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*GENTLEMEN OF THE THEOLOGICAL CraAss:—I greet you this evening
on behalf of the professors, as you come to engage with us in bheolnu]-
cal study. You are looking forward to an honorable w ork, the leading
of men in the light and power of the word of God, to a higher and a
better life—a life only begun here, and to continue Llnouu‘hout eternity.
You study, that you may the better serve your generation ; and when
the end comes for you, as come it must, no regret will ever cross your
soul that you gave yourselves to this work. Our charge against our-
selves will be, that we have so feebly and defectively labored for God.

It devolves upon me, this evening, to speak to you on some subject
related to your Stll(h(‘a. Three ;}eus ago, I delivered the opening lec-
ture in course, and spoke of Our Ei urllsh Bible. Four months have
elapsed since the New Testament has been put before the world in a
new form; and it seems to me, that, however common this subject has
become, this also is the ])I.IL,L and the time to discuss the Revised
Version.

The revision of our New Testament was committed by the Convo-
cation of Canterbury to seven of its number. This committee invited
from the Established and other churches tw enty-five persons in all, to
co-operate with them. Changes by death, the declining of the service
and resignation brought the number down so that for the greater part
of the time there were but twenty-four serving on the committee,
Bishop Ellicott was chairman, and , during all Lhese Yyears was never ab-
sent from his place. They met Ior the first time on the 22d of J une,

* The opening of the session of 1881-2 2, of the Theological Seminary, Sep-
tember 20th, 1881.
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1870, and held in all 407 sessions, the average attendance being 15.8
members, The last meeting ended at 5 P. M., November 11, 1880.
After delay, an American committee was selected, consisting of fifteen
members.  Of these, one declined and two resigned. The following
died : Dr. Hadley, in 1872; Dr. Hackett, in 1876; Charles Hodge, in
187%: and then Dr. Washburn. The original committee added five to
its number. Dr. Woolsey was the chairman. Their labors began in
October, 1872, ‘T'he persons selected were chosen on the ground of
their attainments and denominational relations. In the last article he
wrote, contributed to the 7¥mes, Dean Stanley says of the English
Company: *The Company was composed and intended to be com-
posed out of the widest circle. Dean Alford, in a memorable speech,
vindicated the admission of even Jews into the ranks of the Revisers.
Roman Catholics were invited in the person of Cardinal Newman, who
courteously refused on the ground of his not having paid any special
attention to the subject ; but every other school of opinion gladly re-
sponded to the call” The American Company included a Unitarian—
a distinguished Cambridge professor. After all, the revision was in
continuation of the labors of John Wickliffe and William Tyndale,
whose pious wish it was, td give saving knowledge to their countrymen.
Wickliffe wrote in his Preface to Luke, “A poor caitifl (captive) let
(hindered) from preaching for a time for causes known of God writeth
the Gospel of Luke in English to the poor men of his nation, who
know little Latin or none.” William Tyndale is said by Fox, to have
been “moved and stirred up of God, to translate the Seripture into his
mother tongue, for the utility and profit of the simple people of the
country.” Whatever service they may render who are not Evangelical,
there is need for aid from on high. There was need, then, constantly
for prayer,to God the Father,to grant all needed help, gifts and
graces, through the merits of his Son our Saviour. Such Companies
shiould be so made up, as to unite in soul in their desires, seeking them
by the same channel and on the same ground.

The English Company initiated the changes, as a rule, and the
American Company with these before them made up and forwarded sug-
gestions and proposed alterations. The action taken on these in Eng-
land was made known to the American Company, who yielded or not as
ghe case might be, the latter course being taken in quite a number of
passages as the Appendix shows. Mutual concessions reduced what
would make an octavo volume of about 400 pages of American sugges-
tions and points of difference to the small compass of the present Ap-
pendix.

