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Is	strong's	concordance	accurate

Something	went	wrong.	Wait	a	moment	and	try	again.	Strong’s	Concordance	of	the	Bible.	A	study	tool	to	help	you	locate	English	words	and	their	original	Hebrew	and	Greek.	You	don’t	need	to	buy	the	book;	you	can	consult	it	online.Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance,	like	Dr.	James	Strong,	its	author,	comes	under	more	or	less	heavy	criticism	in	certain	theological	circles.
Make	no	mistake	about	it;	you’ll	read	a	fair	bit	of	negativism	about	this	duo,	I	have.	And	I	agree,	just	as	you	can	smash	your	fingers	with	a	misplaced	hammer	blow,	so	can	you	be	misled	by	misusing	Strong’s	concordance.(Origin	of	the	Universe	chapter	3.5)On	the	other	hand,	a	carpenter	wouldn’t	go	anywhere	without	a	hammer	and	knows	that	it’s	an	integral	part	of	their
toolkit.	Just	like	one	needs	training	and	experience	in	the	use	of	a	hammer,	so	it	is	with	Strong’s.	However,	you’ve	got	to	have	the	right	trainer	and	the	correct	apprenticeship.There	are	other	concordances/tools	available	for	Bible	study,	and	they	all	have	their	positive	and	negative	points	like	hammers	and	putters.	I	have	chosen	Strong’s	because	it	is	one	of	the	oldest	and
because	it	is	simple	to	follow	for	Bible	students	not	acquainted	with	Hebrew	or	Greek.	In	saying	it’s	simple	to	use,	I	don’t	mean	that	Strong’s	is	simplistic	in	its	approach.	Many	detractors	don’t	know	how	to	use	Strong’s	to	reveal	its	full	potential	in	helping	students	progress	with	their	Bible	study.Now,	if	you	just	happened	to	click	on	a	link	that	brought	you	to	this	page,
you	might	very	well	be	wondering	what	this	is	all	about.	I	would	suggest	that	you	take	a	few	moments	(it	won’t	take	long)	and	go	back	to	the	beginning	of	this	section	by	reading,	in	order:	Why	Theology?,	Sacred	Books,	The	Bible	and	Biblical	Hebrew.	That	overview	will	give	you	the	outline	to	put	you	at	ease	and	allow	you	to	follow	along	with	the	development	of	this	vital
subject.From	now	on,	we’re	going	to	get	very	practical,	not	only	showing	how	to	use	Strong’s	exhaustive	concordance	but	how	to	dig	for	Bible	understanding.	Frankly,	the	two	books:	Inventory	and	Audit	of	the	Universe	and	the	beginning	of	this	book,	Origin	of	the	Universe,	give	the	overview	and	are	essential	to	understand	why	we	have	no	alternative	but	to	broach	the
Biblical	Hebrew	of	the	Bible.	Do	you	disagree?	OK,	then	please	show	me	where	we	are	going	to	find	answers	to	the	big	questions	in	life.	Where	is	coherent	completeness?	That’s	your	challenge.Dr.	James	StrongDr.	James	Strong	was	born	in	New	York	in	1822	and	settled	in	Flushing,	where	he	built,	organized	and	became	president	of	the	Flushing,	NY	railroad.	He	was	also
deep	into	Theology	and	Divinity.	He	taught	for	some	three	decades	and	was	Professor	of	Exegetical	Theology	at	Drew	University	in	Madison,	NY,	then	known	as	Drew	Theological	Seminary,	before	he	died	in	1894.	You	can	read	a	short	but	interesting	article	about	his	varied	life	achievements	here.	His	ultimate	contribution	to	Bible	study,	as	an	etymologist,	studying	words
and	their	meaning	from	the	context,	is	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance.It’s	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance	that	I’ve	made	accessible	online	for	Bible	Study.	The	work	Strong	accomplished	was	terrific,	considering	there	were	no	computers	in	his	day;	we	owe	him	a	great	deal.	He	SEARCHED	and	GATHERED	ALL	English	words	in	the	King	James	Version	(KJV)	of	the
Bible	(translated	in	1611)	in	the	Old	Testament	that	had	the	SAME	HEBREW	origin.	Same	for	the	New	(Greek)	Testament.Another	way	of	putting	this	is:	Strong	made	a	list	of	ALL	the	unique	Hebrew	words	in	the	Hebrew	Bible.	There	are	some	8600	such	Hebrew	words.	He	and	his	team	then	went	through	the	entire	King	James	Bible,	and	for	EACH	English	word,	they
found	its	Hebrew	origin	and	tied/associated	it	with	one	of	the	approximate	8600	Hebrew	words.	He	did	the	same	for	the	Greek,	which	has	about	5000	words	in	the	New	Testament.For	ease	of	reference,	he	attributed	a	number	to	each	original	language	word:	from	H1	to	H8675	in	Hebrew	and	G1	to	G5625	in	Greek.	Now,	people	who	don’t	speak	these	biblical	languages
can	locate	any	word	in	English	in	the	Bible	and	then	quickly	find	and	study	the	corresponding	Hebrew	and	Greek	original	words.So,	what	you	have	essentially,	is	a	Hebrew	word	from	the	Old	Testament	manuscripts	followed	by	ALL	the	translations	the	King	James	translators	attributed	to	each	display	of	the	word	in	the	KJV.	By	using	the	online	concordance,	you	can
quickly	and	easily	find:ALL	the	English	translations	assigned	to	any	ONE	of	the	8600	Biblical	Hebrew	wordsThe	verse	location	of	ALL	these	English	words.	That	means	you	can	find	and	read	every	verse	where	this	unique	Hebrew	or	Greek	word	is	in	the	Bible.The	bottom	of	the	image	shows	Strong’s	annotations	and	the	King	James	Version	translations	for	Hebrew	word
7225	(reshiyth).What	a	humongous	task,	but	it	is	a	precious	ongoing	legacy	to	aid	Bible	study.	In	essence,	you	have	access	to	the	Hebrew	and	Greek	original	languages.	There’s	nothing	like	studying	something	FIRSThand	rather	than	an	imitation	or	copy	or	even	an	interpretation.In	the	above	example	of	H7225,	we	see	its	translation	in	the	statement	in	the	beginning,	and
we	see	its	relation	to	H7218,	which	means	head,	as	we	discussed	in	key	3	of	mastering	Biblical	Hebrew.	In	the	next	post,	I’ll	show	you	how	to	access	a	Bible	concordance	and	verify	this	yourself.Strong’s	Definitions	—	Notes	—	AnnotationsThere	are	some	reflections	on	the	Hebrew	and	Greek	word	Concordance,	but	these	are	few	and	far	between	in	comparison	to	the
vehemence	one	can	find	concerning	Strong’s	definitions.	These	definitions	for	each	Hebrew	and	Greek	word	are	quite	limited	in	length	and	scope.	I	would	say	they	are	rather	simplistic.	Many	modern,	especially	online,	concordances	add	additional	information	from	various	other	sources	to	beef	up	and	maybe	diminish	Strong’s	definitions.No	theological	work,	be	it	the
King	James	Translation	of	the	Bible	or	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance	or	any	other	is	perfect.	Each	has	its	positives	and	negatives.	However,	if	we	want	to	make	progress,	then	we	need	to	learn	how	to	make	the	best	use	of	the	best,	but	imperfect,	tools	available	to	us.In	my	course	7	Keys	to	Master	Biblical	Hebrew,	a	Study	Method	to	Unlock	Bible	Meaning,	there’s
information	devoted	to	Strong’s	Concordance,	where	I	develop	some	of	the	positives	and	negatives.	In	online	video	courses,	I’ll	be	further	explaining	the	pros	and	cons	of	Strong’s	Concordance	and	especially	how	to	use	it	to	aid	Bible	study	while	being	aware	of	its	quirks.For	now,	keep	in	mind	what	Strong’s	Concordance	is	NOT.	It	is	NOT	theology,	the	study	of	Theos,
God.	It	does	not	give	any	new	knowledge,	it	reveals	no	truths,	does	not	layout	any	religious	concepts,	draws	no	theological	conclusions.	All	it	does	is	organize	words	based	on	their	roots	and	gives	some	guidance	notes	which	we	can	analyze.I	will	conclude	by	saying	that	I’m	using	Strong’s	so	that	visitors	know	I’m	not	doing	my	translations	or	using	my	own	words;	this	is	a
3rd	party.	James	Strong,	just	like	the	one	hundred	translators	of	the	King	James	Bible,	is	criticized	like	all	other	authors,	for	his	authenticity	and	orientation.	But	the	fundamental	question	is,	are	they	honest	and	truthful	in	what	they	render?	Are	they	trying	to	be	accurate	and	faithful	to	the	original?	These	are	works	done	in	the	late	1600s	and	1800s.	That’s	long	before	a
lot	of	scientific	information	about	the	nature	of	the	universe,	the	nature	of	humans,	neurons,	and	the	mind	was	around.Today,	some	300–400	years	later,	despite	their	weaknesses,	outweighed	by	their	strengths,	both	the	KJV	translation	and	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance	are	considered	mainstays	in	the	quest	to	understand	and	unlock	Bible	meaning.How	to	Unlock
Bible	Meaning	—	Using	Biblical	Hebrew	with	No	FussThis	blog	post	is	an	excerpt	from	chapter	3.5	of	Origin	of	the	UniverseYou	can	read	all	of	the	book	Origin	of	the	Universe	online.	Sam	blogs	weekly	at	TheExplanation.com	The	Explanation	masters	Biblical	Hebrew	to	help	you	unlock	more	in-depth	Bible	meaning.	(Major	Revision	~	06/20/2016)	James	Strong	Strong’s
Concordance	and	Dictionary	One	thing	that	many	believers	do	concerning	the	handling	of	Greek	words	is	use	Strong’s	Concordance’s	Dictionary	to	translate	Greek	words	–	this	is	not	only	a	fundamental	error,	but	can	lead	to	devastating	conclusions	regarding	the	misunderstanding	of	many	Greek	words.			Language	Roots	This	is	because	Strong’s	dictionary	is	not	specific
to	any	particular	word	within	any	particular	passage,	it	is	generic	based	only	upon	Greek	roots,	and	cannot	be	used	in	word	studies	of	any	Greek	words	found	in	the	Greek	New	Testament.	It	is	in	understanding	that	the	Koiné	(“common”)	Greek	language	uses	many	cognates	(see	Footnote	#1)	which	in	spite	of	utilizing	the	same	root	words,	derive	diverse	meanings	based
upon	the	grammar;	especially	verbs	concerning	their	tense,	voice,	and	mood.	All	languages	combine	words	to	express	diverse	meaning,	wherein	the	Greek	language	abounds	in	this	practice.		This	is	what	makes	the	effort	to	record	a	concordance	of	every	book	in	the	Bible	so	difficult.			As	stated	in	the	preface	to	Strong’s	concordance	and	dictionary,	his	dictionary	is	a	root
dictionary	wherein	many	words	are	not	actually	spelled	as	listed	in	their	root	meaning	when	you	look	them	up	in	a	Greek	New	Testament.			This	difficulty	is	noted	when	utilizing	an	interlinear	where	the	English	words	are	recorded	beneath	the	Greek	text,	giving	the	reader	the	opportunity	to	see	the	exact	spelling	of	any	specific	word	used,	which	a	majority	of	the	time	is
different	than	found	in	Strong’s	root	dictionary.			(Please	see	Endnote	#2)		I	have	used	the	word	root	to	make	the	point	obvious	that	this	Greek	dictionary	was	never	meant	to	be	a	specific	dictionary	concerning	precise	words	and	their	exact	meaning,	which	is	determined	within	the	passage	wherein	the	parsing	of	the	exact	word	and	is	noted	because	of	the	diverse	spelling
concerning	such	tools	as	prefix	and	suffix,	and	the	grammatical	breakdown	of	the	verbs	into	their	delineation,	as	well	as	the	case	forms,	of	which	there	are	five;	nominative,	vocative,	accusative,	genitive,	or	dative.	If	a	concordance	was	assembled,	which	listed	all	the	variances	of	all	the	words	to	their	exact	meaning	within	just	the	Greek	New	Testament,	it	would	be
hundreds	of	thousands	of	pages	long	because	of	the	diversity	of	words	from	their	original	root	meaning	to	the	specific	meaning	of	that	word	with	in	a	specific	passage.			Therefore,	a	manageable	concordance	could	only	be	based	upon	the	root	words,	but	as	James	Strong	says	himself	in	his	preface,	his	dictionary	was	never	meant	for	Word	study.	Word	study	by	its	very
nature	must	break	down	passages	according	to	their	delineation	which	is	specific	to	that	passage	alone,	meaning	that	a	concordance	would	have	to	list	many	individual	passages,	since	a	majority	of	words	are	changed	in	their	spelling	from	one	passage	to	the	next.			The	deviations	may	be	slight	in	most	cases,	but	the	ramifications	can	be	enormous.	Example	~	Judgment
Because	of	the	diversity	of	combining	words	and	the	slightly	different	spellings	wherein	there	may	be	over	a	half	a	dozen	different	Greek	words,	such	as	the	word	“judge,”	which	is	translated	into	only	one	English	word,	but	has	a	range	of	meaning	from	judging	unto	condemnation,	which	is	condemned	in	the	Bible	and	only	allowed	for	the	creator	God	to	do,	as	compared	to
discernment	like	when	Paul	chides	the	Corinthians	for	not	being	able	to	exercise	proper	biblical	judgment.			How	often	do	we	hear	Christians	misquote	Scriptures	concerning	judging,	advising	others	to	NOT	judge	them,	even	as	they	openly	sin,	which	is	the	opposite	that	is	taught	in	God’s	Word?			For	example,	the	first	chapter	of	Romans	is	inaccurately	used	to	tell
Christians	not	to	judge,	when	the	immediate	biblical	context	is	speaking	about	unbelievers	judging	others,	not	believers.			There	are	more	warnings	to	exercise	proper	biblical	judgment	by	far	than	warnings	not	to	judge.	In	many	passages	the	subject	cautions	against	judging	regarding	the	manner	or	mindset	of	judging,	or	the	spiritual	state	of	the	individual	making	the
observation.		We	are	NOT	told	to	NOT	point	out	a	“speck	in	our	brothers	eye,”	but	to	make	sure	that	we	deal	with	the	beam	in	our	own	eye	first.			Discernment	is	a	requirement	for	human	existence,	but	even	more	so	for	a	born-again	believer.		It’s	not	merely	knowing		the	difference	between	good	and	evil,	it	is	also	avoiding	the	rationalization	that	moves	us	from	good	to
evil	via	shades	of	grey.		Many	times	the	enemy	of	the	good	is	not	evil,	but	second	best,	when	it	takes	pre-eminence	over	what	is	best.			The	Reason	for	a	Lack	of	Discernment	Yet,	because	we	have	ONLY	one	English	word	for	“judge,”	as	compared	to	the	half	a	dozen	in	the	Greek	New	Testament,	the	word	“judgement”	as	used	in	the	English	translations	is	misused	and
misunderstood;	and	now	we	have	a	whole	generation	of	believers	that	misunderstand	God’s	command	for	us	to	discern	the	world	around	us	to	the	extent	that	now	believers	live	milquetoast	lives	because	of	their	inability	to	exercise	godly	judgment	as	seen	in	Hebrews	5:11-14,	where	the	writer	of	the	book	of	Hebrews	connects	the	fact	that	believers	cannot	indulge	in	the
