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A TIMELY RE-EVALUATION O.F' THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 

JA. THE PROBLEM OF THE TEX'r 

lb. The Modern Fad: 

The average well-taught believer has often heard the King James Version 
(henceforth KJV) corrected on the basis of "better manuscripts" or 

"older authorities." He has been told from the pulpit and in print that 
the Greek text used by the translators of 1611 is inferior to that used 
for more recent translations. The science of textual criticism has

supposedly led us to a more accurate knowledge of the original text of 
the Bible. 

This explains, in part, the current avalanche of new versions, each one 
aiming to replace the KJV. A new version is said to belong into the 
pulpit the same way a partridge belongs in a pear tree, The KJV, we are 
told, needs to be replaced. 

2b. The Textual Families: ... . . 

le. The number of manuscripts: 

A very large number of Greek manuscripts (henceforth MSS) of the 
New Testament survive today. A recent list by Kurt Aland, a German 
scholar whose job it iEl to assign official numbers to Greek 
manuscripts as they are found, lists these figures: papyrus MSS, 
81; majuscules (mss written in capital letters), 267; minuscules 
(mss written in smaller script), 2764. While many of these MSS are 
merely fragmentary, they nevertheless supply a massive accumulation 
of evidence for textual criticism. In addition, there are 2143 
lectionaries, making for a total of 5255 MSS, as of 1967, according 
to Aland. The striking fact is that a large majority of this huge 
mass of MSS--somewhere between 80-90%--contains a Greek text which 
in most respects closely resembles the kind of text which was the 
basis for.the K,JV, '!'his may come as a surprise to the ordinary 
believer who has gained the impression that the Authorized Version 
is supported chiefly by inferior manuscripts. 

•2c. The nature of the texts :

Since the 18th century the New Testament documents have been 
divided into families according to the type of text which they 
contain and the errors of transm:i.ssion. There are three of these 
families, namely, the TRADITIONAL (Byzantine) family, the WESTERN 
family, and the ALEXANDRIAN family. 

ld. The Traditional or Byzantine family: 

The Traditional or Byzantine family (also the Majority •.rext, 
better known today as the Textus Receptus.,. i.e. the text 
commonly received as authoritative) includes all those New 
Testament documents which contain the traditional Byzantine 
text, including A (in the Gospels) and W (in Matthew and the 
last two·-thirds of Luke). The Peshitta Syriac version and the 
Gothic version also belong to this family, along with the New -141-
Testament quotations frqm Chyrsostom and the other Fathers of 
Antioch and Asia Minor. 
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2A.　THE PRESUPPOS工TZONS OF TEXTUAL CRl冒工CS

|b.　The Background in Rationalism:

|n a most∴recent study (’’Rationa|ism and Contexporary New' Testament

Textua⊥ Criticism.一, Bib|王otheca sacra, January |971) , Professor∴Zane

Hodges, from whom much of this materia| is　七aLken, Shows that westcott

and Hortls text was constructed on rationa|istic foundations・珊ey are

unwi|ling to subscribe亡o the inerrancy of the original Scriptures.

mey a容Ser亡　亡ha七:

lILitt|e is∴gained by specu|ating∴aS tO the precise point at which

華中_?Orru聖i誓S Cane in.皿ey may be due to ±空e±
臣ta|ics a料e句. or to his anaLuen言is if h。 Wお吉高話

Writer

dic亡a亡土on ,

Or they may be due to one of　亡he earliest traLnSCribers.一,

Their rationa|istic pre血se is further seen in a moェe b|atant assertion:

ilFor ourse|ves we dare not introduce into textua|. criticism

COnSiderations which cou|d not reasonab|y be app|ied to other

ancient texts ′ SuPPOSin9ヒhem to have documentary attestation

Of equa| amount. variety. and antiquity.●,

Evo|utionary though亡PermeateS their system. westcott writes;

llNo one now′工SuPPOSe′ ho].ds that∴the first∴three chapters of

Genesis′　for exaIxp|e′　9ive a |iteral history--工cou|d never

understand how anyone reading them with open eyes ∞u|d think

也Iey d王d. ●章

櫨oヱ亡　Wri亡es ;

''工am inc;ユined to think that no such state as.1Eden`● (r mean the

pepu|ar notion) ever existed′ and that Ad劃ls fa|| in no de9ree

differed from the fa|l of each of his descendants′ aS Coleridge

うustly ar9ueS. ,●

工t is jus亡one short step from a be|ief in evo|ution in nature to a

be|ief in evo|ution of寄喜e biblica| documents. westcot亡∴and Hort

apparent|yヒOOk this step.

