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One of the more crucial passages at the core of the debate over which family of manuscripts
should be the basis for any Bible translation in any language is 1 John 5:7, also called the
Johannine Comma. While it's true that the passage is absent from the two older, Alexandrian
manuscripts (dating to the 4th Century), the Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, it's also true that those
two manuscripts disagree with each other in thousands of places which makes them highly
suspect. Regardless, the historic and sound position on manuscripts is that the church is the
"pillar and ground of the truth." This means God preserved His word among believers, not in
caves (Dead Sea Scrolls), trash bins (Sinaiticus), or the Vatican library (Vaticanus).
Furthermore, God preserves His word through copying and duplicating it, not by preserving the
original. No original copies of any portion of the bible exists. This is why the preferred
manuscript family comprises what is called the "Received Text." The text is "received" because
it is what our forefathers passed on to us.

We trust God preserved His word. This is a matter of faith. Knowing this has been God's
consistent method of preserving His word throughout both testaments ought to affect our
thinking on disputed passages, such as the Comma, the longer ending of Mark, or the woman
caught in adultery. We trust the word was kept pure throughout all ages, a claim which cannot
be made by textual critics.

Below is an excerpt from John Gill's commentary on the Comma, in which he issues a brief
defense of it as authentic. We concur.

-Ben

"The genuineness of this text has been called in question by some, because it is wanting in the
Syriac version, as it also is in the Arabic and Ethiopic versions; and because the old Latin
interpreter has it not; and it is not to be found in many Greek manuscripts; nor cited by many of
the ancient fathers, even by such who wrote against the Arians, when it might have been of
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great service to them: to all which it may be replied, that as to the Syriac version, which is the
most ancient, and of the greatest consequence, it is but a version, and a defective one. The
history of the adulterous woman in the eighth of John, the second epistle of Peter, the second
and third epistles of John, the epistle of Jude, and the book of the Revelations, were formerly
wanting in it, till restored from Bishop Usher's copy by De Dieu and Dr. Pocock, and who also,
from an eastern copy, has supplied this version with this text. As to the old Latin interpreter, it is
certain it is to be seen in many Latin manuscripts of an early date, and stands in the Vulgate
Latin edition of the London Polyglot Bible: and the Latin translation, which bears the name of
Jerom, has it, and who, in an epistle of his to Eustochium, prefixed to his translation of these
canonical epistles, complains of the omission of it by unfaithful interpreters. And as to its being
wanting in some Greek manuscripts, as the Alexandrian, and others, it need only be said, that it
is to be found in many others; it is in an old British copy, and in the Complutensian edition, the
compilers of which made use of various copies; and out of sixteen ancient copies of Robert
Stephens's, nine of them had it: and as to its not being cited by some of the ancient fathers, this
can be no sufficient proof of the spuriousness of it, since it might be in the original copy, though
not in the copies used by them, through the carelessness or unfaithfulness of transcribers; or it
might be in their copies, and yet not cited by them, they having Scriptures enough without it, to
defend the doctrine of the Trinity, and the divinity of Christ: and yet, after all, certain it is, that it
is cited by many of them; by Fulgentius, in the beginning of the "sixth" century, against the
Arians, without any scruple or hesitation; and Jerom, as before observed, has it in his
translation made in the latter end of the "fourth" century; and it is cited by Athanasius about the
year 350; and before him by Cyprian, in the middle, of the "third" century, about the year 250;
and is referred to by Tertullian about, the year 200; and which was within a "hundred" years, or
little more, of the writing of the epistle; which may be enough to satisfy anyone of the
genuineness of this passage; and besides, there never was any dispute about it till Erasmus left
it out in the, first edition of his translation of the New Testament; and yet he himself, upon the
credit of the old British copy before mentioned, put it into another edition of his translation."
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