meat	of	the	word	of	God	because	they	refused	to	exercise	proper	biblical	judgment	over	good	and	evil,	and	therefore	can	only	stand	the	milk	of	the	word.	King	James	Translation	(KJV)	“Of	whom	we	have	many	things	to	say,	and	hard	to	be	uttered,	seeing	ye	are	dull	of	hearing.	For	when	for	the	time	ye	ought	to	be	teachers,	ye	have	need	that	one	teach	you	again	which	be
the	first	principles	of	the	oracles	of	God;	and	are	become	such	as	have	need	of	milk,	and	not	of	strong	meat.	For	every	one	that	useth	milk	is	unskilful	in	the	word	of	righteousness:	for	he	is	a	babe.	But	strong	meat	belongeth	to	them	that	are	of	full	age,	even	those	who	by	reason	of	use	have	their	senses	exercised	to	discern	both	good	and	evil.”		(Hebrews	5:11-14	~	KJV)	
Literal	Translation	of	the	Holy	Bible	(LITV)	“Concerning	whom	we	have	much	discourse,	and	hard	to	interpret,	or	to	speak,	since	you	have	come	to	be	dull	in	the	hearings.	For	indeed	because	of	the	time	you	are	due	to	be	teachers,	yet	you	need	to	have	someone	to	teach	you	again	the	rudiments	of	the	beginning	of	the	Words	of	God,	and	you	came	to	be	having	need	of	milk,
and	not	of	solid	food;	for	everyone	partaking	of	milk	is	without	experience	in	the	Word	of	Righteousness,	for	he	is	an	infant.	But	solid	food	is	for	those	full	grown,	having	exercised	the	faculties	through	habit,	for	distinction	of	both	good	and	bad.”		(Hebrews	5:11-14	~	Literal	Translation	of	the	Holy	Bible	[LITV],	By:	Jay	P.	Green,	Sr.,	who	only	uses	Textus	Receptus	or
Majority	Text.)	Lexham	English	Bible	(LEB)	Advanced	Teaching	Hindered	by	Immaturity	“Concerning	this	[a]	we	have	much	to	say	and	it	is	difficult	to	explain	[b],	since	you	have	become	sluggish	in	hearing.	For	indeed,	although	you	[c]	ought	to	be	teachers	by	this	time	[d],	you	have	need	of	someone	to	teach	you	again	the	beginning	elements	of	the	oracles	of	God,	and	you
have	need	of	[e]	milk,	not	[f]	solid	food.	For	everyone	who	partakes	of	milk	is	unacquainted	with	the	message	of	righteousness,	because	he	is	an	infant.	But	solid	food	is	for	the	mature,	who	because	of	practice	have	trained	their	faculties	for	the	distinguishing	of	both	good	and	evil.”	(Hebrews	5:11-14	~	Lexham	English	Bible	[LEB],	By:	Logos	Bible	Software)	Footnotes:	a:
Hebrews	5:11	Literally	“which”	b:	Hebrews	5:11	Literally	“great	for	us	the	message	and	hard	to	explain	to	say”	c:	Hebrews	5:12	Here	“although”	is	supplied	as	a	component	of	the	participle	(“ought”)	which	is	understood	as	concessive”	d:	Hebrews	5:12	Literally	“because	of	the	time”	e:	Hebrews	5:12	Literally	“you	are	having	need	of”	f:	Hebrews	5:12	Some	manuscripts
have	“and	not”	This	great	misunderstanding	has	created	more	false	doctrine	in	churches	because	we	have	used	root	dictionaries	to	define	words	within	a	passage,	which	do	not	give	us	the	exact	meaning	of	God’s	will	concerning	that	word	as	seen	in	Greek	or	Hebrew	word	studies.	Ministers	Using	Strong’s	Dictionary	I	cannot	tell	you	of	how	many	times	I	have	heard
ministers	using	definitions	of	Greek	words	from	Strong’s	dictionary,	and	doing	so	incorrectly	as	opposed	to	actually	doing	the	hard	work	of	parsing	the	Greek	and	learning	how	to	do	so	correctly.			Strong’s	is	never	meant	to	be	preached	from.		It	is	meant	to	locate	passages	in	the	Bible	if	you	know	only	one	word	in	that	passage,	but	even	many	of	the	current	hybrid	Strong’s
Greek	dictionaries	still	display	the	same	problem	with	presenting	only	root	words.			Ministers	should	be	using	only	Greek	New	Testaments,	or	excellent	Word	Studies	that	go	into	great	depth,	and	even	Vines	doesn’t	hold	up	to	this	standard	many	times.			Strong’s	contribution,	which	utilized	over	a	100	contributors	is	a	fantastic	tool	in	locating	passages,	especially
understanding	when	it	was	created	over	100	years	ago	before	the	use	of	computers.			And	the	dictionaries	in	the	back	are	only	meant	to	be	a	general	guide,	which	he	notes	in	the	preface,	that	no	one	ever	reads;	explaining	that	it	is	a	root	dictionary.	James	Strong	was	NOT	a	Linguist	that	understood	Biblical	Languages		Though	James	Strong	was	a	professor,	he	was	NOT	a
professor	in	Greek	or	Hebrew,	and	was	not	fluent	in	these	languages,	he	received	nothing	but	a	summary	introduction	education	in	these	languages.		And	his	credentials	as	a	Doctorate	of	theology	are	only	honorary;	even	though	he	became	a	professor	of	Biblical	Literature	and	Exegetical	Theology	at	Troy	University	and	Drew	theological	seminary	in	New	York.			It	appears
that	his	highest	earned	degree	was	a	Masters	(Not	in	biblical	languages,	but	generic	in	theology),	wherein	he	was	the	valedictorian	of	his	graduating	class.		He	was	given	(Not	earned)	three	honors	doctorates	(Dr.	of	Divinity,	Dr.	of	sacred	theology,	and	Dr.	of	laws)	degrees	(not	based	upon	academia,	studies;	meaning	they	were	NOT	earned),	because	of	his	reputation	as	a
professor	and	his	writings;	none	concerning	biblical	language.	SIDENOTE:	There	are	a	lot	of	ministers	that	place	Dr.	before	their	name	when	they	have	been	given	Doctor	of	Divinity	(D.D.)	degrees,	not	earned	degrees;	meaning	they	are	fake!	Doctor	of	Divinity	(D.D.)	degrees	in	England	are	earned	degrees,	which	is	an	advanced	doctorate	degree	rarely	given.		In	America,
this	is	an	honorary	degree	given	usually	by	a	religious	organization	or	institution,	but	is	not	an	earned	degree.		Individuals	who	put	Dr.	in	front	of	their	name	are	committing	a	fraud	in	that	people	will	believe	that	they	earned	a	doctorate	degree,	when	they	have	not,	it	was	merely	GIVEN	to	them.			When	a	church,	denomination,	or	religious	organization	makes	a	minister	a
Bishop	they	will	commonly	give	them	a	Doctorate	of	Divinity	(This	is	starting	to	be	seen	in	many	churches,	where	they	love	to	address	their	pastor	as	doctor…	.		Where	many	honorary	degrees	abound,	as	well	as	the	use	of	the	term	“Bishop,”	used	for	pastors;	all	done	as	opposed	to	Matthew	23:1-12.)	in	recognition	of	their	position,	but	never	earned.		How	we	love	titles.		
No	record	exists	that	James	Strong	majored	in	biblical	languages,	or	received	a	degree	in	this	specialized	training	concerning	linguistics	for	either	Hebrew	or	Greek.		PERSONAL	NOTE:		I	made	the	mistake	of	utilizing	Strong’s	for	many	years	while	preaching.	It	is	this	kind	of	mistake	that	leads	to	the	teaching	that	man	is	instrumental	in	his	own	salvation	when	dealing
with	Scripture	such	as	Philippians	2:12,	which	states:	“Wherefore,	my	beloved,	as	ye	have	always	obeyed,	not	as	in	my	presence	only,	but	now	much	more	in	my	absence,	work	out	your	own	salvation	with	fear	and	trembling.”	(KJV)	Without	understanding	the	original	Greek	language	I	along	with	many	others	believed	that	I	had	to	add	to	my	salvation	in	some	capacity,	to
“work	it	out.”	Yet	now	that	I	understand	the	Greek,	I	understand	the	difference	between	the	English	phrasing	of	this	word	in	the	Greek.	In	the	Greek	it	means	to	come	to	understand	what	has	been	done,	it	would	be	synonymous	to	a	teacher	working	out	the	formula	of	a	math	problem,	doing	the	work	himself,	then	telling	the	child	to	work	out	how	he	did	it,	and	how	he
came	to	his	conclusion	on	their	own.	The	purpose	would	be	to	understand	the	price	that	was	paid	for	the	conclusion.	This	is	why	the	passage	states	that	concerning	our	salvation	we	should	do	so	with	“fear	and	trembling.”	Understanding	that	to	purchase	our	salvation	it	cost	the	most	expensive	fee	in	all	of	existence,	the	blood	of	a	sinless	peer	being,	the	blood	of	God’s	Son,
God	Himself	Jesus	Christ	to	pay	the	price	for	our	sins.	We	did	nothing	whatsoever	to	deserve	salvation,	we	are	not	even	saved	by	faith.	We	are	saved	by	grace,	yet	faith	is	a	necessary	vehicle	to	access	that	grace,	if	you	don’t	receive	it	it’s	because	you	don’t	believe	it,	yet	faith	is	not	a	condition	of	receiving,	it	is	the	method	of	receiving.	Salvation	is	based	solely	on	the	work
of	Jesus	Christ	on	the	cross	2000	years	ago,	it	is	this	that	Paul	tells	us	to	work	out	and	understand	so	that	we	comprehend	the	seriousness	of	sin.	Sin	is	so	devastating	that	the	only	thing	that	could	balance	the	scales	is	complete	righteousness,	the	complete	righteousness	of	Jesus	Christ	taking	our	place	in	pain	for	our	sins,	this	always	brings	me	to	a	place	of	fear	in
understanding	the	devastation	of	sin	and	a	complete	and	utter	respect	of	how	far	God	was	willing	to	go	to	pay	for	that	sin.	I	did	not	learn	this	lesson	until	I	light	understood	the	Greek	grammar	of	these	words.	If	anything	makes	this	ministry	different	than	others,	it	is	because	I	am	obsessed	with	the	Greek	grammar	of	the	word	of	God,	the	very	language	that	God	chose	to
convey	this	most	precious	message	to	mankind,	the	gospel	of	Jesus	Christ,	wherein	God’s	only	begotten	son,	the	incarnate	deity	and	God	who	came	down	to	pay	for	our	sins.	Generically,	the	sixth	thing	that	Jesus	said	from	the	cross,	generically	is	interpreted,	“it	is	finished.”	Yet	specifically	the	Greek	means	“paid	in	full,”	or	recompense	and	full.	Many	would	ask	the
difference	in	these	two	understandings.	I’ve	heard	many	people	that	are	not	believers	say	that	Jesus	was	a	good	teacher,	and	with	this	mindset	could	say	that	when	he	said	it	is	finished	he	was	referring	to	his	teaching.	Or	perhaps	he	was	referring	to	giving	up	his	life.	Jesus	teaching	is	important	but	it	is	not	the	primary	reason	for	his	incarnation,	because	without	his	death
his	teaching	would	do	us	no	good,	we	might	become	more	moral	people	but	we	would	still	go	to	hell.	When	Jesus	said	paid	in	full	he	was	referring	to	the	gospel,	the	good	news	as	defined	in	1st	Corinthians	15:1-4,	which	states:	“Moreover,	brethren,	I	declare	unto	you	the	gospel	which	I	preached	unto	you,	which	also	ye	have	received,	and	wherein	ye	stand;	By	which	also
ye	are	saved,	if	ye	keep	in	memory	what	I	preached	unto	you,	unless	ye	have	believed	in	vain.	For	I	delivered	unto	you	first	of	all	that	which	I	also	received,	how	that	Christ	died	for	our	sins	according	to	the	scriptures;	And	that	he	was	buried,	and	that	he	rose	again	the	third	day	according	to	the	scriptures”	(KJV)	The	Gospel	is	not	the	teachings	of	Jesus.	The	Gospel	is	the
death,	burial,	and	resurrection	of	Jesus	Christ	who	did	so	to	purchase	our	salvation	by	paying	for	our	sins,	bracketed	between	the	comment	“according	to	the	Scriptures,”	indicating	that	these	three	components	of	the	gospel	our	primary	and	taught	throughout	the	old	and	New	Testament.	It	is	understanding	the	Greek,	that	over	two	decades	ago	I	came	to	understand,
Jesus,	more	than	for	gave	me,	He	“paid	my	sins	in	full.”	There	is	nothing	that	I	can	add	to	my	own	salvation	he	did	100%	of	it,	it	is	simply	my	pleasure	to	accept	it	by	believing	it,	and	thus	live	a	life	of	faith	and	trust	in	him,	never	taking	for	granted	the	power	of	sin,	understanding	how	much	he	paid	to	purchase	me	because	of	it.	This	is	what	knowing	the	Greek	grammar
means	to	an	individual	who	wishes	to	teach	God’s	word,	not	generically	regurgitating	what	a	root	dictionary	states.	Taken	original	Greek	Preface,	Written	by	Strong	himself	Strong’s	Preface	to	the	Dictionary	Hebrew	Preface:	“This	work,	although	prepared	as	a	companion	to	the	exhaustive	concordance,	to	which	it	is	specifically	adapted,	is	here	paged	and	printed	so	that
it	can	be	bound	separately,	in	the	belief	that	a	brief	and	simple	dictionary	of	the	biblical	Hebrew	and	Chaldee	will	be	useful	to	students	and	others,	who	do	not	care	at	all	times	to	consult	a	more	precise	and	elaborate	lexicon;	and	it	will	be	particularly	serviceable	to	many	who	are	unable	to	turn	conveniently	and	rapidly,	amid	the	perplexities	and	details	of	foreign
characters	with	which	the	pages	of	Genesis	and	Fϋrst	bristol,	to	the	fundamental	and	essential	points	of	information	that	they	are	seeking.	Even	scholars	will	find	here,	not	only	all	of	a	strictly	verbal	character	which	they	most	frequently	want	in	ordinary	consultation	of	a	lexicon,	but	numerous	original	suggestions,	relations,	and	distinction,	commonly	made	and	clearly
put,	which	are	not	unworthy	of	their	attention,	especially	in	the	affinities	of	roots	and	the	classification	of	meanings…		The	design	of	the	volume,	being	purely	lexical,	does	not	include	grammatical,	archaeological,	or	exegetical	details,	which	would	have	swelled	its	size	and	encumbered	its	plan.	Taken	original	Greek	Preface,	Written	by	Strong	himself:	“This	work	is	entirely
similar	an	origin,	method,	and	design,	to	the	authors	Hebrew	dictionary,	and	may	be	employed	separately,	for	a	corresponding	purpose	and	with	a	like	result,	namely,	to	be	serviceable	to	many	who	have	not	the	wish	or	the	ability	to	use	a	more	capricious	lexicon	of	the	Greek	New	Testament.	In	this	case	also	even	scholars	will	find	many	suggestions	and	explanations	not
unworthy	of	their	attention”	As	has	been	stated	in	his	defense,	James	Strong	never	contributed	original	research.	The	term	original	research	has	to	do	with	defining	words	terms	and	insights	as	compared	to	restating	passages	as	is	done	in	a	concordance.		A	concordance	is	a	guide	that	list	individual	words	to	be	found	in	the	Bible,	by	its	very	nature	it	is	not	an	original
research	work,	utilizing	rules	of	literature	or	science	in	defining	or	presenting	hypothesis	or	conclusions.		What	the	writers	did	was	categorize	English	words	in	the	English	translation	of	the	Old	and	New	Testaments	alphabetically	as	a	guide	to	their	location	within	these	volumes	–	their	purpose	was	never	to	define	words,	or	prescribed	two	or	teach	doctrine	or	theology,	a
concordance	is	a	book	of	lists.	Strong’s	Concordance	is	a	fantastic	tool.	But	it	must	be	used	as	it	was	meant,	as	a	concordance,	not	a	Greek	word	study	So	Who	Do	We	Use	for	Greek	Word	Study	Guides	One	of	the	best	layman	Greek	Word	Studies,	meaning	that	the	author	defines	the	words	without	explaining	the	delineation	of	the	verb,	such	as:	the	tense,	mood,	voice,