2b.　The Be|ief in Recension:

Westcott and Hort who reject the Byzantine text in favor of the

Aユexandrian text exp|ain the Majority富ext on亡he basis of a recension.

The reason why up to 9O% of a|| Gヱeek texts have a comon reading is due

t:O a reVision which took p|ace at Antioch in two stages be亡Ween 2与O and

350 A.D. Some scho|ar|y Christians′ With the presbyter Luci弧(d. 3|2)

as origina| ’|eader′　de|iberate|y created an officia| text

the Western,
by cornbinin9

A|exandrian・ and Neutra| (B輸A|eph) texts. The purpose was

to construct a text on which a||　cou|d agree.

Today′ the who|e question of the derivation of ・’texttypes" through

definite′ hist:Orica| recensions is open to debate.工ndeed′ E. C. Co|we||′

One Of the |eading contemporary critics′ affirms dogmatical|y that the so-

Ca||ed.'syrian●, recension (as Hort wou|d have conce王ved i亡) never took

P|ace葛　工nstead he insists that a|| texttypes are the resu|t of uprocess,・

rather than definitive editoria| activity.臆story is si|ent concerninn

SuCh an officia| recension.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　-142-



2A. THE PRESUPPOSITIONS OF TEXTUAL CRITICS 

3b. The Break with the Received Text: 

Westcott and Hort rejected the Textus Receptus (TR) because of the 
discovery of older, supposedly better texts. The arguments against 
the TR usually follow this line: 

le. The oldest MSS do not support the Majority Text: 

The three oldest complete (or nearly complete) uncial MSS are 
B (Codex Vaticanus); Aleph (Codex Sinaiticus); and A (Codex 
.Alexandrinus). 

ld. Be was written about the middle of the fourth century. It 

4 

is the property of the Vatican Library in .Rome. It has been 
in the Vatican since at least 1475, for in that year a catalog 
of the library was made and Bis mentioned. 

2d. Aleph was discovered oy Tischendorf (1841-72) in 1859 on 
his third visit to the Monastery of St. Catherine at Mt. Sinai. 
It is believed to have been written in the second half of the 
fourth century and is currently in the British Museum which 
pt,1rchased it from Russia in 1933. 

3d. Codex A was given to the King of England in 1627 by Cyril 
Lucar, patriarch of Constantinople and is now likewise in 
the British Museum. Scholars date it from the first half of 
the fifth century. 

But the oldest MSS do not necessarily contain the best text. 
J. W. Burgon (1813-1888), Dean of Chichester, and a staunch defender 
of the TR, demonstrates that AJ.eph and B are very inferior documents. 
Their antiquity is a point against them, not something in their 
favor. It shows that the Church rejected them and did not read them. 
Otherwise they would have been worn out through use. Furthermore, 
most of our .ancient d?cuments derive basically from Egypt, where the 
clement climate aided the preservation of the texts. These texts 
are at best a local family and, as Aland suggests, a revised form 
of the old Egyptian text whose nearness to the original is open to 
debate. Kirsopp Lake,. another textual critic, fa.vored the idea that 
the scribes usual1y destroyed their exemplars when they had copied 
the sacred books. 

The oldest manuscripts extant are p66 and p75 (c. 200) and combined 
with B (4th century) they frequently agree on errors, such as their 
reference to "Bethsaida" in John 5:2 when it should read "Bethesda." 
Even the most ancient MSS err, and err frequently. 

2c. The Majority Text is a revised and hence secondary, form of the 
Greek text: 

ld. The position: 

Certain revisers in the 4th century are said to have created this 
text to present a smooth, acceptable text that combined elements 
from other, earlier texts. Therefore this eclectic production 
is only of secondary value. "Older manuscripts" are thus to_143-
preferred. 



2A. THE PRESUPPOSITIONS OF TEXTUAL CRI'l'ICS 

3b. The Break with the Received Text: 

2c. The Majority Text is a revised and hence secondary, form of the 
Greek text: 

2d. The problem: 

5 

This view is now widely abandoned as no longer tenable. Yet it 
was this view of the Majority Text which was largely responsible 
for relegating it to a secondary status in the eyes of textual 
critics generally. Critics now wish to posit the idea of a 
"process" drawn out over a long period of time. However, this 
fails to explain the relative uniformity of the text, nor does 
it explain its rise and its dominance. Contemporary textual 
criticism has no explanation for the phenomena of the Majority 

Text. 

