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discriminates in it between the kernel of the gospels and the
mere shell—“the later variant accounts which blur and con-
fuse the original portrait” of “the real Jesus.” In the ¥ ork
and Teachings of the Apostles, we read that “Hitherto the
Christian Church has seen him"” (Christ) “largely through the
medium of Paul's theology,” but now we are to discriminate
between Paul the Pharisee and Paul the Roman citizen “heir
to many of the complex religious ideas current in Western
Asia during the first Christian century,” and “Paul the mystic,
the devoted follower of Jesus.” Cutting away from his letters
and speeches this shell of Pharisaism and the general jumble of
religious notions we may hope to find what Paul “the mystic”
thought ; not that even then we are bound to accept all—but
we can see “the real Jesus” not quite so much through a glass
darkly as when we see him “through the medium of Paul’s
theology.”

More significant is his attitude toward Christ himself. “The
belief in the second coming of the Son of man has been a fetter
rather than an aid in the development of Christianity” (Life
and Teaching, p. 27). History has demonstrated “the vanity
of these apocalyptic hopes.” “Did Jesus give any basis for this
belief so widely held by his followers? It is found embedded
in the earliest teaching source (Q). Paul’s testimony indicates
that it reached its height about the middle of the first Christian
century. Jesus in his conception of nature, in his apparent
belief in a personal devil and in his acceptance of the Jewish
tradition regarding the origin and authorship of the Jewish
Scriptures showed himself in many respects a son of his age
and race. It would not have been strange if to a certain ex-
tent he had also shared its apocalyptic hopes. Many, perhaps
a majority of New Testament students, hold that he did.”
“Jesus appears to have accepted the current traditions regard-
ing the origin and authorship of the Old Testament books as
he did the scientific and unscientific ideas of his age.” (Life
and Teaching, p. 127.)

This is quite enough to show what the Shorter Bible is, as it
lies in the mind of its chief promoter. The disciple is not
above his master, and the apostles each and all were thus handi-
capped by crude Jewish notions about the devil, as about the
Canon of Scripture. “Vain apocalyptic hopes” shut them all
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in. Jesus (presumably) had less of such superstitions, but he
had some, and Paul presumably more, and Peter and John.
The apostle John, however, did not write the Fourth Gospel
(Work and Teaching, p. 273), but probably John the Presby-
ter, about 95 A. D. and also the three Epistles, while Revela-
tion was by an unknown Christian prophet. Thus the whole
New Testament is reconstructed for us, subjected to not only
a quantitative but a qualitative analysis. None of it has any
real authority. “Thus saith the Lord” is not its undertone,
and “What saith the Scripture? may or may not be a question
worth asking,. We are not bound to believe anything in it
simply because it is Scripture, but only because we judge or
feel or hope or imagine that it is (or is not) “probably” true.
This applies to all Scripture, for we find many passages ques-
tioned or denied which are allowed still to remain in the new
“Canon” of the New Testament—the Virgin birth for instance,
for “there is strong biblical evidence to support the belief in
his natural as well as in his supernatural genesis” (Life and
Teaching, pp. 44, 45)—and disagreements between the
evangelists are recounted. “The Biblical testimony is incon-
clusive” (p. 46), so the question “is naturally answered accord-
ing to each man's individual training and point of view.”
What Professor Kent's own answer is, he does not say, but
the manner in which he scrapes together all possible objections
to the Virgin Birth, even including the “ancient Canaanites and
Phoenicians” and their views of the process of reproduction as
“a sacred mystery,” leaves very little doubt what he thinks,
One would suppose that the sacred mystery recorded in Luke
3rd which he admits into his canon and in Matthew which he
rejects, would weigh more heavily. But it only shows that
neither one evangelist nor two nor three nor all four are
enough to decide a man, who accepts the fashionable rational-
ism, to believe anything that the Bible says, just because the
Bible says it. God grant that he may hold on to as much of
the truth about Christ and the cross as he still appears to do.
But God have mercy on His Church if she allows skeptical
Professors of Biblical Literature to “shorten” her Bible,

