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and those of the Father (e.g., John xii. 28), of the Spirit (e.g.,
Acts xiil. 2) and of the apostolic writers for which there is no
warrant in Scripture, all of which, we are told, “is given by
inspiration of God and profitable,” It emphasizes many rela-
tively unimportant words (e.g., “Go call thy husband,” John
iv. 16) and leaves many relatively important words unem-
phasized (e.g., Acts iv. 11, 12). It involves questions of dis-
puted exegesiz in determining which are the words of Christ
(e.g., Matt. xxvi. 56°, John iii. 16 £.) and as applied by Nelsons
it is open to serious objection because it leaves some of the
most precious words of Christ (Rev. i. 17, ifi. 20 f,, xxi. 5 f,
xxil. 16) unemphasized. Surely if the words of the Risen
Christ as recorded in the Gospelsand Acts and in 1 Cor. xi. 24 £,
2 Cor. xii. g, are emphasized it is a mistake to omit this feature
in Revelation. If this omission is made on the ground that
these words were uttered by or received with the help of the
angel (Rev. i. 1) and were consequently a quotation, are not
the words in Acts xx. 35 also a quotation? Do the words of
Christ cease to be his words when spoken through, or quoted
by (cf. John ix. vs, 11 with vs. 7), another? In view of these
and other difficulties and objections it is very questionable
whether this “emphasizing” feature would have been approved
by either the revisers or the editors of the ARV.

It appears then that Nelson and Sons have not been rigorists
in the construction which they have placed on the requirement
that they preserve the integrity of the version entrusted to
them. With the single exception of the “marginal notes” they
have apparently claimed practically the same liberty as pub-
lishers of the ARV, that other publishers in this country claim
in their use of the AV. Just to what extent this is warranted
is another question. But if they assert the right to omit cross-
references and headings, and to “emphasize” the text, is it
exactly consistent to claim for the “marginal notes” a sacro-
sanct character, especially when it is obvious that some of
them have like the cross-references been clearly “influenced”
by “exegetical opinion,” and in the case of John ix. 38 by
“exegetical opinion” of a particularly objectionable character?

We would not be regarded as arguing against the full valid-
ity of contracts or in favor of their easy abrogation or modi-
fication. The tendency to esteem a solemn contract as binding
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only insofar as compliance with its provisions can be strictly
enforced, is one of the great evils of our time. We respect
Messers Thomas Nelson and Sons for their attitude in this
matter and for their hesitation to remove this marginal note.
But while this is true, we believe that in this particular in-
stance the reasons for drastic measures are singularly strong
and compelling, the chief of them being the fact that this note
assails one of the most precious articles of the Christian faith,
the deity of the Lord Jesus Christ, and that its insertion by the
editors in the margin of the ARV was a clear and flagrant
violation of the rules of revision professedly followed by the
revisers and hence an act of injustice to the memory of the
thoroughly evangelical scholars who formed the large majority
of the NT Company of Revisers' and whose names are and
should remain indissolubly connected with this version. There
is but one way to look upon the removal of this marginal
comment and that is, as the righting of a wrong.
Princeton. Oswarp T. Avrvs,

1We have stated elsewhere in this Review (Ci, the issue of April,
1919, especially p. 206 £.) our reasons for holding the view that the
NT Company of Revisers cannot be held responsible for the form of
Ahe marginal note as it appears at John ix. 38 It is not the form
which they prepared for the Appendix to the ERV. And in its obvious
meaning it embodies the belief of but one of the revisers, Dr. Ezra
Abbot, whose close relations with Dr. Thayer, one of the three editors,
may account, perhaps, for its appearance in the margin of the ARV,
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