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NEW DISCCVERIES CONCEIANING THE BIRLE
AND CHURCH HISTOXY

The religious plcture has changed rap!dly in recent years, especially

‘since World War 1I.  The nature of the change can be illustrated by a lew

quotations from leading authorities. Italics are ocurs unless otherwise
indicated.

THE OLD TESTAMENT TODAY

Evolution {s "out":

Cyrus Gordon: "The beqlnn!nne of Israel arc reoted in @ highiy culiural
Canaan where contributions of scvera! talented peeples (h .:.*l"q e
Mesopotamians, Egyptians, and branches cf the Indo-Curopeans) nad

converged and blended. - The notion that eariy Isranlite reiizion and
socicty were primitive is comnlicetely false. C;\man in the days of the
Patriarchs was the hub o!f a great interrationa! culture.”

G. L. Wright: "One of the remarkable results of archacologicel recnarch
during the period between the two Wars was the sudden emorgenac_»f the
patriarchal Age of Biblical History as one which could bo 1iied withyr

an actually discernible peried in the history of Western As1a, ™

-~ A. Parrot: One-hundred yecars ago in Mesopotamia “the concrete histori=
cal background of the Old Testament was discovered. . . . Teday the
0!d Testament World {tself is being discovered, Who would ceny today
that one can understand the Canaanitish bachground without the Ras
Sharera texts? The story of Abreham's migration is literally suppoited
by the Marj Tablets, These and the Nuzi Tablets make {requent mention
of the Habiri, the Benjamin peonle in migration, the people of David,

In the Marl texts the Benjaminites are described using firetowers for
signaling, exactly as In Jeremish 6:1,"

C. L. Woolley: “To most people this picture of the elaborate conditions
of domestic life at Ur will come as a surprisc and must soriously affect
thejr conception of the patriarch* {Abrahamw«a highly eivilized man),

€, L. Wooley: *1suppose wo know more about ordinary life in Coynt
In the l4th century before Christ than we do about that of Encland in
the 14th century A.D. " .

W, F. Albrightt Archacology now shows (1) that the Patriarcha! siories
do 97 belong to the neriod 900-700 B, €, but te the actual sine ascrived
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them, many centuries earlier, (2) "that the alleged henotheism and

alutinn of Hebrew ralicion is a myth, “ (3) that the prophets were

T sozial refermers. . . . "It is Zlear that the substantial historice
2{ hibiieal sradition has been vindicated to an extent which few

*'e--cu.cd bystancers couid will have doemed pessibie a gercration

a2." :

eginning to end, only one gospel:

qht- “Neither bloucal tradition {*sclf nor archaeological
s tifies the sharp distinction currently made between the
efsofecslicssIzrael (L. e., in the age of Moses) and the
beliels of Elijuh, Amos and Isafan.”
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Wildheraor: "Today w2 arz in the process of revising our picture
Fr2-Ixiiic prophecy, which is NOT 5 nov: step in the development
Israel's {ajth , , . but comes from Isroel's standing tradition.”
vian 11 wras writtan at the time and place of 1salah,

Halder: There Is “no delinite line of demarcation” between varlous
a0t of rovctlation in Isroel, "It follows that the evnlutionary wiew
the Did Tcstament prophets cannot be accepted; inctead, as there
so tcesen to assume that the ‘literary’ propihcts present 8 phenom-
zlogy unilie that of the cult prophets In gencral, every stress must

laid on ucnu-ully

Rowlh-,-- “That the arophets were not merely preachera of rzghtoous-
39, but foreteliers of the future, {3 plain to every reader,™

Crrdon: "The magnificent structure of the Qld Testament high

itiziem is rot to be brushed aslide: but its individual results can no
17er_tp_eccented unless they square with the Hebrew text as we can

w uncersiand §t In the light of paralle] lteratures , , . inthe Bible ,
ndso " , . '. : 4 o

