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Chapter 8 
Textual Criticism 301 – An Evaluation  

of Selected Variant Readings 

The Murderously Wicked Vinegar Bible . . . and More 
It is easy to understand how errors appeared in handwritten copies of the New Testament. 
No one can expect uniform perfection when humans are responsible. However, we have 
come to expect uniform perfection in today’s computer-printed books. A copy of Bart 
Ehrman’s Misquoting Jesus purchased in Seattle will be exactly the same as a copy 
purchased in Miami. Readers have not always held our high degree of confidence. 
 
The first editions of the King James Bible included several 
errors. Proofreading was a haphazard work and was constantly 
weighed against the need to publish more books quickly and at 
a lower cost. After all, the “privilege” enjoyed by the King’s 
printer created an immense financial burden and that cost had 
to be recovered. One cost saving practice was to reduce the 
number of “reading boys.” These young employees would read 
a fresh page aloud to the compositor. Four proofreaders 
employed by the King’s printer in the 1630s were so fed up 
with the pressure to reduce their wages – or get rid of them 
altogether – that they appealed to the archbishop of 
Canterbury.  
 
The first editions included a number of printing errors. For example: 

• The description of the tabernacle in Exodus 28:11 states that the “hoops” of the 
pillars and their fillets were made of silver. Few probably noticed that the silver 
was used to make “hooks,” not “hoops.”  

• A more famous error is in Ruth 3:15. This error led to some early King James 
Bibles being called the “Great HE Bible” of 1611 and the “Great SHE Bible” of 
1613. The passage in questions describes how Boaz measured out six measures of 
barley and gave it to Ruth. One Bible then says “he” went off to a nearby city, 
while the other says “she” went to that same city.   

• This same Bible has a confusing point in Matthew 26:36 by mixing up the names 
of Jesus and Judas. In this 1611 version, the KJV says that Judas came with his 
disciples to a place called Gethsemane, even though we know that Judas came 
with soldiers to betray Jesus. 

• In Numbers 25:17-18, an early Bible says to vex the Midianites and smite them 
because “they vex you with their wives.” That might have been effective warfare 
then but the Bible should have said “wiles” instead of “wives.”   

• A 1631 edition recorded Exodus 20:14 to read “Thou shalt commit adultery.”  
This edition became known as “The Wicked Bible.”  Robert Barker was fined an 
incredible amount for this unfortunate printing error and died fourteen years later 
in debtor’s prison. 
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• A 1653 version said “the unrighteous shall inherit the kingdom of God” in I 
Corinthians 6:9 

• A 1716 edition has Jesus saying “sin on more” instead of “sin no more” in John 
5:14 

• A 1682 edition made reference to “The Parable of the Vinegar” instead of the 
vineyard. Of course, this edition became known as “The Vinegar Bible.”  

• In 1795, the Murderer’s Bible was printed. It was called this because in Mark 7:27 
Jesus told the woman to “Let the children first be killed” instead of “filled.”  

 
These errors were undoubtedly easily uncovered and soon corrected in later editions. Yet 
the problem has not completely disappeared. Interestingly, even today’s modern editions 
continue to struggle with accuracy. Look up Jeremiah 34:16 in your King James Version. 
Most of today’s editions have “whom he had set at liberty.”  Yet, the version produced by 
Cambridge has “whom ye had set at liberty.”  The original Hebrew is ye. The original 
1611 edition has ye.  However, my KJV Life Application Bible (Tyndale House) has he.  
The Bible software on my computer differs: QuickVerse has he and Logos has ye. 

   

A Closer Look at Selected Variants 
Over the past few weeks, we have come to a better understanding of how we got the 
Bible that we have today. We have looked at the composition and transmission of the 
biblical manuscripts. We have discovered that God ordained to work through fallible 
human beings in such a way to propagate His infallible Word. In an amazing ironic 
statement, we can say that we know we have the inerrant and infallible Word of God 
precisely because of the thousands of errant and fallible manmade manuscripts.  
 
No matter how much we may desire the opposite, the manuscripts with their variants do 
exist – “in black and white,” as it were. It is a childish faith of the highest order to 
pretend they do not exist. So, what do we do with them? Enemies of the faith make much 



 156 

of them. Those who would love to see the Bible destroyed latch onto one or two variant 
readings and make sweeping statements about our “corrupt” Bible. A veritable cottage 
industry has emerged in television networks and publishing houses to discredit the 
Scriptures. Church leaders must do a better job of training their people. Wallace bemoans 
that “we’ve been dumbing down the church for so long [that it] is just a crime and now 
people are panicking when they hear about this sort of thing.”1  
 
You need not panic – you know the facts and how to dig even deeper. In this chapter, we 
will examine a few of the more famous (infamous?) passages and discover what the 
evidence has to say.  

1 John 5:7-8 – The Arian’s Worse Nightmare 

Introduction to the Passage 
We have already discussed this passage several times in this book.2 A quick recap of “the 
rest of the story” behind this passage will be beneficial. The story begins with the work of 
Desiderius Erasmus in his race to publish the first Greek New Testament. Erasmus had 
only a few Greek manuscripts at his disposal but did a commendable job with what he 
had. However, he had his detractors and the most vocal was a man named Stunica, one of 
the editors of the competing Greek New Testament. Stunica complained that Erasmus’ 
edition did not contain the complete text of 1 John 5:7-8. Erasmus responded that he 
omitted the verse because he did not find that reading in any of the texts at his disposal or 
in any of the texts he had examined since the work was completed.  
 