gender,	and	number;	or	the	case	of	the	noun	or	other	grammatical	nuances;	is	found	in	The	Complete	Word	Study	New	Testament	along	with	the	other	dictionaries	and	parallel	Bibles	within	this	series.	Better	Yet	However,	as	good	as	utilizing	Greek	word	studies	can	be,	this	still	only	displays	a	partial	understanding	of	any	specific	word	without	going	into	the	details	of	the
grammar	itself.	The	next	step	in	gaining	greater	understanding	of	Greek	words	wherein	the	student	of	the	Bible	digs	even	deeper	into	the	language	is	in	regards	to	parsing	the	delineations	as	stated	above	(The	verb,	such	as:	the	tense,	mood,	voice,	gender,	and	number;	or	the	case	of	the	noun	or	other	grammatical	nuances;).		This	is	the	level	that	the	teacher	of	God’s	word
should	be	at	in	order	to	thoroughly	equip	(“All	scripture	is	given	by	inspiration	of	God,	and	is	profitable	for	doctrine,	for	reproof,	for	correction,	for	instruction	in	righteousness:	That	the	man	of	God	may	be	perfect,	throughly	furnished	unto	all	good	works.”	(2	Timothy	3:16-17	~	KJV),	the	saints	of	God	regarding	the	whole	counsel	of	God	concerning	His	Word	(“For	I	have
not	shunned	to	declare	unto	you	all	the	counsel	of	God.	Take	heed	therefore	unto	yourselves,	and	to	all	the	flock,	over	the	which	the	Holy	Ghost	hath	made	you	overseers,	to	feed	the	church	of	God,	which	he	hath	purchased	with	his	own	blood.”		Acts	20:27-28	~	KJV).			In	order	to	attempt	this	please	email	me	and	I	will	suggest	further	tools	for	greater	examination	at	this
level.		The	final	step	in	attempting	to	master	the	Greek	New	Testament	language	and	grammar	is	to	become	completely	fluent	in	the	written	and	spoken	word	of	classical	and	Koiné	Greek	language	The	Complete	Word	Study	New	Testament	The	excellent	Greek	translation	work	done	by	Spiros	Zodhiates	TH.	D;	is	by	far	a	great	tool	for	the	biblical	layman.			Spiros	earned
his	doctorate	degree	(achieved)	in	University	after	many	years	of	study	in	the	Greek	language.	He	is	fluent	in	writing	and	speaking	in	Classical	and	Koiné	Greek,	and	also	has	spoken	Greek	all	his	life	as	a	native	of	Greece.		He	translates	words	based	upon	the	specific	Scripture,	where	the	differences	of	how	a	word	is	translated	is	based	upon	the	grammar	of	the	verbs	in
that	particular	usage	in	the	context	wherein	each	usage	of	the	word	can	be	completely	diverse	from	another.		This	can	be	verified	by	a	Greek	New	Testament	Bible	(I	reference	only	the	Textus	Receptus	Greek	New	Testament	–	See	Endnote	#3).	This	is	why	the	diligent	student	of	Greek	never	utilizes	Strong’s	Concordance’s	Dictionary	for	translation	work	because	it	only
utilizes	generic	–	root	words	without	their	specific	meaning	as	found	only	in	the	text	is	used.	Strong’s	was	never	meant	to	be	an	exhaustive	Greek	Dictionary,	it	was	designed	to	give	a	general	reference	to	the	meaning	of	words	utilized	within	his	concordance,	whose	main	purpose	is	to	locate	words	in	the	Bible	using	an	identification	system	which	is	common	in	most	Greek
translation	work.			(739)	“Textus	Receptus	wiki”	website	regarding	Strong’s	Concordance:	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance	of	the	Bible,	generally	known	as	Strong’s	Concordance,	is	a	concordance	of	the	King	James	Bible	(KJV)	that	was	constructed	under	the	direction	of	Dr.	James	Strong	(1822–1894)	and	first	published	in	1890.	Dr.	Strong	was	Professor	of	exegetical
theology	at	Drew	Theological	Seminary	at	the	time.	It	is	an	exhaustive	cross-reference	of	every	word	in	the	KJV	back	to	the	word	in	the	original	text.	Unlike	other	Biblical	reference	books,	the	purpose	of	Strong’s	Concordance	is	not	to	provide	content	or	commentary	about	the	Bible,	but	to	provide	an	index	to	the	Bible.	This	allows	the	reader	to	find	words	where	they
appear	in	the	Bible.	This	index	allows	a	student	of	the	Bible	to	re-find	a	phrase	or	passage	previously	studied	or	to	compare	how	the	same	topic	is	discussed	in	different	parts	of	the	Bible.	Strong’s	Concordance	includes:	The	8674	Hebrew	root	words	used	in	the	Old	Testament.	(Example:	582)	The	5624	Greek	root	words	used	in	the	New	Testament.	(Example:	3056)	James
Strong	did	not	construct	Strong’s	Concordance	by	himself;	it	was	constructed	with	the	effort	of	more	than	a	hundred	colleagues.	It	has	become	the	most	widely	used	concordance	for	the	King	James	Bible.	Each	original-language	word	is	given	an	entry	number	in	the	dictionary	of	those	original	language	words	listed	in	the	back	of	the	concordance.	These	have	become
known	as	the	“Strong’s	numbers”.	The	main	concordance	lists	each	word	that	appears	in	the	KJV	Bible	in	alphabetical	order	with	each	verse	in	which	it	appears	listed	in	order	of	its	appearance	in	the	Bible,	with	a	snippet	of	the	surrounding	text	(including	the	word	in	italics).	Appearing	to	the	right	of	scripture	reference	is	the	Strong’s	number.	This	allows	the	user	of	the
concordance	to	look	up	the	meaning	of	the	original	language	word	in	the	associated	dictionary	in	the	back,	thereby	showing	how	the	original	language	word	was	translated	into	the	English	word	in	the	KJV	Bible.	New	editions	of	Strong’s	Exhaustive	Concordance	of	the	Bible	are	still	in	print	(in	2007).	Additionally,	other	authors	have	used	Strong’s	numbers	in	concordances
of	other	Bible	translations,	such	as	the	New	International	Version	and	American	Standard	Version.	These	are	often	also	referred	to	as	Strong’s	Concordances.	Although	the	Greek	words	in	Strong’s	Concordance	are	numbered	1–5624,	the	numbers	2717	and	3203–3302	are	unassigned	due	to	“changes	in	the	enumeration	while	in	progress”.	Not	every	distinct	word	is
assigned	a	number,	but	only	the	root	words.	For	example,	αγαπησεις	is	assigned	the	same	number	as	αγαπατε	—	both	are	listed	as	25	“αγαπαω”.	Strong’s	Concordance	is	not	a	translation	of	the	Bible	nor	is	it	intended	as	a	translation	tool.	The	use	of	Strong’s	numbers	is	not	a	substitute	for	professional	translation	of	the	Bible	from	Hebrew	and	Greek	into	English	by	those
with	formal	training	in	ancient	languages	and	the	literature	of	the	cultures	in	which	the	Bible	was	written.	Since	Strong’s	Concordance	identifies	the	original	words	in	Hebrew	and	Greek,	Strong’s	Numbers	are	sometimes	misinterpreted	by	those	without	adequate	training	to	change	the	Bible	from	its	accurate	meaning	simply	by	taking	the	words	out	of	cultural	context.
The	use	of	Strong’s	numbers	does	not	consider	figures	of	speech,	metaphors,	idioms,	common	phrases,	cultural	references,	references	to	historical	events,	or	alternate	meanings	used	by	those	of	the	time	period	to	express	their	thoughts	in	their	own	language	at	the	time.	As	such,	professionals	and	amateurs	alike	must	consult	a	number	of	contextual	tools	to	reconstruct
these	cultural	backgrounds.	Many	scholarly	Greek	and	Hebrew	Lexicons	(e.g.,	Brown-Driver-Briggs	Hebrew	Lexicon,	Thayer’s	Greek	Dictionary,	and	Vine’s	Bible	Dictionary)	also	use	Strong’s	numbers	for	cross-referencing,	encouraging	hermeneutical	approaches	to	study.	(	��s_Concordance)	Brent	Endnote:	1.		Cognates	“In	linguistics,	cognates	are	words	that	have	a
common	etymological	origin.[1]	In	etymology,	the	cognate	category	excludes	doublets	and	loan	words.[citation	needed]	The	word	cognate	derives	from	the	Latin	noun	cognatus,	which	means	“blood	relative”.[2]	Cognates	do	not	need	to	have	the	same	meaning,	which	may	have	changed	as	the	languages	developed	separately.	For	example,	consider	English	starve	and
Dutch	sterven	or	Germansterben	(“to	die”);	these	three	words	all	derive	from	the	same	Proto-Germanic	root,	*sterbaną	(“die”).	English	dish	and	German	Tisch	(“table”),	with	their	flat	surfaces,	both	come	from	Latindiscus,	but	it	would	be	a	mistake	to	identify	their	later	meanings	as	the	same.	Discus	is	from	Greek	δίσκος	(from	the	verb	δικεῖν	“to	throw”).	A	later	and
separate	English	reflex	of	discus,	probably	through	medieval	Latin	desca,	is	desk	(see	OED	s.v.	desk).	Cognates	also	do	not	need	to	have	obviously	similar	forms,	e.g.	English	father,	French	père,	and	Armenian	հայր	(hayr)	all	descend	directly	from	Proto-Indo-European	*ph₂tḗr.	Crystal,	David,	ed.	(2011).	“cognate”.	A	Dictionary	of	Linguistics	and	Phonetics	(6th	ed.).
Blackwell	Publishing.	p.	104.	ISBN	978-1-4443-5675-5.	OCLC	899159900.	Retrieved	16	March	2016.	Jump	up^”cognate”,	The	American	Heritage	Dictionary	of	the	English	Language,	4th	ed.:	“Latin	cognātus:	co-,	co-	+gnātus,	born,	past	participle	of	nāscī,	to	be	born.”	Other	definitions	of	the	English	word	include	“[r]elated	by	blood;	having	a	common	ancestor”	and
“[r]elated	or	analogous	in	nature,	character,	or	function”.Crystal,	David,	ed.	(2011).	“cognate”.	A	Dictionary	of	Linguistics	and	Phonetics	(6th	ed.).	Blackwell	Publishing.	p.	104.	ISBN	978-1-4443-5675-5.	OCLC	899159900.	Retrieved	16	March	2016.	Jump	up^”cognate”,	The	American	Heritage	Dictionary	of	the	English	Language,	4th	ed.:	“Latin	cognātus:	co-,	co-	+gnātus,
born,	past	participle	of	nāscī,	to	be	born.”	Other	definitions	of	the	English	word	include	“[r]elated	by	blood;	having	a	common	ancestor”	and	“[r]elated	or	analogous	in	nature,	character,	or	function“.	(From	Brent:		To	the	purist	in	linguistics	who	would	suggest	that	quoting	Wikipedia	is	unprofessional,	perhaps.		But	when	what	is	stated	is	correct,	Wikipedia	can	present
definitions	much	more	concise	and	accurately	than	textbooks	or	journals	with	simple	words	that	are	much	easier	for	us	layman	to	understand.		Remember	Einstein’s	words:	“Everything	should	be	as	simple	as	it	can	be,	but	not	simpler”	–	Albert	Einstein	“A	Scientist’s	Defense	of	Art	and	Knowledge	–	of	Lightness,	Completeness	and	Accuracy.”)	2.		Strong’s	Concordance	&
Dictionary	–	Root	Words	“Although	the	Greek	words	in	Strong’s	Concordance	are	numbered	1–5624	editions	of	Strong’s,	the	numbers	2717	and	3203–3302	are	unassigned	due	to	“changes	in	the	enumeration	while	in	progress”.	Not	every	distinct	word	is	assigned	a	number,	but	only	the	root	words.	For	example,	αγαπησεις	is	assigned	the	same	number	as	αγαπατε	–	both
are	listed	as	Greek	word	#25	in	Strong’s	“αγαπαω”.	Strong’s	Concordance	is	not	a	translation	of	the	Bible	nor	is	it	intended	as	a	translation	tool.	The	use	of	Strong’s	numbers	is	not	a	substitute	for	professional	translation	of	the	Bible	from	Hebrew	and	Greek	into	English	by	those	with	formal	training	in	ancient	languages	and	the	literature	of	the	cultures	in	which	the	Bible
was	written.	Since	Strong’s	Concordance	identifies	the	original	words	in	Hebrew	and	Greek,	Strong’s	numbers	are	sometimes	misinterpreted	by	those	without	adequate	training	to	change	the	Bible	from	its	accurate	meaning	simply	by	taking	the	words	out	of	cultural	context.	The	use	of	Strong’s	numbers	does	not	consider	figures	of	speech,	metaphors,	idioms,	common
phrases,	cultural	references,	references	to	historical	events,	or	alternate	meanings	used	by	those	of	the	time	period	to	express	their	thoughts	in	their	own	language	at	the	time.	As	such,	professionals	and	amateurs	alike	must	consult	a	number	of	contextual	tools	to	reconstruct	these	cultural	backgrounds.	Many	scholarly	Greek	and	Hebrew	Lexicons	(e.g.,	Brown-Driver-
Briggs	Hebrew	Lexicon,	Thayer’s	Greek	Dictionary,	and	Vine’s	Bible	Dictionary)	also	use	Strong’s	numbers	for	cross-referencing,	encouraging	hermeneutical	approaches	to	study.”	27s_Concordance	3.		Textus	Receptus	–	clickable	Links	I	only	use	the	Textus	Receptus	(Theopedia.com)	for	Greek	word	study	meanings,	there	are	too	many	thousands	of	deviations	in	the	newer
(Alexandrian	type	text)	translations	which	do	harm	to	the	original	meaning.	The	Textus	Receptus,	utilized	for	the	King	James	Translation	has	known	English	translation	errors	that	are	understood,	corrected,	and	do	no	fundamental	damage	to	any	doctrine,	unlike	the	newer	translations.	The	New	King	James	is	not	based	upon	the	Textus	Receptus	(Wikipedia.com).		Read	the
introduction	to	the	New	King	James	Bible,	it	is	written	in	the	spirit	of	the	King	James	Bible	(Textus	Receptus),	but	it	is	based	upon	Alexandrian	codices,	which	many	translators,	including	myself	feel	are	corrupted	when	it	is	compared	with	the	Textus	Receptus	(Chick.com),	[See	Footnote	#4	below].	Textual	Criticism	is	a	complicated	subject,	where	there	are	individuals
which	abuse	forms	of	translation	styles	and	formats,	commonly	referred	to	as	Higher	Criticism	(newworldencyclopedia.org),	which	was	created	200	years	ago.		I	am	a	follower	of	the	teachers	of	the	last	few	hundred	years	regarding	Lower	Criticism,	which	has	been	the	standard	of	literature	research	and	biblical	criticism	for	the	last	2000	years,	beginning	in	the	early
writings	of	the	second	century	and	utilized	in	Antioch	as	the	first	Christian	center	of	education	regarding	the	gospel,	under	the	leading	of	Lucian	of	Antioch	(Britannica.com)	[though	vilified	and	belittled	by	the	followers	of	Higher	Criticism],	who	utilized	those	texts	which	were	later	made	up	the	Textus	Receptus.		For	over	1300	years	these	documents	had	been	used	until
they	were	codified	in	the	authorized	text.	Higher	Criticism	teaches	that	many	of	the	books	of	the	Bible	were	NOT	written	by	the	stated	authors,	and	are	not	credible	as	an	errant,	such	as	the	Deutero-Isaiah	theory,	or	the	Documentary	Hypothesis	of	the	Pentateuch,	also	known	as	the	JEDP	Theory.		Almost	all	of	the	newer	critics	that	follow	Higher
Criticism	(GotQuestions.com)	do	not	believe	in	the	complete	inerrancy	of	the	Bible,	nor	many	believe	in	the	inspiration	of	the	holy	writ	as	well.		On	the	other	side	of	the	issue	are	those	who	referred	to	themselves	as	King	James	only	purist	who	even	go	so	far	as	to	state	that	the	English	translation	of	the	Textus	Receptus,	the	King	James	is	the	only	inspired	word	of	God.		
