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ARTICLE 1.

AGNOSTICISM.!

When Auguste Comte propounded his philosophical system to
the world, he gave that system the name of Positivism. The
scientific method which he in common with the body of physical
inquirers pursued, and which he commended as the only method
that is fruitful of valuable or satisfactory results, he styled the
Positive, and the thinkers who, under his guidance, adopted and
advocated that method to the exclusion of every other, he de-
nominated Positivists. These descriptive terms were willingly
accepted by the bulk of his followers; even by such of them as
John Stuart Mill, and perhaps M. Littré, distinguished pupils
who considerably modified and extended the views of the ac-
knowledged master of the school. From this it was a very
natural step to apply the convenient term “Dositivists” to all
who, in addition to the familiarity they betray with Comte’s
nomenclature, agree with Comte in his essential principles; nor
has the fashion of doing so wholly gone out even now that so

This paper takes its starting-point from the article on Positivism in
the work entitled “Modern Philosophy, from Descartes to Schopenhauer
sud Hartmann, By Francis Bowen, A. M., Alford Professor of Natural
Religion and Moral Philosophy in Harvard College. Second Edition.
New York: Scribner, Armstrong & Company, 1878."
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ARTICLE VIIIL

The Revised Version of the New Testament. Thomas Nelson &
Sons, New York.

On the 20th of May last, the curiosity of the English-speaking
people as to the final vesnlt of the Revision of the New Testa-
ment, raised to a high tension by delay, received its gratification.
Thos. Nelson & Son, on behalf of the English University presses,
began at 1 o’clock a. m. the promised sale. In four days, amidst
scenes of unwonted excitement, sale was made of 400,000 copies.
The ocean telegraph states, that one million copies were sold in
London in about the same time.  This enormous sale, with the
universal discussion of the revision in the mewspaper press, is
referred to as a splendid evidence of the vitality of the Christian
religion in our day, and of the power of the Bible. Of course,
the revision of no other book could excite such attention. Bue
the popular furor is rather an evidence of that Athenian trait,
fostered by the prurient civilisation of Britain and America, the
craving ‘ecither to tell or to hear some new thing.”” It remains
to be seen whether, after curiosity is sated, the Scriptures will
be more read or more obeyed than before.  To make this result
permanent, something more is required than a literary enter-
prise : the power of the Holy Ghost.

Scemliness requires us, of course, in this the next number of
our ReVIEW after the appearance of the new revision, to take
some note of it as a literary cvent.  Our purpose is not detailed
criticism ; of this even village wecklies give specimens.  We only
aim to signalise some facts concerning the revision, for the guid-
ance of intelligent readers.

1. The work originated cleven ycars ago, in an action of the
““Convocation of Canterbury,” (the Episcopal Convention of that
Province of the Anglican Church). Thisraisedan Old Testament
and a New Testament Committee of Revision.  The latteristheone
with which alone wehavenowtodo. Ttcontainedtwenty-five mem-
bers, with Ellicott, Bishop of Gloucester, as chairman, of whom
nineteen were Episcopal dignitaries, and six “Dissenters.” Af-
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terwards it was judged proper to secure American coGperation.
To this end, Dr. Philip Schaff, of the Union (Presbyterian)
Seminary in New York city, was invited to London; and on
conference with the British Cominittee, was authorised to select
an American Committee to examine the work of the British, and
report and exchangs criticism. Dr. Schaff selected some nineteen
or twenty divines in his corner of the country representing the
Congregational, Northern Methodist, Immersionist, Northern
Presbyterian, Episcopalian, Unitarian, and Quaker sects.  These
continued the species of cobperation allowed them, until the
completion of the work.

It is obvious from this statement, that, effectively, the revision
is not an American, but exclusively a British work. Only a
part of the American Churches, and a very small section of the
country, were represented in the work, even in this nominal
manner.  Sccond, these local representatives seem to have been
selected by Dr. Schaff—doubtless on conference with other
gentlemen, but by no ecclesiastical authority, and by no stand-
ard but that of convenience and his estimate of their scholar-
ship.  And third, these so-called American revisers were not
allowed cobirdinate authority with the British Committee. It
appears that they were allowed to suggest criticisms, which the
British Committee rejected or adopted as to them scemed good ;
while the American Committee had no power to reject the British
decisions.  Consequently, a large part (perhaps the most, if
secrets were divalged) of the suggestions of the Americans ap-
pears only in the form of an appendix.