The verse could be found in the de facto Bible of the day – the Vulgate. It was 
unthinkable that the Vulgate – the Bible – could be wrong. Under immense pressure, 
Erasmus stated that he would include the passage in a future edition if a single Greek 
manuscript could be found that contained the passage.  
 
Incredibly, such a manuscript was eventually discovered – or created! Leaders of the 
church presented the manuscript (Codex 61) to Erasmus and, true to his word, he 
included the missing passage in his next edition (the third edition of 1522). However, he 
also wrote a lengthy footnote in his volume of annotations that hinted at his suspicion that 
the manuscript had been prepared expressly to confute him.3 

The English Versions 
First, note how various English translations handle this passage. Only the New King 
James Version (NKJV) has the passage within the body of text. The remaining three – the 
New International Version (NIV), the New American Standard Bible (NASB), and the 
                                                 
1 Wallace in Strobel, The Case for Jesus, 94.  
2 See the information of minuscule 61 on page 76; the details of the work of Erasmus in producing what 
would later be called the Textus Receptus (pp. 84-89); an image of Ì66 with corresponding note on page 96, 
a discussion on meaningful but not viable variants on page 122; a personal anecdote on using the passage 
with Muslims on page 128; and certain details about the non-use of the passage at the Nicene Council on 
page 141-142.  
3 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 146-17.  
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English Standard Version (ESV) – have no indication of the existence of the passage in 
the text. However, the following notes are provided in the footnotes:  
 

New King James (NKJV) New International Version (NIV) 

 

 

New American Standard Bible (NASB) English Standard Version (ESV) 

 

 
 
 
 

No indication given 

 
Note the language used in each case. The NKJV admits that the NU and M omit the 
words. “NU” stands for the combined text of the “Nestlé/Aland-United Bible Society” 
and M stands for “Majority Text.” It further adds that “only 4 or 5 very late mss. contain 
these words in Greek.”  The NIV speaks of “late manuscripts of the Vulgate” and adds 
that the words are “not found in any Greek manuscript before the sixteenth century.” The 
NASB says that “a few late mss add” the words in question. Surprisingly, the ESV makes 
no mention of the passage in the footnotes. 
 
With this in mind, it would seem that Ehrman overstates his case when he presents this 
passage (among others) as something that should scandalize the modern church. We have 
known about this passage for centuries, regardless of the number today that remain 
ignorant of the history behind this text.  

The External Evidence 
The issue is not theological – it is historical. Let’s examine the external evidence of the 
passage in the UBS4:  
 



 158 

 
 
We first notice that the committee awards this passage a grade of “A,” indicating that 
they are certain that the reading that follows is the original text. The reading that follows 
is “the spirit and the water and the blood” with no mention of “the Father, the Word, and 
the Spirit.”  
 
The manuscripts in favor of this reading (found on first six lines up to the // on line 6) 
include Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Vaticanus, minuscule 33, 
minuscule 1739, the Byzantine tradition, the Lectionaries, numerous versions (including 
certain editions of the Vulgate), and several important Church Fathers. That is a most 
impressive list.  
 
The manuscripts in favor of the variant reading (as found in the KJV/NKJV) include only 
eight manuscripts (with four of the eight containing the passage only in the margins).  
These are:4 

 
• 61 – Also known as Codex Montfortianus, an early sixteenth-century manuscript 

located at Trinity College in Dublin, Ireland. This manuscript opens on its own to 
this passage because of the number of times this passage has been referenced. 
This codex was copied from a tenth-century manuscript currently located at 
Lincoln College at Oxford. Ironically, the 10th-century manuscript does not 
contain the passage. There are several instances where the later document differs 
from its original copy and the differences can be traced back to the Latin. This 
provides a level of proof to the claim that Codex 61 was “altered” to have the 
phrase inserted at the time of the dispute with Erasmus. It further reveals that the 
phrase finds its origin in the Latin versions, most likely a copyist’s allegorical 
take on the original wording (Spirit, Water, Blood = Father, Son, Spirit). The 
copyist would have written the comment in the margin of on Old Latin text, 
which would later have been inserted into the text and even later added in 
Jerome’s revision of the Old Latin into his Latin Vulgate. However, the passage 
does not appear in manuscripts of the Vulgate until about A.D. 800.5  

                                                 
4 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 147.  
5 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 148. 
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• 88v.r. – A sixteenth-century correction (the v.r. stands for “variant reading”) in the 
twelfth-century Codex Regius in Naples.  

• 221v.r. – A variant reading added to a tenth-century manuscript in the Bodleian 
Library at Oxford 

• 429v.r. – A variant reading added to a fifteenth-century manuscript 
• 629 – Codex Ottobonianus located at the Vatican. It is a fourteenth-century 

manuscript with Latin text alongside the Greek. The Greek text has been changed 
to align with the Latin. This is the oldest manuscript with the statement found 
within the body of text but as we can see in the apparatus, this reading departs 
from all others in several instances. In other words, there are a number of variants 
within this variant.  