A, Speisers Archaeology has “acted as a breke on the Higher .
ltics, " showing that “none of the Pentateuchal and other early
itorieal soureas of the Old Testament inventod its material, , , .
iey) cannot be charged wnh any kind of fabrication,

v reactionariess L ; o ‘ :
Gordon: “The unedifying con.':l'us!on of all sﬁ&h i:udv (hiqher |
ticism) is that nothing i1s authentic, That this type of teaching . '
>uld go on in our age of discovery when biblical scholarshlp Ss 0 S
-u.nq {3, sotospoak, & perverso miracle,” » o ’ ‘o ‘
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W. F. Albright: "Even today the majority of Old Testament scholars
{ollow blindly in the trail of Wellhausen, assuming & three-{old
evoiution of bibllcal literature through the early poems and sagas,
the prophetic phase, and the lega! phase,”

C. Gordon:- “Though Bible scholars live in an age of unprececented
discovery, they stand in the shadow of ninctecnth-century hicher
criticism, . . . Now the conservative mind often larches onto
higher criticism even though archaeology has rendered it unienzble,
. . . (They are) devoted to JEDP: the badge of inter-corfcssiznal
scadenic respectability, ., . . lameat a loss to expiain this kind
of 'conviction' on any grounds other than {nteilzctual lazineys or
inability to Ycappraise. . . . A professor of Bible in a le2din:
university once asked me to give him the facts on JEDP. [told himy;
. . hereplied: 'l am convinced by what you say but I shall go on
teaching the old system.' When ] asked him why, he arswercd:
‘Because what you have told- me means ] should have to urlearn as
well as study afresh and rethink, It {s casicr 1o go on with the
dccepted system of hioher criticism for which vee have ctandad
textbooks,” What o happy professor! He refuses to forfeit his
place in Eden by tasting the frult of the tree cf knowledge. "
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THE NEW TESTAMENT TODAY

un%aown Hook:

C. F.D. Moule: "New Testament rescarch has gone forward with
aveswnelming intens:ity, . . . The sheer quantity of the MSS available
~aves he ediilrng of Classical texts seem almost chlld's play beslide
thn 3izo and comnlexity of the New Testament apparatus.”

Y. W. Clark: "The present gencration stands at the beginning of a
rew cycle, in the scarch for the original Greek New Testament. . . .

3 pow medning; and each pew product of research to assume lts place
In a nrew pottern, . . . The critlc Is sobered by the realization that
the kes: critizal text so far achieved now holds little assurance of
va:nc the orieynal text, . . . The textual critic ls calied upon today
12 estoblish not the critical text but many critical texts , . . Var-
sarte :a the Now Testamant toxt arc often laden with theologlical

zo, and may have theological motivation. . . . Textual
theery 2ppears to have reached an impasse {n our time,”

E et 45

C. H. Dodd: “This dlsquleting document (Revelations) has caused
riuch searciing of hearts In recent criticism, , , , It is one of
mary indlcations that the Johannine riddle will be solved only after
the nolint of the ontlre Johannine corpus has been discovered,” )

C. C. McCown: “Thirty or feoty yeors ago . , . there was much

1alk of the 'assured results’ of Hterary-historical (*higher') criticism,
... New, .. Dhihltenl scholarship . . . must fight for its life, , , ,
Our »light In the world tocday demands , , , the keen re-examination
&nd appreisal of past results in the light of new metheds and new
srchasoleugieal, textual, paloogrophical, and historical discoveries,™
For 400 years the Greak New Testament has been in the hands of
Christlen scholars, . , . For 75 years scholars have been presenting
thefr most brilliant ideas, . , , But, not only between the continent
and America, but within the American group, differences are sharper
than ever , , ., largely because of the fallure of our scholars to

strain assured and agreed results,* : C

b P P N T N - .
W. F. Albright: ‘' Recent dizcoveries show (1) 'thatthe New Testament
picture is contemporary, and christolagy i5'NOT a later develdpment,*

~ 12) John is NOT'Sioic or Mandnean, (3) “All previous treatments of
Gnosticism must be thoroughly revised, " (4) The Dead Sea Scrolls
ghow ‘That the vsua) second-century date for-nuch of the New::’
Testament, especially John, is f{allacious, ™ Thege discoveries
abolish "the comman view that Jesus was'a teacher of ethics who ™
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Z.svoveries that mark our time may be expected to reveal ultimately
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represented the highest level then reached by Jucrism, that later
Christology is mainly the work of Paul.". . . "Tnls represents a
volte face of such drastic character that it mey well require scveral
dccades for the majority of unprejudiced scheolars to accept it "

