder the
direction of Kurt Aland. In a paper read at the centenary meeting of the Society of
Biblical Literature in New York at the end of 1964., Professor Aland enumerated the
material now available to New Testament textual critics as comprising 78 papyri, 224
uncials, about 2,650 cursives and about 2,000 lectionaries (all this representing an



increase by some 900 manuscripts over thirty years). Of these the Munster Institute had
then facsimiles (photocopy or microfilm) of 71 papyri, :208 uncials, 1,910 cursives and
1,320 lectionaries, and he hoped that in the following year it would be possible to
procure 500 further manuscripts on microfilm. Professor Aland keeps the internationally
recognized catalogue Of New Testament manuscripts, in which each manuscript receives
an appropriate number as it is discovered.

Of recent discoveries in New Testament manuscripts the most important are the Bodmer
papyri. These are papyri acquired by the Bodmer Library, Geneva; the name Of M. Martin
Bodmer now rivals that Of Sir Alfred Chester Beatty as a collector Of biblical papyri.
About 1956 the Bodmer Library acquired a papyrus codex Of John's Gospel (P66) which
was written about A.D. 200. The first fourteen chapters are almost complete; the
remaining seven survive in substantial fragments. Of comparable date in the same
collection are P75, containing the second half Of Luke and the first half 0f John, and P72,
containing the Epistles Of Peter and Jude. Much later is P74 (sixth Or seventh century),
which contains Acts and the Catholic Epistles.

The number of Greek New Testament manuscripts going back to the early years Of the
third century Or later years Of the second century is thus increasing - although nothing
so far can compete in antiquity with the papyrus fragment of John 18 in the John
Rylands Library, Manchester (P52), which was written in the first half Of the second
century, less than fifty years after the original composition Of the Fourth Gospel (see p.
99). With the increase in available manuscripts Of such early date, fresh problems
confront textual critics. The widely accepted classification 0f New Testament manuscripts
and other authorities into " families' or text types was based mainly On copies made in
the fourth and later centuries. Attempts to classify the more recently discovered
manuscripts Of earlier date in terms Of these text types are not always successful, and
may even be misguided. Where, for example, a study of P66 leads to the conclusion that
this manuscript has five ~Western' readings and four *Caesarean' readings and that, as
compared with Codices Aleph and B, it is "neutral in a non-pure way', textual scholars
know what is meant; but it can only lead to confusion to try to define such early
evidence by the standards Of later witnesses. If possible, we should endeavour, On the
basis Of our witnesses to the text of the period A.D. 150-250, to ascertain what types of
text were current in that period, to classify the phenomena 0f these witnesses and trace
their pre-history. The lines Of procedure are set out in a monograph by J. N. Birdsall on
The Bodmer Papyrus of the Gospel of John (1960)

So far as the Pauline corpus is concerned, a notable contribution was made by G. Zuntz
in the Schweich Lectures for 1946, The Text of the Epistles (published 1954) - a worthy
sequel to Sir Frederic Kenyon's Schweich Lectures for 1932 (Recent Developments in the
Textual Criticism of the Greek Bible, 1933). The task of the textual critic Of the Pauline
letters is to recover as far as possible the text Of the original edition of the Corpus
Paulinum; only rarely and indirectly is it possible to get behind this stage to the state of
affairs in the first century, when Paul's epistles still existed separately or in small
regional collections. On the basis Of the earliest and best evidence, Professor Zuntz
envisages the first editor of the Pauline corpus as copying at least ten Pauline epistles,
together with Hebrews, into a codex from which copies were made for use in many parts
of the Christian world. This work must have been accomplished early in the second
century; from this point onwards all writers who refer to the Pauline writings knew them
in the form of a corpus. Professor Zuntz concludes that the corpus was compiled and
published at Alexandria in Egypt, since it shows signs of dependence on editorial
methods characteristic of Alexandrian scholarship in the Hellenistic age, including the
noting of variant readings.

