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"b HEN I firft {at down to tranflate the Hebrew

Scriptures, I knew I was undertaking a moft arduous tafk ; but, I
confefs, I was not fufficiently aware of all the difficulties that have
fince occurred. If I had, I fhould then, perhaps, have prudently

declined an enterprize, which I cannot, without pufillanimity, now

relinquifh.

However, as new obftacles are daily prefenting themfelves, and

doubts and perplexities feem to multiply in proportion as I proceed,
I have reduced a part of thefe into a fet of Queries, which I beg
leave to lay before your Lordfhip, as the perfon in the kingdom the

moft likely to give me a fatisfaGtory folution of them.
| B The
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The firft queftion that naturally offers is, how far the ftile and
phrafeology of our laft Englith Verfion ought to be adopted or re-
je€ted, in a new tranflation? But to form a juft idea of this general

queftion, it will be proper to divide it into different heads.

In the firft place, then, I think it will be by all agreed, that fuch
{ingle words or whole phrafes, in the old verfion, as are become en-
tirely oblolete, or are of an ambiguous meaning, or border on
plebeian tritenefs, ought, by a new tranflator,-to be rejeed ; and
others {ublftituted in their place, more agreeable to the prefent ufage,

lefs liable to mifconftru&ion, and further removed from vulgarity,

But i1s the fame liberty to be taken with other words and phrafes,
which, though obfolete in common ufe, are ftill mtelhglble to one
acquainted with the Scnpture ftile, and have in reality nothing in

them to debafe its dignity ?

For example, would you, with fome faftidious moderns, reject
fuch words as ambufbment, beritage, meet, wwroth, éaﬁguef, banner,
bereave, bewail, pourtray, difcomfit, marvel, obeifance, progenitors, and a
number of {imilar terms throughout the Bible? Or would you oc-
calionally ufe them for the fake of variety, energy, or euphony ? For
my part I am inclined to think, and have elfewhere hinted, that we
{hould not only retain fuch old words as are flill, though rarely ufed ;
but even revive many that have gradually gone into difufe; if they
be equally analogical, and at the fame time more fignificant and

harmonious than thofe that cuftom has introduced in their room.
4. ' With
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With regard to whole phrafes, it is much harder to form a decided
opinion. They are generally Hebraifms, which have been gradually
incorporated into our language by the different tranflators of the
Bible, from a laudable defign of reprefenting, as exaltly as pofiible, \
the air of the originals; and, though many of them are extremely
abhorrent from the Englifh idiom, yet long cuftom and the {fan&ion
of religion have made them familiar to our ear; however indiftinétly
they may be feized by our underftanding—Aure fuch to be retained

by a new tranflator? or mollified and modernized into equivalent

terms?

It will poflibly be faid: *“ A diftin&ion fhould be made. Some
“ Hebrailms are {o contrary to our modes of phrafing, that they
“ cannot be retained without great obfcurity ; whilft others, though
“ {fomewhat uncouth, are yet intelligible, or may be eafily made fo
“ by a note. The latter thould, the former fhould not be adopted

“ in a vernacular tranflation.”

But this feems, by far, too vague an anfwer. What may appear
fufficiently clear to one, may feem obfcure to another; and in a
book, that is read by all, it is not enough that the phrafe be intelli-
gible to a few perfons only ; it fhould be as generally fo as poffible,
It is granted by the greateft fticklers for verbal tranflation, that the
phrafeology of the original ought to be abandoned for abfolute
perfpicuity : why not, then, for a greater degree of it? elpecially
where there is no danger of miftaking the meaning by fuch a
licence

This deferves a more attentive confideration.
B 2 ' I had
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I had faid in my ProSPEcTUS, that there is, in our laft national
Verfion, a blameable want of uniformity in the mode of tranflating.

It has been hinted to me, that I ought to have produced inftances,
which I now do the more willingly, becaufe it gives me an opportu-
nity of difcufling the queftion under confideration, and others

connected with 1t.

When I rank; among the faults of a tranflation, a want of uni-

formity in the mode of rendering, I do not mean that a tranflator is
never to diverfify his ftile, or vary his expreflions. The contrary
I have laid down as one of the qualities of a good tranflation. But
{till, that diverfity thould be regulated by {ome uniform and confiftent

principle, from which he fhould never deviate, without the mofk
cogent reafons.