• 636v.r. – A variant reading added to a fifteenth-century manuscript in Naples 
• 918 – A sixteenth-century manuscript in Spain 
• 2318 – An eighteenth-century manuscript influenced by the Clementine Vulgate, 

which was created in 1592. It is housed in Romania. 
 
We also see that the passage was quoted by none of the Church Fathers. As we read at the 
beginning of chapter seven, these men “would most certainly have employed it in the 
Trinitarian controversies.”6  
 
Furthermore, the passage is absent from all ancient versions except for later forms of Old 
Latin (a fourth-century Latin paper called Liber Apologeticus, attributed to the Spanish 
heretic Priscillian (died ca. A.D. 385).  

The Internal Evidence 
If the passage is original, no good reason can be offered to explain why it disappeared so 
suddenly and completely in the ancient manuscripts. The mere thought of such complete 
erasure of such an important doctrinal statement should provoke all believers to fearfully 
reconsider their beliefs.  

Conclusion 
The grade of “A” bestowed on this reading by the committee of the UBS4 is well earned. 
It can be stated unequivocally that the passage as read in the KJV/NKJV is a later gloss 
and is not the original writing of John. At the same time, we must restate the case that the 
biblical doctrine of the Trinity does not hinge on this single verse. The Bible everywhere 
reveals to us that the Father, the Son, and the Spirit are God and yet that God is one. Just 
because a particular verse does not affirm a cherished doctrine does not mean that the 
doctrine does not exist any longer. The Trinitarian formula found in these later 
manuscripts only summarized what the men at the Council of Constantinople stated in 
A.D. 381. In no way can we say that this verse informed them.7  So, to the chagrin of 
Arians ancient, present and future, the Trinity remains the orthodox revelation of the 
Scriptures.  

                                                 
6 Metzger, Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 648.  
7 Bock and Wallace, Dethroning Jesus, 70.  
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John 7:53-8:11 – The Case of the Adulterous Woman 

Introduction to the Passage 
It is a familiar and beloved story – a woman caught in the act of adultery is brought 
before Jesus for judgment or lenience. However, it is really a trap set up by the Pharisees 
to catch Jesus in a misstep. In the well-known story (it appears in virtually every movie 
ever made about Jesus), Jesus stoops to write in the dirt. After a few tense moments, He 
says “Let him who is without sin among you be the first to throw a stone at her” (John 
8:7). Shaken by this statement, the leaders slowly drop their rocks and file away. Then, 
Jesus pronounces pardon to the woman and sends her on her way to “sin no more” (John 
8:11).  
 
While the story is indeed touching and beautiful, there remains a simple problem: it does 
not belong in the Bible. Though we have known that for well over 100 years, Ehrman 
again paints a story of incredulous scandal. We all want this story to be in the Bible. 
Jesus exhibits such love and grace and mercy to the woman and such wisdom and 
fearlessness in the face of the Pharisees. No doubt the copyists felt the same way.  
 
Today, however, the only scandal lies in keeping this information hidden from believers 
for the sake of the readers’ emotions and publishers’ timidity. The cover-up is always 
worse than the event being covered. Now, because publishers and preachers have been 
reluctant to deal with this type of issue, scores of believers are shocked and disturbed 
when they hear news about this passage (along with others such as 1 John 5 and the 
ending of Mark). They should not be because every Bible has some sort of notation 
regarding the authenticity of this passage. We know believers are affected from the 
reactions to Ehrman’s book and the resultant “Chicken Little Effect” is disheartening to 
many. 8 

The English Versions 
You can see below the way various Bible publishers handle the text of John 7:53ff: 
 

New King James (NKJV) New International Version (NIV) 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 Dan Wallace in Lee Strobel, The Case for Jesus, 92.  
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New American Standard Bible (NASB) English Standard Version (ESV) 

 

 

 
 
The NKJV, as expected, makes no indication of any problem in the text itself but does 
include a footnote that borders on apologetic. In the NKJV, it is noted that the verses in 
question “are present in over 900 mss of John.” However, the footnote fails to tell us any 
information about these 900 manuscripts (see below in “External Evidence”). The NIV9 
sets the passage apart from the rest of the text with lots of white space and a note within 
the text (perhaps knowing that most Christians do not bother to read the footnotes). The 
NASB sets the passage off with single brackets [ ] with the corresponding footnote. 
Finally, the ESV also sets the passage off with white space, a disclaimer within the text, 
double brackets [[  ]], and a very informative footnote.  Even the most casual reader of 
today’s modern Bible should know that something is going on in this passage.  

The External Evidence 
In his textual commentary, Metzger writes that the “evidence for the non-Johannine 
origin of the [passage]10 of the adulteress is overwhelming.”11 Let’s examine the external 
evidence of the passage in the UBS4 to understand that declarative statement:  
 

 
 

                                                 
9 The TNIV (Today’s New International Version) has the passage in a smaller font with brackets.  
10 Metzger uses the word “pericope” [per-ik′-oh-pee], a technical term for a self-contained story or passage 
in the Bible.  
11 Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 187.  
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Indeed, we see once again that the UBS4 committee grants this passage a grade of {A}, 
which indicates they are certain they have found the original reading, which would be the 
omission of this passage.  
 