The story of the Diatessaron has been carried forward from the point to which Sir
Frederic Kenyon brought it on pp. 73-76 above. In September 1957 a considerable
portion of the Syriac original of Ephrem's commentary on the Diatessaron (see p. 73)
was identified in a parchment manuscript belonging to Sir Alfred Chester Beatty. This
Syriac text was edited and translated by Dom Louis Leloir, O.S.B., who had already
published an edition and translation of the Armenian version in 1953-54. The edition and
translation of Syriac appeared at Dublin in 1963 (Saint Ebhrem: Commentaire de
I'Evangile Concordant, Texte Syriaque. Manuscrit Chester Beatty 709). We are now



presented with further evidence not only for the original text of Ephrem's commentary,
but for the Syriac Diatessaron text which formed the basis of his commentary, and also
incidentally for Ephrem's text of the Pauline epistles and therewith for the pre-Peshitta
Syriac version of these epistles. Moreover, since the Armenian translator of Ephrem's
commentary tended to conform his Gospel quotations at times to the Old Armenian
version of the Gospels, a comparative study of the Syriac and Armenian texts of the
commentary may supply further information about the early history of the Armenian
Gospel text.

As for critical editions of the Greek New Testament, a second edition of A. Souter's
Novum Testamentum Graece appeared in 1947, in which the critical apparatus was
revised and brought up to date. In accordance with the policy of the Oxford University
Press, however, the text remained (as in the first edition of 1910) the Greek text
presumed to underlie the Revised Version of 1881 - an artificial and unsatisfactory text.
Much more satisfactory is the new edition of the British and Foreign Bible Society's Greek
New Testament, prepared to mark the Society's I50th anniversary in 1954, but first
published in 1958. This edition, replacing the Society's Greek Testament of 1904, which
reproduced the "resultant' text established by Eberhard Nestle in 1898, was produced by
Erwin Nestle and G. D. Kilpatrick; its text is a revision Of the 1904 text, and it is
provided with a new, up-to-date and useful critical apparatus. Professor Kilpatrick has
also produced for the British and Foreign Bible Society several parts of A Greek-English
Diglot for the Use of Translators (1958 and following years), in which his principles and
conclusions in the field of textual criticism receive free expression.

In 1964 the Oxford and Cambridge University Presses published an edition of the Greek
New Testament, edited by R. V. G. Tasker, which sets forth the eclectic text underlying
the New English Bible of 1961. An appendix of 35 pages contains valuable notes on
those variant readings to which reference is made in the footnotes in the large " Library
Edition' of the New English Bible.

S. C. E. Legg's edition of the Greek text of Mark (1935), mentioned on p. 63 above,
presented a fuller critical apparatus than any previously published. It was followed in
1940 by a similar edition of Matthew. No further volumes of this “New Tischendorf' have
been published; a continuation of the scheme is being conducted as an international
project, on different principles from those reflected in the first two instalments. Work is
now in progress on Luke.

In Germany the Nestle text, published by the Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt, has
appeared in one edition after another. The 24th edition, edited by Erwin Nestle and K.
Aland, appeared in 1960.. The critical apparatus is kept up to date; the text is still
substantially the original Nestle text of 1898, but a thorough revision is on the way for
future editions.

From 1956 to 1966 an international committee, sponsored by the American Bible Society
with the cooperation of the British and Foreign Bible Society, the National Bible Society
of Scotland, the Netherlands Bible Society, and the Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt,
cooperated in the preparation of a new text and apparatus of the Greek New Testament.
This edition (the editors of which are K. Aland, M. Black, B. M. Metzger and A. Wikgren)
has been published in a handsome volume (May 1966) ; the select apparatus supplies, in
a readily intelligible form, the textual evidence for about 1,440 variant readings
throughout the New Testament. Although the material on which the new text is based
includes very much that was not available to Westcott and Hort, it is noteworthy that the
text is essentially of the same type as Westcott and Hort's text, although in a number of
places the reading of the "Received Text' has been preferred, being now supported by
early evidence. It is planned to keep this text and apparatus up to date by successive
revisions.