The raising of Lazarus is treated in the same manner as the
Virgin Birth., “It is quite probable that the Evangelist never
intended his account of the raising of Lazarus to be under-
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stood as literal history” (Life and Teaching, p. 106). Why?
“Because the Fourth Gospel is to a great extent allegorical.”
And (we may ask) were Mary and Martha and Bethany “alle-
gorical” in John and in the Synoptists also? Just before this
the raising of the widow's son at Nain is thrown out because
it is “only in Luke,” and “bears the marks of its late origin.”
The stilling of the tempest on the Sea of Galilee—though re-
corded in all three synoptists is discredited. Jesus may have
said, “Peace, be still” to his disciples, “rather than to the
troubled seas” (Life and Teaching, p. 107). The acme of in-
consistency and absurdity is reached when the feeding of the
multitude, though recorded both in Mark—who was not an
allegorist—and also by John, is discredited. The Jews al-
ways carried bread in their wallets (!p. 107), and apparently
they felt as if they were fed physically and spiritually.

“The resurrection stories depart widely from those in Mark"”
(p. 304), and in some details from Matthew. “Paunl makes no
mention of the empty tomb,” “He had a peculiar theory of the
Resurrection” by which he “in part” rejected the current be-
lief in a bodily resurrection. In I Corinthians (15th) he
showed the effects of this “pharisaic doctrine” (p. 302), but
later when “his own experience had demonstrated to him its
insufficiency” he “repeatedly and unequivocally rejects it.”
“Suggestions of physical resurrection are found only in Luke
and John.” How interesting it would be if Luke the com-
panion of Paul could now tell us of his efforts to convince
Paul that it was not in vision that the Lord walked to Emmanus
with the two disciples and was made known in the breaking of
bread, and that the happy sequel was not “allegory”; and why
Paul still remained skeptical about “bodily resurrection”—as
Professor Kent does. “Pharisaic Judaism had taught him”
(Paul) “to believe in the pre-existence and supernatural char-
acter of the Messiah or Christ” (Work and Teaching, p. 188).
Has anyone taught Professor Kent to believe in this? He says
Paul's “permanent contributions to Christianity”"—"are en-
meshed in the figures and beliefs of a bygone age.” He says
that Jesus was the higher critic of his day; that he was “the
peerless Knight of Nazareth” (Origin and Value of the Old
Testament, p. 33) but does he anywhere say that he was and is
and is to be God over all blessed forever? He tells us (p. 319) -
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“why Jesus is the universal Saviour of mankind.” It is “not
in the light of metaphysics or abstract theology,” that he ans-
wers the question, “but of physiology, psychology, political sci-
ence, economics, and sociology. . . . Man needs to be saved
from ignorance of himself, of his relations to his fellow men,
and to his larger environment which we call God.” This is the
gospel of the Shorter Bible, and The Contents (vi-xix) re-
flect its colors. The deification of man is its keynote, instead
of the true Deity of Christ. Salvation is by ideals instead of
by the blood of the Lamb. Let us be forewarned and fore-
armed. One woe is past, another woe is yet to come—the
Shorter Old Testament, a portent which ought to arouse us
from our comfortable slumbers.

When Portia gave judgment against Shylock she allowed him
his pound of flesh as nominated in the bond, but bade him “in
the cutting of it” not “to shed one drop of Christian blood.”
“Criticism” has its.rights—but if it turn Shylock in the Old
Testament or the New, there must be a second Daniel come
to judgment, and not a pseudo-Daniel either. The critics
scout Peter and Paul because they are so uncritical as to quete
David in the Psalms, as Christ Himself quoted him. Profes-
sor Kent (Origin and Value, p. 196) is not certain that David
wrote any Psalm and quite certain that he did not write “many
of the Psalms attributed to him by tradition.” “He that sit-
teth in the heavens shall laugh; the Lord shall have them in
derision.”

Easton, Pa. Joux Fox.

