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The shorter reading is best
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The reading most in accord with the author's style ( and vocabulary ) is
best.
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The reading which could most easily have given rise to the other readings

IS best.
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The reading which could not have arisen from lectionary use is best.
Jucady) (B Anlisl) J guadl) aladied Guas sl ol (Al og) A1)

ddLa) | glady sale Eledll (Y ) (A J grall) ool Guu il ol (Al 0g) A1) o) (g
oaill A Lgudany a3 28 Ciladall 038 g cilaia

pda (Sl g il g aill (hald b CuilS oel B J gl g dale o guas Lgldal B aad) hady)
(laladl) G g Sladiall oo s A

The reading which is counter to ecclesiastical usage is best.
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The disharmonious reading is best.
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The less familiar reading is best.
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Transcriptional Probability
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The reading which best fits the context or the author's theology( and
ideology ) is best.
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The reading which has the truest sense is best.
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The reading which avoids Atticism is best.
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The reading which is characteristic of Hellenistic usage is best.
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The reading which resembles Semitic usage is best.
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The reading which is less like the Septuagint is best.
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That reading which seems to preserve an ungrammatical form is best.
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If one reading appears to be an intentional correction, the reading which

invited such a correction is best.
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That reading which is most likely to have suffered change by copyists is
best.
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The reading which could have given rise to the others accidentally is best.
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The reading which is susceptible to a heterodox interpretation is best.
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The reading which contains unfamiliar words is best.
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If, in a variant reading, one reading is subject to different meanings

depending on word division, that reading is best.
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If a reading is a conflation of two shorter readings, the shorter readings are

best (though the correct reading must be decided on other grounds).
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The true reading is best.
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The reading which is contrary to the habits of the scribe is best.
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That reading which violates the prejudice of scribes is best.
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Where the same variant occurs in parallel passages, each variant is original

somewhere.
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If a similar variants occur in several places, the reading more strongly

attested in the later points of variation is best.
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INTERNAL EVIDENCE

THE principal causes which have given rise to various readings have been
enumerated in the preceding chapter. The observations made upon that
subject will lend us aid in estimating the comparative probability of the
genuineness of various readings, from internal evidence. In this inquiry we
proceed upon a general principle, which is both obvious and just:—viz. that
when there are various modes of exhibiting the same passage, all those
readings which can be accounted for by the operation of known causes of
error are to be suspected; and, if there be any one which cannot be so
accounted for, there is prima facie, a probability in its favour. It is not meant
that a reading is to be regarded, in all cases, as genuine, on the ground of
internal probability alone, in opposition to any mass of authority, however
weighty; but merely that, in such instances as those now alluded to, there is
often such an inherent likelihood in favour of a reading, as adds greatly to
the force of those authorities by which it is supported; and, in some
particular cases, this internal testimony may be conceived as so strong, that
it would outweigh any assignable amount of external authority. The general
principle is so reasonable, that it is unnecessary to advance any argument in
its support. Assuming its justice, and applying it to the cases considered in
the preceding chapter, it will lead us to the following Rules of Internal
Evidence:—

1. A reading is to be suspected which can readily be supposed to have
arisen from the mistake of a letter, syllable, or word, from one of similar
form.

This rule is not of much practical use, since, if one reading resembles
another in appearance, the other must equally resemble it; and the rule

affords no test for determining which is genuine. It is obvious, that in



employing this principle we must have respect, not merely to the present
manner of printing and writing, but to those modes which prevailed at all
periods, since the composition of the books, the text of which we are
investigating. There are indeed many textual variations which can only be
explained by reference to the most ancient kind of writing.*

2. A reading is to be suspected which appears to have arisen from the
mistake of a letter, syllable, or word, for one of similar sound.

There is reason to believe that many existing MSS. were either written
from dictation, or copied from others which were written in that manner:
hence similarity of sound between different words might be a frequent cause
of error. This rule, however, like the former, is ambiguous in itself; and it
farther resembles its predecessor in requiring an acquaintance with the
usages of times long since passed away. Of the primitive mode of
pronouncing the Hebrew and Chaldee languages, in which the Old
Testament is composed, we can scarcely be said to know anything, and of
the Greek very little. It is probable that the Greek pronunciation varied
considerably at different periods, perhaps in different countries at the same
period; and it is certain that it never bore any resemblance to the mode
which now prevails in England and Ireland. The whole subject is one of
difficulty, and can be best studied by comparing together those errata of
different MSS. which seem to have arisen from this cause.t

3. A various reading is to be suspected, which apparently owes its origin

to the omission of some syllable, word, phrase, or sentence, in consequence

of a opotoTerevTOHV.