Jc. The readings of the Majority Text are repeatedly inferior to those of 
earlier manuscripts: 

Hodges ably refutes this assertion by observing: 

"Perhaps the greatest surprise to many Bible-believing Christians 
will be the discovery that textual critics seek to defend their 
preference for the older manuscripts by affirming that they are 
better because, in fact, they contain the better readings .... In 
the last analysis, a manuscript is attested by its readings 
rather than the reverse." 

Decisions whether a reading is inferior or superior are based on 
personal opinions and biases, as America's foremost textual critic, 
E. C. Colwell, points out. The two criteria used to decide a reading
are purely subjective: "Choose the reading which fits the context"
and "Choose the reading which explains the origin of the reading."
These two standards can cancel each other.

3A. THE PRESERVATION OF THE TRUTH , 

lb. The Uniqueness of the Bible: 

According to textual critics, the Bible is a book like any other book. 
It has no special claim to uniqueness. Colwell writes: 

"It is often assumed by the ignorant and uninformed--even on a 
university campus--that textual criticism of the New Testament is 
supported by a superstitious faith in the Bible as a book dictated 
in a miraculous fashion by God. That is not true. Textual criticism 
has never existed for those whose New Testament is one of miracle, 
mystery, and authority. A New Testament created under those auspices 
would have been handed down under them and would have no need of 
textual criticism" (What is the Best New Testament?, p. 8). 

-144-



3A. THE PRESERVATION OF THE TRUTH 
lb. The Uniqueness of the Bible: 

6 

But the New Testament is unique! It is breathed out by a living God and 
so must be treated differently from any other book. For this very reason 
the Bible can.�ot have had a history wholly like that of secular writings. 
While the finest literary effo.rts of man can suffer irreparable corruption 
and can even perish forever, the eternal preservation of the Scriptures is 
inescapably implied in the very nature of the Word itself: "All flesh is 
as grass, and the glory.of man as the flower of grass. The grass withereth, 
and the flower thereof falleth away: but the word of the Lord endure th 
forever" CI Pet. 1:24-25). The Psalmist wrote (Ps. 12:6-7): "The words 
of the Lord are pure words as silver . . .  Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, 
thou shalt preserve them from this generation forever." 

2b. The Preservation of the ·Bible: 

While we speak frequently about the inspiration, canonicity, inerrancy and 
quthority of the Scriptures, we generally fail to give to the doctrine of 
the preservation of the Scriptures the rightful place it deserves. Surely 
no corollary of inspiration is more logical than the preservation of God's 
Word which lives and abides forever. 

When we subscribe to Westcott and Hort's view of the Critical Text we are 
really asserting that the true New Testament text has been lost for nearly 
fifteen centuries. As Burgen so incisively remarks: 

"And thus it would appear that the Truth of Scripture has run a very 
narrow risk of �eing lost forever to mankind. Dr. Hort contends that 
it more than half lay 'perdu' on a forgotten shelf in the Vatican 
Library;--Dr. Tischendorf that it had been deposited in a wastepaper 
basket in the convent of St. Catherine at the foot of Mount Sinai;-­
from which he rescued it on the 4th of February, 1859;--neither, we 
venture to think, a very likely circumstance. We incline to believe 
that the Author of Scripture hath not by any means shown Himself so 
unmindful of the safety of the Deposit, as these distinguished 
gentlemen imagine" (The Revision Revised, p. 343). 

The textual critics make no allowances for the fact that the unique origin_, 
content and purpose of ·the Bible imply a unique preservation. God promised 
the preservation of His Word. Is the Majority Text corrupt? If it is, 
then 90% of the tradition is corrupt. And no one is quite sure how to use 
the remaining 10%! Those who read the modern critical editions are reading 
a consensus of scholars and have no guarantee that their text will not 
change in the future. By.contrast, those who read the Textus Receptus 
are readin� a text resting upon a consensus of manuscripts. These 
manuscripts do not perfectly agree one with another and are not without 
certain problems; however, with all the evidence available to textual 
critics, it would suggest that the TR is by far the better of the two 
text types. While it would be a judgment too severe to say that the TR is

God's text and the critical text is Satan's text, as some have done, it 
still seems reasonable to suggest that God preserved His Word in a more 
general way other than a handful of manuscripts that were forgotten for 
centuries. 