The Revised Version is, then, the fruit of the labors of able scholars,
on both sides of the Atlantic, who have given as much time and men-
tal toil as can reasonably ever be looked for to be expended on such an
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undertaking, and their work is now laid before the English speaking
Christian world. I do not see, how fault can be found with the privacy
with which the revision was carried on. It would not have been well
to put forth a trial revision from time to time for public eriticism.
The New Testament has come now as a whole before the Christian
world in a revised form. Many say, accept the new Version at once
without question. The Companies, who have made the revision, are so
far superior to the individual, that the faith they command should lead
to the unhesitating acceptance of their work, as a better version of the
New Testament, than that which we have. An able Greek scholar,
Professor Tyler, of Amherst College, has thus expressed himself upon
it: “Itis not, indeed, the unanimous but the harmonious result of the
best scholarship of the different denominations of Christians in Great
Britain and the United States, working separately and independently,
yet in one spirit and with one result, for a decade of years; and,
although, like all human works, it is not without its imperfections and
blemishes, (and some will count any emendation a blemish and every
change an offence), although an angel from heaven could not produce a
translation which would please all or even any one in all respects, yet
I have no hesitation in saying that the new revision represents the true
and original Greek Testament much more faithfully than the Authorized
Version, or probably any other version that has been made in modern
times. It expresses the thought and language of the inspired writers
in better, beeause more idiomatic and more recent English. It is not
only more acceptable to scholars, but more intelligible to common
readers; and it promises to give a new impulse to the reading and
study of the New Testament, new life and power to Christianity in
every part of the world where the English language is spoken.” ( The
Independent, June 30, 1881.) o this unqualified approval I was also
at first inclined, and have so expressed myself. DBut the question has
been complicated for the Christian publie by the Revisers themselves,
for we can hardly call their work a *harmonious result.” The whole
subject was in fact thrown open by the Revisers, when an Appendix
was asked on one hand and conceded on the other. The matter has
passed out of the Revisers’ hands, and the final shape the new version
is to assume has been opened up. If less than a score of American
scholars put themselves in opposition to the judgment of the English
Company, the decision of the English speaking Christian world is
thereby invoked, Some of the American Company have, therefore,
written apologetically. One says, ‘It will be observed by those who
reflect upon the subject that the Appendix is only of the nature of an
enlargement of what is commonly called the “ Margin.”  Again, this
writer says, * Now, the Appendix, of which we are speaking, is clearly
of the same nature as the marginal renderings and is designed for the
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same purpose. It might well have been distributed to the several pas-
suges which it concerns, and there inserted in the margin; but the
bringing together of whut it contains does not change its character, and,
if the extending of marginal translations so far as to include the mat-
ter now found in the Appendix would be j ustifiable, the presenting of
this matter to the reader in the Appendix itself is also to be justified.”’—
(Rev. Dr. Dwight.)

And yet, if the Version had been presented without this difference of
judgment between the two Companies, the question would not be ma-
I.t‘l"l.:l”.\' changed. The well known writer * Vidi ” thus foreibly states
the elaim of the Clristian church: * The revising commitiee is to
submit proposals rather than to announce decisions. A thing so com-
paratively unimportant as the revision of a political constitution would
never be entrusted as a finality to any committee or even convention.
1 hold, then, that the revision of our version of the New Testament is
only initiated, not completed, by the ten years’ labor of the American-
assisted British committee. I submit that such committee, no matter
of whom composed, is not the highest available authority, nor by any
means a proper authority for a step so serious as the introduction of a
change in the Bible of the people. 1t seemsto me evident that the general
consensus of the ehurches, to be in some way deliberatively ascertained
after perhaps five years’ discussion, is the only rightful authority, and
at the same time immeasurably the highest mind, to which the several
proposals of the revision can be submitted. Though there be not out-
side the committee an individual living whose opinion ought to weigh
against that of certain of its members, still it remains true that no
committee’s agreement ean weigh against the collective common sense
of the Christian world in the light of all the facts and arguments to be
produced.”

It appears then, that the Revised Version is necessarily before the
Christian public for criticism. It is to stand or fall on its merits No
ecelesiastical authority, no civil authority bolsters it up. So it was
with the present version. Though called in England the Authorized
Version, it came forth with no power behind it to press its acceptance.
{t competed with the versions in use,and supplanted them. Nor is this
great jury—the Christian public—altogether unfitted for the task now
laid upon it. The many can judge of the English of the Version; and
as to the rendering, there are great numbers that can and will judge of
it, and a new Concordance, prepared by Dr. Robert Young, a most
elaborate work, places it still more in the power of the studious to judge
somewhat of this. Even as to the various readings, the problem is not
what it once was. The leading manuscripts, those that have called
imperatively for certain changes in the text, have been published, and
the testimony can be laid before a large jury, not altogether incompe-
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tent for the work of judging. A few months rightly seem a short period
within which to form a judgment of the fruit of years of toil, yet it
may not be amiss to give an opinion now, if supported by reasons,
even though time may modify the verdict now given.

First, then, as to the external form of the text. No. T, of the Prin-
ciples and Rules agreed to by the Committee of Convocation in 1870,
was, *To revise the headings of chapters and pages, paragraphs, italies,
and punctuation ;7 so that it was long known, that the external form
of the text was under review. It was expected that the verses would
be changed ; but it was not known, for a time, that the headings of
pages and chapters would be revised away. The committee have divided
the text into paragraphs. The New Testament is thus put into better
shape, because the division of chapters is faulty, as at the close of
Matthew 19, Mark 2, Mark 8, Acts 7, &c.; and the division of verses,
as they mow stand, is more objectionable, as all know. The Re-
visers have not, in my opinion, made enough breaks to supersede the
necessity of further division, and this will be called for. In using the
Revised Version, one has often need to refer to our present version to