In the apparatus, we notice immediately after the grade the italicized word omit, followed 
by a list of very early and diverse manuscripts as Ì66 and Ì75. The former is a papyrus 
containing almost John’s entire Gospel. It was copied sometime in the first half of the 
second century (A.D. 125-150).  Below is the relevant page from Ì66 which shows a dot 
near the end of the second line (count five letters back from the right). The last letters 
before the dot come from 7:52. The letters immediately after the dot come from 8:12. 

 
 
Ì75 is a papyrus containing most of Luke and John. This manuscript dates to the late 
second century (A.D. 175-200). The copyist of this manuscript was well-trained and 
literate, as shown by his tight calligraphy and control. He was also very good at his work 
and this manuscript is a very accurate copy, with no evidence of any revision or 
corrections in the text. This text agrees 87% of the time with Codex Vaticanus.  
 
We also notice that it appears to be omitted from Codex Alexandrinus and Codex 
Ephraemi as indicated up the vid attached to the majuscules A and C.12 Metzger tells us 
that A and C are defective here but it is highly probable that neither contained the passage 
because careful measurements indicate that there is not enough space in the missing 
pages to include this section.13  
 
In the second line, we also see that the passage is omitted in the lectionaries and most of 
the versions. Furthermore, several important Church Fathers neglect to discuss this 
passage. – even though men like Origen, Chrysostom and Nonnus dealt with the entire 
Gospel verse by verse.14  In fact, no Greek church leader until the twelfth century 
comments on the passage and that particular Church Father declares that accurate copies 
of the Gospel do not contain the passage.15  
 
When Dan Wallace examined newly discovered manuscripts in Albania last June, he was 
amazed to find that this passage was missing from three of the four texts of John. The 
fourth manuscript tacked the passage onto the very end of the Gospel. Wallace admitted 
that this was “way out of proportion for manuscripts from the 9th century and following. 
                                                 
12 VID indicates that the manuscript is defaced at the point of the reading and the apparent reading is given. 
It basically means the text is hard to read.  
13 Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 187. 
14 Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 319.  
15 Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 188. 
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Once we get into that era, manuscripts start conforming much more to each other. Thus, 
to find some that didn’t have the story is remarkable.”16 
 
In the fourth line of the apparatus, note the two slashes //include. The information that 
follows lists manuscripts that have included the passage. We first notice Codex Bezae of 
the fifth century and thirteen other minuscules (with a fourteenth having the reading in 
the margin (1424mg)). We notice that the Byzantine manuscripts do include the passage 
and gives credence to the NKJV note that over 900 manuscripts include the passage.  
 
Of particular importance are the comments after the second set of slashes (the very end of 
line seven. In the notes that follow, we notice that: 
 

• Four manuscripts include the entire passage with asterisks or obeli (marks used by 
scribes to indicate their doubts). 

• One manuscript and eight lectionaries include only 8:3-11 and omit 7:53-8:2.  
• One set of manuscripts (Family 13) include the passage after Luke 21:38 instead 

of in the Gospel of John 
• One minuscule (225) includes the passage after John 7:36 
• One minuscule (Family 1) includes the passage after John 21:25 but includes a 

critical note along with it 
• One minuscule (the corrector of 1333) includes a portion of the passage (8:3-11) 

after Luke 24:53. 
 
One fourth century Christian named Eusebius noted that the story also appeared in the 
now-lost Gospel to the Hebrews17. The diversity of this passage is truly astounding.  

The Internal Evidence 
The style and vocabulary of the passage differs noticeably from the rest of John’s Gospel. 
It also seems to interrupt the sequence of events in John 7:52 and 8:12. Earlier, Jesus is at 
the Feast of Booths and many are beginning to wonder about Him. This leads some to 
seek to arrest him (7:30). Officers were sent to arrest Jesus but Christ keeps on preaching, 
saying loudly, “If anyone thirsts, let him come to me and drink” (John 7:37).  
 
Then, in 8:12, Jesus states that He is the “light of the world.” It seems obvious that this 
statement follows his earlier statement about “living water” as water and lights were 
integral parts of the Feast of Booths.18 The remark by Jesus also seems to fit well with the 
Pharisees’ disparaging statement about the region of Galilee. The insertion of the passage 
in question between these two statements seems wholly out of place.  
 

                                                 
16 Sarah Eekhoff Zylstra, “Is ‘Let Him Who Is Without Sin Cast the First Stone’ Biblical?”  Christianity 
Today, April 23, 2008. http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/article_print.html?id=55088, accessed April 
24, 2008.   
17 Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 3.39, as quoted in Jones, Misquoting Truth, 64.  
18 See “Tabernacles” in The Feasts of Israel: God’s Prophetic Calendar by Jeff Spry at 
http://www.westernavenue.org/default.aspx?pid=89 (accessed May 14, 2008).  
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The omission is further evidenced by the asterisks and obeli in many manuscripts and the 
fact that the passage is inserted into two other locations in John and even two different 
locations in Luke’s Gospel. Ultimately, however, the weight of evidence falls on the 
external evidence and it is overwhelming. The earliest and best manuscripts omit the 
passage entirely.  