Before we leave the New Testament, a word must be added about something that is not
strictly within the New Testament field, although it has been referred to in the earlier
part of this work. The papyrus fragments containing " Sayings of Jesus' in Greek,
mentioned on p. 86, are now known to have belonged to a much larger compilation,
which has lately come to light intact in a Coptic translation. This Coptic translation is the
" Gospel of Thomas', included in the Nag Hammadi papyri, discovered about 1945 in
Upper Egypt. These are thirteen leather-bound papyrus codices, containing 49



documents, mostly Coptic translations of Greek works dating from the fourth century
A.D. or thereabout. Many of them are Gnostic treatises, and the * Gospel of Thomas'
itself has a Gnostic flavour. It is called the *Gospel of Thomas' in its colophon, and it
opens with the words: These are the secret sayings which Jesus the Living One spoke
and Didymus Judas Thomas wrote down. He said: Whosoever finds the interpretation of
these sayings shall never taste death. Jesus said: Let not him who seeks cease until he
finds. When he finds he will be troubled; when he is troubled he will marvel, and he will
reign over the universe.' These last words plainly reproduce the same saying as that
quoted on p. 86; perhaps the Coptic version is based on a somewhat different Greek
edition than that preserved in the Oxyrhynchus fragments, which belong to the second
century. In all, the Gospel of Thomas contains about 114 sayings ascribed to Jesus. Of
these about half bear a close resemblance to sayings served in the canonical Gospels. A
useful and reliable English translation, with introductory chapters and notes, is given in
The Secret Sayings of Jesus, by R. M.Grant, D. N. Freedman and W. R. Schoedel (1960).
ITI. ENGLISH TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE

Towards the end of Chapter 7, Sir Frederic Kenyon has explained why, despite its
representing a far sounder text than the Authorized Version of 1611, the Revised Version
of 1881-85 (with which may be bracketed the American Standard Version of 1901) was
not generally accepted as a substitute for the Authorized. Because of its pedantic
literalness it remains a useful handbook for students; for example, no other English
version lends itself so well to the synoptic study of the first three Gospels, thanks to the
precision with which, as far as possible, the same Greek words are consistently rendered
by the same English equivalents. But for general purposes it has been left far behind by
a number of subsequent translations, official and unofficial, individual and cooperative,
especially of the New Testament.

The Twentieth Century New Testament (1902), a cooperative production based on
Westcott and Hort's edition of the Greek, and R. F. Weymouth's New Testament in
Modern Speech (1903), based on Weymouth's own "resultant' Greek text, were scholarly
and accurate versions. James Moffatt's New Testament: A New Translation (1913) was
more colloquial; it was based on H. von Soden's Greek text. It was followed in 1924 by
The Old Testament: A New Translation. Moffatt's translation held its own for many years
as the chief of the “modern speech' versions of the Bible. Its principal competitor was
the American Translation by E. J. Goodspeed and others (New Testament, 1923;
complete Bible, 1927). For the New Testament part of this version Dr. Goodspeed
followed Westcott and Hort's text for the most part, deviating from it in half a dozen
places where more recent investigation seemed to justify this course, and adopting
(rather unwisely) a conjectural emendation in I Peter 3:19, according to which not Christ
but Enoch went and preached to the spirits in prison (Moffatt accepted the same
emendation).

During the last thirty years the number of new English versions of the Bible in part or in
whole has greatly increased. Among private enterprises may be mentioned C. B.
Williams's New Testament in the Language of the People (1937), marked by special (but
sometimes misguided) attention to Greek tenses; The Book of Books, all anonymous
version of the New Testament published by the United Society for Christian Literature
(1938) to mark the quatercentenary of Henry VIII's injunction for the setting up of an
English Bible for public use in every parish church in England; The Bible in Basic English
(New Testament, 1940; complete Bible, 1949), a work which, despite its severely limited
vocabulary, is an independent and critical rendering of the original text marked by the
scholarship and insight of its translator, S. H. Hooke; The New Testament Letters, by J.
W. C. Wand (1943); J. B. Phillips's New Testament in Modern English (1958), which
began with his Letters to Young Churches (1947), and has justly won widespread
popularity as a vigorous and effective paraphrase of the original; E. V. Rieu's " Penguin'
translation of The Four Gospels (1952), followed by The Acts of the Apostles, by C. H.
Rieu (1957) ; The Authentic New Testament, by H. J. Schonfield (1955) ; The Berkeley
Version in Modern English, by G. Verkuyl and others (New Testament, 1945; complete
Bible, 1959), and The Amplified Bible (New Testament, 1958; complete Bible, 1965).
Soon after the International Council of Religious Education (of the United States and
Canada) acquired the copyright of the American Standard Version in 1928, a committee