This cause is the most frequent occasion of omissions: indeed it requires

care to avoid mistakes of this kind, even in copying our own composition,



especially if it be of considerable length. The student who will take the
trouble of examining the notes to any critical edition of the Scriptures, or of
any other ancient work, will discover innumerable examples of this species
of mistake: it is probably the most frequent cause of errors of omission, and
affords the most obvious and decisive evidence of the fact.

4. A passage is suspicious which is omitted by some good authorities,
and which has the appearance of having been introduced into those copies in
which it is found, from a parallel place or from a marginal note.

Additions of this kind are, in general, easily detected, and, of course,
deserve but little weight. Such a reading becomes still more suspicious if it
be found actually written as a gloss or scholium on the margin of some
MSS.; especially if those in which it is so written be more ancient than those
which contain it in the text; in this case, we may have the means of tracing
the history of the introduction of a gloss, in chronological order.

5. A less elegant phrase is more likely to be genuine than another reading
of the same passage in which there is nothing that might offend the eye or
the ear.

This rule is founded on the fondness of the transcribers for such readings
as conformed to their own standard of taste. They were, in almost all
instances, studious of grammatical correctness, as well as of force and purity
of language; and when they met with anything that violated their canons of
elegance, they were apt to change it for another phrase taken from a parallel
passage, from the margin, from the comment of some standard writer, or
from their own invention, in which the impropriety was avoided or removed.
Hence the harsh, obscure, ambiguous, elliptical, ungrammatical, unusual,
foreign, or unemphatical reading, is preferable to one in which no harshness

or difficulty occurs; because, had the latter been found in the original, no



transcriber would have sought to alter it: but, if the incorrect or inelegant
reading were the more ancient, successive transcribers would readily catch at
any means of curing what they would naturally consider a defect in their
exemplar. The rule given above is of especial use in those passages in which
the lectio difficilior et obscurior conveys a good and apt sense, but one
which, without a minute acquaintance with languages, antiquities, &c. would
either appear to be unintelligible, or would seem to be heretical, profane, or
immoral. It is this rule which chiefly distinguishes the criticism of the
present age from that of the earlier school, and which has given to the
moderns a great part of whatever superiority they possess above their
predecessors, in the science.

6. A reading is to be suspected which seems well calculated to favour the
observances of ascetic devotion, or which may have been introduced from a
desire to avoid something that would have sounded offensive in pious ears.

There can be little doubt that the men who devoted themselves to the
laborious task of preparing copies of the Sacred Scriptures were devout,
according to their own idea of devotion; many of them were Jewish Rabbis
or Christian monks; some of the latter were anachorets or hermits; almost all
of them were addicted to asceticism. Such men might very naturally
introduce, on slight authority, a reading which accorded well with their own
devotional feelings and habits; but it is not probable that they would have
rejected such a reading on insufficient grounds. It is this consideration which
lends the strongest support to the passage respecting the Woman taken in
Adultery, John 5:1-11. Copyists who regarded chastity as the first of human
virtues, and voluntary celibacy as highly meritorious, might readily omit
what they would consider calculated to lead men to regard adultery as a

venial offence. This circumstance throws a shade of suspicion upon those



authorities which omit the narrative: but, if the story were of a different
nature, it would probably have been condemned as spurious, on the mere
comparison of authorities.*

7. Readings which favour the opinions of the transcriber, or of the sect to
which he belonged, or which seem calculated to advance the honour of his
party and to confound its adversaries, are suspicious.

Copyists would not readily depart from their exemplar for the purpose of
introducing what was hostile to their own views of truth, or to the credit or
interest of their order or their sect; but they might, and probably would, have
been easily persuaded to look with partiality on such readings as promised to
favour objects so dear to their hearts. Hence, in the MSS. of the Old
Testament, which have come down to us through the hands of Jewish
copyists, readings which seem to countenance Jewish predilections, or which
might appear unfavourable to Christianity, are to be regarded with suspicion;
and, in those of the New Testament, which have descended through an
orthodox channel, readings which seem made, as it were, on purpose to put
down heresy, are to be suspected. Of course, in the application of this, as of
all the other rules for internal evidence, it is assumed that there is conflicting
testimony, and that some respectable authorities are to be found on each
side.