Conclusion 
The account has all the markings of a true biblical story. It is almost certain to be an 
actual event that occurred in the life and ministry of Jesus. However, it is even more 
certain that John did not include this story in his original accounting of the gospel story. 
Metzger writes that although the committee was unanimous the story does not belong in 
John, they decided to include the passage in the Greek New Testament but in double 
brackets due to its traditional place in the story of Christ. The Bible that fails to include 
the passage at all is sure to sell slowly, if at all.  
 
Again, it must be stressed that the inclusion or omission of this passage does not affect 
any single doctrine of the church. We know of Christ’s love and mercy and grace from 
numerous other passages. We know of God’s forgiveness from numerous other passages.  
 
Practically speaking, Christians should be cautious about developing streams of theology 
from a passage such as this. However, because of the emotional baggage attached to this 
story, it will likely remain in all our Bibles for a long time to come. That is probably not a 
bad thing!  

Mark 16:9-20 – That’s All, Folks!  

Introduction to the Passage19 
Near the end of Mark’s Gospel, we read that Jesus is crucified and buried on the day 
before the Sabbath (15:42-47). On the day after the Sabbath, Mary Magdalene and two 
other women revisit the tomb to properly anoint the body of Christ (16:1-2). However, 
when they arrive, the stone has been rolled away from the tomb and they see a young 
man in a white robe inside. This man tells them that Jesus has been raised and for them to 
go tell the Jesus is going to meet them “just as he told you.” Then, surprisingly, the 
women leave the tomb and say nothing to anyone for “they were afraid” (16:4-8).  
 
In some ancient manuscripts, the Gospel of Mark ends there. It is a strangely abrupt 
ending. However, in the majority of available manuscripts, the story continues. Jesus 
appears to Mary Magdalene and she tells the disciples but they do not believe her. Jesus 
then appears to the eleven living disciples and scolds them for their unbelief. In the midst 
of the passage, we read the incredible words that the disciples would speak in new 
tongues, take up snakes, drink poison, and heal the sick. Finally, Jesus is taken into 
heaven and the disciples go forth preaching the Good News.  
 

                                                 
19 We briefly discussed this passage in the introduction to “Chapter 7-Textual Variants” (see page 106-107, 
portions of which are presented here). 
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Bart Ehrman, while marketing his best-selling book, “Misquoting Jesus,” routinely 
mentions this passage in Mark during media interviews. He argues that the passage does 
not belong in the Bible – a statement usually met with audible gasps. However, Bible 
scholars and publishers have known about the questions surrounding these verses for a 
long time. Why does the general Christian public not know of these issues?  

The English Versions 
You can see below the way various Bible publishers handle the ending of Mark: 
 

NKJV NIV 

  
NASB ESV 

 
 

 

 
 

 
The NKJV makes no mention of the question within the text but offers a good 
explanatory footnote. The NIV sets off the passage with a line and a statement that reads: 
“The most reliable early manuscripts and other ancient witnesses do not have Mark 16:9-
20.” There is no footnote on the page.  
 
The NASB simply puts the entire passage into single brackets and explains in a pitifully 
short footnote that “Later manuscripts add vv 9-20.” However, the NASB does add yet 
another possible ending to Mark’s Gospel (see footnote #2).  
 
Finally, the ESV also sets the passage apart with double brackets and a lot of white space 
(but no dividing line) with a disclaimer that reads: “Some of the earliest manuscripts do 
not include 16:9-20.” The ESV also contains a lengthy footnote, shown above.  
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The External Evidence 
Let’s examine the external evidence of the passage in the UBS4: 
 

 
 
We first notice that once again the UBS committee awards the reading they present in the 
text with a grade of {A}, indicating they are extremely confident of their findings. The 
apparatus first gives the committee’s preferred reading, which is to omit verses 9-20. We 
notice that neither of the two oldest manuscripts, Sinaiticus or Vaticanus, omit the 
passage. In fact, as late as the twelfth century, minuscule 304 stubbornly insists on ending 
the Gospel at verse eight.20  
 
We also see that a few versions omit the verses: certain volumes of the Syriac, the Coptic, 
the Armenian (about 100 of them) and the two oldest Georgian manuscripts (written A.D. 
897 and A.D. 913). A few Church Fathers also fail to mention the last twelve verses at 
all.  
 
In the second line, we see the double slash // and the second variation. A single Old Latin 
manuscript (Codex Bobiensis) contains “the short ending only.” What does this mean? 
This text adds a completely different postscript to Mark 16:8, reading only, “All that they 
were told, they reported briefly to Peter and those around him. After these things, Jesus 
sent out by means of them, from east to west, the sacred and immortal message of 
salvation unto the ages.”  This particular Latin manuscript does not contain the twelve 
verses but this shorter ending only. It is obvious that this shorter ending has no claim to 
be original – either here where it appears alone or when it is included along with the 
longer ending (as we see in the next variance).  
 
In a remarkable display of the “tenacity of the text,” we note at the beginning of the third 
line the second //, which gives manuscripts that add both the shorter ending and the full 
twelve verses. Even though this shorter ending is preserved as the sole ending in one 
single manuscript, four majuscules from the sixth-ninth centuries and two minuscules 
from the thirteenth century include this shorter reading between verse 8 and the verse 9 
(remember, all of this was before the invention of verse numbers). Additionally, one 
lectionary reading from the 700s and a few versions also include both.  
                                                 
20 Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 292.  
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In the fourth line, the third // tells us manuscripts that add the final twelve verses but do 
so with a corresponding notation, sign, or symbol (even as late as the sixteenth century21) 
to indicate doubts about reliability.  
 