They	go	so	far	as	to	even	indicate	that	the	Textus	Receptus	and	other	original	Greek	language	New	Testaments	are	corrupted,	while	the	translated	into	English	version	of	the	King	James	is	pure	and	without	any	translational	errors,	which	is	quite	ridiculous	in	itself.			There	are	many	of	us	that	believe	that	the	Textus	Receptus	may	be	the	best	Koiné	Greek	copies	that	we
have,	yet	also	value	the	other	Byzantine	texts	as	well,	referred	to	as	the	Majority	Text.	Textual	Criticism,	in	the	form	of	Higher	Criticism	is	taught	by	almost	all	Christian	schools	of	higher	education,	to	their	own	shame.	4.		Textual	Criticism	A.	Lower	Criticism	I	thought	the	following	short	response	by	Chase	was	good	How	We	Got	the	Bible:	The	Text	of	the	New	Testament
In	chapter	8	of	the	book,	Lightfoot	[Biblical	scholar	and	theologian	R.	H.	Lightfoot	(1883–1953),	input	by	Brent]	discusses	textual	criticism.	What	it	is,	a	few	of	its	basic	rules,	and	the	types	of	mistakes	made	by	ancient	scribes.	There	are	two	types	of	textual	criticism.	Higher	criticism,	which	studies	authorship,	dating,	and	historical	value	of	Biblical	documents,	and	lower
criticism,	which	studies	“the	available	evidence	to	recover	the	exact	words	of	the	author’s	original	composition.”	Lower	criticism	is	the	focus	of	this	chapter.	Lighfoot	then	describes	the	two	types	of	scribal	errors:	1.	Unintentional	errors:	Mistaking	one	word	for	another	or	confusing	words	of	similar	sound,	the	omission	of	a	word	because	it	appears	at	a	corresponding	point
several	lines	above	or	below	in	the	manuscript,	or	explanatory	notes	in	the	margin	of	the	manuscript	somehow	ending	up	as	part	of	the	main	text	are	some	examples.	2.	Intentional	errors:	Lightfoot	writes,	“We	ought	not	think	these	insertions	were	made	by	dishonest	scribes	who	simply	wanted	to	tamper	with	the	text.”	The	majority	of	the	time,	these	additions	were
attempts	by	the	scribes	to	“correct”	the	text	or	bring	about	a	better	understanding	of	it.	Three	basic	rules	of	lower	criticism	are	as	follows:	1.	Most	of	the	time	the	more	difficult	reading	is	to	be	preferred.	This	is	because	scribes	usually	sought	to	simplify	the	text	when	copying.	2.	The	quality	of	witnesses	is	more	important	the	the	quantity.	For	example,	if	thousands	of
manuscripts	support	a	certain	reading,	but	they	are	of	late	date	and	contradict	the	early	unicals,	than	this	reading	should	not	be	accepted.	3.	When	studying	parallel	texts	such	as	the	Gospels,	different	readings	are	to	be	preferred.	The	Gospels	all	present	Jesus	as	the	Son	of	God,	however,	each	individual	author	had	descriptions	of	him	and	his	sayings	which	used	different
words.	These	differences	were	usually,	intentionally	or	unintentionally,	harmonized	by	scribes.	Lightfoot	ends	this	chapter	by	stating,	“Because	textual	criticism	is	a	sound	science,	our	text	is	secure	and	the	textual	foundation	of	our	faith	remains	unshakable.”	Stand	firm	in	Christ,	Chase	The	following	is	a	pro-stance	on	Higher	Criticism	B.	Rules	of	Higher	Textual	Criticism
When	the	manuscripts	differ,	how	do	scholars	decide	which	words	are	the	original	ones?	There	is	more	to	it	than	simply	choosing	the	readings	of	the	oldest	available	manuscripts.	Here	are	three	historically	important	sets	of	rules	published	by	some	influential	scholars	of	textual	criticism:	Bengel,	Griesbach,	and	Hort.	Critical	Rules	of	Johann	Albrecht	Bengel	In	his	essay
Prodromus	Novi	Testamenti	recte	cauteque	ordinandi	[Forerunner	of	a	New	Testament	to	be	settled	rightly	and	carefully],	(Denkendorf,	1725),	Johann	Albrecht	Bengel,	a	Lutheran	schoolmaster,	published	a	prospectus	for	an	edition	of	the	Greek	Testament	which	he	had	already	begun	to	prepare	(published	in	1734).	In	it	he	outlines	his	text-critical	principles,	which
included	a	novel	classification	of	manuscripts	into	two	primitive	groups:	the	Asiatic	and	the	African.	The	first	group	he	supposed	to	be	of	Byzantine	origin,	and	to	it	belonged	the	majority	of	modern	manuscripts	and	the	Syriac	version;	the	second,	of	Egyptian	provenance,	was	represented	by	Codex	Alexandrinus	and	the	manuscripts	of	the	early	Latin	and	Coptic	versions.	In
this	work	Bengel	also	set	forth	a	very	influential	rule	of	criticism:	a	preference	for	harder	readings.	This	rule	he	expressed	in	four	pregnant	words:	proclivi	scriptioni	praestat	ardua.	“before	the	easy	reading,	stands	the	difficult.”	The	“Monita”	of	Bengel	In	Bengel’s	Preface	to	his	Gnomon	Novi	Testamenti	(Tubingen,	1742)	he	includes	an	enumerated	list	of	27	“suggestions”
(Monita)	which	may	be	taken	as	a	summary	of	his	critical	principles.	The	following	extract	of	these	is	taken	from	pages	13	through	17	of	Fausset’s	translation:	1.	By	far	the	more	numerous	portions	of	the	Sacred	Text	(thanks	be	to	God)	labour	under	no	variety	of	reading	deserving	notice.	These	portions	contain	the	whole	scheme	of	salvation,	and	establish	every	particular
of	it	by	every	test	of	truth.	Every	various	reading	ought	and	may	be	referred	to	these	portions,	and	decided	by	them	as	by	a	normal	standard.	The	text	and	various	readings	of	the	New	Testament	are	found	in	manuscripts	and	in	books	printed	from	manuscripts,	whether	Greek,	Latin,	Graeco-Latin,	Syriac,	etc.,	Latinizing	Greek,	or	other	languages,	the	clear	quotations	of
Irenaeus,	etc.,	according	as	Divine	Providence	dispenses	its	bounty	to	each	generation.	We	include	all	these	under	the	title	of	Codices,	which	has	sometimes	as	comprehensive	a	signification.	These	codices,	however,	have	been	diffused	through	churches	of	all	ages	and	countries,	and	approach	so	near	to	the	original	autographs,	that,	when	taken	together,	in	all	the
multitude	of	their	varieties,	they	exhibit	the	genuine	text.	No	conjecture	is	ever	on	any	consideration	to	be	listened	to.	It	is	safer	to	bracket	any	portion	of	the	text,	which	may	haply	to	appear	to	labour	under	inextricable	difficulties.	All	the	codices	taken	together,	should	form	the	normal	standard,	by	which	to	decide	in	the	case	of	each	taken	seperately.	The	Greek	codices,
which	posses	an	antiquity	so	high,	that	it	surpasses	even	the	very	variety	of	reading,	are	very	few	in	number:	the	rest	are	very	numerous.	Although	versions	and	fathers	are	of	little	authority	where	they	differ	from	the	Greek	manuscripts	of	the	New	Testament,	yet,	where	the	Greek	mauscripts	of	the	New	Testament	differ	from	each	other,	those	have	the	greatest	authority,
with	which	versions	and	fathers	agree.	The	text	of	the	Latin	Vulgate,	where	it	is	supported	by	the	consent	of	the	Latin	fathers,	or	even	of	other	competent	witnesses,	deserves	the	utmost	consideration,	on	account	of	its	singular	antiquity.	The	number	of	witnesses	who	support	each	reading	of	every	passage	ought	to	be	carefully	examined:	and	to	that	end,	in	so	doing,	we
should	separate	those	codices	which	contain	only	the	Gospels,	from	those	which	contain	the	Acts	and	the	Epistles,	with	or	without	the	Apocalypse,	or	those	which	contain	that	book	alone;	those	which	are	entire,	from	those	which	have	been	mutilated;	those	which	have	been	collated	for	the	Stephanic	edition,	from	those	which	have	been	collated	for	the	Complutensian,	or
the	Elzevirian,	or	any	obscure	edition;	those	which	are	known	to	have	been	carefully	collated,	as,	for	intance,	the	Alexandrine,	from	those	which	are	not	known	to	have	been	carefully	collated,	or	which	are	known	to	have	been	carelessly	collated,	as	for	instance	the	Vatican	manuscript,	which	otherwise	would	be	almost	without	an	equal.	And	so,	in	fine,	more	witnesses	are
to	be	preferred	to	fewer;	and,	which	is	more	important,	witnesses	who	differ	in	country,	age,	and	language,	are	to	be	preferred	to	those	who	are	closely	connected	with	each	other;	and,	which	is	most	important	of	all,	ancient	witnesses	are	to	be	preferred	to	modern	ones.	For,	since	the	original	autographs	(and	they	were	written	in	Greek)	can	alone	claim	to	be	the	well-
spring,	the	amount	of	authority	due	to	codices	drawn	from	primitive	sources,	Latin,	Greek,	etc.,	depends	upon	their	nearness	to	that	fountain-head.	A	Reading,	which	does	not	allure	by	too	great	facility,	but	shines	with	its	own	native	dignity	of	truth,	is	always	to	be	preferred	to	those	which	may	fairly	be	supposed	to	owe	their	origin	to	either	the	carelessness	or	the
injudicious	care	of	copyists.	Thus,	a	corrupted	text	is	often	betrayed	by	alliteration,	parallelism,	or	the	convenience	of	an	Ecclesiastical	Lection,	especially	at	the	begining	or	conclusion	of	it;	from	the	occurence	of	the	same	words,	we	are	led	to	suspect	an	omission;	from	too	great	facility,	a	gloss.	Where	the	passage	labours	under	a	manifold	variety	of	readings,	the	middle
reading	is	the	best.	There	are,	therefore,	five	principal	criteria,	by	which	to	determine	a	disputed	text.	The	antiquity	of	the	witnesses,	the	diversity	of	their	extraction,	and	their	multitude;	the	apparent	origin	of	the	corrupt	reading,	and	the	native	colour	of	the	genuine	one.	When	these	criteria	all	concur,	no	doubt	can	exist,	except	in	the	mind	of	a	sceptic.	When,	however,	it
happens	that	some	of	these	criteria	may	be	adduced	in	favour	of	one	reading,	and	some	in	favour	of	another,	the	critic	may	be	drawn	sometimes	in	this,	sometimes	in	that	direction;	or,	even	should	he	decide,	others	may	be	less	ready	to	submit	to	his	decision.	When	one	man	excels	another	in	powers	of	vision,	whether	bodily	or	mental,	discussion	is	vain.	In	such	a	case,	one
man	can	neither	obtrude	on	another	his	own	conviction,	nor	destroy	the	conviction	of	another;	unless,	indeed,	the	original	autograph	Scriptures	should	ever	come	to	light.”	Following	this	are	ten	more	paragraphs,	numbered	18	through	27,	which	do	not	pertain	to	the	evaluation	of	various	readings,	but	instead	contain	sundry	remarks	relative	to	the	design	and	use	of	his
critical	edition.	The	seventeen	given	above	may	therefore	be	taken	as	Bengel’s	formally	stated	canons	of	criticism.	Griesbach’s	Fifteen	Rules	In	the	Introduction	to	his	second	edition	of	the	Greek	New	Testament	(Halle,	1796)	Griesbach	set	forth	the	following	list	of	critical	rules,	by	which	the	intrinsic	probabilities	may	be	weighed	for	various	readings	of	the	manuscripts.
