
SxpruaBEa 1, 1886. 'jE 'CHURIG UARDIA4.
the value"of the revinion iet itself, are o course
legiti mate witlíi view te influecing and gev-
erning the judgment both of the Ohurch in gèn-
eral, and in particularof those in high places to
whbse office it moro especially belongs to give
a verdict on these matters. Before the author-
ity of the Chnrch as such'intervenes te author-
ize, much more to impose a version of the
Seriptures upon the , Christian people, time
oght to be afforded for all such questions as
these to be thoroaghly thrashed out, viz:-Is
the version made fom a seound text ? Is it a
faithful version? -Ie it in language at once
suited to the dignity of the theme, and yet so
plain as te make it 'understanded of the people?

s it orthodox? This I.fancy was always the
course followed by the Church, certainly in
ancient times. We want to know, the whole
Church wants to know, whether in the tremen-
dous revolutica involved in their treatment of
the Greek text of the New Testament, the -re-
visers have gone upon a sound system; whether,
ln the many bundreds of alterations they bave
made in the Received Text in carrying out that
system they. have been guided by a sound
judgment; whether in turning the test se
formad inte English, they bave shown tham-
selves to be sound Hebrew scholars arid Greek
scholars, and, which is equally important, Eng-
lish secholars; and finally, supposing the verdict
in these respects were favourable whether still
thora were not many or at least some passages
in which they had. in the general judgment,
conspicuously failed, which were not only
changed for the worse, but of which the new
version was positively wrong, and which there-
fore muet be recast before the revision could b
accepted.

I have no hesitation in saying that the en.
eral judgment of the Church, and of the ng-
lish-speaking Christian world is that sufficient
time has not yet been affoi-ded for those objecta ;
and that so far as thase questions have beau ex-
amined, the verdict is that the revision eau
never be authorized as it stands. I am certain
that the great mass of thoughtful students are
not satisfied either as te the text or as to the
version of it into Englieh. On one point their
minds are made up, that so many passages are
changed for the worse as to necessitate a re-
committal of the revision either to the same or
to a fresh company of revisers to be revised
afresh.

The first point on which the mind of the
Church is seriously disturbed is that of the
alterations made in the Received Greek Text of
the New Testament by the revisers. The limit
laid down on this point by Convocation, in their
original resolution, was as follows,-the Con-
mittee was to report on the desirableness of a
Revision in those passages where plain and clear
errors, whether in the Hllebraw or Greek text,
or in the translations made from the same'shall
bu found to exist? In bringing in tha report
of the Committee, Bp. Ellicott stated that this
was understood to be a fandamental rule;-"we
may be satisfied with the attempt to collect
plain and clear errors, but there it is.our -duty
to stop." Se satisfied .was Convocation' with
these declarations, that in the rules they pro-
ceeded to draw uàp for the revisors, nothing is
found on this point. The, revisers also drew
up a set of rules for their own guidance, and
among them the following:-

That " the Text to bu adopted he that for
which the evidence is decidedly preponderat-
ing; and that where the Text so adopted differs
from that from which the Authorized Version
was made, the alteration be indicated in the
márgin." * Convocation evidently did not con-
template any alterations in the Greek -Text
worth mentioming, and the revisers themselves
at the outeet only a few, which as could be
oenveniently indicated in the margin. Their
views however enlarged as time -weat on, aud.
the.alterations grew.to be so mIIerous that, in
their own words, "it proved incônvenimnt to re-

cordthem in the mi- gin." 'Impossible' would
have been 'a butter word; in fact they were
forced te causa a separata adition of the Greo
Testament te bu printed te set thain forth. As
te the actual number of alterations, writing
her at s distance from books, I can only say-
they amonnt to many hundreds, of course a very
large proportion of them comparatively unim-
portant, but many of the most serious import-
ance.

The result came as a painful shock to a great
many persons, and the action of the revisers
does not seem defensible. Certainly Convoca-
tion would never have consented to the revision
of it)Eïad been known beforehand that such
radical alterations would b introduced into the
Text; The revisers themselves supply the best
argument for their own condamnation. They
say, in their Preface to the revised New Testa.
ment, ' Textual Criticism, as applied to the
Greek New Testament, forms a spacial study of
much intnicacy and difficulty, and aven now
leaves room for considerable variety of opinion
among computenterities." Surely, where ever
there wrasthis 'variety of opinion,' the Received
Text should have been left unchanged. Un-
fortunately, however, the 'different Sheools of
Criticism' which they say ' were represented
among them, were very unequally represented.
The Radical School had as its reprosentatives
two not only of the ablest and most learned, but
of the brightest and most influential scholars
and divines in England, Dr. Westceott and Dr.
Hort, and these backed up by other friands off
the hi hest brilliancy and influence, such as
Dean tanley and Bishop Lightfort. For the
Conservative School, Dr. Scrivener stood pretty
much alone, an able man and of acknowladged,
authority, but in readiness, and power of setting
in the most convincing light his own views, a
poor match for his brilliant opponents. The
rest of the reviseri, for the most part, listened
to the discussions carried on between thera
champions,-alas, how unequal 1-and thon
simplyvoted. The result is what might be ex-
pected. The revision was gone over twice.
The fret time, a bare majority carried the al-
teration; for the final revision a two-thirds vote
was required. But it will at once bu sean howi
delusive this plan was,-how difficult and in-
sidious it would be to cast out a-reading once
adopted, to undo a work once done, and that
against such men as I have named above. The
whole proceeding was wrong. Convocation
should have la-d down on such a vital matter
as this ver-y stringent rules, sud not have laft it
te a committee, sitting for tan years in secret,
to recast the New Testament by a two-thirds
vote.