was set up to consider the further revision of this version, and recommended a thorough
revision. The Council adopted the recommendation, and authorized the work of revision
in 1937. The committee of thirty-two scholars entrusted with the revision worked in two
sections (one for the Old Testament and one for the New). The first published fruit of its
work was the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament (1946). This was followed
in 1952 by the Revised Standard Version of the Bible (incorporating some improvements
in the text of the New Testament) ; the Revised Standard Version of the Apocrypha
appeared in 1957. A new edition of the whole RSV in 1962 incorporated 85 minor
changes in wording. The RSV is the latest version of the Bible in the great tradition which
stems from Tyndale and includes the versions of 1611, 1881-85 and 1901. In the Old
Testament the RSV has made a freer use of the evidence of ancient versions and even of
conjectural) emendation than its predecessors did; for some of renderings Hebrew
evidence became available for the first time among the Qumran manuscripts after its
publication. Occasionally the translation reflects the light that has been thrown on some
obscure Hebrew expressions by the texts from Ras Shamra, the ancient Ugarit (see p. 15
above). An example of this is the replacement of "fields of offerings' in II Samuel 1:21
by 'upsurging of the deep', which (whether it be the proper rendering of the Hebrew or
not) suits the context better. In the New Testament the RSV has been more deliberately
eclectic in its choice of variant readings than its predecessors were; even so, it is striking
how often the text which it adopts as its basis agrees with Westcott and Hort's It has
adopted one conjectural reading-'he who saved' in Jude 5, in place of "the Lord, having
saved' of AV, RV, and ASV (the original reading is more probably the " difficult' one
attested by Codices A and B and a number of other authorities, *Jesus, having saved').
In Great Britain and Ireland it was decided not to undertake a revision of the Revised
Version but to produce a completely new translation, breaking loose from the Tyndale
tradition. A joint committee of the principal non-Roman Churches, of the two leading
Bible Societies and the Oxford and Cambridge University Tresses, was appointed in 1947
to deal with the matter; it set up three panels of translators (one for each of the
Testaments and one for the Apocrypha) and a fourth panel of literary advisors. Its policy,
in the words of ( H. Dodd, director of the translation, has been to 'aim at a "timeless"
English, avoiding equally both archaisms and transient modernisms'. The New Testament
part of this New English Bible was published on March 14, 1961. It met with an
unexpectedly favourable reception; within twelve months four million copies wire
bought. Some criticisms were voiced on theological grounds others on grounds of English
style; of the latter, the most serious were those expressed by T. S,. Eliot in the (London)
Sunday Telegraph of December 16, 1962, in which he said: *So long as the New English
Bible wits used only for private reading, it would be merely a symptom of the decay of
the English language in the middle of the twentieth century. But the more it is adopted
for religious services the more it will become an active agent of decadence.' To a large
extent this judgment is based on a stylistic comparison of the New English Bible with the
Authorized Version. But the translators were not so much concerned to make a
contribution to English literature which would stop the rot in linguistic usage as to
provide a faithful and intelligible rendering which should as far as possible produce in the
twentieth-century reader an effect equivalent to that produced by the original on the
first-century reader.