Rules	for	the	prior	evaluation	of	documentary	evidence,	such	as	the	ones	formulated	by	Bengel,	are	implicit	in	Griesbach’s	theory	of	the	manuscript	tradition,	and	so	they	are	not	taken	up	here.	What	follows	is	a	translation	of	Griesbach’s	Latin	as	it	was	reprinted	by	Alford	in	the	Introduction	of	his	Greek	Testament	(London,	1849.	Moody	reprint,	page	81).	The	shorter
reading,	if	not	wholly	lacking	the	support	of	old	and	weighty	witnesses,	is	to	be	preferred	over	the	more	verbose.	For	scribes	were	much	more	prone	to	add	than	to	omit.	They	hardly	ever	leave	out	anything	on	purpose,	but	they	added	much.	It	is	true	indeed	that	some	things	fell	out	by	accident;	but	likewise	not	a	few	things,	allowed	in	by	the	scribes	through	errors	of	the
eye,	ear,	memory,	imagination,	and	judgment,	have	been	added	to	the	text.	The	shorter	reading,	even	if	by	the	support	of	the	witnesses	it	may	be	second	best,	is	especially	preferable–	(a)	if	at	the	same	time	it	is	harder,	more	obscure,	ambiguous,	involves	an	ellipsis,	reflects	Hebrew	idiom,	or	is	ungrammatical;	(b)	if	the	same	thing	is	read	expressed	with	different	phrases
in	different	manuscripts;	(c)	if	the	order	of	words	is	inconsistent	and	unstable;	(d)	at	the	beginning	of	a	section;	(e)	if	the	fuller	reading	gives	the	impression	of	incorporating	a	definition	or	interpretation,	or	verbally	conforms	to	parallel	passages,	or	seems	to	have	come	in	from	lectionaries.	But	on	the	contrary	we	should	set	the	fuller	reading	before	the	shorter	(unless	the
latter	is	seen	in	many	notable	witnesses)	—	(a)	if	a	“similarity	of	ending”	might	have	provided	an	opportunity	for	an	omission;	(b)	if	that	which	was	omitted	could	to	the	scribe	have	seemed	obscure,	harsh,	superfluous,	unusual,	paradoxical,	offensive	to	pious	ears,	erroneous,	or	opposed	to	parallel	passages;	(c)	if	that	which	is	absent	could	be	absent	without	harm	to	the
sense	or	structure	of	the	words,	as	for	example	prepositions	which	may	be	called	incidental,	especially	brief	ones,	and	so	forth,	the	lack	of	which	would	not	easily	be	noticed	by	a	scribe	in	reading	again	what	he	had	written;	(d)	if	the	shorter	reading	is	by	nature	less	characteristic	of	the	style	or	outlook	of	the	author;	(e)	if	it	wholly	lacks	sense;	(f)	if	it	is	probable	that	it	has
crept	in	from	parallel	passages	or	from	the	lectionaries.	The	more	difficult	and	more	obscure	reading	is	preferable	to	that	in	which	everything	is	so	plain	and	free	of	problems	that	every	scribe	is	easily	able	to	understand	it.	Because	of	their	obscurity	and	difficulty	chiefly	unlearned	scribes	were	vexed	by	those	readings–	(a)	the	sense	of	which	cannot	be	easily	perceived
without	a	thorough	acquaintance	with	Greek	idiom,	Hebraisms,	history,	archeology,	and	so	forth;	(b)	in	which	the	thought	is	obstructed	by	various	kinds	of	difficulties	entering	in,	e.g.,	by	reason	of	the	diction,	or	the	connection	of	the	dependent	members	of	a	discourse	being	loose,	or	the	sinews	of	an	argument,	being	far	extended	from	the	beginning	to	the	conclusion	of
its	thesis,	seeming	to	be	cut.	The	harsher	reading	is	preferable	to	that	which	instead	flows	pleasantly	and	smoothly	in	style.	A	harsher	reading	is	one	that	involves	an	ellipsis,	reflects	Hebrew	idiom,	is	ungrammatical,	repugnant	to	customary	Greek	usage,	or	offensive	to	the	ears.	The	more	unusual	reading	is	preferable	to	that	which	constitutes	nothing	unusual.	Therefore
rare	words,	or	those	at	least	in	meaning,	rare	usages,	phrases	and	verbal	constuctions	less	in	use	than	the	trite	ones,	should	be	preferred	over	the	more	common.	Surely	the	scribes	seized	eagerly	on	the	more	customary	instead	of	the	more	exquisite,	and	for	the	latter	they	were	accustomed	to	substitute	definitions	and	explanations	(especially	if	such	were	already	provided
in	the	margin	or	in	parallel	passages).	Expressions	less	emphatic,	unless	the	context	and	goal	of	the	author	demand	emphasis,	approach	closer	to	the	genuine	text	than	discrepant	readings	in	which	there	is,	or	appears	to	be,	a	greater	vigor.	For	polished	scribes,	like	commentators,	love	and	seek	out	emphases.	The	reading	that,	in	comparison	with	others,	produces	a	sense
fitted	to	the	support	of	piety	(especially	monastic)	is	suspect.	Preferable	to	others	is	the	reading	for	which	the	meaning	is	apparently	quite	false,	but	which	in	fact,	after	thorough	examination,	is	discovered	to	be	true.	Among	many	readings	in	one	place,	that	reading	is	rightly	considered	suspect	that	manifestly	gives	the	dogmas	of	the	orthodox	better	than	the	others.	When
even	today	many	unreasonable	books,	I	would	not	say	all,	are	scratched	out	by	monks	and	other	men	devoted	to	the	Catholic	party,	it	is	not	credible	that	any	convenient	readings	of	the	manuscripts	from	which	everyone	copied	would	be	neglected	which	seemed	either	to	confirm	splendidly	some	Catholic	dogma	or	forcefully	to	destroy	a	heresy.	For	we	know	that	nearly	all
readings,	even	those	manifestly	false,	were	defended	on	the	condition	that	they	were	agreeable	to	the	orthodox,	and	then	from	the	beginning	of	the	third	century	these	were	tenaciously	protected	and	diligently	propagated,	while	other	readings	in	the	same	place,	which	gave	no	protection	to	ecclesiastical	dogmas,	were	rashly	attributed	to	treacherous	heretics.	With
scribes	there	may	be	a	tendency	to	repeat	words	and	sentences	in	different	places	having	identical	terminations,	either	repeating	what	they	had	lately	written	or	anticipating	what	was	soon	to	be	written,	the	eyes	running	ahead	of	the	pen.	Readings	arising	from	such	easily	explained	tricks	of	symmetry	are	of	no	value.	Others	to	be	led	into	error	by	similar	enticements	are
those	scribes	who,	before	they	begin	to	write	a	sentence	had	already	read	the	whole,	or	who	while	writing	look	with	a	flitting	eye	into	the	original	set	before	them,	and	often	wrongly	take	a	syllable	or	word	from	the	preceding	or	following	writing,	thus	producing	new	readings.	If	it	happens	that	two	neighbouring	words	begin	with	the	same	syllable	or	letter,	an	occurance
by	no	means	rare,	then	it	may	be	that	the	first	is	simply	ommitted	or	the	second	is	accidentally	passed	over,	of	which	the	former	is	especially	likely.	One	can	scarcely	avoid	mental	errors	such	as	these,	any	little	book	of	few	words	to	be	copied	giving	trouble,	unless	one	applies	the	whole	mind	to	the	business;	but	few	scribes	seem	to	have	done	it.	Readings	therefore	which
have	flowed	from	this	source	of	errors,	even	though	ancient	and	so	afterwards	spread	among	very	many	manuscripts,	are	rightly	rejected,	especially	if	manuscripts	otherwise	related	are	found	to	be	pure	of	these	contagious	blemishes.	Among	many	in	the	same	place,	that	reading	is	preferable	which	falls	midway	between	the	others,	that	is,	the	one	which	in	a	manner	of
speaking	holds	together	the	threads	so	that,	if	this	one	is	admitted	as	the	primitive	one,	it	easily	appears	on	what	account,	or	rather,	by	what	descent	of	errors,	all	the	other	readings	have	sprung	forth	from	it.	Readings	may	be	rejected	which	appear	to	incorporate	a	definition	or	an	interpretation,	alterations	of	which	kind	the	discriminating	critical	sense	will	detect	with	no
trouble	Readings	brought	into	the	text	from	commentaries	of	the	Fathers	or	ancient	marginal	annotations	are	to	be	rejected,	when	the	great	majority	of	critics	explain	them	thus.	(“He	proceeds	at	some	length	to	caution	against	the	promiscuous	assumption	of	such	corruptions	in	the	earlier	codices	and	versions	from	such	sources.”	–	Alford)	We	reject	readings	appearing
first	in	lectionaries,	which	were	added	most	often	to	the	beginning	of	the	portions	to	be	read	in	the	church	service,	or	sometimes	at	the	end	or	even	in	the	middle	for	the	sake	of	contextual	clarity,	and	which	were	to	be	added	in	a	public	reading	of	the	series,	[the	portions	of	which	were]	so	divided	or	transposed	that,	separated	from	that	which	preceeds	or	follows,	there
seemed	hardly	enough	for	them	to	be	rightly	understood.	(“Similar	cautions	are	here	added	against	assuming	this	too	promiscuously.”	–	Alford)	Readings	brought	into	the	Greek	manuscripts	from	the	Latin	versions	are	condemned.	(“Cautions	are	here	also	inserted	against	the	practice	of	the	earlier	critics,	who	if	they	found	in	the	graeco-latin	MSS.	or	even	in	those	of	high
antiquity	and	value,	a	solitary	reading	agreeing	with	the	Latin,	hastily	condemned	that	codex	as	latinizing.”	–	Alford)	Latin	text	of	the	above	Brevior	lectio,	nisi	testium	vetustorum	et	gravium	auctoritate	penitus	destituatur,	praeferenda	est	verbosiori.	Librarii	enim	multo	proniores	ad	addendum	fuerunt,	quam	ad	omittendum.	Consulto	vix	unquam	praetermiserunt
quicquam,	addiderunt	quam	plurima:	casu	vero	nonnulla	quidem	exciderunt,	sed	haud	pauca	etiam	oculorum,	aurium,	memoriae,	phantasiae	ac	judicii	errore	a	scribis	admisso,	adjecta	sunt	textui.	In	primis	vero	brevior	lectio,	etiamsi	testium	auctoritate	inferior	sit	altera,	praeferenda	est–	(a)	si	simul	durior,	obscurior,	ambigua,	elliptica,	hebraizans	aut	soloeca	est,	(b)	si
eadem	res	variis	phrasibus	in	diversis	codicibus	expressa	legitur;	(c)	si	vocabulorum	ordo	inconstans	est	et	instabilis;	(d)	in	pericoparum	initiis;	(e)	si	plenior	lectio	glossam	seu	interpretamentum	sapit,	vel	parallelis	locis	ad	verbum	consonat,	vel	e	lectionariis	immigrasse	videtur.	Contra	vero	pleniorem	lectionem	breviori	(nisi	hanc	multi	et	insignes	tueantur	testes)
anteponimus–	(a)	si	omissioni	occasionem	praebere	potuerit	homoeoteleuton;	(b)	si	id	quod	omissum	est,	librariis	videri	potuit	obscurum,	durum,	superfluum,	insolens,	paradoxum,	pias	aures	offendens,	erroneum,	aut	locis	parallelis	repugnans;	(c)	si	ea	quae	absunt,	salvo	sensu	salvaque	verborum	structura	abesse	poterant,	e	quo	genere	sunt	propositiones,	quod	vocant,
incidentes,	praesertim	breviores,	et	alia,	quorum	defectum	librarius	relegens	quae	scripserat	haud	facile	animadvertebat;	(d)	si	brevior	lectio	ingenio,	stylo	aut	scopo	auctoris	minus	conveniens	est.	(e)	si	sensu	prorsus	caret;	(f)	si	e	locis	parallelis	aut	e	lectionariis	eam	irrepsisse	probabile	est.	Difficilior	et	obscurior	lectio	anteponenda	est	ei,	in	qua	omnia	tam	plana	sunt	et
extricata,	ut	librarius	quisque	facile	intelligere	ea	potuerit.	Obscuritate	vero	et	difficultate	sua	eae	potissimum	indoctos	librarios	vexarunt	lectiones–	(a)	quarum	sensus	absque	penitiore	graecismi,	hebraismi,	historiae,	archaeologiae,	&c.	cognitione	perspici	non	facile	poterant,	(b)	quibus	admissis	vel	sententia,	varii	generis	difficultatibus	obstructa,	verbis	inesse,	vel	aptus
membrorum	orationis	nexus	dissolvi,	vel	argumentorum	ab	auctore	ad	confirmandam	suam	thesin	prolatorum	nervus	incidi	videbatur.	Durior	lectio	praeferatur	ei,	qua	posita,	oratio	suaviter	leniterque	fluit.	Durior	autem	est	lectio	elliptica,	hebraizans,	soloeca,	a	loquendi	usu	graecis	consueto	adhorrens	aut	verborum	sono	aures	offendens.	Insolentior	lectio	potior	est	ea,
qua	nil	insoliti	continetur.	Vocabula	ergo	rariora,	aut	hac	saltem	significatione,	quae	eo	de	quo	quaeritur	loco	admittenda	esset,	rarius	usurpata,	phrasesque	ac	verborum	constructiones	usu	minus	tritae,	praeferantur	vulgatioribus.	Pro	exquisitioribus	enim	librarii	usitatiora	cupide	arripere,	et	in	illorum	locum	glossemata	et	interpretamenta	(praesertim	si	margo	aut	loca
parallela	talia	suppeditarent)	substituere	soliti	sunt.	Locutiones	minus	emphaticae,	nisi	contextus	et	auctoris	scopus	emphasin	postulent,	propius	ad	genuinam	scripturam	accedunt,	quam	discrepantes	ab	ipsis	lectiones	quibus	major	vis	inest	aut	inesse	videtur.	Erudituli	enim	librarii,	ut	commentatores,	emphases	amabant	ac	captabant.	Lectio,	prae	aliis	sensum	pietati
(praesertim	monasticae)	alendae	aptum	fundens,	suspecta	est.	Praeferatur	aliis	lectio	cui	sensus	subest	apparenter	quidem	falsus,	qui	vero	re	penitus	examinata	verus	esse	deprehenditur.	Inter	plures	unius	loci	lectiones	ea	pro	suspecta	merito	habetur,	quae	orthodoxorum	dogmatibus	manifeste	prae	caeteris	faciet.	Cum	enim	codices	hodie	superstites	plerique,	ne	dicam
omnes,	exarati	sint	a	monachis	aliisque	hominibus	catholicorum	partibus	addictis,	credibile	non	est,	hos	lectionem	in	codice,	quem	quisque	exscriberet,	obviam	neglexisse	ullam,	qua	catholicorum	dogma	aliquod	luculenter	confirmari	aut	haeresis	fortiter	jugulari	posse	videretur.	Scimus	enim,	lectiones	quascunque,	etiam	manifesto	falsas,	dummodo	orthodoxorum	placitis
patrocinarentur,	inde	a	tertii	saeculi	initiis	mordicus	defensas	seduloque	propagatas,	caeteras	autem	ejusdem	loci	lectiones,	quae	dogmati	ecclesiastico	nil	praesidii	afferrent	haereticorum	perfidae	attributas	temere	fuisse.	Cum	scribae	proclives	sint	ad	iterandas	alieno	loco	vocabulorum	et	sententiarum	terminationes	easdem,	quas	modo	scripsissent	aut	mox	scribendas