determine the separation of the verses, as the figures on the margin
are not a suflicient guide. The omission of certain verses, especially
in the Gospels, called for a renumbering. This has been attended to at
I. John 5: 7. I see no reason why the committee could not have com-
pleted this work, and have revised the titles and the verses. This may
well be attended to, before the Revised Bible is issued, as a whole.
Fault has been found because the Revisers did not discard italie letters
to denote words not in the Greek. This is so familiar and acceptable a
feature of our present version, that it is well it was not disearded, and
this part of their work hias been carefully done. It is easy, however,
to criticise.  For example: In I. Cor. 12: 29, we read ** Are all workers
of miracles?” Our version has, “Are all workers of miracles?”
Strietly, both should be united, “Are all workers of miracles?” Nor
is uniformity always maintained. For example: Luke 15: 12, reads,
* Father, give me the portion of thy substance that falleth to me.”
Our present version has, * Father, give me the portion of goods that
falleth fo me.” 7o me is a supply, as our version has marked it, and
¢hy in the Revised Version is a rendering for the Greek the, while in 1.
Cor. 1: 1, for instance, the Greek the is rendered ** our,” not italicised,
however, while it is so in our present version. Again, in 1. Tim. 1: 2,
the Revised Version has, ** Unto Timothy, my true child in faith.”
Our version has, “ my own son.” There is no word for “ my,” not the
article, so that our present version is correct, if we descend to particu-
lars. I take it, Luke 15: 12, should be, * Father, give me the portion
of thy substance that falleth fo me.”

I pass now to speak of the internal form of the text, and first of the
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ing of what is taken to be
isers have failed to make
e been made to

1 might group

translation of the Greek, that is, the render
the text. Here I note, first, that the Rev
changes in many places, where no objection would hav
the change, as the expressions retained are not in use. . ‘
with this the positive statement that they have inserted archaisms, where
they did not find them in our present version. The American 901111)n|1y'
have put their objection to this course on the part of the British (?om-
ander Classes of Passages, VII, in the Appendix, “substitute
modern forms of speech for the following archaisms, viz: * wh.o " or
« ghat ” for * which,” when used of persons; “are? for “be” in the
« know' * knew V' for * wot,” ¢ wist ;" ¢ drag ' or
#  The Appendix also notes at Luke 23: 23,
An ex-

“ for

pany

present indicative ;
“drag away ” for * hale.
the retention of ¢ instant,” though displaced in other passages.
of the insertion of archaisms may be seen at I1.Thess. 2: 13,
because,” a rendering adopted on a prineiple to which
I shall shortly refer. Most noteworthy is the insertion of * shamefast-
ness ” in I. Tim. 2: 9, which is in fact an older word than * shamefaced-
ness,” the word displaced. This is an effort to revive an obsolete word.
The conservatism that uses these words acts rather capriciously in
view of the many changes otherwise made; and to this I pass now, and
note in the second place, that the Revised Version is seriously inju
by the multitude of unnecessary changes. This would of itself delay
the acceptance of the version, because it malkes it strange to the reader.
Here seems to be a falling into Scylla in avoiding Charybdis. Much
has been made of the variety of renderings given by the translators of
our present version to the same Greek word. The Preface of the Re-
vised Version quotes the Translators’ rule, in order to criticise if,
% When a word hath divers significations, that to be kept which hath
been most commonly used by the most of the ancient fathers, being
agreeable to the propriety of the place and the analogy of the faith.”
Of this rule, the Revisers say, * There are numerous passages in the
Authorized Version, in which, whether regard be had to the recurrence
(as in the first three Gospels), of identical clauses and sentences, to the
repetition of the same word in the same passage, or to the characteristic
use of particular words by the same writer,” the Translators have not
been faithful. In such cases,they say, they have not hesitated to in-
troduce alterations, even though the sense might not seem to the gen-
eral reader to be materially affected.

ample
that ' in place of *

red

But further, the Revisers have made changes by consequence, * that is,
by reason of some foregoing alteration.” The cases * are numerous.”
“ Sometimes the change has been made to avoid tautology ; sometimes to
obviate an unpleasant alliteration or some other infelicity of sound;
gometimes, in the case of smaller words, to preserve the familiar
rhythm ; sometimes for a convergence of reasons,” and then a case is
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given to illustrate. In fact, a uniform rendering of certain words was
c!losen, and then changes were made to carry out the prineciple. Dr.
Newth, in his Lectures on Revision, shows how this was done—most
thoroughly, it will be seen —* It was felt to be desirable to reconsider
the Revised Version with exclusive reference to this single point; and
l-‘l'u- pages of a Greek Concordance were assigned in cqaal portions to
adifferent members of the Company, who each undertook to examine
every passage in which the words falling to his share might occur, and
to mark, if, in any case, unnecessary variations in the English had either
,1~)u(-|1 introduceqd or retained. The passages so noted were brought be-
fore the notice of the assembled Company,and the question was in each
case considered whether, without any iujury to the sense, the rendering
of the word under review might be harmonized with that found in other
.['nl:w.es.” The Revisers call this a ** sound principle,” and have carried
_|‘1."‘»1|ti. (The first of the Principles and Rules agreed to in 1870, is
“To introduce as few alterations as possible into the text of the Au:
thorized Version consistently with faithfulness.”) There is no call for
ox.:nnples under this remark. I would say, that however sound the
|Trn‘1ciple of the Revisers is, it is only sound within limits and these
limits have been far exceeded. In endeavoring to avoid one fault they
lm?‘c fallen into another. Itisindeed “a minor matter,” as an El;glish
writer says in comparing the parable of the sower in the two versions
"' whether the wicked one ¢ snatcheth ’ or ¢ eatcheth awhy ’ that Whicl;
* was sown ’ or ‘ hath been sown,’ whether it * dureth ’ or ‘endureth ’ for
a while.”  Where does the question of faithfulness come in, whether
we 1‘cl.mh-,-r a word straightway, forthwith, or immediately? There is no
such irou rule in translating ; and, besides, the very words of the pas-
sages have been even committed to memory by many, who know well
_the cadence of the verses, and the principle is not an e’xcuse for break-
ing up so many familiar passages. Dr. Roberts, of the English Com-
|T:m_y, 1.11 the Companion to the Revised Version, intended as“a vindica-
l;u?n of it, in referring to the various readings of the Greek text us::s
this language : “ As in English the meaning is the same whct.ll::r we
say, * He went forth, or * He went out ;7 ¢ Let us go on:' or * Let us