2. A revision naturally falls into two parts: the more correct
ascertainment of the Text to be translated, and an amendwent of
the translation itself. The Committees have taken in hand the
first of these tasks, with vigor. They give us a Text which
boldly departs from the T'eatus Receptus. The salient trait of
their work here is, that, as to nearly all the important and con-
tested ‘‘various readings,” whose genuineness has been and is
subject of debate among competent Biblical eritics, the Commit-
tees have arrogated to themselves the prerogative of deciding, and
decidingon the side of innovation. Two of these contested passages
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have indeed, been allowed to stand: the history of the woman taken
in adultery, John viii. 2-11; and the closing words of Mark’s
Gospel, xvi. 9-20. But of the other readings which the
scholur recognises as classical and undecided topics of debate
among critics, the most are decided for the innovators: the
omission of the Doxology from the Lord’s Prayer, Matt. vi. 13
the excision of Philip’s answer to the Ethiopian, Acts viii. 87 ;
the suppression of the word “God,” Acts xx. 238, where the
Received Text teaches us that the Church was purchased with
divine blood ; the suppression of “God™ in 1 Tim. iii. 16, *God
manifested in the flesh ;" the excision of the three witnesses in
Heaven, 1 John v. 7; the suppression of the angel's agency at
the pool of Bethesda, John v. 4, etc.

This journal, foresecing the danger of too rash an inno-
vation in our Received Text, foreshadowed by the spirit of the
Revisers, endeavored to sound a note of caution in its number for
April 1871, (on Tischendorf's Sinai Codex). It was there shown
that the canons of excision on which the school of eritics now in
fashion proceed with unquestioning confidence, are neither
demonstrated nor safe; that the ages assigned to the leading
uncial manuscripts were rather surmises than proofs; that the
general maxim, an Uncial is more ancient thau a Cursive, was
not certain; that the rule for valuing the internal evidence in
favor of or against a reading, “the diflicult reading has the pre-
ference,”” is unfounded and deceptive; that the clear internal
marks of sectarian tamperings, in the case of the important doc-
trinal various readings, were not duly pondered. The fears there
expressed have been verified.  Decisions have been made against
the Received Text, in cases where the critical debate is still un-
decided; and that, in cases of cardinal importance.  Nor are the
grounds of these innovations always stated with candor, in theiv
justificatory publications. For instance, in 1 Tim. iii. 16, the
oeé¢ is changed into 0¢, thus suppressing the name of God in
the text, “Great is the mystery of godliness, Grod manifest in
the flesh,” cte., and making it, “mystery of godliness who was
manifest in the flesh,” ete.  But our revisers, after changing the
Greek, do not translate as we have just written, as their own
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change should have required: they paraphrase, “mystery of
godliness : ke who was manifest,” ete. This is but an expedient,
unwarranted by their own preferred text. to cover from the read-
ers’ cyes the insuperable internal evidence against reading the
relative "0 instead of 0Oesc; that, for the relative there is no an-
tecedent in the passage.  So they intrude an antecedent! Yet
this does not give them, still; a tenable sense; for Christ
is never called by Paul the mystery, or blessed sceret, of
godliness. It is the doctrine about Christ which he always so
calls. Nor are the defenders of this innovation even candid in
their statement as to the testimony of the MSS; when they say,
no old Uncial has o:c.  The Alexandrine indisputably has it
now. True, the bar in the cirele, which differentiates the theta
from the omicron, is said to have the appearance of fresher ink.
Yet it is confessedly an open question, at least, whether this
fresher ink may not be the mere replacement of the original ink
of the bar, which was found to have scaled off (a thing which is
known to happen to old parchment MSS). This is every way
most probable; so that the primua facie evidence of the Alexan-
drine M. is for 0:¢c.

From this specimen, the rcader may judge on the principle
(ea pede Herculem) how the Text is handled.  But theve is a
graver geueral objection against the authority arrogated to decide
whatis the true text against that hitherto accepted by the Church:
it is an uuthority concerning the correctness or incorrectness of
whose exercise the Revised Testament provides no data for the read-
er's judgment.  But the Biblical critics who guided the revisers to
make these innovations in the text, are not Popes. The rest of
us Bible readers have not lost the right of private judgment, as to
this or any other point. Ifthe Greek Testament which the Church
has seen fit to use, is to be changed, we are entitled to have the
supposed (critical) grounds for that change spread before us, for
our judgment. The Revised Testament condescends togive no such
grounds. Is it said, such critical matter would be a wholly un-
suitable annex to a popular Bible? Just so; and therefore the
power arrogated in this matter is wholly unsuitable for the Re-
visers.  There is an essential difference between this exercise of
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power and that of amending a translation: that in the latter case,
the data of comparison and judgment go along with the amend-
ment, at least to every educated man in the Church who has in
his hand a Received Greek Text. That text is the umpire,
and the rcader can compare with it the old translation and
the new, and judge for himself which is the more faith-
ful. But upon the plan pursued by these Revisers, the Church
will have no Textus Receptus of the Greek; <. e. unless she be
willing to accept it on the “ipse dizit” of the Revisers.  This is
in substance the objection made by the most learned and conser-
vative critics of our Southern Church, against the plan of Lachk-
maun’s text—a plan thoroughly revolutionary in its tendency,
however executed in his particular hands; a plan of which these
Revisers seem especially enamored.