Finally, also in the fourth line, the fourth // gives us manuscripts that include the final 
twelve verses of Mark’s Gospel. We see here the vast majority of textual witnesses, 
including Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Ephraemi, Codex Bezae, Codex W22, the Family 
13 minuscules, minuscule 33, the consensus of the Byzantine tradition and lectionaries, 
several versions and numerous Church Fathers.   
 
So, we see that the external evidence leans toward containing the passage when we count 
the manuscripts. At the same time, the external evidence leans toward omitting the 
passage when we weigh the manuscripts (Sinaiticus and Vaticanus). With this split, we 
turn to the passage itself for information.   

The Internal Evidence 
It has been noted that the vocabulary and style of the longer ending are “decidedly non-
Markan.”23 At least nine words appear in these twelve verses but appear nowhere else in 
all of Mark’s writings. One separate word and one four-word phrase words appear in the 
twelve verses but do not appear anywhere else in the entire New Testament (as 
designations of the disciples).24  
 
The connection between verse eight and verses 9-20 is striking in its awkwardness and 
leaves doubt that Mark intended it to be a continuation of his thoughts. The subject of 
verse 8 is the women and the subject of verse 9 is Jesus. In verse 9, Mary Magdalene is 
identified as the one “from whom he had cast out seven demons” after already being 
introduced by name in 15:47 and 16:1.  
 
Coupled with the fact that scribes would be uncomfortable with such an abrupt ending, it 
seems likely (but not conclusive) that Mark’s Gospel ended in verse eight. The wide 
variety of endings suggests this, as well.  

Conclusion 
Why would Mark do such a strange thing? There are three accepted reasons why Mark’s 
Gospel would end at 16:8: 
                                                 
21 Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 292. 
22 Codex Washintonianus (Codex W) also includes the following after verse 14: “And they excused 
themselves, saying, ‘This age of lawlessness and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and 
power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits. Therefore reveal your righteousness now.’ – 
thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied to them, ‘The term of years of Satan’s power has been 
fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have sinned I was handed over to death, 
that they may return to the truth and sin no more, in order that that they may inherit the spiritual and 
incorruptible glory of righteousness that is in heaven.’”  In Metzger, A Textual  Commentary on the Greek 
New Testament, 104.  
23 Text Critical note in NET Bible, page 1786.  
24 Metzger, A Textual  Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 104.  
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1) Mark intentionally ended in an open-ended way.  
2) Mark never completed the Gospel. 
3) When Mark wrote his Gospel, he ended one page with verse eight and put 

verses 9ff on a new page, which was subsequently lost.  
 
The first reason is most likely because Mark most likely penned the original Gospel on a 
scroll, not on a codex with loose pages. It is also unlikely that he failed to finish his work 
appointed and directed by God. Instead, Mark seems to have ended his Gospel abruptly in 
order to draw the reader/hearer into the story itself. He used such a literary device to 
force the reader/hearer to ask himself, “What would I do with this information? What am 
I going to do with Jesus?” 
 
On the basis of the more weighty external evidence and strong internal considerations, it 
appears that the earliest form of the Gospel of Mark ended at 16:8. However, the 
truthfulness of the passage is not in dispute. The main events of Mark 16:9-20 are already 
recorded elsewhere. Once again, out of deference to antiquity of the longer ending and its 
emotional import to the Christian community, the passage is always included in modern 
English Bibles though rightfully separated by brackets, lines, or white space.  

Mark 1:41 – A Leper in the Hands of an Angry Jesus 

Introduction to the Passage 
In the first chapter of Mark’s Gospel, Jesus talks to a leper who asks Jesus for healing. 
Mark records that Jesus, “Moved with pity, he stretched out his hand and touched him 
and said to him, “I will; be clean” (Mk 1:41). This seemingly benign verse is one of Bart 
Ehrman’s main examples of troublesome passages in Misquoting Jesus. In fact, it is his 
lead example in his fifth chapter, “Originals that Matter.”  Ehrman points out that some 
manuscripts say that Jesus was “becoming angry” instead of “moved with pity” or 
“compassion.” So far, only the TNIV has used the “angry” form, saying that Jesus was 
“indignant.”  
 
Ehrman argues that if Jesus was indeed angry or indignant in the face of this request for 
healing, then our picture of Christ in Mark changes dramatically. Ehrman uses this single 
verse as an example of variants that “affect the interpretation of an entire book of the 
New Testament.”25 This is a good example of overstating your case. After all, there are at 
least two other occasions in Mark where Jesus gets angry – 3:5 and 10:14. Besides, 
immediately after healing the leper, the Bible says that “And Jesus sternly charged him 
and sent him away at once” (Mark 1:43). If this is Ehrman’s “Exhibit A,” it does little to 
prove his point that our overall picture of Jesus is changed.26  

The English Versions 
There is no mention of variation in any of the English versions, except the 
aforementioned TNIV.  