esse,	praecurrentibus	calamum	oculis,	praeviderent,	lectiones	ex	ejusmodi	rhythmi	fallacia	facillime	explicandae,	nullius	sunt	pretti.	Hisce	ad	peccandum	illecebris	similes	sunt	aliae.	Librarii,	qui	sententiam,	antequam	scribere	eam	inciperent,	totam	jam	perlegissent,	vel	dum	scriberent	fugitivo	oculo	exemplum	sibi	propositum	inspicerent,	saepe	ex	antecedentibus	vel
consequentibus	literam,	syllabam	aut	vocabulum	perperam	arripuerunt,	novasque	sic	lectiones	procuderunt.	Si	v.c.	duo	vocabula	vicina	ab	eadem	syllaba	vel	litera	inciperent,	accidit	haud	raro,	ut	vel	prius	plane	omitteretur,	vel	posteriori	temere	tribueretur,	quod	priori	esset	peculiare.	Ejusmodi	hallucinationes	vix	vitabit,	qui	libello	paullo	verbosiori	exscribendo	operam
dat,	nisi	toto	animo	in	hoc	negotium	incumbat:	id	quod	pauci	librarii	fecisse	videntur.	Lectiones	ergo,	quae	ex	hoc	errorum	fonte	promanarunt,	quantumvis	vetustae	ac	consequenter	in	complures	libros	transfusae	sint,	recte	rejiciuntur,	praesertim	si	codices	caeteroqui	cognati	ab	hujus	labis	contagio	puri	deprehendantur.	E	pluribus	ejusdem	loci	lectionibus	ea	praestat,
quae	velut	media	inter	caeteras	interjacet;	hoc	est	ea,	quae	reliquarum	omnium	quasi	stamina	ita	continet,	ut,	hac	tanquam	primitiva	admissa,	facile	appareat,	quanam	ratione,	seu	potius	quonam	erroris	genere,	ex	ipsa	caeterae	omnes	propullularint.	Repudiantur	lectiones	glossam	seu	interpretamentum	redolentes,	cujus	generis	interpolationes	nullo	negotio	emunctioris
naris	criticus	subolfaciet.	Rejiciendas	esse	lectiones,	e	Patrum	commentariis	aut	scholiis	vetustis	in	textum	invectas,	magno	consensu	critici	docent….	Respuimus	lectiones	ortas	primum	in	lectionariis,	quae	saepissime	in	anagnosmatum	initiis	ac	interdum	in	clausulis	etiam	atque	in	medio	contextu	claritatis	causa	addunt,	quod	ex	orationis	serie	supplendum	esset,
resecantque	vel	immutant,	quod,	sejunctum	ab	antecedentibus	aut	consequentibus,	vix	satis	recte	intelligi	posse	videretur….	Damnandae	sunt	lectiones	e	latina	versione	in	graecos	libros	invectae….	Theories	of	Westcott	and	Hort	In	1881	two	English	scholars,	B.F.	Westcott	and	F.J.A.	Hort,	published	a	very	influential	edition	of	the	Greek	Testament:	The	New	Testament	in
the	Original	Greek	(New	York:	Harper	&	Brothers,	1881).	The	Introduction	and	Appendix	of	Notes	on	Select	Readings	volume	of	the	original	edition	was	written	by	Dr.	Hort,	and	in	it	he	set	forth	the	arguments	and	general	theories	upon	which	the	text	was	reconstructed,	and	provided	explanations	for	many	specific	textual	decisions.	Westcott	and	Hort	brought	the	main
tendency	of	nineteenth	century	textual	criticism—the	exaltation	of	the	oldest	Greek	copies—to	its	culmination.	They	firmly	set	aside	the	Latin	witnesses	along	with	the	later	Greek	manuscripts;	but	the	oldest	known	Greek	copies,	Codex	Vaticanus	and	Codex	Sinaiticus,	they	elevated	to	a	pristine	class	called	“Neutral,”	and	very	nearly	identified	them	with	the	original
manuscripts.	It	cannot	be	said,	however,	that	Westcott	and	Hort	were	simply	following	a	tendency	here,	for	they	realized	that	if	such	weight	were	to	be	given	to	only	two	manuscripts,	a	theory	must	be	offered	to	explain	how	the	text	given	in	them	had	so	early	disappeared	from	the	manuscript	tradition.	And	so	Hort	offered	in	the	Introduction	of	their	text	a	theoretical
history	of	the	manuscript	tradition	that	met	the	needs	of	the	case,	or	at	least	so	it	seemed	to	many	scholars.	They	theorized	that	the	“Neutral”	text	was	the	most	primitive	type,	carefully	copied	for	use	in	the	worship	services	of	the	churches.	The	“Western”	text-type	arose	early	on	as	an	uncontrolled	popular	edition,	and	persisted	mainly	in	the	Latin	witnesses	after	Greek
copies	were	no	longer	being	produced	in	Italy.	The	“Byzantine”	group,	which	includes	the	mass	of	later	copies,	began	in	the	fourth	century	as	an	official	church-sponsored	edition	of	the	New	Testament,	written	probably	in	Antioch,	which	combined	the	various	readings	of	the	Western	and	Neutral	groups.	This	edition	was	so	effectively	propagated	throughout	Europe	that
both	the	older	“Neutral”	and	“Western”	text-types	ceased	to	be	copied	in	the	European	scriptoriums,	and	eventually	decayed.	The	Neutral	text	survived	for	a	while	in	Egypt,	but	then	suffered	corruption	and	became	the	“Alexandrian”	type.	Codex	Vaticanus	and	Codex	Sinaiticus	are	relics	of	the	Neutral	type.	A	considerable	amount	of	speculation	is	involved	in	this
argument,	but	Westcott	&	Hort	further	bolstered	their	text	with	detailed	arguments	from	two	other	directions,	presenting	“external”	arguments	(from	the	oldest	manuscripts,	as	in	Lachmann)	and	“internal”	arguments	(from	the	tendencies	of	scribes,	as	in	the	rules	of	Griesbach).	External	and	internal	arguments	were	also	made	to	support	one	another	by	the	principle,
“Readings	are	to	be	preferred	that	are	found	in	a	manuscript	that	habitually	contains	superior	readings:”	superior,	that	is,	as	determined	by	the	rules	of	internal	criticism.	The	text	of	Westcott	&	Hort	therefore	had	the	appearance	of	resting	firmly	upon	three-legged	arguments,	and	it	was	considered	by	many	scholars	to	be	the	best	possible	text.	Whatever	may	be	the
merits	of	Westcott	and	Hort’s	theory,	the	success	of	their	text	was	largely	due	to	personal	influence	and	advantageous	timing.	In	the	1860’s	the	two	most	ancient	copies,	Sinaiticus	and	Vaticanus,	were	both	published	for	the	first	time,	creating	a	public	sensation.	At	about	that	time,	Westcott	and	Hort	began	work	on	their	text,	and	so	in	1870,	the	year	that	a	critical	revision
of	the	King	James	version	was	commissioned	by	the	church	authorities	in	England,	they	were	able	to	distribute	to	the	members	of	the	revision	committee	a	draft	copy	of	their	text.	They	both	served	on	the	revision	committee,	and	they	published	their	text	in	1881,	the	same	year	that	the	revision	was	published.	For	ten	years,	then,	Westcott	and	Hort	continually	advocated
their	views	in	favour	of	the	texts	of	Sinaiticus	and	Vaticanus	in	regular	meetings	of	the	most	influential	scholars	of	Great	Britain	and	America,	and	it	is	hardly	surprising	that	their	text	should	be	so	well	regarded	when	it	appeared.	In	fact	two	generations	passed	before	most	scholars	would	recognize	that	the	genealogical	theories	of	Westcott	and	Hort	were	without
adequate	empirical	foundation.	The	text	of	Westcott	&	Hort	was	most	vigorously	assailed	by	John	William	Burgon,	Dean	of	Chichester,	and	more	temperately	criticized	by	many	others.	The	common	theme	of	criticism	was	the	lack	of	historical	basis	for	their	hypothesis	of	an	early	“Byzantine”	recension	in	Antioch.	Critical	Rules	of	Westcott	&	Hort	The	following	summary	of
principles	is	taken	from	the	compilation	in	Epp	and	Fee,	Studies	in	the	Theory	and	Method	of	New	Testament	Textual	Criticism	(1993,	pages	157-8).	References	in	parentheses	are	to	sections	of	Hort’s	Introduction,	from	which	the	principles	have	been	extracted.	Older	readings,	manuscripts,	or	groups	are	to	be	preferred.	(“The	shorter	the	interval	between	the	time	of	the
autograph	and	the	end	of	the	period	of	transmission	in	question,	the	stronger	the	presumption	that	earlier	date	implies	greater	purity	of	text.”)	(2.59;	cf.	2.5-6,	31)	Readings	are	approved	or	rejected	by	reason	of	the	quality,	and	not	the	number,	of	their	supporting	witnesses.	(“No	available	presumptions	whatever	as	to	text	can	be	obtained	from	number	alone,	that	is,	from
number	not	as	yet	interpreted	by	descent.”)	(2.44)	A	reading	combining	two	simple,	alternative	readings	is	later	than	the	two	readings	comprising	the	conflation,	and	manuscripts	rarely	or	never	supporting	conflate	reading	are	text	antecedent	to	mixture	and	are	of	special	value.	(2.49-50).	The	reading	is	to	be	preferred	that	makes	the	best	sense,	that	is,	that	best	conforms
to	the	grammar	and	is	most	congruous	with	the	purport	of	the	rest	of	the	sentence	and	of	the	larger	context.	(2.20)	The	reading	is	to	be	preferred	that	best	conforms	to	the	usual	style	of	the	author	and	to	that	author’s	material	in	other	passages.	(2.20)	The	reading	is	to	be	preferred	that	most	fitly	explains	the	existence	of	the	others.	(2.22-23)	The	reading	is	less	likely	to
be	original	that	combines	the	appearance	of	an	improvement	in	the	sense	with	the	absence	of	its	reality;	the	scribal	alteration	will	have	an	apparent	excellence,	while	the	original	will	have	the	highest	real	excellence.	(2.27,	29)	The	reading	is	less	likely	to	be	original	that	shows	a	disposition	to	smooth	away	difficulties	(another	way	of	stating	that	the	harder	reading	is
preferable).	(2.28)	Readings	are	to	be	preferred	that	are	found	in	a	manuscript	that	habitually	contains	superior	readings	as	determined	by	intrinsic	and	transcriptional	probability.	Certainty	is	increased	if	such	a	better	manuscript	is	found	also	to	be	an	older	manuscript	(2.32-33)	and	if	such	a	manuscript	habitually	contains	reading	that	prove	themselves	antecedent	to
mixture	and	independent	of	external	contamination	by	other,	inferior	texts	(2.150-51).	The	same	principles	apply	to	groups	of	manuscripts	(2.260-61).	F.J.A.	Hort	(1828-92)	made	some	valuable	contributions	to	textual	scholarship,	but	at	least	one	aspect	of	his	work	is	now	rejected	by	most	textual	critics—his	theory	of	‘Western	Non-Interpolations.’	Under	this	theory	(which
was	widely	accepted	up	to	about	1970)	certain	verses	and	phrases	which	are	present	in	virtually	all	the	ancient	Greek	manuscripts	are	regarded	as	interpolations	because	they	are	absent	from	a	group	of	‘Western’	witnesses	(primarily	the	Greek-Latin	Codex	Bezae	and	manuscripts	of	the	Old	Latin	versions),	and	because	their	absence	in	these	witnesses	cannot	readily	be
explained	in	terms	of	the	usual	scribal	tendencies.	These	‘Western’	witnesses	are	not	ordinarily	thought	to	be	reliable	when	they	disagree	with	other	ancient	sources,	but	Hort’s	idea	was	that	because	the	usual	tendency	of	these	witnesses	is	to	expand	the	text,	their	omissions	should	receive	special	consideration.	And	so	he	wrote	in	the	Introduction	to	his	edition	of	the
Greek	text:	They	are	all	omissions,	or,	to	speak	more	correctly,	non-interpolations,	of	various	length:	that	is	to	say,	the	original	record	has	here,	to	the	best	of	our	belief,	suffered	interpolation	in	all	the	extant	Non-Western	texts.	The	almost	universal	tendency	of	transcribers	to	make	their	text	as	full	as	possible,	and	to	eschew	omissions,	is	amply	exemplified	in	the	New
Testament.	Omissions	of	genuine	words	and	clauses	in	the	Alexandrian	and	Syrian	texts	are	very	rare,	and	always	easy	to	explain.	[Hort	uses	the	word	‘Syrian’	to	denote	the	large	class	of	later	manuscripts	now	more	commonly	called	‘Byzantine.’]	In	the	Western	text,	with	which	we	are	here	concerned,	they	are	bolder	and	more	numerous,	but	still	almost	always	capable	of
being	traced	to	a	desire	of	giving	a	clearer	and	more	vigorous	presentation	of	the	sense.	But	hardly	any	of	the	omissions	now	in	question	can	be	so	explained,	none	in	a	satisfactory	manner.	On	the	other	hand	the	doubtful	words	are	superfluous,	and	in	some	cases	intrinsically	suspicious,	to	say	the	least;	while	the	motive	for	their	insertion	is	usually	obvious.	With	a	single
peculiar	exception	(Matt.	xxvii	49),	in	which	the	extraneous	words	are	omitted	by	the	Syrian	as	well	as	by	the	Western	text,	the	Western	noninterpolations	are	confined	to	the	last	three	chapters	of	St	Luke.	[B.F.	Westcott	and	F.J.A.	Hort,	The	New	Testament	in	the	Original	Greek,	vol.	II,	Introduction	and	Appendix	(Cambridge	and	London,	1881;	2nd	ed.,	1896),	p.	176.]	It
should	be	noticed	that	this	theory	involves	a	rather	pessimistic	view	of	the	preservation	of	the	original	text	of	the	New	Testament—virtually	all	of	the	manuscripts	of	the	New	Testament,	including	the	oldest	uncials,	are	thought	to	reproduce	a	text	which	was	corrupted	by	interpolations	at	a	very	early	period.	It	is	claimed	that	among	the	Greek	manuscripts	Codex	Bezae
alone	indicates	the	original	text	in	several	places,	despite	the	fact	that	in	other	respects	this	codex	is	clearly	one	of	the	most	unreliable	witnesses	that	has	come	down	to	us	from	ancient	times.	The	determination	of	the	original	text	is	made	to	depend	upon	critical	speculation	to	a	high	degree,	rather	than	simply	resting	upon	the	direct	testimony	of	ancient	documents.	Its