DI el ! AT o . o
proceed ;' ¢ The enemy escaped,’ or ¢ The enemy made their escape,’ so

it is very frequently i ar
. is very frequently in the Greek.” And yet very many of the changes the
Visers PRtre] L aTe S & H -
e t,_c)la have made are just as small, and made simply in deference to a
W I T ) P UT r
princip L‘()l' uniformity. The most of these I would willingly see un-
made, That at Luke 2: 43, is unfortunate.
I may als . * this r
“lI n n.l\ also group under this remark as to changes, many of the cases
'here the structure i 1
: tx tt] the structure of the English sentences has been altered to imi-
ate : order of the words i }
tate the order of the words in the Greek sentences. There was no need
N many case 5 {
¢ ll]“"uIsDC.lSlL‘S bLIma to follow the Greek tongue, rather than our own
quote Dr. Roberts again as ‘arious readi if
gain as to the yarious readings, “ It makes no dif-
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ference in our language whether we say,’ Paul, the A p’ostle - Icn' ‘_Tll.:-
Apostle Paul,’ ¢ The poet Milton,’ or ¢ Milton, the po-:..t,. So too lrs ; :
with a large pumber of those variations which oceuar in the text ol t {l.
New Testament.” (Companion, chap. I.) Yet in John, ﬁl‘sf; chalpnm',_ we
have * Isaiah, the prophet ” for * The prophet Esaias ‘Is?.mh,) g sm.d u.\.
Matthew 6th, what has been severely criticised, * Thy will be ’tfom‘, .'.1.~
arth,” for the smoother and familiar order, * Thy will

in heaven, so on e
Many of the changes are due to

be done in earth, as i is in heaven.”
the Greek order. . .
also group here the changes made in the rendering of the tenses.

[ may Ses
) 1, but the same excessive spirit

Many of these have been made for goot
uniformity marks the course of the Revisers here, as in the cases
.d already. The aorist and perfect have been so cavefully dis-
1 stitl-

of

mentione
tineuished, that the English reader is struck with the unnecessary

ness of the sentences. In March, 1857, a revision of the Gospel ac-
cording to John was issued by five English clergymen, four of whom
were in the Revision Company, Dean Alford being of the number.
They put forth revisions afterwards of seven of the Epistles of Paul.
Dr. Marsh said of their revision of John, what is true of this new ver-
sion from their hands, “An American cannot help suspecting that the
tenses are coming to have in England a force which they have not now
in this country, and never heretofore have had in English literature.”

I may also ificlude here the undue attention paid to the Greek article.
Many passages in our present version have been helped by rendering
the article, but yet, what is gained by this change in Matt. 8 : 12, * There
shall be the weeping and gnashing of teeth,” for * there shail be weep-
ing and gnashing of teeth ¥ If the article must go in, it should go
in in both cases, * There shall be the weeping and the gnashing of
teeth.”  Yet, Dr. Roberts must say, * There are, no doubt, cases in
which the English idiom will not tolerate the use of an article, where
it is found in the original.” (Companion, Part 11., Chap. 2. It is also
true that we need the article in some cases where the Greek does not
have it. Yet in Romans, we have the notes multiplied by * a law.,”
“works of law,” * law,” * through law,” &e., while in Romans 1: 18,
the margin gives * a wrath of God,” for the text, * the wrath of God
is revealed from heaven,” &e.

The Revisers found even themselves that their ideas of uniformity
had a limit. For example as to the uniform rendering of the same
Greek word : though they give us in Matt. 18: 7, * Woe unto the world
because of occasions of stumbling ! for it must needs be that the ocen-
sions come ; but woe to that man through whom the oceasion cometh !
in several passages they retain the word offend. Stasis is rendered
“riot 7 in Acts 19: 40, displacing * uproar,” while in Acts 28: 7 the
translation * dissension ” is retajped. Why not retain * uproar 7
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frousia is vendered quthority in Luke 10: 19, displacing * power; "
in John, 1: 12 *right,” displacing * power; ” similarly in Rom. 9: 21 ;
while in the 13th chapter, in the 1st, 2nd and 3rd verses, the rendering
“ power " is retained, where, if at all, authority is the idea, ** Let every
soul be in subjection to the higher authorities: for there is no authority
but of God.” Then as to the tenses: at Heb. 11: 28, they did not
venture to render the perfect tense except in the margin, but retain
* he kept the passover ; » so, also, in the 17th verse.