Farewell to the “gentle teacher”:

H. Rlesenfeld at the New Testament Congress at Oxford in 1357
exploded "a bomb-shell": " . .. the traditton of the sayings and
deeds of Jesus must be traced back to Jesus Yimseif," Christology
was produced by "neither mission preaching nor the commun:l
instiruction of the Primitive Church, but the teaching and purgose of

- Jesus. "™ Until now “the oppositc view has »eern held and v some

circles has been exalted into the position of an accepted <oxclrine, ™
{.e. the Christology was a product of evolution,

A. Leaney: “If this is exasperating, it ic also unavaidable: there (s
no statement in the New Testament abous Jesus witich is neot abdut the
Christ of fajth. The attempt to discover the histerical figure around
whom so many incredible legends have gathered. and then to give him
his proper respect as one_of the oreat teachers of manking, is an
attompt doomed to failure for the simple reascn that the evidence
which we possess knows no such person. . . . Hlwetlry o make him
inte a teacher we find to our dismay that the Scrmon on the Mount is
NOT a sermon, nor is it an ethic for everyday life; it . . . summons
the latter-day elders of the people God once more to obedicnce o the

covenant, ., , .

H, Riesenfold: “When Josus proclaimed his gocpel he did not preach
abstract religion of moral thoughts but presented himself ¢5 the centre
of the coming kingdom of Ged, . . . The contic 1n 2l christolegy is
Jesus Christ , . . because he himself has created christology in {ts

very kernel,®

T, W, Manson: "It is easy to jaugh at those who a couple of
gencrations ago, saw In Jesus 3 good 19th century dberal humanist
with a simple faith in & paterna} deity. It is loss edsy 1o see the
joke when the Jesus of history {s a twentieth-century oxistontialise,
@ kind of pre-cxistent Heldegger,
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THE RBDXSCOVERY‘ OF THE CHURCH

W. Pauck: There 3 2 “rediscovery of the ‘church’ in our time. . . .
- Christions have been compelled to understand themselves again,
ifve their predecessors of old, as a ‘*pecullar people. '™

F. €. Crant: “"Christianity was not 2 social revolution disguised as
A cult, perhaps as a ‘mystery relision, ' It was a religion, pure and
Simple; with a cult; with a body of coctrine.

H. Piesenfeld: "About half a century ago it was belleved that a key
had seen found to the main question of the New Testament®--{t was
2 Mediterranean mystery cult,

V. Tayior: Schweitzer *has compelled scholars to revise thelr under=

£larding of the Xingdom of God as a slowly evolving order of soclety
&nd this cencestion as the essence of the teachings of Jesus,* In-
stead, Christlanity vas eschatologteal.

N. A C2hl: “The rediscovery of the importance of eschatology
within the New Testament has been one of the most outstanding
achievements of historic theology . . . we have learred to see the
Churzh 23 an ‘eschatological community,** ., ., . In eschatology,
“Zalvcticn i5 cencelved not only 88 & countcrpart to the beginnings
s the world, but stil] more as a parallel to the primeval times of
the poople, ™ The Geopel was cxplained in terms not only of

eschiataingy (the yltimate purpose and plan of life) but of protolegy, -

“conforming to the creation of the world, |, . » The positive corre=~
latione! ‘eszhatelogy” and ‘protology’ held a firm position within

the anzient Church, , , . The paralleltsm between Adam and Christ
13 carried through even in deteils, ” - . : :

3. frandon: “Fcr meny decades under the aegis of the liberal
ragition of scholarship, this task was undertaken with fervent.
conviction, and great was the knowledge amaysed by such methods
of resesrch absut Primitive Christianity, But in time this process:
of {nvestigation into Christian Origins has gradually revealed ltself
to be 2 Journey ewer deeper into a_morass of conjecture about the
Imponderables waich 1te behind or beyond the extant iterary
,documents, *

e TR S R N SN P B B et

"H. Codbury: *Today the 'Church’ is séeking for authority which::."
. Wil have the sanction of history and which thus will render 47 ..
"service toward providing 8 norm for modern Interdenominational’:s
unly,” L % 2N R o

ity )

th

[ KR

P

S T am oyl

."
'~

-

N7

7=

R. M, Grant: *“The ultimate problem, I suppose, is one of authority:
the authority of revelation, the authority of Scripture, the authority of