Influence	on	English	Versions	The	following	table	gives	English	translations	of	the	sentences	and	phrases	that	Hort	regarded	as	interpolations	on	the	basis	of	his	theory.	In	the	columns	to	the	right	I	indicate	whether	these	items	are	omitted	(O)	or	retained	(R)	in	several	English	versions:	the	American	Standard	Version	(ASV);	the	first	edition	of	the	Revised	Standard
Version	(RSV1);	the	New	English	Bible	(NEB);	the	second	edition	of	the	Revised	Standard	Version	(RSV2);	the	first	edition	of	the	New	International	Version	(NIV);	the	New	Revised	Standard	Version	(NRSV);	and	the	English	Standard	Version	(ESV).	It	will	be	seen	that	the	theory	was	accepted	by	the	translators	of	the	RSV	and	the	NEB,	but	generally	abandoned	by	the	time
the	NIV	was	published	in	1973.	PASSAGE	ASV	1901	RSV1	1946	NEB	1961	RSV2	1971	NIV	1973	NRSV	1990	ESV	2001	Mat.	27:49.	Some	ancient	authorities	add,	“And	another	took	a	spear	and	pierced	his	side,	and	there	came	out	water	and	blood.”	O	O	O	O	O	O	O	Luke	22:19b-20.	“which	is	given	for	you.	Do	this	in	remembrance	of	me.	And	likewise	the	cup	after	they	had
eaten,	saying,	This	cup	that	is	poured	out	for	you	is	the	new	covenant	in	my	blood.”	R	O	O	R	R	R	R	Luke	24:3.	“of	the	Lord	Jesus.”	R	O	O	O	R	O	R	Luke	24:6.	“He	is	not	here,	but	has	risen.”	R	O	O	O	R	R	R	Luke	24:12.	“But	Peter	rose	and	ran	to	the	tomb;	stooping	and	looking	in,	he	saw	the	linen	cloths	by	themselves;	and	he	went	home	marveling	at	what	had	happened.”	R
O	O	O	R	R	R	Luke	24:36.	“and	said	to	them,	Peace	to	you.”	R	O	O	O	R	R	R	Luke	24:40.	“And	when	he	had	said	this,	he	showed	them	his	hands	and	his	feet.”	R	O	O	O	R	R	R	Luke	24:51.	“and	was	carried	up	into	heaven.”	R	O	O	R	R	R	R	Luke	24:52.	“And	they	worshiped	him.”	R	O	O	O	R	R	R	All	of	the	variants	in	these	places	are	noted	in	the	margins	of	the	ASV,	the	RSV	(both
editions),	and	the	NRSV.	The	NEB	gives	a	note	for	all	but	Mat.	27:49	and	Luke	24:3.	The	NIV	does	not	have	a	marginal	note	for	any	of	them,	and	the	ESV	notes	only	the	variant	in	Luke	22:19b-20.	What	Happened	after	1971?	The	textual	scholars	who	edit	the	Greek	New	Testament	published	by	the	United	Bible	Societies	have	great	influence	upon	English	Bible	translations
in	matters	pertaining	to	the	Greek	text.	By	1970	the	UBS	committee	was	working	on	a	revision	of	their	text	in	which	they	omitted	none	of	the	sentences	or	phrases	listed	above,	with	the	exception	of	the	variant	in	Mat.	27:49.	Their	decisions	were	reported	by	Bruce	Metzger	(a	senior	member	of	the	committee)	in	the	Textual	Commentary	on	the	Greek	New	Testament
published	by	the	UBS	in	1971.	It	is	evident	that	the	abandonment	of	Hort’s	theory	in	the	versions	published	after	1971	was	due	largely	to	the	influence	of	the	UBS	Committee.	In	1989	Kurt	Aland,	who	was	a	very	influential	member	of	the	Committee,	described	the	state	of	opinion	in	these	terms:	“Whole	generations	of	textual	critics	(especially	in	the	English	literature)
were	trained	in	this	perspective,	which	can	only	be	regarded	today	as	a	relic	of	the	past.”	(Kurt	Aland,	The	Text	of	the	New	Testament:	An	Introduction	to	the	Critical	Editions	and	to	the	Theory	and	Practice	of	Modern	Textual	Criticism,	translated	by	Erroll	F.	Rhodes,	2nd	ed.	(Grand	Rapids:	Eerdmans,	1989),	p.	236.)	The	following	explanation	of	the	Committee’s	thinking
is	reproduced	from	Metzger’s	Textual	Commentary	(London:	United	Bible	Societies,	1971),	p.	191-92.	Note	on	Western	Non-Interpolations	One	of	the	features	of	the	Western	text	is	the	occasional	omission	of	words	and	passages	that	are	present	in	other	types	of	text,	including	the	Alexandrian.	How	should	one	evaluate	such	omissions	from	a	form	of	text	which	is	generally
much	fuller	than	other	text-types?	According	to	one	theory,	popularized	at	the	close	of	the	last	century	by	Westcott	and	Hort,	1	such	readings,	despite	their	being	supported	by	the	generally	inferior	Western	witnesses,	ought	to	be	preferred	rather	than	the	longer	readings,	though	the	latter	are	attested	by	the	generally	superior	manuscripts,	B	and	א.	Nine	such	readings
were	designated	by	Westcott	and	Hort	as	“Western	non-interpolations,”	2	on	the	assumption	that	all	extant	witnesses	except	the	Western	(or,	in	some	cases,	some	of	the	Western	witnesses)	have	in	these	passages	suffered	interpolation.	In	recent	decades	this	theory	has	been	coming	under	more	and	more	criticism.	With	the	acquisition	of	the	Bodmer	Papyri,	testimony	for
the	Alexandrian	type	of	text	has	been	carried	back	from	the	fourth	to	the	second	century,	and	one	can	now	observe	how	faithfully	that	text	was	copied	and	recopied	between	the	stage	represented	by	Papyrus	75	and	the	stage	represented	by	codex	Vaticanus.	Furthermore,	scholars	have	been	critical	of	the	apparently	arbitrary	way	in	which	Westcott	and	Hort	isolated	nine
passages	for	special	treatment	(enclosing	them	within	double	square	brackets),	whereas	they	did	not	give	similar	treatment	to	other	readings	that	also	are	absent	from	Western	witnesses.	3	With	the	rise	of	what	is	called	Redaktionsgeschichte	(the	analysis	of	the	theological	and	literary	presuppositions	and	tendencies	that	controlled	the	formation	and	transmission	of
Gospel	materials),	scholars	have	begun	to	give	renewed	attention	to	the	possibility	that	special	theological	interests	on	the	part	of	scribes	may	account	for	the	deletion	of	certain	passages	in	Western	witnesses.	In	any	case,	the	Bible	Societies’	Committee	did	not	consider	it	wise	to	make,	as	it	were,	a	mechanical	or	doctrinaire	judgment	concerning	the	group	of	nine
Western	non-interpolations,	but	sought	to	evaluate	each	one	separately	on	its	own	merits	and	in	the	light	of	fuller	attestation	and	newer	methodologies.	During	the	discussions	a	sharp	difference	of	opinion	emerged.	According	to	the	view	of	a	minority	of	the	Committee,	apart	from	other	arguments	there	is	discernible	in	these	passages	a	Christological-theological
motivation	that	accounts	for	their	having	been	added,	while	there	is	no	clear	reason	that	accounts	for	their	having	been	omitted.	Accordingly,	if	the	passages	are	retained	in	the	text	at	all,	it	was	held	that	they	should	be	enclosed	within	square	brackets.	On	the	other	hand,	the	majority	of	the	Committee,	having	evaluated	the	weight	of	the	evidence	differently,	regarded	the



longer	readings	as	part	of	the	original	text.	For	an	account	of	the	reasons	that	the	majority	felt	to	be	cogent	in	explaining	the	origin	of	the	shorter	text,	see	the	comments	on	the	several	passages.	B.F.	Westcott	and	F.J.A.	Hort,	The	New	Testament	in	the	Original	Greek,	vol.	II,	Introduction	and	Appendix	(Cambridge	and	London,	1881;	2nd	ed.,	1896),	pp,	175-177.	The	nine
passages	are	Mt	27.49;	Lk	22.19b-20;	24.3,	6,	12,	36,	40,	51,	and	52.	E.g.	Mt	9.34;	Mk	2.22;	10.2;	14.39;	Lk	5.39;	10.41-42;	12.21;	22.62;	24.9;	Jn	4.9.	In	all	these	passages	the	consensus	of	textual	opinion	(including	that	of	Westcott	and	Hort)	is	almost	unanimous	that	the	Western	text,	though	shorter,	is	secondary.	Metzger’s	comments	on	the	several	passages	are	as
follows:	Matt.	27:49.	Although	attested	by	א	B	C	L	al	the	words	ἄλλος	δὲ	λαβὼν	λόγχην	ἔνυξεν	αὐτοῦ	τὴν	πλευράν,	καὶ	ἐξῆλθεν	ὕδωρ	καὶ	αἷμα	must	be	regarded	as	an	early	intrusion	derived	from	a	similar	account	in	Jn	19.34.	It	might	be	thought	that	the	words	were	omitted	because	they	represent	the	piercing	as	preceding	Jesus’	death,	whereas	John	makes	it	follow;	but
that	difference	would	have	only	been	a	reason	for	moving	the	passage	to	a	later	position	(perhaps	at	the	close	of	ver.	50	or	54	or	56),	or	else	there	would	have	been	some	tampering	with	the	passage	in	John,	which	is	not	the	case.	It	is	probable	that	the	Johannine	passage	was	written	by	some	reader	in	the	margin	of	Matthew	from	memory	(there	are	several	minor
differences,	such	as	the	sequence	of	“water	and	blood”),	and	a	later	copyist	awkwardly	introduced	it	into	the	text.	[p.	71]	*				*				*	Luke	22:17-20.	The	Lukan	account	of	the	Last	Supper	has	been	transmitted	in	two	principal	forms:	(1)	the	longer,	or	traditional,	text	of	cup-bread-cup	is	read	by	all	Greek	manuscripts	except	D	and	by	most	of	the	ancient	versions	and	Fathers;
(2)	the	shorter,	or	Western,	text	(read	by	D	ita,d,ff2,i,l)	omits	verses	19b	and	20	(τὸ	ὑπὲρ	ὑμῶν	…	ἐκχυννόμενον),	thereby	presenting	the	sequence	of	cup-bread.	1	Four	intermediate	forms	of	text,	which	appear	to	be	compromises	between	the	two	principal	forms,	are	the	following:	(a)	two	Old	Latin	manuscripts	(itb,e)	modify	the	shorter	text	by	placing	ver.	19a	before	ver.
17,	thus	securing	the	customary	order	of	bread-cup;	(b)	the	Curetonian	Syriac	reads	the	same,	but	is	enlarged	with	the	wording	of	1	Cor	11.24	added	to	ver.	19a;	(c)	the	Sinaitic	Syriac	is	still	further	expanded,	chiefly	by	the	insertion	of	“after	they	had	supped”	at	the	beginning	of	ver.	17	and	“this	is	my	blood,	the	new	covenant”	(ver.	20b)	between	verses	17	and	18;	and	(d)
the	Peshitta	Syriac	lacks	(perhaps	due	to	homoeoteleuton)	verses	17	and	18,	as	do	also	l32,	two	Sahidic	manuscripts,	and	one	Bohairic	manuscript.	For	convenience	of	comparison	the	six	forms	of	the	text	are	set	forth	in	parallel	columns	on	p.	175.	It	is	obvious	that	the	chief	problem	is	concerned	with	the	merits	of	the	two	principal	forms	of	text,	since	each	of	the	others
can	be	accounted	for	more	or	less	satisfactorily	as	modifications	of	either	the	shorter	or	the	longer	form.	Considerations	in	favor	of	the	originality	of	the	longer	text	include	the	following:	(a)	The	external	evidence	supporting	the	shorter	reading	represents	only	part	of	the	Western	type	of	text,	whereas	the	other	representatives	of	the	Western	text	join	with	witnesses
belonging	to	all	the	other	ancient	text-types	in	support	of	the	longer	reading.	(b)	It	is	easier	to	suppose	that	the	Bezan	editor,	puzzled	by	the	sequence	of	cup-bread-cup,	eliminated	the	second	mention	of	the	cup	without	being	concerned	about	the	inverted	order	of	institution	thus	produced,	than	that	the	editor	of	the	longer	version,	to	rectify	the	inverted	order,	brought	in
from	Paul	the	second	mention	of	the	cup,	while	letting	the	first	mention	stand.	(c)	The	rise	of	the	shorter	version	can	be	accounted	for	in	terms	of	the	theory	of	disciplina	arcana,	i.	e.	in	order	to	protect	the	Eucharist	from	profanation,	one	or	more	copies	of	the	Gospel	according	to	Luke,	prepared	for	circulation	among	non-Christian	readers,	omitted	the	sacramental
formula	after	the	beginning	words.	Considerations	in	favor	of	the	originality	of	the	shorter	text	include	the	following:	(a)	Generally	in	New	Testament	textual	criticism	the	shorter	reading	is	to	be	preferred.	(b)	Since	the	words	in	verses	19b	and	20	are	suspiciously	similar	to	Paul’s	words	in	1	Cor	11.24b-25,	it	appears	that	the	latter	passage	was	the	source	of	their
interpolation	into	the	longer	text.	(c)	Verses	19b-20	contain	several	linguistic	features	that	are	non-Lukan.	The	weight	of	these	considerations	was	estimated	differently	by	different	members	of	the	Committee.	A	minority	preferred	the	shorter	text	as	a	Western	non-interpolation	(see	the	Note	following	24.53).	The	majority,	on	the	other	hand,	impressed	by	the
overwhelming	preponderance	of	external	evidence	supporting	the	longer	form,	explained	the	origin	of	the	shorter	form	as	due	to	some	scribal	accident	or	misunderstanding.	2	The	similarity	between	verses	19b-20	and	1	Cor	11.24b-25	arises	from	the	familiarity	of	the	evangelist	with	the	liturgical	practice	among	Pauline	churches,	a	circumstance	that	accounts	also	for	the
presence	of	non-Lukan	expressions	in	verses	19b-20.	[pp.	173-77]	The	same	sequence	also	occurs	in	the	Didache,	ix,	2-3;	cf.	also	1	Cor.	10.16.	Kenyon	and	Legg,	who	prefer	the	longer	form	of	text,	explain	the	origin	of	the	other	readings	as	follows:	“The	whole	difficulty	arose,	in	our	opinion,	from	a	misunderstanding	of	the	longer	version.	The	first	cup	given	to	the	disciples
to	divide	among	themselves	should	be	taken	in	connection	with	the	previous	verse	(ver.	16)	as	referring	to	the	eating	of	the	Passover	with	them	at	the	reunion	in	Heaven.	This	is	followed	by	the	institution	of	the	Sacrament,	to	be	repeated	continually	on	earth	in	memory	of	Him.	This	gives	an	intelligible	meaning	to	the	whole,	while	at	the	same	time	it	is	easy	to	see	that	it
would	occasion	difficulties	of	interpretation,	which	would	give	rise	to	the	attempts	at	revision	that	appear	in	various	forms	of	the	shorter	version”	(Sir	Frederick	G.	Kenyon	and	S.C.E.	Legg	in	The	Ministry	and	the	Sacraments,	ed.	by	Roderic	Dunkerley	[London,	1937],	pp.	285	f.).	*				*				*	Luke	24:3.	A	minority	of	the	Committee	preferred	the	shortest	reading,	supported	by