As for the textual principles of the new translation, the translators say, comparing their
procedure with that of the Revisers of 1881: “The problem of restoring a form of text as
near as possible to the vanished autographs now appears less simple than it did to our
predecessors. There is not at the present time any critical text which would command
the same degree of general acceptance as the Revisers' text did in its day. Nor has the
time come, in the judgement of competent scholars, to construct such a text, since new
material constantly comes to light, and the debate continues. The present translators
therefore could do no other than consider variant readings on their merits, and, having
weighed the evidence for themselves, select for translation in each passage the reading
which to the best of their judgement seemed most likely to represent what the author
wrote.' The underlying text, in other words, is thoroughly eclectic. No conjectural
emendations were admitted.



The Old Testament part of the New English Bible is not expected to appear before 1970,
and no assessment of the translation as a whole can be made before then.The work of
Bible revision and translation has proceeded apace at the same time among English-
speaking Roman Catholics. In the United States a new version has been in course of
production in recent years, under .sponsorship of the Episcopal Committee of the
Confraternity of Christian Doctrine. The New Testament, which appeared in 1941,
represents a thorough-going revision of the Douay-Rheims-Challoner version previously
in use, but the Old Testament (to be completed in four volumes) is an entirely new
translation from the original. In Great Britain the version of R. A. Knox (New Testament,
1945; Old Testament, 1949; complete Bible, revised, 1955) is a highly individual piece of
work, by a rare master of sophisticated style; it carries the authorization of the hierarchy
of England and Wales and the Hierarchy of Scotland. Its great defect lies in its being a
translation not of the original texts but of the Latin Vulgate (albeit with constant
reference to the Hebrew and Greek). By 1964 the introduction to an edition of the New
Testament for Roman Catholics could say: " Catholics no longer make their translations
from the Latin Vulgate.' This 1964 edition in another way marked a new advance in the
history of the English Bible; it is the Catholic Edition of the RSV New Testament (RSSCE),
which was followed in 1966 by the Catholic Edition of the RSV Bible. The Catholic Edition
contains it small number of alterations in the RSV designed to make it acceptable to
Roman Catholics; in addition, the books of the Apocrypha, instead of appearing as an
appendix to the Old Testament, are interspersed among the Old Testament books in
accordance with the tradition going back to the Septuagint and the Vulgate. That
Protestants and Roman Catholics should share what is to all intents and purposes a
common English Bible is a welcome development, which could scarcely have been
envisaged twenty years ago. Still less would it have been possible to envisage the
Catholic imprimatur being given to an edition of the Bible annotated by Protestants; but
this happened in May 1966, when Cardinal Cushing gave his imprimatur to such an
edition of the RSV: The Oxford Annotated Bible with Apocrypha.

Catholic editions of the Bible with annotations include The Westminster Version of the
Sacred Scriptures (1913 and following years), not yet complete, and La Bible de
Jerusalem (first edition completed in 1956; revision in process). The latter edition, an
excellent annotated translation by Dominican scholars of the French Biblical and
Archaeological School in Jerusalem, calls for mention here because an English translation
of it, The Jerusalem Bible, is due to be published before the end of 1966.

Something should be said of Jewish translations of the Old Testament. In 1917 the
Jewish Publication Society of America published The Holy Scriptures according to the
Masoretic Text, a version preserving the arrangement of the Hebrew Bible, and owing a
manifest debt in style and language to the Authorized and Revised Versions. It is now in
process of supersession by A New Translation of the Holy Scriptures according to the
Masoretic Text, the work of a committee under the chairmanship of H. M. Orlinsky (a
Jewish scholar who participated in the production of the RSV Old Testament). The first
instalment of this new venture appeared in 1963 (The Torah: The Five Books of Moses).
This version breaks loose from the " King James' idiom and presents the sacred text in
the language of today. In textual matters it is conservative; emendations based on the
ancient versions are noted in the margin, but not admitted into the text.