- the Church,% , . . The present foundation is very shaky, based on

“the study of the Gospels, with Its search for the historica! Jesus

wh turns out to be elther a deluded apccalyptist or the precuct of
early Christian retnterpretation. . . . Is there a way out? ., . Perhaps
Someone can combine a Catholic feeling far tradition with a Protestant
sense of {reedom, without elther disdzin or excessive enthusiasm for
the past.*

J. Mullenburg: "Thus the question, Who is Isroel? stands at the

. fronticr where the question is asked Who is jesus ? and the answer

of Christians s to be comprehernded out of the arswer which is ¢iven
to the former question, Who s Israe!?" -

M. Simon, a Roman Catholig in his boaock Verus Israc! attempts to prove
that his Church is the real Israel, but has-orave doubts and misaivines
in the process--the continued corporate- existence of the jews he finsds
most baffling, E S R

ndd Rav goinersd
V. Dobschutz: (1929) "Fifty years-3go the general view prevailed
that Jesus had nothing to do with:(he founding of a Church, ctc., the
Christian commun!ty-arlslr[q_,spontq_r;ggusly and graduclly deveioping
into the Christian Church, " Therc was good histortcal ovidence for
this, but equally good evidence in the New Testament that jesus DID
found @ Church, ‘The solution is now given by H, J. Schoeps: there
WAS a Church but it is NOT the Christian Church that the world
knows ~~that came later,

H, J. Schoepﬁ: Suggests that there was &.Chﬁ-;éb;e{ Jesus Christ but.
that it disappeared n anclent times: “Were they nat ofter all the true
heirs, even though they passed away?™ iod ohrs -




THE NEW CONCEPT OF SCRIPTURE

Reider (1937): “A remarkable transformation has been going on in
ie criticlsm of recent years: the formerly well established position
the Gref-Xuenon-Wellhauscn school is beginning to glve way, " as
=olars now “deny the cogency of source division in the Eexatcuch

e e e

.4 the neeessity of reducing its aq2.”

™

Tootr ) oo e
N
t

. gy o~

mistakes of moenY:

= \W. GClark: "We are often reminded today that there is no Infallible .

~rimt ar recension. ® Between 1330 and 195§ there appeared "ot
~a3t 47 incerencent translutions of the New Testament.” , . . Any
sazzeantial effort to improve the basic critical text must 'mark time'
sreit the whole complox of textual studles reveals a new intecgrating

sattern,

e

¥, Stendazhl: "Instead of pure orlginal over against interpolated and
~imtoried cooies we are faced with traditions , , . all of them-organ=

PR

. ly rolated to the ongoing 1tfe of the people.”

*. M, Taton: Isalah {s NOT *o confusing amalgam of greater or
smaller {regments from many sources." The critics who believe In

the unity of !salah have just as good evidence on thelr side as have .
the fragmentizers, (The classic example of source divis fon was

sexiah,)

. M. Good: “ . .. I we must awalt the tima when Biblical scholars
happern to come with all the right guesses in them, what will we do in
:no meantime on Sunday morhing? Zyvery tranalation i3 provisional. ... . .
The Revised Standard Version rests on a batter reconstruction of the i

text then dees the Xing Jomes Version, , ., Buta translation s

alwave a'so an Intereretation. . . . NO translation of the Bible into :
£=311sh will zver be more than a provisional translation.”

5. W. Bromiley: ™A firzt point 18 tho obvious onc that human . i

authorship is also assumed for all books of the Bible, ‘Holy men -

o{ God cpake' Is quite definitely stated of the writers of the old -

Testament. These men used ordirary medla, They adopted or adapted

ynown lterary nanres. ., . . A the Lord Jesus Christ himself took

firsh, so the written word was clothed {n the form of human writings,* C

r

Z. C. Blockman: *Tho Word ot‘Go-é s in the Words of &he.mble. but
it s not to be identified with them , , . but Interprated out of them,
.. . The Biblo is NOT lisclf revelation but Is the record of revelation, *

) ra‘h' | . . . . ":) Y

~9e

R. M, Crant: "Under such circumstances the preservation of any
authentic texts seems almost miraculous. The needs of docmatic
theolooy . . . resulted In o distortion of the histericsl materigis,
. « . Genuine and falsc documents were so thorouchly mixed that
they could not be disentangled for more than & millennium,