I the third place, I have noted certain passages where [ do not
judge the Revisers have made a better rendering of the Greek. With=
out entering into a detail of the passages, I eall atiention to some of
those that seem to me the most objectionable. Liuke 1 : 35, ** That which
is to be born of thee shall be called holy, the Son of God.” There is
no reason why the translation that makes hagion the predicate should
have the place of the text. Acts 15 : 28, * The apostles and the elder
brethren.” There is no ground for making presbuteroi an adjective,
when the preceding verse, where the “ elders " are mentioned, is looked
ab. Acts 16: 25, “But ahout midnight Paul and Silas were praving
and singing hymns unto God.” There is no conjunction. Their praises
were prayers, praying they sang; and psalms 102 and 146 and others
show heow this could be. In Acts 25: 8, I would object to the render-
ing sinned, when reference is also made to Cmesar. Our version is
better, ** offended.” In the much discussed passage, Acts 26: 28, ren-
dered * With but little persuasion thou wouldest fain make me a
Christian,” the Revisers have given us a gloss. The verb simply is
*“ thou persuadest me,” or the whole is, ** In little thou persuadest me, '
and they have filled in from their idea (it may be a just one) of
v:\grippa. Rom. 3: 9, *“ What, then, are we in worse case than they ?
is not in keeping with the context, and our version is. Another trans-
lation that I note is in 2 Tim. 3: 16, Every scripture inspived of
God is also profitable for teaching,” &c. The natural translation of
the two adjectives, as placed together, is that of our present version,
and tlm..t adopted by the Revisers should not have the place of the
t{a.xF.. It matters not that Alford and Ellicott are agreed in this ren-
dur:fug. 'J_‘hey oppose Chrysostom, Athanasius, Calvin, and the Geneva
version, DeWette and Conybeare; and our text might well have
rem.mned and the revised text take the margin, for even Alford speaks
hesitatingly. But their translation is no innovatior. It is as old as
g::]mgu,:lédcm(jc|l:”i;3t;i 3‘}[0&&l quc?Lioxléble is the rendering in
it not a lJl'iZ;) to be ;)1) an eq.u:iilto: v:'lill]gGm ILP’e %"m . G(fd’ g
Appendix has it, the margin ‘:a Shinir .lt, 0['). - 82 (’3’0”3’“1"]5'; "o
It will be seen that some ;)t‘ the r ]a- -‘0 it i 'l‘ll'm-
S i me. " 1 " Lhe renderings I note as better are in the

o Appendix, but thisshould not modify our condemna-
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tion of the version. If this version be adopted, there will be
editions, as there are of our present version, that will omit the margin
and Appendix ; and besides, the general reader of the future would not
attemd to them, but his thoughts would be formed by the text.

Thus much of criticism. And yet objection should not be made
against the meeting of this new version in & eritical spirit. The defects
of our present version have been fully set forth during a long term of
years, and at times in words guite harsh. For instance, the Companion to
the Revised Version, referring to various renderings in our present
translation, uses such terms as these,  almost unintelligible,” “an ut-
terly impossible version of the Greek,” * this verse is spoiled in the
Authorized Version,” * unscholarly,” * blundering,”  the rendering is
not only erroneous, but absurd,” &e. And, on the other hand, the
Revised Version has had its excellencies set forth not only by Dr.
Roberts, and others of the English Company, but by several of the
American Company, and widely by the President of the American
Committee of Revision, in his able addresses to large audiences since
the book was issued.

I indicate leading points of excellence. The first and most import-
ant one is the correction of the original text by the aid of the most
ancient manuscripts. The chief of these were not accessible when the
Greek text, on which our present version is hased, was made up. The
manuseript of the IVth century, in the Vatican, has all along been jeal-
ously guarded,and it is only of late that it has been published in a sat-
isfactory way. The only other one, that may rank with it, now at St.
Petersburg, was only disecovered of late years. Their importance is seen
by referring to Matt. 17: 213 18:11; Mark 7: 16; 9: 29, &e., where
omissions are made on their authority, and all through the Gospels
their influence is seen in clearing away accretions of the text, that arose
from parallels. And yet they have not been blindly followed. Weight
has been given to other authorities. In the following passages, one may
see disregard of them ; at Matt. 12: 47; Mark3:14;10:7,24; John 9: 33,
&e.  One case is especially noteworthy. John 1: 18, reads in the new
version as in our present version, * No man hath seen God at any time;
the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath
declared him.? Here the weightiest manuseript authority. the Vatican
and  Sinaitic uniting with others, is disregarded, when they vead ** the
only begotten God,” and the fathers turn the scale against the oldest
manuscripts, Among the men who have passed judgment on all these
passages, are the leading biblical erities of the world. They have
given us a corrected text. This amendment of the text is the great
benefit of the work of the Revisers, and this, though they did not set
out to produce a revised Greek text. Since the time of Grieshach,
there has been variety in the pullished Greek texts. These were sO
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m ultiplied that the Textus Receptus had been put aside, as a thing of
the past. Now we have a new Textus Receptus, for no such body of
men as the British Company ever sat to fix the text, so far as possible,
from ancient documents. This will take the place of the Elzevir text,
:mfl various readings now will be variations from this. The attention
paid to the text by the Revisers is seen not only in the changes they
!Hla\'e 111.ade after careful study, but in the notes. The 1611 Bible had
100, t,ln.s Version has more than 2,000. Nearly 400, or about one in
every six, are of a textual character. In the 1611 Bible, there were
but 35, or about one in twenty , that were of this nature. The evidence
the R.,e-\'isers have sifted has been very perplexing in some cases, and in
a few instances they have expressed doubt, as t,l;e notes tell us, at Acts
4: 25; Col. 2: 2; Heb. 11: 4; Jude 22; Rev. 2: 13; 13: 10. The
Appendix contains some various readings, and Westcott and Hort, of
the English Company, have lately put forth a text that varies some-
what from the Revisers’ readings ; and, yet when the Elzevir text stood
f-?l' centuries, this Revisers’ text will stand, it may be, till an interna-
tional body of biblical critics can prepare a text. Years must elapse
before criticism of the new text can have any effect.