Once wore: this over-innovating spirit as to the Textus Ie-
ceptus is manifested by the unduly depreciatory strain in which
the Revisers now represent its merits.  The members of the last
Assembly will recall a notable instance of this tone in the re-
marks made before it in commendation of the Revisers” work.
We were told that the Tertus Receptus was virtually the text
settled in Erasmus’ latest edition; and that it was now known
that he had collated but five or six cursive MSS. of no antiquity
and of small authority. Such was the whole showing made for
it!  And every member of the Assembly can bear witness that
the popular impression made and apparently designed, was, that
our received text hadall along been almost worthless as authority.
and only right as it were by chance! Now here we charge a
suppressio verd.  First, it was not stated that the subsequent
editors, as,Stephens, who matured the Teatus Receptus, had the
advantage of collating the great ‘“Complutensian Polyglot,™
cdited at royal expense, under the auspices of the first scholav of
his age, Cardinal Ximenes, from the collation of Spanish and
Vatican MSS.; and thercfore checking or confirming the Eras-
mian text by independent witnesses from a different part of
Christendom. Next, there was a suppression of this all-important
fact: that, since the development of the vast critical apparatus
of our century, the Zextus Ieceptus, whether by good fortune
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or by the critical sagacity of Erasmus or by the superintendence
of a good Providence, Las been found to stand the ordeal amaz-
tngly well, has heen accredited instead of discredited by the
critical texts.  So slight were the modifications in its readings
clearly determined by the vast collations made by the critics of
the immediately preceding generation, (collations embracing every
one of the boasted uncials, except the Sinai MS.)) that of all the
important various readings, only one, 1 John v. T, has been
given up to excision by a unanimous consent of competent critics.
Now, the state of facts is this: The question is, of the correct-
ness of the Textus Receptus.  The standard of comparison is
the result of the most prudent and extensive collations. The
evidence of correctness is simply in the agreement of that resule
with the received text.  If there is that general agreement—as
there is—the question of time, whether the text was printed
before the vesult of the collation, does not touch the evidence.
Now, onr charge is, that this history of the results of the eritical
work of the age is suppressed in order to disparage the received
text. It is well known that after Griesbach, a eritic of a revo-
lutionary temper, had issued his text, departing widely from the
received one, the steady tendency of later critics, as Hahu,
Scholz, ete., guided by wider collations and better critical evi-
dence. has been to return towards the Teztus Receptus, on many
of the readings where Griesbach had departed from it.  And
now, it is credibly stated that Tischendorf’s latest edition, as
compared with his carliest, exhibits the same tendency. His first
impulse. while excited by his discovery of the Sinai MS. was
adverse; but the leaning of his riper experience was more
favorable.  He also found the “old wine was better.” .

2. We have left ourselves little time or space for the second
branch of the revision, improvements in the translation itself.
That a number of the changes are improvements, is undisputed.
Under all the heads promised by the Revisers—removal of obso-
lete archaisms ; observance of uniformity in rendering the same
words and Jocutions whenever they occur, in the same way;
conforming Hebrew names to the Old Testament spelling ; cor-
reeling positive errors, and supplying omissions of King James’
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version, and removing ambiguities therein—praisecworthy im-
provements have been made. Two only will be mentioned :
Acts xx. 28, éxiorizove, indisputubly identified with =pes3veripore.
is translated “bishops,” instead of “overseers.” In John viii.
34, Luke xvii. 7 C(inargin), Titus i. 1 (margin), ete., the word
sservant,” which had become ambiguous, meaning in modern
English no more than employ?, is veplaced by “bond-servant.”
This brings ont the trace logic of the passages.