NEeLsoN AND Soxs oN JoHN IX. 38

The Teachers’ Testament with Notes and Helps or, as it is
also called, Nelson's Explanatory Testament, was published by
Thomas Nelson and Sons in 1912, It is admirably suited to
the purpose for which it was prepared—to serve as a manual
for Sunday School teachers. The volume is small and handy,
yet the type is clear, and a wealth of information needed by
the Bible student is supplied in convenient form. The ARV
is, of course, the text which is used and the words of Christ
are emphasized. Brief Introductions are furnished to the
New Testament as a whole and also to the individual books,
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and the biblical text is supplied with a Commentary in the
form of foot-notes. The Introductions are taken with only
minor changes from the Illustrated Bible Treasury, edited by
WiLLiam WriaT, which was published by Nelson and Sons
in 18g6, They were written by RENpEL Harris, Marcus
Deps, Marraew B. Rmore, Sik Witciam M. Ramsay,
Tuomas C. Epwarnps, Janes DENNEy, Tarsor W, CHAMBERS,
and Bexjamin B. Warrierp. The changes in Dr. Riddle’s
Introductions indicate that he revised them especially for this
work. The Commentary was prepared by Jomn WirLiam
RusseLr, M.A., the Editor-in-Chief of the Students’ Testa-
ment. And in order that the volume might be certain of ac-
ceptance with all evangelical denominations Mr., Russell's work
was submitted to “noted scholars” representing the leading
evangelical denominations. We quote the words of the Pub-
lishers” Note on this point:

“Special care has been exercised in the selection and preparation of
the Notes and Comments on the text of NeLsox's Exprawarory TesTA-
MENT, 50 25 to give a full and complete explanation of all the diffieult
passages, with entire freedom from theological and denominational
bias. With this object in view, the Notes and Comments have been
revised and approved by noted scholars representing the different
evangelical denominations and acting as associate editors.”

The list of these Associate Editors is as follows:

“Rev. J. B Miies, DD, LL.D,, Editorial Superintendent of the Pres-
byterian Board of Publication and Sunday Scheol Weork; Author
of many Devotional and Religious Books,

M. C. Hazagp, Pr.D., Editor Emeritus of the Sunday School Periodi-
cals of the Congregational Church; Editor of Walker's Concord-
ance; formerly Assistant Editor of “The Sunday School Times"

Rev. Jorx McNaverer, DD, Professor of the New Testament, Alle-
gheny Theological Seminary of the United Presbyterian Church,

ERev. J. T. McFarrann, DD, Editor of the Sunday School Literature
of the Methodist Episcopal Church,

Rev. C. R, Brackawr, DD, Editor of the Periodicals of the American
Baptist Publication Society.

Rev. J. B. Remexsnyoer, DD, LL.D, Pastor of 5t. James' Lutheran
Church, New York; Author of “Work and Personality of Luther,”
“The Post-Apostolic Age and Current Religious Problems” and
other books.

Rev. Samuel Hagrt, DD, LL.D, Custodian of the Standard Book of
Common Prayer; Dean and Professor of Doctrinal Theology,
Berkeley Divinity School (Protestant Episcopal).
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Rev. H. M. Hamuni, DD, Superintendent of the General Sunday
Sehool Work of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South; Author
of several books on The Bible and Sunday Schools,

Rev. Harotp E. Moxser, B.A,, Editor of the Cross-Eeference Bible;
General Evangelist, The Disciples.

Rev. H. H. Four, D.D,, Editor of the Sunday School Periodicals of the
United Brethren Church.

Rev. I J. Vax Ness, DD, Editorial Secretary of the Sunday School
Board of the Southern Baptist Church; formerly President of the
Sunday School Editors’ Association of the United States and
Canada.

Rev. Burus W, Mmier, D.D., Secretary of the Sunday School Board
of the Reformed Church in the United States,

Rev. I. B. Teour, D.D., Editor of the Sunday School Periodicals of
the Church of the Brethren.”

In view of the care taken by Nelson and Sons to prepare a
volume which would be acceptable to all evangelical denomina-
tions,—for it is evident that they were not merely the publish-
ers of this volume but that, like the Bible Ilustrator and the
Concise Bible Dictionary, it was prepared expressly for them—
the comment on John ix. 38 is of peculiar interest, especially
in view of the statement of the ARV margin in explanation of
the word “worship”: “The Greelk word denotes an act of rever-
ence, whether paid to a creature (as here) or to the Creator
(see ch. 4, 20).” The Commentary expounds vss. 35, 38 as
follows:

35 And finding him. Jesus apparently sought the man after the
Jews had cast him out of the synagogue. The sovereign compassion
of the Divine Healer went much further than opening the physical eyes
of the blind one, whose spiritual eyes also were opened to the light.
Dost thow belicze on the Son of God? It was in order to prepare the
healed one to answer this question affirmatively that Jesus showed such
tender solicitude,

38 Lord, I believe, This was the crowning result, Jesus sought to
illumine a benighted soul through the gift of vision to sightless eyes
of the flesh. It should not be forgotten that in working this great
sign, in which our Lord is seen as the Light of the World, he gradu-
ally leads the man, by an ascending series of acts beginning with faith

assisted by physical remedies and ending with faith assured by spiritual
contact, to complete recognition of him as the Son of God.”