-145-
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4A. THE PRIORITY OF THE TEXWS RECEPWS 

The ordinary Christian may look upon the controversy surrounding the Textus 
Receptus as nothing more than an academic exercise of little practical value. 
The important consequences of the acceptance or rejection of the Majority Text 
can best be demonstrated on hand of some illustrations from the Greek text. 
Perhaps more than any other passage of Scripture, the last twelve verses of 
Mark are greatly affected by question of which of the two texts is best. 

lb. The Last Twelve Verses of Mark: 
• 'At'GO'Tcis if w-pc,,i rp.:W,, fTtJfl/J&.T;,,, itfxfv11 1rp,i,rr�

le. The situation: 

Many sincere believers had their 
confidence shaken in the last twelve 
verses of Mark, since Aleph and B, 
which are consider·ed to be the two 
best MSS of the Greek New Testament, 
omit this passage. But Dean Burgan 
has shown in his classic xoonograph, 
The Last Twelve Verses of Mark (1871, 
reprinted 1959) that the omission of 
the passage actually argues for its 
inclusion. In B a  blank space is 

M«plf -rj May&i.\71i,j, rl,J>' � J,c(J«{J).,',r:n ;-,
10 Bcup4v14. ��;VTJ ropa•Biura wnine-,>... mt �, 
11 IIWOV -,-�•op;, 1rw8ow, ,cal r:Aalovrri. ,cd..::t:� 

uo&rcz.i,Te1 IT, (ij .1rial ;o.,UJq inr • avnjs, ,jr�a, 
II Mc-rm & TllVTG 8U1Tl .. •£ cuh,;., rtpt7rUTOIJCTJJ1 �.,.,,,.:,£> 
IS Iv tt�pt- p.oP'f,o, tropn"'p,a,o&S ,Cc o.ypov. 1t4JCti:vti 
· UL\8ovni �n>...v TO&I Aouroic• � J,n:lvv,
14 ttlo-r-1Vt7'4v. •y '""f'O" &vaKn,U•otc mriroi:s Toi,; i..80«

lc#,«v�p,{,8-,,. ,ra2 Wv«l&u:r« Ti.,. ciTr1DTfuv 111TTW11 ,ca 
trd:r,POKapSw, an TOic 81rurt1.plvo,c a.v-rov i-y-.,ycp 

II plPOv oWC hrlvrnvmv. «a: cbrn o.t�t· ropn,6CVT� 
•le nv wp.ov cir<1VTC1 '"IPr�aT( TO ®Tt•A•w ,r.i,,7

18 TU KTWU. o rwTuJCTa,; 1<0.& /Ja:r.nu81,s uc.,8�, 
17 � � d'll"IO"f"l'JUAC «a.TIUt:p,8-q,n-rai. cr,,uic 6£ T;,i·

racrrcua-au, T«V"ra. 1rlapc&«oA.o,,8,p-ac • iv 'r'f oi,oµa.-rl JAC!' 

&uFOl't.a k/Ja.Aaoo-& • ')' �c,s- >...Ar,a-crocn «<Ull(l� 

18 I o�,, apoiicr,. Kiiv 8a.vwnpl,v Ti trfurru,, 0\.: �., �TOL' 

fJA.J.ifc,• �� J.p�TGll'i )(<ipo.S at"£8.;a-0>.1u&, Kll� ,ro.A.� 
l£ovcnv. 

lt ·o pa o�v Kup,oc ,,.n'ci .,.?, )u,.\.-ijcra, a.vro•� c:,..� 
>..-lrf,(l,1 ,l, rov oupavov -.I Jrco.8unv ;,. �,,;,, TOi 

to 9mi. bct:ivo, & �A.6on•s �"'Jp,·Ecv rc.rraxov, -roi 
Kvplov Vlll'<pyovvn,,; o1<ai TOV Aoyov /1,{Jo.u,iwroc o,i 
TCdV WOM0Aov8o�VT11JV UlffU'''"'· cip.�•·· 

Sinaiticus reveals a still more startling fact. Two pages of the 

left for them in the MSS--the only 
blank space, indeed, which it contains. 
This proves that the verses were in 
the earlier manuscript from which 
Vaticanus was copied (see Appendix). 

original have been taken out and two others inserted, apparently by 
the writer of the B MSS. These contain the close of Mark and the 
beginning of Luke. The pages were evidently re-written for the 
purpose of excluding the twelve verses. The writing on these pages 
is so spread out that they contain less matter than they ought. 
Even so, the last column.is not completely filled out. 