A thoroughly ecumenical venture in Bible translation is The Anchor Bible, to be
completed in thirty-eight volumes. Volume I (Genesis) appeared in 1964, and eight
others have been published since then. In addition to translation, each volume includes
introduction and commentary. The general editors are W. F. Albright and D. N.
Freedman, and the enterprise as a whole represents the cooperation of Jewish, Catholic
and Protestant scholars. The Jewish contribution is not restricted to the Old Testament;
the volume on the Epistle to the Hebrews has been entrusted to a professor in the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

The day has probably passed away for good when one Bible version could serve all
practical purposes - for church use, scholarly study, and private reading - as the version
of 1611 was designed to do. But we may well be thankful that today we have such a
variety of firstrate English translations to serve the different purposes for which the Bible



is used, reproducing as closely as may be at this remove of time, place and language the
message of the original documents, declaring the way of life for all mankind.

Appendix 1

THE PRINCIPAL MANUSCRIPTS AND VERSIONS OF THE GREEK BIBLE

(WITH THE SYMBOLS BY WHICH THEY ARE KNOWN)

OLD TESTAMENT (SEPTUAGINT)

or S. Codex-1[1- The term Codex means a manuscript in modern book form of quires
and pages as opposed to a roll, but it is in practice specially applied to old uncial
manuscripts, particularly of the Bible.] Sinaiticus, 4th cent.; 43 leaves at Leipzig, 3
fragments at Leningrad, and 199 leaves in the British Museum. Discovered by
Tischendorf in the monastery of St. Catherine at Mount Sinai, 1844 and 1859; at St.
Petersburg, 1859-1933Contains fragments of Gen. xxiii. and xxiv. and of Num. v.-vii., I
Chr. ix. 27-xix. 17, 2 Esd. ix. 9-end, Esth., Tob., Jud., I and 4 Macc., Isa., Jer., Lam. i.
1-ii. 20, Joel, Obad., Jon., Nah., Hab., Zeph., Hag., Zech., Mal., Psalms, Prov., Eccles.,
Cant., Wisd., Ecclus., job (besides whole N.T. on 148 leaves, see below). Many
corrections, some said to have been taken from a manuscript (qu. at Caesarea?)
corrected by Pamphilus. Four columns to the page (2 in the poetical books).

A., Codex Alexandrinus, 5th cent., in British Museum; complete (O.T. and N.T.), except
for loss of Ps. xlix. 19-Ixxix. 10 and a few verses in Gen. xiv.-xvi. and 1 Kings xii.-xiv.; 3
and 4 Macc. are included. Presented by Cyril Lucar, Patriarch of Constantinople, to
Charles I in 1627, and transferred by George II to British Museum in 1757. Two columns
to the page.

B. Codex Vaticanus, 4th cent., in Vatican Library since at least 1481; complete (O.T. and
N.T.), except for loss of Gen. i. I-xlvi. 28, Ps. cv. 27-cxxxvii. 6, and a few verses of 2
Sam. ii. Mace. was never included. Three columns to the page.

C. Codex Ephraemi, 5th cent.; 64 palimpsest leaves of O.T. (with 145 of N.T.), in
Bibliotheque Nationale at Paris. Contains portions of job, Prov., Eccles., Wisdom, Ecclus.,
Cant. One column to the page.

D. Cotton Genesis, 5th cent., with illustrations, in British Museum. Acquired by Sir R.
Cotton; almost wholly destroyed by fire in 1731, but text known from collations made
previously.

E. Bodleian Genesis, Loth cent., at Oxford; continued in minuscule manuscripts at
Leningrad and the British Museum.

F. Codex Ambrosianus, 5th cent., in Ambrosian Library at Milan. Contains Gen. xxxi. 15
Jos. xii. 12. Three columns to the page.

G. Codex Sarravianus, 5th cent.; 130 leaves at Leyden, 22 at Paris, I at Leningrad.
Contains portions of Pentateuch, Jos. and judges, in text of Origen's Hexapla, with
Origen's marks of additions and omissions, but only imperfectly. Two columns to the
page.

Q. Codex Marchalianus, 6th cent., in Vatican Library. Contains the Prophets, with
Hexaplar readings and Origen's marks added in the margin. One column to the page.
0. Washington Codex, 6th cent., in Freer Museum at Washington. Contains Deut. and
Jos., except for loss of Deut. v. I6-vi. 18 and Jos. iii. 3-iv. 10. Originally contained all
Hexateuch, perhaps Octateuch. Two columns to the page.