It is obvious that this explanation which has, as we have
seen, the approval of the “noted scholars representing the dif-
ferent evangelical denominations,” who passed upon these
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Notes for the express purpose of securing “entire freedom
from theological and denominational bias,” is a flat contradic-
tion of the ARV margin which tells us that, in offering the
proskynesis to Jesus, the healed man “worshipped” (i.e., “rev-
erenced”), or thought that he was “worshipping” (ie., “rever-
encing”), “a creature.”

It is most unfortunate that in preparing an evangelical com-
mentary to the New Testament, Nelson and Sons should have
found themselves, as regards this passage, obliged to deny
flatly a statement which appears in the margin of the ARV.
Certainly such a circumstance as this cannot fail to make both
the “plain reader” and the scholar regard with considerable
skepticism the claim of the publishers that “The American
Standard Version is recognized by all the leading Scholars,
Universities and Colleges as well as by the Theological Semi-
naries and Christian Ministers throughout the country, as the
best version of the Scriptures ever produced in the English lan-
guage, because it brings the plain reader more closely into con-
tact with the exact thought of the sacred writers than any other
version now current in Christendom.” For surely a version
which contains so obvious a misinterpretation of a passage the
meaning of which—the Students” Testament itself being witness
—is perfectly obvious to evangelical Christians, leaves a good
deal to be desired in the matter of reproducing “the exact
thought” of the sacred writers, all the more when the thought
under discussion concerns the deity of the Lord. That this
passage is a fair test of the reliability of the ARV, we do not
wish to imply. On the contrary, it is the very fact that this
margin involves such an obvious violation of the rules under
which this version was prepared, which makes its presence
and retention in the ARV szo exceedingly regrettable. It would
be far better to omit all the ARV margin, helpful as it is in
many respects, than to retain it entire, i.e.,, with this comment
which reflects upon the deity of Christ.

The great argument advanced for the retention of the ARV
margin is the fact that Nelson and Sons are bound by con-
tract with the editors of the ARV to “protect the version in its
integrity.” Nelson and Sons, on the basis of this contract,
copyrighted the version “to insure purity of text.” Let us see
how these words are to be understood and how they have, as
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a matter of fact, been understood and applied by the publish-
ers. If we take the word “version” in its amplest sense, it will
cover everything contained in the volume placed in the hands
of Nelson and Sons by the editors for purposes of publication.
What does this volume contain? Primarily of course a trans-
lation of the Old and New Testaments. There are also title
pages and prefaces to each Testament, running headlines,
cross-references and marginal notes. These are the main con-
tents. Turning to our Teachers' Testament we find that in it
as in the small Testaments published by Nelson and Sons, all
of the cross-references and some of the running headlines are
omitted from the “margin™ and that “self-pronouncing” and
“emphasizing” features have been introduced into the “text.”
What is the warrant for this?

Warrant for the omission of the cross-references may
perhaps be inferred from the statements of the Preface
that these references “constitute a manual mainly for
Biblical study”; and the admission that “their selec-
tion has been inevitably influenced by modern exegetical opin-
ion"” suggests that it might even be permissible to alter them.
On the other hand the fact that the running headlines were
intended to “serve in some sort instead of a detailed Table
of Contents, and as landmarks to a reader familiar with the
Text"; that careful attention was given to their phrasing in
order “to avoid as far as possible all pre-commitments, whether
doctrinal or exegetical”; and that “slight displacement” in the
case of headings properly belonging on the same page, “seemed
preferable to total omission” would seem to indicate that the
editors attached considerable importance to these headings, as a
table of contents, and regarded them as forming a constituent
part of the version. The publishers on the other hand seem to
have regarded them as more or less accessory, and therefore as
admitting of abridgment and alteration whenever the size of the
printed page should seem to require it.

The “emphasizing” of the words of Christ in the biblical text
also involves questions which it is not easy to reconcile with
strict adherence to the duty of preserving the integrity of the
version. True, this innovation does not affect the words or
punctuation ; but it does affect the emphasis, which is scarcely
less important. It involves or at least suggests an invidious
distinction as regards importance, between the words of Christ,
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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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