But there ave other places where greater accuracy or clearness
is needed, in which the errors of the old version are perpetuated.
Thus: Luke and the apostles always use the two words oixor and
oicia in precise conformnity with their classieal meanings.  Lite-
rally and materially, oixoc is the particnlar dwelling or apartment
occupied by the head of the fumily and his wife and children ; tro-
pically it is the fawmily proper, the parents and their own oftspring.
Literally, the oivia is the whole cartilage or premises of the pro-
prietor; tropically, it is the whole houschold, including slaves
and dependents. See this accurate distinetion beautifully fol-
lowed, in both senses, Acts xvi. 31 to 31, But Acts xvi. 15
(Lydia’s case), Acts xvi. 32, this distinction is wholly lost in the
new version.  In 1 Cor.i. 16, and 1 Cor. xvi. 15, the new ver-
sion exactly reverses the true meaning : making the Apostle do
precisely what he says ie did not do.  What Paul says is, that
he baptized the oiroc—house, family proper, of Stephanas: and
that his eicie, houschold, slaves, and dependents, “addicted
themselves to the ministry of the saints.’

In Acts xxvi. 28 29, the old version @ ““Almost thou persnad-
est me to be a Christian,” is cmasculated by a paraphrase, which

B

is not really a translation: **With but little persuasion thou
wouldst fain make me a Christian.””  If this has any meaning,
it represents Agrippa as cither ironically, or resentfully, charg-
ing on Paul the insolence of desiving and attempting to make
hitn, the king. a follower of the Nazarene, by slight and trivial
persuasions.  Now, we submit that this is not the idiomatic force
of iv é7i30; that there is not in the tense or construetion of the
verb, weide, trace or hint of a conditional proposition : and that
the meaning is absolutely out of joint with the following verse.



582 The Revised Version of the New Testament. [JULY,

In Matt. xvi. 26, the famons text on the worth of the soul is
spoiled, by reading: “What shall it profit a man if he gain the
whole world and lose his own life ?” The advocates of this
change admit that yvy; often unquestionably means “soul.”
But they appeal to that canon of interpretation, that two mean-
ings must never be ascribed to the same word in one context;
and then they appeal to the 25th verse, where yvyy is (in the old
version as well as the new) rendered, necessarily, “life.”” “Who-
soever will save his Zife shall lose it,”" ete. But, we reply: the
canon is not of universal force, as witness 1 Cor. iii. 17, where
¢deipec is rendered both “*defile’” and ““destroy,” in the same verse.
True, the new version, even here, endeavors to carry out its rule:
“If any man destroy the temple of God, him shall God destroy;”’
but it is done by outraging the context, and sacrificing the Apos-
tle’s true meaning.  We reply again, that the rendering of yuxs,
by “life,”” in Matt. xvi. 25, is not necessary. Calvin renders it
by soul, all through the passage. This is entirely tenable, and,
indced, gives a finer shade of meaning to our Saviour’s words.
And last, the rendering of yuys, by ““life,” in the 26th verse
does not express our Saviour’s meaning.  Since the full worldly
prosperity, which is contrasted with redemption, implies con-
tinued life, he would not have represented the man who lost
his life, as having “gained the whole world.”

But perhaps the most lamentable change is that of 2 Tim. iii.
16.  There, the old version correctly renders: Iica ypagy Seémvev-
orog, Kal WoEZioc Tpog didacrariav, cte., “All SCI‘ithI‘C is given by in-
spiration of God, and is profitable,”” etc. The enemies of the Bible
have long sought to defraud us of this evidence of full inspi-
ration, by making it read: “Every Scripture inspired of God is
also profitable,” ete. The poisonous suggestion intended is, that
among the parts of the “Secripture,” some are inspired and some
are not.  Our Bible contains fallible parts! the very doctrine of
the Socinian and Rationalist. This treacherous version the Re-
visers have gratuitously sanctioned! They have done so against
the recorded testimony of their chairman, Bishop Ellicott, Com.
on 2 Tim. They have done so against the clear force of the
context and the Greek idiom. TFor there is no doubt, with the
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careful reader, that the =isa ypagi are meant by Paul to be the
iepa ypdppara of verse 15, which unquestionably mean the whole
Old Testament Scriptures.  Second : Paulleaves us, confessedly,
to supply the copula. But it must be supplied between ;pagi and
Sesrvevoroe.  “Every Scripture ¢s inspired of God,” and not be-
tween Sesmveveroe and dotrqoc.  For this latter construction would
make the first adjective qualify the subject, “cvery Scripture;”
and the second adjective would be the predicate of the propo-
sition. Now, it is, at least more natural, that the conjunction
xai should connect adjectives in a similar construction.  Put the
copula, as our old version does, after “Scripture,” and both the
adjectives are predicates, and thus suitably conjoined by the con-
Jjunction. Here again, “the old is better.”

In conclusion, the Revisers have evidently yielded too much to
the desire for change. There is a multitude of needless emen-
dations, of which the least that can be said is, that they are no
improvements. The changes have been calculated to average two
for each verse of the Gospels and Acts; and three for each verse
of the Epistles and Apocalypse. Is this a revision or a new
version ? R. L. DaBNEY.
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