Another point of excellence in the Revision is in the translation, and
appears, for example, in the precision they have given to parallel pas-
sages. This was a needed work. Compare for instance Matt. 26 : 41
and Mark 14: 38, in the two versions. In both passages, we have in
the new version, * Watel and pray, that ye enter not into temptation :
the spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak,” the Greek being the
same. The precision of the Revisers’ work in such passages, and in a
multitude of instances, including the proper names, can only be }'lllly seen
after years of handling of the wersion they have p'rcpurcd. The change
made for the better by a uniform rendering of the same Greek word ci.u
the o connection is seen in Romans, 7th chapter, * I bad not known
?-.m'ctmg, except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet. But sin, find-
ing an o.cc-.asim'l, wrought in e through the commandment all manner
ol u:\'et.mg. For apart from the law sin is dead.” Perhaps also in
1. Cor., first chapter, * Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord
.{(:su:-; Christ, the Father of mercies and God of all comfort; who com-
forteth us in all our affliction, that we may be able to co;nfort them
that are in any affliction, through the comfort wherewith we ourselves
are comforted of God. For as the sufferings of Christ abound unto
us, even so our comfort also aboundeth bln'({ﬂgh Christ. But whether
we be afflicted, it is for your comfort and salvation ; or whether we be
_comfo‘rtetl, it is for your comfort, which worketh ir; the patient endur-
}ﬂg of the same sufferings which we also suffer: and our hope for you
is steadfast ; knowing that as ye are partakers of the sufferings, so x‘dqo
are ye of the comfort.” Undoubtedly, however,in II. Cor. 3 ’5 . N.(JL
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i sunt anyvthing as from our-
that we are sufficient of ourselves to account anything

i " G ‘ho ade us suflicient as
selves; but our sufficiency is of God, who also made us
ministers.” . = b
corrections of mis-translations in our present

There are, besides, the ‘
doathes ’ s the translators had many

version ; but these are not many or sul'iulfi,z . e ot i s
ouides in rendering the text. The Revisers l\:l\(‘,‘ ol t'.\‘” '1‘ ,t -
:x'l:l\' translated the word in Matt. 14: 8, put lm'\.vﬂ.l‘?y “; i'U,'» ;
(]sul:_rlm-r of Herodias, rather than ** before z_'ns(rn_z-h'd of l—xu n‘l(.)t,‘.u._r;I l.“
little change has improved Matt. 15: 5, 6; 27: 52 Luke 16 : 9; Joh
15: 5; Acts 19:1; 25: 21 ; Heb. 13: 7 and 8; &c. :

A vast number of the changes that have been made (rln.c_v :ulc nlunt
bered by thousands,*) do not belong, however, to the classes, of' w 'm 1
I have ;.lm-.' given examples, but are included und(;‘{' the '(-.Inss-:.v.-;., ff.txfllll-
ples of Whi(;h I gave to show the strained lllliltil'llll.‘}' n‘l_ thj" I{L\ llshlofx:

In conclusion, if I were asked if this Revised V (._‘rsum ..IS a :S;LL}::‘tt\(”;L?L]l:\l.
worlk, as it is, as a substitule for our present c"r_.'r.wm,.I T!mult ml":.l:-‘l ‘-
what examination I have been able to give it, Lll:lta-lt is not.v ‘;LT_.(;
what was required by faithfulness to the best oht:un:lll)lv cht..l.fm‘ ! 1~
meaning, this Revised. Version interferes noe_(llv:%fl_\; \\.'n,h .l?U:l{ y 1(.)\.«‘_1_‘\,
s:(’nm‘n(:‘_"in our present version by a studied umfomqu of .urn( Ll‘fxit_
where the word in our present version is a true rendering of the!o‘;l%__‘h
pal, and by a constant deference to the Greek order of .\\'c.)rds:ﬁ l..],kf‘l
two causes have marred the Revised Version,and place it in disagreea-
ble contrast to our present Bible. ey