911. Berlin Papyrus, 4th cent., in Staatsbibliothek at Berlin. Contains portions of Gen. i.
16-xxv. 8. One column to the page.

961. Chester Beatty Papyrus IV, 4th cent. Contains Gen. ix. I-xv. 14, xvii. 7-xliv. 22,
with mutilations. Two columns to the page.



962. Chester Beatty Papyrus V, late 3rd cent. Contains Gen.viii. I3-1x. I, xxiv. 13-xxv.
21, xxx. 24-xxxv. 16, xxxix. 4xlvi. 33, with mutilations. One column to the page.

963. Chester Beatty Papyrus VI, early 2nd cent. Contains portions of Num. v. 12-viii. 19,
xiii, xxv. 5-xxxvi. 13, Deut. i. 20-xii. 17, xviii, xix, xxvii. 6-xxxiv. 12. Two columns to the
page.

967, 968. Chester Beatty Papyri IX, X, early 3rd cent. Contains. Ezek. xi. 25-xxxix. 29,
Dan. iii. 72-viii. 27, Esther ii. 20viii. 6, with considerable lacunae. Ezek. is by a different.
scribe. Dan. is the version of Septuagint, elsewhere only preserved in Codex Chisianus.
PRINCIPAL VERSIONS

LATIN

(a) Old Latin, 2nd cent.; fragments only, except of Apocrypha (but greater part of Gen.-
Judges in Lyons Heptateuch).

(b) Vulgate, late 4th cent.; Psalter (in two versions, known as Roman and Gallican) and
job translated by Jerome from Septuagint, and all the books of the Hebrew Canon from
Hebrew. Principal manuscripts, codices Turonensis (Gen.Num., 6th-7th cent.),
Ottobonianus (Gen.-Judges, 7th cent.),. Amiatinus (O.T., early 8th cent.), Cavensis
(O.T., 9th cent.),.. Theodulfianus (O.T., 9th cent.), Vallicellianus (O.T., 9th. cent.).
SYRIAC

(a) Peshitta, early 5th cent.

(b) Syro-Hexaplar, a Syriac translation, made about A.D. 616, by Paul of Tella, of
Origen's edition of the Septuagint in his. Hexapla, with Origen's marks. The principal
authority for Origen's work.

COPTIC

(@) Sahidic, 2nd and 3rd cent.; complete manuscripts of Lev.,. Num., Deut., I and 2
Sam., Psa., Isaiah, Jonah; considerable portions of poetical books; fragments of others.
(b) Bohairic, 3rd-4th cent.; Pentateuch, Prophets, Psalms, Job.

NEW TESTAMENT

. Codex Sinaiticus, 4th cent.; see above. N.T. on 148 leaves, complete, with Epistle of
Barnabas and Shepherd of Hermas, Vis. i. i-Mand. iv. 6.

A. Codex Alexandrinus, 5th cent.; see above. N.T., with Epistles of Clement (2 Clem.
incomplete) and Psalms of Solomon (lost) at end; Mt. i. I-xxv. 6, In. vi. 50-viii. 52, 2
Cor. iv. I3-xii. 6, I Clem. lvii. 7-Ixiii. 4, 2 Clem. xii. 5 to end, missing.

B. Codex Vaticanus, 4th cent. ; see above. MT., imperfect at end, lacking Heb. ix. 14 to
end, Pastoral Epistles, and Revelation.

C. Codex Ephraemi, 5th cent.; see above. 145 leaves of N.T. (out of original 238),
including portions of every book except 2 Thess. and 2 John, but none complete.

D. Codex Bezae, 5th cent. (?), in Cambridge University Library (presented by Theodore
Beza in 1581). Contained Gospels, Acts, and Catholic Epistles, but Acts xxii. 29-end and
all Cath. except 3 Jn. I I-15 are lost, with other mutilations. A Graeco-Latin manuscript
with Greek and Latin on opposite pages. Text written in sense-lines.