(Cf, D.C. 81.) '

C. Torrey: "Outside books? By what autheritv? -The authority
(to declare some books Scripture and others nct) was duly
declartd, but it continued to be disputed . . . down evern {nio the
19th centyry, . . o A new terminclooy is necded., . . the current
classification, ., . as Apocrypha and Pseuvdepicrarha {s outwaorn
and misleading, supported neither by history nor by present fazi, "
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“REVELATION" NO LONGER A NAUGHTY WORD

S. V. McCasland (1954): “The return to-tdeas of insairation and
zevelstion may be put down as one of the merked trends of our

eiblical scholarship of the last decade,

GO WL 2romiley: "The doctrine of fnepiration continues to be in
many ways the critical issve vnderlving 2!l other lesucs. in the

Church toay,

L. G. Sclwyn: “Terms such as ‘rarnscendent,’ ‘superratyral, !

iranzsvhjective* have been used to describe the new order of

zeing which the Gospel unvells and the new quality of experience

ur:cw §2 has introduced; and though the sclentific nau.ral!st_ -
¥ 'ogcio at them, they are irdispensable, ”

Y, D. McDanald: “The fundamental auestion of all theological
receas'ruciions {s “What do we mean by revelation?' . . . It is
heing enswered !n & vray that sounds very different from traditional
frrwualorions, . ., One thing, however, s certain, Behind these
modern idess of revelation stand @ daliberate renvnclotion of the
‘tragitisral® doctrine and a depariure {rom what the Ghurch has
ram the firet believed concerning special reveletion, *

C. . Cochrane: The groatest contribution of the Anclont Christian

Church was “fafth in the God of revelation.® This put an end to
the “scarch {or causes” that had preoccupied the p‘ulosophers until
taen,

4« Von der Born: “Of course it is highly discouraging that not a

- sinzle sszast of biblical prophetism can be explatned by means

.’cw wesiern rationaliem and paychologism, but go matters are
siiveted and we shall have to submit to §¢, " .. S

B. M.B. Reardon: Nineteenth-century liberalism is passé, *Our
current theology insists upon the truths of divine transcendence
and on 'ohicetive’ g_e_gmadon,._ Revelation, we are told, {3 some=¢-.
thine meore than, . . the progressive self-reelization of Splru in
his.ory. e s The conventional view of religious exparience i
“nothing other than the embodiment of a capacity rooted In

’ g_umgn roteréliself, On this view its interest Js primarily psycho-

We can not Jonger call it rellglous.
tEPCITIRL VR S 14
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logienl and ethical, ”
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"NL'O-ORTHCDOXY" AND THE TREND TO LITERALISM

- O. Cullmann: "The historical character of salvation, which Bultmann

reqards as {nacceptable to the modern mind , . . is not & secondary
clement, but it {s the essence of the though: of the New Testarent.
. ».. We must maintain the 'scandalon' of the his:orical even, tie
‘{oolishness of the cross, '

E, Kraeling: "False ., . . is the soiritualizaticn of the Old Testament
ide#s in the Interes: of thelr better vtilizatiern jor religious purpcses. ™

S. Mowinckel: *One falls to appreciate the zoculiar character of
Isracl or Jewish religion If one docs not take into account its
close relationshiptoreal history and {ts expeorlences, " (ltalics
are Mowinckel's. )

* M, Burrews: "] do notwant my eschatolegv do-eschato! cgizad, ., ..

. in order to understand them, *

I do not want to read other philosophics out of the gospel In crder
to read my own inio {t. 1do not want 1o read anything into i3, !

want to understand it. Only so can [ tell wha! it may mean {or me,

.Je RW, Scott: ", , . Are we to regard lightly the Scrizsures to

which he gave his reverent assent? Can we repudiatewhat he

. (Chrlst) embraced 7

'W. C. Van Unntk: "According to me we mus; [irst listen to what

the New Teastament had to say then before we can hear what §t ha
10 S2Y NOWe 4 oue