It may be useful to illustrate this rule at somewhat greater length than has
been necessary in the case of those which precede, and the simplest mode of

doing so will be by a few examples. Thus, in Judges 18:30, the Jews have,

from a very early period, altered, in most of their copies, the word i,
Moses, into 7w, Manasseh, which, however, is usually found written with

the suspended (mw), or enlarged (mwan). We are at no difficulty to divine



the motive of this alteration; it was considered as discreditable to the
Hebrew nation and to their religion to have it recorded that the grandson of
their great lawgiver exercised, together with his sons, the priesthood of an
idol in the city of Dan; and, therefore, the name of Moses was changed into

that of Manasseh, to avoid the scandal. This corruption is very ancient, for

Mavaoaon is found in the most ancient copies of the Septuagint; but it is

easily detected by the diversity which prevails in writing the word; by the

confession of the Talmudists, who affirm that the name was that of Moses,

but that it was written with the 2, on account of the disgraceful conduct of his

descendant; and from the marginal note found in almost all the Hebrew

MSS. which directs that the ishall not be inserted in the text, but suspended

over it. Had the Jewish copyists found mwisimply, they would not have

hesitated to retain it without adding any extraordinary marks to excite
suspicion. This error appears in the English version, but not in the Vulgate
nor in any of the translations derived from it.

It was, at one time, a very common opinion, that the Jews had wilfully
corrupted the text of their sacred books in many places, in order to deprive
Christians of the advantage which they might derive from the arguments
drawn from ancient prophecy; but recent authors have almost entirely
abandoned this charge. It is, indeed, not to be denied that many of the
passages formerly relied on as proofs of the accusation are found, when
minutely examined, to lend it no support, the readings objected to as
spurious being, in some cases, manifestly and undoubtedly authentic; in
others, well supported; and in many not less favourable to the Christian
doctrine than those for which they were supposed to have been fraudulently

substituted. The charge of general corruption, therefore, must fall to the



ground: but there are yet manifest proofs that particular passages have, in
some MSS. been tampered with; or at least that, in them, readings have been
systematically preferred which seemed unfavourable to Christianity. Of this,
Psalm 22:17 (Heb.) affords an example. There is no doubt, from the

testimony of the ancient versions, as well as from the sense of the passage,
that the true reading of the last clause of this verse is :*>371 7 173; which is
rendered in our English version, “they pierced (i. e. tore or wounded,) my
hands and my feet;” this reading is found in some MSS. as above given, and

in several others with a slight change in the first word, which is written 17>,

by the insertion of one of the matres lectionis. The vast majority, however,

of the Jewish MSS. and editions read, instead of 1m20r x>“they pierced,”

Mxo0r 1x2“as a lion,” which makes nonsense of the clause, and even

contradicts the Masorah, the rule by which they profess to be guided; for that

document directs, that in this place 1mx>shall be inserted in the text; "axin

the margin. It is impossible to avoid the suspicion that party zeal may have
influenced these copyists. They must have known that the Christians—
whether correctly or not is nothing to the present question—regarded this
clause as prophetically descriptive of the suffering Messiah; and, no doubt,
they were prone to adopt any various reading by which the force of their

opponents’ argument could be effectually turned aside. In this instance,

therefore, we prefer the reading 2or x>, “they pierced,” because it is

supported by some respectable authorities, and because it is least favourable
to the party to which the transcribers of the Hebrew MSS. belonged.
Nor need we hesitate to apply the same rule to some readings which are

found in particular copies of the New Testament Scriptures. Thus, in John



8:44, where the true reading undoubtedly is, vpels €k ToO TaTPOS TOD
StaBolov €aTé, “ye are of your [lit. the] father, the devil:” a few MSS. read,
UpLeTs €k Tob dtaBolov €oTé, ye are of the devil;” leaving out To0 TaTpos,
“the father,” a mistake which may have arisen from the opotoTe evToV,

occasioned by the repetition of the article To0, but which, more probably,

was owing to the desire of the copyists to deprive certain Gnostics of the
argument which they might build upon this text in support of their
fundamental position, that the God of the Jews, the Creator of the world and
of the human race, was an Evil Being. Had the external evidence in favour
of this reading been much more weighty than it is, we should have rejected it
without scruple, because it apparently owes its origin to the sectarian zeal of
the copyists.

b4 \

For another example we may refer to Matt. 1:25; éws oU €Teke TOV vidY

avThs Tov mpoToTokov “until she brought forth her first-born son;” but

here four MSS. with two ancient versions and a few copies of the old Latin

version, read simply Tov viov adTfis, “her son,” leaving out TOvV
mpwTOTOKOV, “the first-born.” These words were, doubtless, omitted

because they seemed to call in question the perpetual virginity of the mother
of Christ, which it was considered both heresy and blasphemy to impugn.
We therefore prefer the common reading; and we should have preferred it
though not merely four but forty MSS. had opposed it; because we can
account for their opposition from the doctrinal views of the transcribers.

We may here refer to John 3:6, which ends with the words, “that which is

born of the spirit is spirit:” to this some Latin MSS. and Fathers add, “quia



Deus Spiritus est:” and three Latin MSS. still further improve the cogency of
the passage by reading: “quia Deus Spiritus est, et de (vel ex) Deo natus
est:” i.e. “because the Spirit is God and is born of God.” Who can doubt that
these readings are interpolations, probably originating in a marginal
scholium, but which found a ready reception with the copyists of these
documents, from their appearing well calculated to refute the doctrines of
the Arians and Macedonians, respecting the Spirit of God? Readings which
can be traced to such feelings are of no authority whatever.