2c. The dilenuna: 

If we accept the Aleph and B omission, we are left with rather 
unenviable alternatives: either the Gospel ended on a note of 
utter despair--which is unthinkable for a Gospel penned especially 
to glorify Christ, or the ending is hopelessly lost--which in reality 
is a masked rejection of a belief in the providential preservation of 
inspired Scripture. 

Jc. The explanation: 

On the other hand, it is relatively easy to determine the reasons 
which are responsible for the omission. The MSS were written at a 
bad time--that of the Arian lapse._ They show a similarity of omissions 
in the Gospels relating to the deity of our Lord (John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 
18, e.g., where "begotten" is omitted; Mark 1:1 omits "Son of God" 
etc.) as well as to everlasting punishment (e.g. Mark 9:44, 46 omitted 
in both MSS--fire not quenched, worm dieth not). Practical and 
doctrinal reasons can easily explain the omission of the verses; 
their preservation argues for their disu�e through the years; their -146-
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4A.　THE PR工OR|TY OF THE T毘XTUS RECEPTUS

lb.　The Last Twe|ve Verses of mark:

3ct The exp|anation:

Place of discovery hard|y

God as　也}e true teXt (Cf.

383ff; Biblio亡heca Sacra ′

argues for∴their divine preservation by

Urquhart, New Bib|ical Guide

Ocきるber 1966′　P. 306f王).

Ⅴ重工′

2b. Other important o血ssions∴from虹ePh and B which are in the Textus Receptus :

1c. Jobn　3:|3　"which is in heaven"

2c. Acts 8=37 11md Phi|ip said′　工f t:hou be止evest with a|| thine heart.∴

3c. Rev・ l:|1 1書| am A|pha and Ome9a...一一

4c. Mat・ 6:|3 11For也Iine is the kingdomい.一一

5c. John 7:53-8:||　Pericope空 Adu| tera (the woman tcken in adu|tery)

3b. Reason for the favoring世事e Textus Receptus on which the IGrV is based:

We retain亡he KJV because of its preparation by god|y nen’God’s

PrOVidence in the preservation of the true text′ its perfection of

|iterary beauty′ its pemanence in li9ht of the mny other versions.
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This is a facsimile of the CODEX VATICANUS (B) , ·showing· space left
for Mark 16:9-20. 
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2I25126. 4:45 PM What Do We Find When We Ente「the Pe軸ofthe CriticaI軸ofthe New雨tame=t? - Ch「istian Pub-ishi=g House BIog

恥iedrich Cons亀antin

VO王亀　　　Ti$Ch合議d奪証

[1815輸1874]

His name was Friedrich

Constantin von Tischendorf, a

WOrld Ieading biblicaI schola「

Who rqected higher criticism,

Which led to noteworthy

SuCCeSS in defending the

authenticity of BibIe text.

Tischendorf was born in Lengenfeld′ Saxony’nOrthern Europe, the

SOn Of a physICIan′ in the year 1815 and educated in Greek at the

Unive「sity of Leipzig・ Du「ing his university studies, he was

t「Oubled by higher criticism of the BibIe′ Offered by famous

German theoIograns′ Who sough=o prove that the Greek New

Testament was not authentic・ Tischendo「f became committed,

however that a thoroi」gh research of the early manuscripts would

PrOVe the trustworthiness of the BibIe text.

We are indebted to Tischendo「f for dedicating his life and ab冊es

to searching through Europe′s血es川bra「ies and the monasteries

Ofthe MiddIe East for ancient BibIe manuscripts and especiaI-y for

rescuing the gI書eat Codex Sinaiticus from being destroyed.

However our highest・thanks go to our heavenIy Father who has

used hundreds of men since the days of Desideriし」S Erasmus, Who

PubIished the first printed Greek New Testament in 1516, SO that

the Word of God has been accurate~y preserved for us today・ We

Can be grateful fo「 the women of the twentieth and now the

https:〃christianpl刷shinghouse.coI20 1 7′03/09/the-arrivaI-OトthG-C「itical-teXトOf-the-neW-teStamenu
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John William Burgon 

From Textus Receptus 

John William BurgonD (August 21, 1813 - August 4, 1888) (also known as Dean Burgon), was an English Anglican divine who become 
the Dean of Chichester Cathedral in 1876. He is remembered for his passionate defense of the historicity and Mosaic authorship of Genesis 
and of Biblical inerrancy in general. 