R, Marié: "Today we are reproducing what the Primitive Christians
must hava done, Bub It s not cnough to {ind oyt what the erigina!
Christians believed=~we must make our belicés coineide with theirs
This is the direction of rescarch

today, -

O. Cullmann: “In interpreting the first Christian documents by way
of the philosophical approach of the individual existence, we
-ascribe to their authors a preoccupaiion which, in any case, is

not primary for them, and we make m!thiggl and timelese what they

ogarggg 1o be real and temperpl. "

" A. Nygren: “It is not the New Testament that needs to be de-
_mythologized, but our modorn view of Christienity, *

A P. Walvoord: "ug_}__g;gj_v_icmr of the temple and the sacrifices
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te allowed, it provides a more intimate view of worship In the
milienniem than might otherwise be afforded. ”

F. AM. Spencer: By accepiing the literal return of Christ, we
remcove the sirain “of having t¢ contort his message, igroring &
ccrneiderable portion of it and meking unwarranted deductions from
ether paris, to suit our presonceptions, It clves & sensc of relief,
of 1llumination, of enlargement, We bcgin to sce row, The world
hes NOT reformed tself or allowed ltself to be reformed by God

iz love, But then Christ did not say it would. , . . Ye: In what
wawv could Sod mest ajdequately reveal himsalf to humanity?

t¥ throush 2 fuman mersen, L, . Are we o hope that increasing
evangolistic ardeour end ecclesiastical efficiency will produce In
i1e near {uriure what preechers and prophets and pastors have NOT
suceeeded {n eccomplishing during all the centuries since Christ
2ircared on carth--namely the general conversion to living falth in
T, necded o foresiall the creeping degeneration ond maybe
carizin dostrusiion with which mankind s threatened ?*

C. Cordun: “When 1iteral meanine ts brushed aside as poetic
licease (n ordor to make room for predilection, prejudice, theory
e cuiside perallels, the recults are bad, although they may
catn wide credence for & long time, *

C. S. Lewist “Lither this man (Jesus) was, and ts, the Son of
Cude or '.-..c & medman ¢ something worse, You cen shut Him up
{rr ¢ fos!, you can spit on Him and kill Him 85 & demon; or-you
can 'a!l ai His fcet and cell Him Lord ond Ged, But don't let us
cume with ony puteonisir on bout Ein bain rest hum
loacker, He has not left that open to us, He dida't intend to, "

G. C. Berkouwer; "We spegk rather glibly about the s¢if-evidence
o7 th? Gogpel: we talk shout the oword ur the Spirft, But we do net
Laoriain tho mucestivion that comething is actually noing to hapnen
by tiie poaer of tne Siarit, ., o Do we s'ill bellove in the usefulness
ol our theologicyl jabors ? ,-. , I3 our polemic with liberal theoloqy
only 8 game we are playing ?¥

. -

. F. A!brlqh O! all the world rcugicna DNLY Chrlsuuni:y can be
Md to have 3_comnletely historical erientation: characteristic of the
compelling forco of this oricniation is the fact that ite two most
imzertant nffshoors, Islam and Mormonism, continue (o e (0 exhibit
mareed historical tendencles, Mormonism actually possesses an
alleged historical autheaticetion in the form of the Book of Mormon,
FUrporting to give the anciant history of the Now World in imitation
of the Bible, " (Christianity s the ONE "completely historical®
religien, and Mormonln'n i3 the gna complemy hmorleal Chrlsuan
tdnh” .o . ' K S
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Doear Me,

The editor of the Chutch
News has forwmded to me
your question ab.aat the Daok
of HMurmon and the King
James Bible. I welcome this
o porlunity lo try to clear up
ths and a number of related
polits,

Readers of that valuable po.
riodicl  Christianity  Today
wave been taaded to a pumber
of lively diseussions of the
Douk of Mornon imgecent ise
st o moe the wmosDsjgnili-
cant aspeet of the virioudgte

{aclss on that book has bee
theiv. concentration on  the
plulelacieal  aspeets of the

preliem.