In considering this aspect of the question,
one fact ought to b borne in mind. It isfully
granted by Drs. Westcott and Hort that before
the close of the fourth century the text fromi
which our English New Testament was trans-
lated was in general, and soon in universal use
throughout tbe Church and has continued so
ever since. If then the new rovision bu adopted,
the English Church, isolating herself from the
rest of Christendom, will be using a Bible wide-'
ly differing from that which the whole Catholic
Church has used for 1,500 years. Let us edt-
sider how serions a step this would bu. To put
forth editions of the Greak Testament and to
make versions of it, differing aver so widely,-
to use and discuss them in schools and collages,
in the pulpit, in the Bible class, in the press, is
one thing ;-deliberately to displace, lu the ser-
vices of the Church, the New Testament of 1,-
500 years standing and to put a rival lu its

lace, the result of the private judgment of a
ommittee of the Convocation of Canter bury is

a very diffarent thing. Has the Convocation
of Canterbury, ba the Ciwch of Englad thoe
right of remodelling the Bible of the Cathlie
Churc li thie vay? Spe osiu sie ias the
right, le it desirabiethat a eheuld use it?

HENE ROe.
Port Daniel, 14th &ugust, 1886.

To the Editorof the CEuROH Guamn ix
DAU Sn,-It bas been hinted that the Do-

mestic and Foreign Missions Committee find
the working of the system somewhat cumber-
some. Certain ly it muet be expansive for man
te travol frein one end of the Ecclesiastica]
Province te enother te perform the duty of di-
viding the Fund.

I would suggest the following as a sim le
mode of carrying out the objecte of the o-
ciety:t-

The Algoma Bishopric Fund is apportioned
to the varions dioceses, and I believe faithfully
paid by thoa. le Lt impossibl ta adopt a
similar plan to meet ie wante of the Domestie
and Foreign Missionary Society? I cannot
think it.

At the present time the " Appeals " tell us
how much is needed. Well, why not ask each
diocese to raise seo much (1) for Domestic Mis-.
sions, (2) for Foreign Missions, and thus each
diocese would undartake this-as in the case of
Algoma Bishoprie Fund-as something which
mmut be done.

If it be asked how the apportionment could
ba decided, it may b answered that an aioxi-
mation could be made by the offerings e the
past three years, and if the standard were
raised a little higher wa might reach it in
time.

The advantages of this plan appear to be- -
1. It would systematize the whole work. We

should have soma idea of what we had to de-
pend on, and not be at the mercy of the wea-
ther and the size of the varions congregations
on the First Sunday after. Epiphany and the
Sunday after Ascension Day.

2. There would be o need for " Appeals,"
which are not always read.

.' It would seem to be more satisfactory
that the Funds should be apportioned by the
Synod rather than by a Committee, or, as it
frequaently happens, balf the Committee, how-
aver dosirous they may b to deal fairly and
justly.

This is written without intending any re
flection on the present Committee.

If it ba objected that possibly the Dioceses
would not meet the apportionment, the ques-
tion may ba asked, Do they corne up to thé
appeals of the Committee to-day ?

They do not. Would we not b more cer-
tain of a larger amount if it were made the
business of each Diocesan Synod to provide
ways of meeting the daims of the Church, as
they do for their own home work, and for the
salary of the Bishop of Algoma.

At the present time, to use a warlike figure,
we are firing random shots at long rane.

Yeurs truiy; Huaow.
Aug. 29, 1886.

NOTICE TO CoBEEsPoNDENTs.-We are ob-
liged to hold over a large amont of matter
received for this week's GUARDIAN, but. for
which we have not space. Amongst this is a
second letter from Mr. S. G. Wood, in re ue-
vised Version of Scriptures and the Toronto
fRésolution.

A subscriber who lately ordered fron us
"Mathodism vs. the Churoh," answered by a
Iayman, writes " that the fine spirit displayed
in it and the cogency of argument are ex-
tremely good: it should be circulated by the
million in the cause of simple truth alone."
Every layman should read it, and band 'to
Methodist friend.

A vanerable clergyman in Niagara Diocese
writes: ".Enclos5d herewith I send you one
dollar, being my subscription to your valuable
paper, TnE CEaUzo GuA.an, in full for 1887.

lAie your paper very much, and only wish it
were in the banda of every member of the
Church li our Dominion."