                                                 
25 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus, 132.  
26 Dan Wallace, “The Gospel According to Bart.”  
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The External Evidence 
Let’s see what the manuscript evidence of the USB4 reveals about this verse: 
 

 
Metzger writes that “it is difficult to come to a firm decision concerning the original 
text.”27 We notice that the UBS4 committee gives this reading a grade of {B}, meaning 
they are less certain of their decision. The first word given is splanchnistheis, which has 
the meaning of “compassion.” This is the reading in Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, 
Ephraemi. It also appears this way in Codex L and Codex W and four other majuscules. 
We see that this reading is in Family 1, Family 13 , 20 other minuscules, and the 
consensus of the Byzantine tradition and the lectionaries.  
 
The variant reading is located at the beginning of the last line (note the // at the very end 
of line three). The variant is orgistheis, which has the meaning of “anger.” This variant 
reading is found in Codex Bezae, a few Latin texts and the Diatesseron.28  
 
As for the rules of textual criticism, Ehrman’s opinion is credible. It does not make sense 
to think that a scribe saw the original word “compassion” and later changed it to read 
“angry.” There is no reason for a Christian to do so unless the reading was original. 
However, it is easy to understand why a well-meaning scribe would try to soften this 
account in an attempt to make Jesus look “better.” However, the other two instances of 
Jesus’ anger in the same Gospel did not prompt other scribes to make the same type of 
correction. At the same time, the two words do not look or sound alike so there is no way 
the terms could be confused or easily mistaken.29  

The Internal Evidence 
Even though the word for “anger” might be the correct and original word, it really does 
not do as much damage as Ehrman believes (hopes?). Jesus is usually presented as a 
passionate individual with real feelings. He becomes annoyed (3:5, 9:23) and he has pity 
(6:34; 8:2; 9:22-23). We know from elsewhere in Scripture that Jesus even cries.  
 
So, if Jesus was angry, why? We must acknowledge where Jesus was teaching: a Jewish 
synagogue (1:39). By the Law of Moses, this leprous man should not have been in the 
synagogue (see Leviticus 13). Instead, this man placed an entire Jewish community in 
danger of ceremonial uncleanness. Jesus always challenged additions to the Law but He 
also always called people to live by the Laws God had given Israel. Notice in verse 44 
that Jesus told the healed man to “say nothing to anyone, but go, show yourself to the 
priest and offer for your cleansing what Moses commanded, for a proof to them.”  
                                                 
27 Metzger, A Textual  Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 65.  
28 The Diatesseron is Tatian’s harmony of the Gospels.  
29 The two words are fairly similar in Aramaic but it is highly doubtful that Mark wrote his Gospel in 
Aramaic.  
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Conclusion 
Was Jesus compassionate or angry when He healed this leprous man? Yes.  
 
Ehrman raises this issue and presents his case with much confidence. It is likely that most 
readers of his book will not bother to consider the details he omits or even know where to 
look to consider those same details. I wonder about his level of confidence. According to 
James White, if Ehrman is to be consistent with his arguments here in six pages of 
comments on an extremely insignificant passage of Scripture, then there is absolutely no 
page of the New Testament that you cannot simply dismiss. If so much can be made of 
this variant, then much more can be made of virtually ever other word in the Bible. It 
must also be explained how it is that if the original wording was “angry,” then that 
reading completely disappeared from the textual tradition very quickly and completely. 
Again, it cast doubt on every single passage of the Bible.  
 
So, with the weight of manuscript evidence in favor of “compassion” and only a slightly 
plausible explanation for “anger,” it is best to favor the former.  

Matthew 24:36 – The Incredible Ignorance of the Son 

Introduction to the Passage 
In the incredible twenty-fourth chapter of Matthew’s Gospel, Jesus says, “But concerning 
that day and hour no one knows, not even the angels of heaven, nor the Son, but the 
Father only” (Matt 24:36). Somewhere along the way, some copyists either accidentally 
skipped over a few words or could not handle the thought that Jesus did not know the 
details of the end of time and purposefully omitted a few words. For one of these reasons, 
some manuscripts do not have “nor the son” in the text. Ehrman states that this passage 
was altered because if Jesus does not know the future, then the Christian claim that He is 
divine is “compromised.”30  

The English Versions 
You can see below the way various Bible publishers handle this passage: 
 

NKJV NIV 

 
NASB ESV 

 
No indication of a variant reading 

 

 
No indication of a variant reading 

 
 

                                                 
30 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus, 204.  
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Notice the way different Bible publishers. The KNJV says that the words “nor the Son” 
are added and the NIV says that the same words are not present. Perspective matters!  

The External Evidence 
The UBS4 presents the following information: 

 
 
The committee gives the reading in the text (“nor the Son” is present) a grade if {B}, 
which means they are not completely certain but they did include the three words within 
the text of the Greek New Testament.  
 
The words “not the Son” are lacking in a majority of the manuscripts of Matthew, 
including the later Byzantine texts. They appear or are omitted in the following: 
 

Include “nor the Son” Omit “nor the Son” 
• The original writing of Codex 

Sinaiticus 
• Codex Vaticanus 
• Codex Bezae 
• Family 13 
• Multiple versions 
• Multiple Church Fathers 

• The first corrector of Codex 
Sinaiticus 

• Codex L, W, Delta 
• Family 1 
• Minuscule 33 
• The consensus of Byzantine 

tradition 
• The consensus of lectionaries 
• Multiple versions 
• Multiple Church Fathers 

 
As we can see, the majority of manuscripts omit the words. However, the weightiest 
manuscripts (in both the Alexandrian and Western traditions) contain the words.  