Ail the old “scientific” ob-
jeoions seem 1o have failen
by the way, so that todiay we
are back where we started,
the
wmip of ti Doolt of
Staerr Lo the sadite, spectfi-
- o e Kine James Ver-
sivn. CPhe  madn arguments,
past sral present ace these:

1) For many vears the most
crashites arpanae o against the
AMorvimon was that

with hoavy cmphesis on
ottt
hYt

oo at

et Bl the W of
Genid, righl heside the” Dilic,
sinee the el centyre§ the Doce
Lors ot the ChiapAt had avpued
that since thd luble iy the

Word of Gow and God is ner-
Leet, the Bible itself mwust be
puerfeet, and therefore com-
-piete, This no Jonper holds to.
diuy; the discovery of other
ancient and holy texts leads
such devout scholars as T M.
Ceoss to execluim: “It is as
though God had added to hig
‘once {or all’ revelation.” But
whoere does the Bible itself
cever ckidm ‘once for all revela.
tion? Nuwhcere. As Prof, C. M,
Torrey puints out, our Dible
as we have it is the result of
picking and chovsing by men
who cluimed no inspiration for
ticinselves, yet on their own
authority decided what should
be considered ‘revelation’ and
" what should be labelied apoe-
rvphal or Youls:de” books.

. it -was assalled (or a
as the most outraygcous bl.xs--

* Bible in a book which

chlo.‘. n‘lc

right guc»sew in them, wlmt
will we do meantime on Sun.
dity morning? Livery teamslas
tivn Is provivlonud . , « & trung.
lution iy ulways also an inter-

prelation,” Any translation of .

the Bible intu English will ever
be nore than a provisional
translation.” “he title ol
Cood's artivie is, “With Al L,
Fuults”—and these moen are
talking about Lhe Bible! It

was hecause the ook of Mo
mon recognized these now wells
knmown facts of scripture, that
century

phemy,
) The ncxt most dcvastnt-
ent against the Noek
of Mormoirayias that it aclially
quoted the Dile. The carly
critics were simpty staggered
by the incredible stupidity of
including large scelions ob¢dre
ey ins
sisted was specifigadty designed
to fool the Lisfercading pub-
lie. They-Scrcamed blasphemy
angd-Plagiarism at the top of

cir lungs, but today any Bib-
lical scholar
would. be an extremely suspls

ing ard

cious elrcumstances if a boulc

purporting to be the product of
a sociely ol pious emigrants
from  Jerusalan  in o ancient
tiines did net guote the Bible.

No lengthy religious writing of

the Hebrews could conceivably
be genuine if it was not full of
scriptural quotations.

These were once the three
commonest arguments aguinst
the Book of Mormnon, -Since

they have been silenced by the

progress of discovery, the em-
phasis has now shifled 1o two
other points, (a) that the Book
of Mormon contains, to quoie
another writer in Christianity
Today, “passages lifted bodily
from the King James Version,”

and (b) that it quotes not only

from the Old Testument but
from the New Testament as

well. Your own qucsnon Ileave .

to the last.

{4) As to the “pnsqnges !l!b, '

Iknows - that it -

EDITOR’S NOTE

: 'The Church Nch. rucenlly .
‘reccived a fetter from an In-
- {erested non-niembey of the

Churchi making the inquiry

seph Smlth, in translatling
v, thie Book'of Murmon, did not ,
use Coutemporary Lnglish
Instead of using the “ng
. James Lngllsh" ns found ln
the Bible, . .
s We torwatded thls letter
on to Dr. IHugh Nibley <
~the Brighum Young Yiver.
sity Department of Religlon,
“asking hlm
answer, P
" publis

Nibley’s reply,

day Samt.

-AA.

. about why tha. Propliet Jo- .

7

prepare the |

ied huewnth is worth .

@ reading of ever, Latter-
& y » = ally one of those things that

~'7
Ny

~were correct, - L Ty '.-l-
(5) What I8 thought to bo'
‘a very serfous charge against .
.,‘ the Book of Morinon today is .
,tlmt it, a book written down *
“"long bcroxe New Tcstament
" times and op the other s:de :

. the world, actually, quotes the
i “.New Testainent! Ge, it is
. the’ samo Savler speaking in
.. both, and same Holy Ghost,
». and spe can expeet the same
octrines - jn lhe same ‘lan.

’. guaue. :,"‘cw LRI
. &i% But what: ubout tha "I‘alth

““Hope and Charity" passage in
- Moroni 7:45? Iis resemblance -
to I Corinthians 13 is undeni-
able. This particular passage,

- recently singled out for attack -
In Christlanily Today, is actu- .°

.. turns out to be a striking vin- .