D2. Codex Claromontanus, 6th cent., in Bibliotheque Nationale at Paris. Belonged (like
D) to Beza. Contains Pauline Epistles. Graeco-Latin manuscript, with text in sense-lines.
E2. Codex Laudianus, 7th cent., in Bodleian Library at Oxford (presented by Laud in
1636). Graeco-Latin manuscript of Acts, with Latin and Greek (in that order) on opposite
pages, in very short sense-lines. Used by Bede.

W. Codex Washingtonensis, late 4th or 5th cent., in Freer Museum at Washington.
Contains Gospels. See above, pp78-9.

0. Codex Koridethianus, 9th cent. (?), at Tiflis. Contains Gospels. See above, p. 81.
046. Codex Vaticanus 2066, 8th cent., sometimes known as B2. Contains Revelation,
and is the head of a large group of minuscule manuscripts of that book.

P45. Chester Beatty Papyrus I, early 3rd cent. Portions of 30 leaves, our of original 110,
of papyrus codex of Gospels and Acts. See above, p. 9o0.

P46. Chester Beatty Papyrus II, early 3rd cent. 86 leaves (56 in Beatty collection in
London, 30 at University of Michigan) out of original 104, of papyrus codex of Pauline
Epistles. Pastoral Epp. apparently not included, and 2 Thess. lost, with Rom. i. I-v. 17
and other mutilations. See above, pp. 90-I.

P47. Chester Beatty Papyrus III, late 3rd cent. 10 leaves, out of original 32, of papyrus
codex of Revelation. Contains Rev. ix. 10-xvii. 2, with mutilations. See above, p. 92.



Family 1. The group of minuscules known by the numbers 1, 118, 131, 209. See above,
p. 81.

Family 13. The group of minuscules known by the numbers 13, 69, 124, 346; to which
211, 543, 713, 788, 826, 828 have affinities. See above, p. 8o.

Minuscule 33, 9th cent., in Bibliotheeque Nationale at Paris. A minuscule of Gospels, Acts
and Epistles with a very good text, akin to that of B.

Minuscule 81, A.D. 1044, in British Museum. Contains Acts, In a very good text.
PRINCIPAL VERSIONS

LATIN:

(a) Old Latin, 2nd cent. Two main classes, known as (i) African, represented chiefly by
the manuscripts k, €, m (Speculum) and quotations in Cyprian and Priscillian, (ii)
European, represented chiefly by the manuscripts a, b and many others, lint with
considerable divergences among themselves.

(b) Vulgate, made by Jerome, A.D. 382-4.. The Gospels revised from O.L., with
reference to Greek manuscripts mainly of Alexandrian type; other books much more
slightly revised. Principal manuscripts, Amiatinus, Cavensis, Fuldensis, Sangermanensis,
Lindisfarnensis, Vallicellianus.

SYRIAC

(a) Old Syriac, 2nd cent. Represented only by two imperfect manuscripts of the Gospels,
the Sinaitic (4th or 5th cent.) and the Curetonian (5th cent.).

(b) Peshitta, made by Rabbula, about A.D. 411. The accepted version of the Syrian
Church. Complete N.T., except 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude, and Revelation, which the
Syrian Church did not accept. Many manuscripts, from 5th cent. onwards.

COPTIC:

(@) Sahidic, 2nd-3rd cent. Complete manuscripts of John, Acts, Revelation, and many
fragments, covering whole N.T., 4th-5th cent., with complete copies of most books, 9th
cent. and later.

(b) Bohairic, 3rd-4th cent. The accepted version of the Coptic Church. Many
manuscripts, from A.D. 889 onwards.

FATHERS

The most important patristic quotations are those in Irenaeus (c. 135-202), Clement of
Alexandria (c. 155-220), Origen (185-253), Tertullian (c. 150-220), Hippolytus (fl. C.
220), Cyprian (c. 200-258), Eusebius (c. 270-340), Aphraates (Syrian, fl. c. 340),
Ephraem (Syrian, ob. 378), Chrysostom (c. 347-407), Jerome (c. 345-420), Augustine
(354-430), Priscillian (ob. 385).
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