• I Biography
■ 2 Burgon Quotes
■ 3 Burgon in modem times
• 4 Publications
■ 5 See Also
• 6 Notes and references
• 7 External links

Biography 

John William Burgon 
called "Dean" Burgon 

Burgoa was born at Smyrna. the son of an English merchant trading in Turkey who was also a skilled numismatist and afterwards became an assistant in the antiquities 
department of the British Museum. His mother is often said to have been Greek but was in fact the daughter of the Austrian consul at Smyrna and his English wife. [Z] 

During his first year the family moved to London, where he was sent to school. After a few years of business life, working in his father's counting-house[31 , Burgon 
went to Worcester College, Oxford, in 1841, and took his degree in 1845. The same year he took the Newdigate Prize for his poem Perra, referring to Petra, the 
inaccessible city in the present Jordan, which he had heard described but had never seen: 

It seems no work of Man's creative hand, 
by labour wrought as wavering fancy planned; 

But from the rock as if by magic grown, 
eternal, sihmt, beautiful, alone! 

Not virgin-white like that old Doric shrine, 
where erst Athena held her rites divine; 

Not saintly-grey, like many a minster fane, 
that crowns the hill and consecrates the plain; 

But rose-red as if the blush of dawn, 
that first beheld them were not yet withdrawn; 

The hue& of youth upon a brow of woe, 
which Man deemed old two thousand years ago, 

match me such marvel save in Eastern clime, 
a rose-red city half as old as time. 

The poem is now chiefly remembered for the famous final line which quotes the phrase "half as old as time" from Samuel Rogers. C4l (This fourteen-line excerpt is often
refr1Ted to as a "sonnet," but the poem is well over 350 lines long, in rhymed couplets. Burgon published it, apparently in a small pamphlet, around 1845. A "Second 
Edition" "To Which a Few Short Poems Are Now Added," was published in 1846;[51 the text above follows it. It contained some revisions: "sanctifies" had been 
"consecrates"; "call'd" had been "deemed"; "But rosy-red.-as if the blush of dawn" had been "But rose-red as if the blush of dawn", and so on. There was also an 1885 
book containing the poem.) 

Burgon was elected to an Oriel fellowship in 1846. He was much influenced by his brother-in-law, the scholar and theologian Henry John Rose ( 1800-1873). a 
conservative Anglican churchman with whom he used to spend his long vacations. Burgon made Oxford his headquarters, while holding a living at some distance. In 
1863 he was made vicar of the University Church of St Mary the Virgin, having attracted attention by his vehement sennons against Essays and Reviews, a series of 
messages on biblical inspiration in which he defended against the findings of textual criticism and higher criticism the historicity and Mosaic authorship of Genesis, and 
Biblical inerrancy in general: "Either, with the best and wisest of all ages, you must believe the whole of Holy Scripture; or, with the narrow-minded infidel, you must 
disbelieve the whole. There is no middle course open to you." 

In 1867 he was appointed Gresham Professor of Divinity. In 1371 he published a defence of the genuineness of the twelve last verses of the Gospel of Mark. He then 
began an attack on the proposal for a new lectionary for the Church of England, based largely upon his objections to the principles for determining the authority of 
manuscript readings in the Greek New Testament adopted by Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort. Westcott and Hort led the team producing the 
Revised Version of the Bible. Burgon assailed Westcott & Hort in a memorable 1881 article in the Quarterly Review, and collected his Quarterly Review articles and 
pamphlets into books, such as "The Revision Revised", in which he denounced Westcott and Hort for elevating "one particular manuscript,--(namely the Vatican Codex 
(B). which, for some unexplained reason, it is just now the fashion to regard with superstitious deference". He found their primary manuscript to be "the reverse of 
,rustworthy." 

Burgon criticised all five oldest Greek manuscripts on which the Revisers relied. Burgoa writes that they: 

are among the most corrupt documents extant. Each of these codices (Aleph B D) clearly exhibits a fabricated text - is the result ofarbitrnry and reckless 
reccnsion."161 
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