: RiEh
L of a re-revisi 3 any modification !
Is there any prospect of a re-revision, or of any 23

have, first of all, the American 1'(':\(lillgs‘t.\.) fall b:\g:k on.(‘n: 15)‘111]1‘;1jlu -
appear; and this even by members of the American _()ml..u)t.‘ s
seems to me, however, a matter of regret that thuf(‘: were n.o}: a : :\l
out of the way and the question simplified by an increase (;ﬁ‘ margina
notes. The first agreement between the English :un"l‘Am(rnpc‘:ull C‘ulm.-
panies included the procuring cf an American copyright. This 11.&1.
the Ameriean Revisers abandoned, and the arrangement made after
correspondence was as follows : : 7k
“ The English Revisers promise to send confidentially their l‘e'\'.lstoil ll‘l
its various :\-t.:lg_'u-s to the American Revisers, to take all.t,hv A ll\El'llt.'Ellllzgu‘:_l_:-
gestions into special consideration before the conelusic n.o'f th.uu.la mhl
to furnish them before publication with copies of the l‘(.}\-w,l(;n in ;)‘.S '1.1:1::1
form, and to allow them to present, in an Appendix to the Revise

/i / ersi irst. came out,
#The Bishop of Gloucester stated, when the Revised Vum‘nllt'msf (;;:1‘1':_1 Ju“_!
that in the Gospels and the Acts there were about three altera fnn.s;_ o
Authorized Version in every five verses—a total in the five hnukF‘u] ﬁ\:ui:fcl"l-.
;-.H respondent of the London Guardian \\‘l"l!l’:\' tl;u.t}he ‘1‘1::5 :.l:nll):f(’(l-l k. St
. 1 * = ol o 3 s o s Gospels and the Acts t« y ,601. [he
jons, nnd finds the variations in the Gospe Acte 4,0 o
}fr'n;‘l total of changes in the whole volume reaches, according to this authority
ars 1
80, 191,
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Seriptures, all the remaining differences of reading and rendering of
importance, which tle English Committee should decline to adopt ;
while, on the other hand, the American Revisers pledge themselves to
give their moral support to the authorized editions of the University
Presses, with a view to their freest circulation within the United States,
and not to issue a rival edition for a term of fourteen years.”

The British presses have heen well repaid, and can well make con-
cessions to the American Qompany, or to the Christian public. Yet
it may take the full term mentioned—fourteen years—Dbefore a conclu-
sion will appear, that can be styled a verdict calling for well defined
changes. But meanwhile, the A merican press has already issued, inde-
pendently of the ]{u\'isers, editions with the American readings in the
text, and the English readings in the Appendix. This work has been
incorrectly done, because too hastily done, but in due time we shall
have the American Recension as a candidate for the approval of the
Christian public. Several of the American Company have written in
favor of the American Recension. They hope for the adoption of this
in place of the Revised Version as now published. Dr. Chambers, one
of their number, says: ‘In nearly every case,as we suppose, the pub-
lic opinion of our land will approve the Appendix in place of the text,
and ultimately this will be the case in other lands.”* And so in the
Supplement to the Companion to the Revised Version, ¢ This Ap-
pendix is subject to the verdict of the American Christian community.
If approved by public opinion, it will ultimately be incorporated in the
text of the American editions.” We see no benefit in countenancing
such an edition. It is idle to hope it will prevail in other lands, and if
adopted here, the uniformity that now exists would cease. I repeat,
that it would be far Letter to transfer all the American readings to the
margin; and let the decision turn upon the one book, whether to be
adopted as it is, or to be amended before adoption. Then the two na-
tions would have the one book still in the future, as in the past. The
Appendix has already been compared to an extended margin by one of
the American Revisers, as we have seen. The marginal notes could
well be sifted to allow space for it. Many of these notes are full of in-
struction, in addition to those that represent various readings, as at
Matt. 26: 49, Judas kissed the Lord much; Mark 8: 10, *“cateh ”
means to {ake alive ; Col. 3 : 15, “ to rule ” is to * arbitrate ”—* Let the
peace of Christ arbitrate in your hearts.” Yet there are far too many.
Such notes as Luke 17: 33, sowl for “life,” Gr. healthy for *sound,”
often in Titus, (and there are many of these,) could easily be spared.

The questions concerned in this new version do not by any means
have simply to do with the two recensions—English and American.
Enthusiasm for the work of the Revisers of our own country will not

* Presbyterian Review, July, 1881, p. 478,
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The London Standard has much to say of the English of the new
version : * Whatever scholars may think of the labors ol the Revisers,
the impression produced upon the public mind is one of disappointment
and dissatisfaction. It is deeply to be regretted that the Revisers,
judging by the work just published, have apparently forgotten the con-
ditions under which the task was intrusted to them. It is obvious
that a great many of the alterations adopted have been approved
for reasons of mere literary criticism, which make us rather skep-
tical as to the infallibility or even good taste of the Revisers.
Where no material change in sense or substance of the Authorized
Version has been shown to be required by the Revisers for the proper
construetion of the original, they have nevertheless thought themselves
justified in mending the English and improving the grammar of passages
which have struck deep root in the hearts and memories of the English
people. Had they purged the sacred text of the errors which have crept
into it, and placed, where it was necessary, the variorum readings in the
margin, they would have performed useful and acceptable work. But
in the effort to attain dry and merely mechanical accuracy of expres-
sion, they have so ‘revised’ the noblest book in the English language as
to deprive it of much of its beauty, and they have destroyed many of
its historical associations.”