The Internal Evidence 
If this reading were the only appearance of this event, then this could have some effect on 
the believer’s understanding of the nature of Christ as fully divine and fully human. Yet, 
in a parallel passage (Mark 13:32), the words “nor the Son” appear with no textual 
variation at all.31 Yet Ehrman makes much of this passage and never once draws the 
readers’ attention to the parallel passage in Mark. This is strange considering the Ehrman 
discusses Matthew 24:36 a total of six times in his book. Ehrman’s silence here is 
damning.  
 

                                                 
31 Jones, Misquoting Truth, 68.  
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Furthermore, even if the words “nor the Son” were stricken, the text still tells us that “the 
Father alone” knows the time. Therefore, what real issues are at stake in this reading in 
Matthew?  Obviously, none.  

Conclusion 
This particular passage is difficult but it seems safe to say that the words “nor the Son” 
are part of the original text.  The best manuscripts contain the words. There is good 
reason to omit the words but the same scribes failed to do so in the parallel passage in 
Mark. That type of inconsistency is hard to explain.  

Hebrews 2:9 – The Gracefully Lonely Death of Christ 

Introduction to the Passage 
The writer of Hebrews tells us that Jesus was “crowned with glory and honor because of 
the suffering of death, so that by the grace of God he might taste death for everyone” 
(Heb 2:9). Some manuscripts, however, record that Jesus died “apart from God.”  The 
differences are small: 

• By the grace of God – charity theou 
• Apart from God – choris theou 

 
Ehrman argues that “apart from God” is the original wording. Let’s see if he is correct.  

The English Versions 
There is no indication of any variant in any of the four versions to which we have been 
referring.  

The External Evidence 
The UBS4 presents the following information: 
 

 

 
 
The reading “Grace of God” gets a grade of {A} from the UBS4 committee. They are 
certain that is the correct and original reading. We notice the vast majority of manuscripts 
support this reading, including Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Bezae, 
minuscule 33, the Byzantine tradition, the lectionaries, multiple versions and several 
important Church Fathers. Metzger says it is also supported by Ì46.  
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In the fifth line, we see the // and the second reading (“apart from God”). For this reading, 
we see only three manuscripts: majuscule 0243 (10th century) and minuscules 424cvid 
(11th century)32 and 1739. It is, however, attested to by several important and trustworthy 
Church Fathers. 1739 is a very good witness but it is not as weighty as the manuscripts in 
the above paragraph.  

The Internal Evidence 
What if Ehrman is correct that the author wrote “apart from God Jesus experienced 
death”? He argues that this reading is “more consistent with the theology of Hebrews.”33 
Yet, he also argues that the same author of Hebrews “repeatedly emphasizes that Jesus 
died a fully human, shameful death, totally removed from  . . . the realm of God. . . . 
Moreover, God did not intervene in his passion and did nothing to minimize his pain. 
Jesus died ‘apart from God.’”34 If this is the case, how can Ehrman make the case that 
this reading in 2:9 “affects the interpretation of an entire book of the New Testament”?35 
Therefore, the primary objection to his position is not so much textual as it is the 
interpretation Ehrman invests in the reading.36  
 
This reading would not change the general meaning of Hebrews. We know that Jesus 
cried “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” from the cross. So, even if the less 
attested reading prevails, no doctrine has changed and the interpretation of Hebrews also 
remains unchanged. Once again, Ehrman makes much of nothing.  

Conclusion 
It seems certain that the reading “grace of God” is the original reading.  

Who Misquotes Whom?  
When Ehrman’s book first came out, promotional pieces claimed that “many of our 
cherished biblical stories and widely held beliefs concerning the divinity of Jesus, the 
Trinity, and the divine origins of the Bible itself stem from both intentional and 
accidental alterations by scribes.”37 Nothing in Ehrman’s book measures up to that 
incredible statement. Instead, Ehrman spends a gross amount of time giving one-sided 
arguments to support his theories over verses that do no damage to Christian theology 
even if Ehrman is correct.  
 
In telling only half the story, Ehrman reveals his motives in writing this book. The 
evidence seems to point to the fact that Ehrman wishes to sensationalize the information 
and scandalize the believing public. The errors he points out in the manuscripts are not all 
that meaningful and the errors that are meaningful have been known and discussed for a 
very long time. We will take a longer look at Ehrman’s book in the next chapter but in 
conclusion of this chapter, we merely repeat that manuscripts have been copied, errors 
                                                 
32 The superscription “cvid” indicates a hard-to-read correction 
33 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus, 148.  
34 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus, 149.  
35 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus, 132.  
36 Bock and Wallace, Dethroning Jesus, 65.  
37 Jones, Misquoting Truth, 76-77.  
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have crept into the manuscripts, the vast majority of these variants are trivial, and God 
has used the act of transmitting His revelation through fallen men to give us His infallible 
Word in the twenty-first century.  
 


