Which Translation?—a correction

quotation of some words of B. F. Westcott

quoted in Part 2 of the article “Is your Bible
complete?”, by Brother Richard Purkis, published
in September 1996 (p. 361). This two-part article
was subsequently reprinted in the book Which
Translation?, published in 2000. The quotation,
given on page 364 of the article and on page 22
of the book, quotes Westcott as saying in a letter,
“I reject the word “infallibility’, of Holy Scripture,
overwhelmingly”. In fact, the book Life and Letters
of Westcott by his son Arthur (MacMillan, London,
1903) shows that what Westcott said was, “at
present I find the presumption in favour of the
absolute truth—I reject the word infallibility—of
Holy Scripture overwhelming”. It would perhaps
help if I went on to state briefly the background
as to why this quotation was used.

It was Westcott who, along with F. ]. A. Hort,
was largely responsible for the Revised Version
of the New Testament. This, along with many
other modern translations, omits a number of
verses that appear in the AV, relegating them to
footnotes or excluding them altogether. This is
because Westcott and Hort gave preference to
two manuscripts of the New Testament that had
only recently become available to scholars, the
Codex Sinaiticus and the Codex Vaticanus, and
these omit these verses. Their preference is based
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on the fact that these manuscripts are older than
the ones used by the translators of the AV and
are therefore, they said, more likely to reflect the
original inspired writings.

Some scholars, however, opposed this use
of these manuscripts, claiming that they were
aberrant texts, and that the ones used by the AV
translators were the right ones to use. A minority
of scholars still holds this view, and the New King
James Version (known as the Revised Authorised
Version in its original form in the UK) follows
the AV. A number of books have been written
attacking the preference of the RV translators,
especially Westcott and Hort, and seeking to
expose them as having undesirable leanings in a
number of directions. The quotation in question
was taken from one such book, Final Authority—
A Christian’s Guide to the King James Bible by Wil-
liam P. Grady (Grady Publications, Indiana, 1993),
though Grady quotes it correctly on page 230 of
his book. (Brother Purkis says he unfortunately
overlooked the words preceding his quote be-
cause the words he quoted were emphasised by
Grady in bold.)

The question arises as to whether the two-
part article in general misrepresents the views
of Westcott and Hort. Brother Purkis has sent me
copies of some pages of Grady’s book, including
the page from which the quotation was taken,
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and also some pages of a book called New Age
Bible Versions by Gail Riplinger (AV Publica-
tions, Ohio, 1993). I also looked at what a book
called Which Bible? had to say about Westcott and
Hort. This is a compilation of studies defending
the AV, edited by David Fuller (Grand Rapids
International Publications, Michigan, 1984). As
a result I am satisfied that allegations, based on
copious quotations from Westcott and Hort’s
writings, are correct, namely that they were not
fully committed to supporting the inspiration of
the Bible but were attracted to Darwinism, that
they were attracted by Roman Catholicism and
that they were attracted by the occult. On the other
hand, it should also be said that the defenders of
the AV appear to be Protestant fundamentalists
who would have no time for us Christadelphians
because we do not believe in the Trinity.
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The case for supporting the AV does not de-
pend on what Westcott and Hort believed on
matters other than the question of which ancient
texts should be preferred. There are, I believe,
other good arguments for saying that the texts
followed by the AV are preferable to the two texts
favoured by Westcott and Hort. Our book Which
Translation? deals with this and other matters (see
rear cover for details of availability). It should also
be noted that modern versions do not slavishly
follow these two texts, and generally, but not
always, give in the margin the words missed out.
However, the question posed by Brother Purkis in
his two-part article remains: “Is your Bible com-
plete?”. In my view, as well as his, the answer is,
“Not if you rely wholly on a modern version that
does not use the texts used by the AV”.

Tony Benson
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