D	ita,b,d,e,ff2,l,r1	(see	the	Note	on	Western	non-interpolations	following	24.53).	The	majority,	on	the	other	hand,	impressed	by	the	weight	of	P75	א	A	B	C	W	Θ	f1	f13	33	565	700	al,	regarded	the	reading	of	D	as	influenced	by	ver.	23,	and	the	omission	of	κυρίου	in	a	few	witnesses	as	due	to	assimilation	to	Mt	27.58	or	Mk	15.43.	The	expression	“the	Lord	Jesus”	is	used	of	the
risen	Lord	in	Ac	1.21;	4.33;	8.16.	[p.	183]	*				*				*	Luke	24:6.	A	minority	of	the	Committee	preferred	to	follow	the	evidence	of	D	ita,b,d,e,ff2,l,r1	geoB	and	to	omit	the	words	οὐκ	ἔστιν	ὧδε,	ἀλλὰ	ἠγέρθη	as	an	interpolation	(see	the	Note	following	24.53),	derived	from	Mt	28.6	and/or	Mk	16.6,	and	cast	into	antithetic	form	(…	ἀλλά	…).	The	majority	of	the	Committee,	on	the
other	hand,	interpreted	the	antithesis	as	evidence	of	independence	of	the	Lukan	formulation	from	that	of	Matthew	and	Mark	(which	lack	ἀλλά).	In	any	case,	the	reading	of	C*	al	is	obviously	a	scribal	assimilation	to	the	Synoptic	parallels.	[pp.	183-4]	*				*				*	Luke	24:12.	Although	ver.	12	is	sometimes	thought	to	be	an	interpolation	(see	the	Note	following	24.53)	derived
from	Jn	20.3,	5,	6,	10,	a	majority	of	the	Committee	regarded	the	passage	as	a	natural	antecedent	to	ver.	24,	and	was	inclined	to	explain	the	similarity	with	the	verses	in	John	as	due	to	the	likelihood	that	both	evangelists	had	drawn	upon	a	common	tradition.	[p.	184]	*				*				*	Luke	24:36.	The	words	ἐγώ	εἰμι,	μὴ	φοβεῖσθε,	either	before	εἰρήνη	ὑμῖν	(as	in	W	579)	or	after	(as	in
G	P	itc	vg	syrp,h,pal,	copbo-mss	arm	eth	geo	Diatessarona,i,n),	are	undoubtedly	a	gloss,	derived	perhaps	from	Jn	6.20.	The	Committee	was	less	sure	concerning	the	origin	of	the	words	καὶ	λέγει	αὐτοῖς,	Εἰρήνη	ὑμῖν,	which,	as	the	regular	form	of	Semitic	greeting,	might	well	be	expected	on	this	occasion.	When	the	passage	is	compared	with	Jn	20.19	ff.	the	question	arises:
have	the	two	evangelists	depended	upon	a	common	tradition,	or	have	copyists	expanded	Luke’s	account	by	adding	the	salutation	from	John’s	account?	A	majority	of	the	Committee,	impressed	by	the	presence	of	numerous	points	of	contact	between	Luke	and	John	in	their	Passion	and	Easter	accounts,	preferred	to	follow	the	preponderance	of	external	attestation	and	to
retain	the	words	in	the	text.	(See	also	the	Note	on	Western	non-interpolations,	following	24.53.)	[pp.	186-7]	*				*				*	Luke	24:40.	Was	ver.	40	omitted	by	certain	Western	witnesses	(D	ita,b,d,e,ff2,l,r1	syrc,s)	because	it	seemed	superfluous	after	ver.	39?	Or	is	it	a	gloss	introduced	by	copyists	in	all	other	witnesses	from	Jn	20.20,	with	a	necessary	adaptation	(the	passage	in
John	refers	to	Jesus’	hands	and	side;	this	passage	refers	to	his	hands	and	feet)?	A	minority	of	the	Committee	preferred	to	omit	the	verse	as	an	interpolation	(see	the	Note	following	24.53);	the	majority,	however,	was	of	the	opinion	that,	had	the	passage	been	interpolated	from	the	Johannine	account,	copyists	would	probably	have	left	some	trace	of	its	origin	by	retaining	τὴν
πλευράν	in	place	of	τοὺς	πόδας	(either	here	only,	or	in	ver.	39	also).	[p.	187]	*				*				*	Luke	24:51.	Here	א*	and	geo1	join	D	and	ita,b,d,e,ff2,j,l	in	supporting	the	shorter	text.	(The	Sinaitic	Syriac	condenses	ver.	51	by	omitting	διέστη	and	εἰς	τὸν	οὐρανόν,	reading	 ���	���	����	�����	����� 	“And	while	he	blessed	them,	he	was	lifted	up	from	them”;	thus,	though	shortened,	syrs	still	alludes	to	the
ascension.)	A	minority	of	the	Committee	preferred	the	shorter	reading,	regarding	the	longer	as	a	Western	non-interpolation	(see	the	Note	following	24.53).	The	majority	of	the	Committee,	however,	favored	the	longer	reading	for	the	following	reasons.	(1)	The	rhythm	of	the	sentence	seems	to	require	the	presence	of	such	a	clause	(compare	the	two	coordinate	clauses	joined
with	καί	in	ver.	50	and	in	verses	52-53).	(2)	Luke’s	opening	statement	in	Acts	(“In	the	first	book,	O	Theophilus,	I	have	dealt	with	all	that	Jesus	began	to	do	and	teach,	until	the	day	when	he	was	taken	up	[ἀνελήμφθη]”)	implies	that	he	considered	that	he	had	made	some	reference,	however	brief,	to	the	ascension	at	the	close	of	his	first	book.	(3)	If	the	shorter	text	were
original,	it	is	difficult	to	account	for	the	presence	of	καὶ	ἀνεφέρετο	εἰς	τὸν	οὐρανόν	in	so	many	and	such	diversified	witnesses,	beginning	with	P75	about	A.D.	200.	(4)	If	the	clause	were	a	copyist’s	addition,	prompted	by	his	noticing	the	implications	of	Ac	1.1-2	(see	point	(2)	above),	one	would	have	expected	him	to	adopt	some	form	of	the	verb	ἀναλαμβάνειν,	used	in	Ac	1.2
and	other	passages	referring	to	the	ascension,	rather	than	the	less	appropriate	ἀναφέρειν,	which	in	the	New	Testament	ordinarily	has	the	specialized	meaning	“to	offer	up.”	Finally,	(5)	the	omission	of	the	clause	in	a	few	witnesses	can	be	accounted	for	either	(a)	through	accidental	scribal	oversight	occasioned	by	homoeoarcton	(καια	…	καια	…)	or	(b)	by	deliberate
excision,	either	(i)	in	order	to	relieve	the	apparent	contradiction	between	this	account	(which	seemingly	places	the	ascension	late	Easter	night)	and	the	account	in	Ac	1.3-11	(which	dates	the	ascension	forty	days	after	Easter),	or	(ii)	in	order	to	introduce	a	subtle	theological	differentiation	between	the	Gospel	and	the	Acts	(i.	e.,	the	Western	redactor,	not	approving	of	Luke’s
mentioning	the	ascension	twice,	first	to	conclude	the	earthly	ministry	of	Jesus,	and	again,	in	Acts,	to	inaugurate	the	church	age,	preferred	to	push	all	doxological	representations	of	Jesus	to	a	time	after	the	ascension	in	Acts,	and	therefore	deleted	the	clause	in	question	as	well	as	the	words	προσκυνήσαντες	αὐτόν	from	ver.	52	—	for	when	the	account	of	the	ascension	has
been	eliminated,	the	mention	of	Jesus	being	worshipped	seems	less	appropriate).	2	[pp.	189-90]	For	other	instances	of	what	appear	to	be	doctrinal	alterations	introduced	by	the	Western	reviser,	see	the	comments	on	Ac.	1.2	and	9	as	well	as	the	references	mentioned	in	Group	D	in	footnote	12,	p.	263	below.	Cf.	also	Eldon	J.	Epp,	The	Theological	Tendency	of	Codex	Bezae
Cantabrigiensis	in	Acts	(Cambridge,	1966).	*				*				*	Luke	24:52.	Although	a	minority	of	the	Committee	preferred	the	shorter	reading,	regarding	the	others	as	interpolations	(see	the	Note	following	24.53),	the	majority	considered	it	more	probable	that	the	words	προσκυνήσαντες	αὐτόν	had	been	omitted	either	accidentally	(the	eye	of	the	copyist	passing	from	αυτοι	…	to
αυτον)	or,	perhaps,	deliberately	(so	as	to	accord	better	with	the	shorter	reading	in	ver.	51;	see	the	concluding	comments	on	the	previous	variant	reading).	[p.	190]	It	should	be	noted	that	the	Committee’s	confidence	in	these	explanations	apparently	increased	over	time,	as	indicated	by	the	“degree	of	certainty”	letter	assigned	to	the	readings	adopted	in	the	text.	The
Introduction	of	the	UBS	third	edition	explains	these	grades	as	follows:	“In	order	to	indicate	the	relative	degree	of	certainty	in	the	mind	of	the	Committee	for	the	reading	adopted	as	the	text,	an	identifying	letter	is	included	within	braces	at	the	beginning	of	each	set	of	textual	variants.	The	letter	{A}	signifies	that	the	text	is	certain,	while	{B}	indicates	that	the	text	is	almost
certain.	The	letter	{C},	however,	indicates	that	the	Committee	had	difficulty	in	deciding	which	variant	to	place	in	the	text.	The	letter	{D},	which	occurs	only	rarely,	indicates	that	the	Committee	had	great	difficulty	in	arriving	at	a	decision.	In	fact,	among	the	{D}	decisions	sometimes	none	of	the	variant	readings	commended	itself	as	original,	and	therefore	the	only
recourse	was	to	print	the	least	unsatisfactory	reading.”	(p.	xxviii.)	In	the	third	edition	of	their	text	(1975)	the	grades	for	the	nine	places	were:	B	(“almost	certain”)	for	Mat.	27:49;	C	(“difficulty	in	deciding”)	for	Luke	22:19b-20,	and	D	(“great	difficulty	in	arriving	at	a	decision”)	for	the	seven	places	in	chap.	24.	But	in	the	fourth	edition	(1993)	they	are	all	B,	“almost	certain.”
Thus	we	see	that	from	1946	to	1971	English	versions	prepared	by	committees	of	mainline	scholars	omitted	words	which	in	1993	were	deemed	to	be	almost	certainly	authentic	by	a	committee	of	mainline	textual	critics.	5.				Lucian	of	Antioch	“Saint	Lucian	of	Antioch,	(born	c.	240,	Samosata,	Commagene,	Syria	[now	Samsat,	Turkey]—died	January	7,	312,	Nicomedia,
Bithynia,	Asia	Minor	[now	İzmit,	Turkey])	Christian	theologian-martyr	who	originated	a	theological	tradition	at	Antioch	that	was	noted	for	biblical	linguistic	scholarship	and	for	a	rationalist	approach	to	Christian	doctrine.	In	his	principal	work,	Lucian	analyzed	the	Greek	text	of	both	the	Old	and	New	Testaments,	creating	a	tradition	of	manuscripts	known	as	the	Lucianic
Byzantine,	or	Syrian,	text.	Until	the	development	of	19th-century	biblical	criticism,	its	clarity	made	it	the	common	text.	By	comparative	study	of	the	Greek	and	Hebrew	grammatical	styles	in	their	Semitic	background,	Lucian	proposed	to	limit	the	symbolical	interpretation	characteristic	of	the	Alexandrian	(Egyptian)	allegorical	tradition	by	emphasizing	the	primacy	of	the
literal	sense,	whether	expressed	directly	or	metaphorically.”			[These	Alexandrian	Codices,	now	referred	to	as	Eclectic	Manuscripts	are	the	basis	of	almost	all	of	the	newer	translations	over	the	past	128	years,	since	Westcott	and	Hort	legitimized	Higher	Criticism	and	made	famous	the	use	of	Alexandrian	manuscripts	as	the	standard	of	modern	textual	criticism,	dethroning
lower	criticism	which	had	been	utilized	for	over	1800	years	concerning	Bible	transmission	and	translation.		By	Brent]	Encyclopedia	Britannica	(	This	teaching	is	not	without	controversy,	as	Westcott	and	Hort,	and	those	committed	to	the	Alexandrian	Codex	and	Higher	Criticism	have	attacked	the	idea	that	Lucian’s	collection	of	Koiné	Greek	Byzantine	manuscripts	was	in
common	use	prior	to	the	14th	century,	and	thus	used	as	the	foundation	for	the	Textus	Receptus;	most	prominent	antagonist	of	this	hypothesis	is	German	Roman	Catholic	theologian	Thomas	Böhm,	who	writes:	“an	effort	has	been	made	to	discover	a	Lucianic	recension	of	the	LXX	and	the	NT	Koine,	which	formed	the	basis	of	the	textus	receptus.	But,	for	one	thing,	the
criteria	are	unclear	for	determining	how	this	recension	could	have	been	made	by	Lucian	(the	relationship	to	the	Hexapla	is	also	unclear).	For	another,	what	is	regarded	as	typical	of	Lucian	can	be	seen	prior	to	Lucian	(Philo,	Josephus,	Clement	Alex.,	papyri	of	the	1st	and	2nd	c.,	etc.).	The	effort	to	find	a	Lucianic	recension	must	be	regarded	as	a	failure.”	(Dictionary	of	Early
Christian	Literature,	pp.	388-389)		T.	Böhm’s	comments	are	disputed	by	many,	and	at	variance	with	fourth	and	fifth	century	church	writers,	wherein	Lucian’s	work	on	the	Septuagint	and	Koiné	Greek	New	Testament	is	not	in	question,	but	considered	a	fact	due	to	the	preponderance	of	witnesses,	wherein	questioning	the	criteria	of	Lucian’s	work	in	both	of	these	works	is
ridiculous.	When	a	large	preponderance	of	credible	witnesses	attributes	a	written	work	to	Lucian	of	Antioch,	one	should	come	to	the	conclusion	that	one	speculation	does	not	outweigh	the	preponderance	of	evidence	given	by	these	individuals.				Simply	stating	that	IF	there	is	no	proof	of	how	someone	did	something,	because	you	do	not	understand	how	they	did	it,	is	not
evidence	against	the	claim	that	it	was	done	by	that	person.	And	secondly,	simply	because	Lucian	may	have	constructed	or	presented	words,	expressions,	sentences,	or	written	works	in	the	same	style	as	a	previous	writer	of	great	fame,	perhaps	even	quoting	them	or	coming	to	the	same	conclusions	concerning	a	translation,	does	not	disqualify	what	Lucian	translated.	The
point	is,	what	is	the	most	accurate	translation,	rather	Josephus	translated	text	correctly,	or	Clement,	or	any	other	writings;	what	should	be	of	concern	is	the	accuracy	of	that	translation,	not	if	others	have	come	to	the	same	conclusion	prior	to	the	work	in	question.	If	you	note	a	bias	in	my	tone	concerning	T.	Böhm’s	work,	it	is	because	after	having	read	much	of	what	he	has
written,	I	find	his	own	prejudice	to	be	overwhelming,	and	his	lack	of	investigative	analysis	to	be	immense,	to	the	extent	he	holds	no	credibility	with	myself,	and	many	others,	even	if	he	is	highly	acclaimed	among	those	that	adhere	to	Higher	Criticism.	Speaking	for	myself,	as	a	born	again	Protestant	believer	who	holds	to	a	literal	translation	of	the	Bible,	I	maintain	conflicting
views	concerning	many	major	theological	doctrines	with	Thomas	Böhm,	a	German	Roman	Catholic	theologian	lacking	agreement	with	many	of	his	German	Roman	Catholic	views.	“The	difference	between	‘involvement’	and	‘commitment’	is	like	an	eggs-and-ham	breakfast:	the	chicken	was	‘involved’	–	the	pig	was	‘committed’.”
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