1n conclusion the Standard writer says that: * It remains now for
the Revisers to revise the text they have produced. If this new version
is ever to be generally used and to supersede the Authorized Version
many of the alterations that have been made must be discarded.”

The London correspondent of the New York Times is quite severe:
« The New Testament Revision is the result of eleven years’ work. It
seems to me that the failure of the commission’s pedantic labors is suf-
ficiently accentuated in the notable echanges made in the Lord’s Prayer,
to render an elaborate criticism unnecessary.  Thy will be done in earth
as it is in heaven, familiar as it is simple in its flowing rhythm, is alter-
ed to *Thy will be done as in heaven so on earth.” The truth is,our
great Greek scholars, as a rule, are not efficient masters of English.
When I was young 1 edited a newspaper in a university city. Themost
inelegant and ungrmnmutical contributions with which university dons
favored me were those written by high-class Greek and Hebrew schol-
ars. "

The New York Independent suggests that it might be well “if the
new text could remain for a few years in a state of flux, and be sub-
mitted to the eriticism of a good body of English scholars, who should
confine their work to the English merely.”

The reviewer in the British Quarterly concludes his careful notice of
the merits and demerits of the new version as follows: ** IT the very
excellent version of the Westminster Revisers were now to be handed

m i A i . :
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q)\“el‘, first, to a committee o©f sensible country ministers, who would
point out what expressions are likely fo 1)(-1'iﬂnx the ‘p.luu\rh boys '
fn‘l‘ whom Tyndale wrote his New Testament, and were :1I'l.urw‘-1|-:iq qtn‘la
mitted to-a committee of pure men of 10LL(.-|'§ for their suﬂ'lr(-s:t-im.m‘ \\":
sljm_ﬂul probably get o perfect version of the New 'l'usL:::;ent " -:I‘h:-
Iu.h:aburg'h. Review is less favorable. A minute examination u.!' many
l\::“;;{‘:‘;j::;" Lll';"j)‘; :::(] F.Iu-."' unusual excellence "' of tln" Revised \.I'I’S‘-il;ll
e s 14-24 is pointed out. But the reviewer judges * there are
grave reasons (which he gives) to believe that the Revised Version will
not command the undivided reverence of the world, and will cortainly
not 1'(-1_11.:&1- the immortal language of the English Hil;lv.” He :‘511.1,'.*! "I?x
cenclusion, we {'(‘it@rﬁte our disappointment with this Revised \";-z'.n:i-un as
a whole. Tt will remain a monument of the industry of its authors -u.n.l
= .Ll‘m‘q“".\' of their opinions and erudition ; but, tm.}nrir-'. we are l'“l...il:l'l ’
mistaken, unfil its English has undergone thumluc_rh revision iI: will 1 ‘)L
supplant the Authorized Version. After all, the ('j;il.'f use of the pres ]-:Jl
attempt will be as a work of reférence in which the g'r:unnmt.i(-‘.f .I.it.‘::’ L
ol the }'cw Testament dietion are treated with labored ﬁd(:lit\'dh ‘wi.l.l lll :
}Ilul‘i' (urnish an authorized wersion to eighty millions of I<]|;u;“..;]r| spes ;{”
ing people than any number of memoires g:;mr servir will ::i\"L‘ l‘lL-tt: r‘
standard history. The superior critical apparatus at ”l(‘hlli-i. mq-'l ;
our scholars, and their advaneced scientific knowledge of (Irr:.unn:n'I:v -“
Lu‘h.:n'v been rather impediments than aids, and we :1re lcTI; wil:l:.nr:;JL.l:.:'l]l'
Z:(l):,:(”al commentary on the }&ew Testament, but not with a new ver-
'l‘(jn years of toil will bear fruit, though the eagerness of some may
be disappointed, as to the form it will assume, or the time i1. will s I]')
to mature. The names of the Biblical eritics, Trecelles, Svrivc:m-r T\':::
:{»LP:J,“;' (i;:lm‘}‘-i{;]t ti::c ;-3::111.1t':;1t?t,01':-; "\l{'m'ul, Ellicott, Lightfoot, T.l’l‘nl'h,
IJ(_!I'(] (‘Jf tlll' ‘l:ll'\‘(‘."i} to i(;::f;.(int.({“ |L“1“ I.:l,i'“r. :I“d b ]"“‘Y ‘YOH I”‘“-\. l]“,
i = o his harvest men worthy to follow pains-
taking laborers, such as these. ‘ s