[ .

reason
lowed. Witen
Apostles and, o

the Angel Gabrle
Scriptures In the New™4gsla-
ment do they reelte from soime
mysterfous Urtext? Do they
quote the prophets of old In
the ultimate oviginal? Or do
they give thelr own Inspired

that matter,

1wy It should be fol-.
Jesus and tho

ote the -

translations? No, they do not.”

They quote the Septuagint, a
Grecele version of the Old Testa-
ment preparved in the 3rd Cen-
tury B.C. Why so? Because

that happened to be the re.:

celved standard version of the .

Bible accepted by the readers
of the Greek New Testament.

When “holy men of God” '

quole the scriptures it Is al-
ways the received standard
version of the people they are
- addressing.

We do not claim thnt the
King James Version of the _
Scptuagint are the original
seriptures—In fact nobody on
carth today knows where the

originnl scriptures are or what

they say. Inspired men have in .
every age been content to ae-

dication of ‘the Dook of Mor- .
< mon. For the whole passage,
-~ which scholars have labelled |
“:¥the Ilymn to Charity,” was |

shown early in this century by

a number of first-rate investi-

gutors working independently -
(AL Harnack, J. Weiss, R, Rel- .
Czenstein) to have originated
~Jot with' Paul at ull, but to go
2 birdg_to some much older but
-+ unknowy source: Paul Is meve-

ly quoting~from the record. :

- Now it so happens that Mo-’

roni also is peculiarly fond of

quoting from the record. It

" he who, for example, reminds

his people of un old tradition
about the twa garments of Jo--
seph, telling them a detailed
story which I have found only -

“+in a thousand-year-old com- -

mentary on the Old Testament,
g work still untranslated and
" quite unknown to the world

. ~of Joseph Smith. So I find it

" not a refutation but a confir-
-mation of the authenticity of
- the Book of Mormon when _
T, paul and Moroni both quote™

#. from a once wellknown but .

‘now lost Hebrew writing. -
g (G) Now as to your ques.
- tlon, “Why did Joseph Smith, "
"A-a 1°th Century . Amm ican farm

- - e

“tures ' to ‘lhcm in uny ouu_r
o .-~fua wm so far as their teachings ..
L Fore thut mattcr, wc suu

ot on
R B
thous” . ln lhclr’ lomcr pas-
sages... .

RS
4-...

t pray in- that language and |

. teach our ymall children to do ;' *
“‘ the same; that {8, we still ree- ';.

0gnl o-the validity of a spocial
péech set apart for: special .
occaslons. My old Hebrew and ¢
Arahxc teachier, Prof. Popper,
would throw a student out of
the cluss who did not use.
. “thee” and “thou” in constru.’
Ing “I'his i3 the word of God!”
He would. éry Indignantly,.’
& *This is the Dible! Let us shiow *
+ 8 liltle respect; let us have a

« liltle formal English here!"” .

"+ Furthermore, the Book of-
‘Mormon is full of scripture, -

i Smith's day the King James .
- Version was the Scripture, as
‘we have noted; large sections
of the Book of Mormon there-
fore had to be in the language

‘- of the King Jamcs Version—

and what of the rest of it?
Tlmt Is scripture, too! .

One can think of lots of ar.
; jguments. for

using  “King
James Euglish” in the Book
'ot Mormon, but the elcurest
- comes out of very recent exe
' perience, In the past decadoe, as
you know, certaln ancient non.
Biblleal texts, discovered near
the Dead Sca, have been trans. ©
- lated by modern, up-to-date
- American readers. T -open at
random a modern Protestant |
scholar's niodern translation of
the Dead Sea Scrolls, and what =
. do I read? *Thine is the battle, ..
and by the strength of thy °
hand their corpses were scat-
tered without burial. Goliath

the Gittite, a mighty man of =
valor, thou didst deliver into -
the hand of thy servant Da. ..

vid. .,

Obviously the man who
wrote this knew the Bible, and
we must not forget that ancient
~Seribcyword coriselotsly nroe=

- chale in thelr writing, so that

~

v most of the scriptures were

-probably in old-fashioned .:
« language the day they were &

. written down—to efface that ;

P ecnton nevblresvvn mberla Sase 41lam

and for the world of Jaseph -
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