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“Fenton John Anthony Hort, whose life work has been with the MSS...‘the amount of what can in any sense be called substantial variation is
but a small fraction of the whole residuary variation, and can hardly form more than a thousandth part of the entire text.”” Evidence That
Demands a Verdict, McDowell, p. 44. Fenton John Anthony Hort, 1828-1892 A.D., was a renowned textual scholar of the 19th century and
served on the committee of the English Revised Version in the 1880s. (“Explaining the Variants” Case for the Real Jesus, Strobel, pp.
85-87) (My N.T. is 421 pages. One thousandth part of that would be .421, or less than half a page!)

“What can we conclude from the evidence? Virtually all of the 400,000 differences in the New Testament documents—spelling errors,
inverted words, non-viable variants and the like—are completely inconsequential to the task of reconstructing the original. Of the remaining
differences, virtually all yield to a vigorous application of the accepted canons of textual criticism.

This means that our New Testament is over 99% pure. In the entire text of 20,000 lines, only 40 lines are in doubt (about 400 words), 37
and none affects any significant doctrine.” Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible (Chicago: Moody Press, 1986), 475