This rule has been applied by Wetstein, Griesbach, and other critics, to a
number of passages in which the Received Text as commonly printed is
favourable to the orthodox doctrine: but in which several of the most
valuable authorities exhibit a reading that has no direct bearing upon
controversy: such as Acts 20:28; 1 Cor. 10:9; 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 John 5:7; Jude,
ver. 4; Rev. 1:8; Rev. 1:11, &c.; but as these texts will receive a separate
examination hereafter, it is unnecessary and would be out of place to go into
them minutely at present. The examples already given are such as will
probably occasion no dispute: and they are amply sufficient to explain and
justify the rule.

8. In general a shorter reading is to be preferred to a more copious one.

Transcribers were desirous of making their copies as complete as
possible: it is probable that they never left out, on purpose, anything which
they found in their exemplar, except in cases where their peculiar prejudices
were concerned: and several MSS. exhibit blank spaces in particular parts;
showing that when the copyists had heard of the existence of passages,
though not in their own exemplar, nor in any to which they had access, they
nevertheless wished to insert them, whenever an opportunity might occur for

doing so, and left room for the purpose. This rule, of course, does not apply



to places in which either the opLotoTelevTo6V or some other known cause,

might occasion an omission.

9. Ceeteris paribus a reading is to be preferred which best accords with
the usage of the writer in whose works it is found.

Every author has his own peculiarities of style and phrase, from which he
does not frequently deviate: we ought not therefore, without strong evidence,
to attribute to him a reading which is opposed to his usual mode of
expression. This rule shews that no one can be a sound critic who is not also
a good scholar, and especially versed in the writings upon which he proposes
to exercise his critical sagacity.

10. There is a strong probability in favour of any reading, which, if
assumed to have been the original one, will readily enable us to account for
all the other readings by the operation of some of the known causes of error.

This rule, though occasionally referred to by preceding writers, has been
brought prominently into notice by Griesbach, who has very happily applied
it to the elucidation of several difficult passages. Its justice will not be
disputed; for we are in no case to suppose more, or more important changes,
than are necessary to account for observed facts.

Griesbach, after enumerating the principles of internal evidence, very
nearly to the same effect with the rules which are given above, adds, that “it
IS unnecessary to repeat again and again that those readings which, viewed
in themselves, we judge to be preferable, are not to be actually adopted as
the true text, unless they are recommended by the testimony of some ancient
authorities. Those which are supported by no adequate testimony, but rely
exclusively on trivial and modern authorities, are not to be taken into

account. But the more conspicuous any reading is for its internal marks of



excellence, the fewer authorities are necessary to support it. And thus it may
occasionally happen, that a reading may display so many and so clear
Indications of authenticity, as to be sufficiently supported by two authorities,
provided they belong to different classes or families, or even by one.”—
Proleg. in N. T. Sec. iii. p. 59, n.

To decide upon trivial and modern authorities, exclusively, is nearly the
same as to decide without any authority whatever, or upon mere conjecture;
and although this is a practice which is freely admitted in the case of the
ancient classics, and must occasionally be tolerated, from necessity, in the
Old Testament, and although some specious arguments might be advanced
for permitting it to be employed in the New,—still it seems safest and best to
adhere in the criticism of the sacred text,—always in the New Testament,—
and in the Old, whenever it is possible,—to the maxim laid down by
Griesbach, and according to which he has constructed his valuable
edition,—“Nil mutetur e conjectura.” The reasons for tolerating Critical
Conjecture as a source of emendation in a few passages of the Old
Testament, will come before us in the sequel. It must, however, be allowed
that it is a dangerous remedy in any hands but the most judicious and

experienced: and its arbitrary use ought certainly to be discouraged.
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* Some observations on the most ancient forms of writing the languages of Scripture
will be introduced hereafter, in the sketches of the History of the Text of the Old and

New Testament.

T The English pronunciation of Greek being completely out of the question, two others
remain to be considered, the Erasmian and the Reuchlinian. The former, which is
followed in Scotland, France, and parts of Germany, agrees very well with some classical
allusions; but the Reuchlinian, which was the mode adopted by the Greeks, who taught
their native language in the West at the period of the revival of letters, and which still
prevails in modern Greece, seems to be of great antiquity. The itacism, or confusion of

the sounds of n, L, v, and €L; and of €, at, and ot, which is a peculiarity of Reuchlin’s

system, has given rise to mistakes in some of the oldest Greek MSS. extant.

* The authorities for the omission and insertion of this passage will be stated in the

Third Book of this work.
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