There are many words, as well as fentences, in the Bible, which
admit, and often require a different: rendering; becaufe they have a
different meaning in the original. But there are, likewife,” many
words and fentences, that either always, or at.leaft in {imilar cir-
cumftances, have the fame precife meaning ; Ia’n,d, confequently,

thould always be rendered in the fame, or nearly the fame terms;

and this only is the uniformity which I contend for. I will now
give examples, both of words and {entences, in which this uniformity

has not been obferved by our laft tranflators,

Firft, of words
variations as may poflibly be deemed fynonimous. He would be a

And, here, I make not much account of fuch

fuperci-
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{upercilious critick, I think, who fhould blame our tranflators for
ufling indiferiminately branch or boughs jfountasn or [pring s bird or

fowl 3 famt or weary ; dwelling-place or habitation 5 awrathful or fztrz-
ous ; poty pan or cauldron ; tent, tabernacle or pavilion'; vale, wzlfqy

dale; target, fhield or buckler ; mitre, hood or diadem ; maid, maiden,
damfel or young-woman; to beat-down, break-down, throw-down, de-
Siroy or overthrow; to pluck-up, pluck-out, root-up or root-out; to
wail, to mourn or o lament, &c. Although, perhaps, ftrictly fpeak-
ing, it would be better to make fome appropriate diftin&ion in the.

ufe of almoft every one of thefe and fuch terms.* But when we
find 5\& rendered in one place a /nze/, in another a o/ ; MAIN now
a locufl, and now a grafs-hopper; my‘? wormwood and hemlock ; glAp)

nettles

* The copioufnefs of a language is fomewhat like a {uperabundance of - wealth ;
there are few who know how to make a good ufe of either ; and he only who is bleft
with fuperlative tafte and judgment will be kept, in both cafes, from manifold abufes.
To fuch a degree has the Lexicon of our language been gradually enriched, that it is

often more difficult to feleét terms, than to find them3 and a proper choice is one of -
the principal charaters of good writing. For this the Greek authors are peculiarly
remarkable. Although the ftorehoufe from which they drew was inexhauttible,. yet
they feldom drew from it at random, Almoft every term, in their beft compofitions,
has a difcriminating character, which is very rarely confounded with any other, how-'
ever approximating. But, in Greece, no one wrote, who had not made a long and
laborious ftudy of the Greek tongue; whereas, in England, almoft every one is a
writer ; and almoft every one gives a currency to fome new impropriety,  Since your
Lordfhip’s little book appeared, and fince Johnfon wrote his Dictionary,. grammatical
precifion has been more generally aimed at, than before; but not much attention, I.
fear, has been given to the fort of propriety, of which T am {fpeaking ; although that,
with a'little more variety and harmony in the arrangement of fentences, and ‘a more ra=.

tional application of our indeclinable particles, is all that our language feems to want.
of the perfection, of which it is fufceptible.
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nettles and thornsy W™ bemlock and gall ; TIPS an ow/ and an offrich;
e linen and filk ; NNP the cormorant and the pelican ; BNW hell and
the grave, &c. we cannot poffibly but difapprove of fuch incon-
gfuity in rendering ; and point 1t out as a fault to be ftudioufly
guarded againft by every tranilator.

All this appears to be indifputable. But there are words, 1n the
rendering of which, our tranflators took a latitude, which, though
it is by no means {o exceptionable as the former, feems yet to have
a certain want of uniformity in it, that in fome meafure mifrepre-
fents the text ; and may a&ually miflead the reader. For what reader
would imagine that law, flatute, decreey ordinance were all terms {o
perfe&tly {fynonimous, as to be exprefled by one Hebrew word? Yet
Pr1 is found rendered by all thofe terms. A coat of mail, a habergeon,
a breafi-plate and a brigandine all imply a piece of defenfive armour

of much the fame nature; yet I hardly think ‘that any one would

exped to fee them all reprefented in the Original by the {ingle word
(", Will it appear any more likely that %13 or i1I¥ is tranf-
lated with equal propriety, a fort, a hold, a firong hold, a cafile, a
bulwark, a mumtion? 'The three firft are more general terms, and
may denote any ffrong place, whether {fo by nature or art ; but the

three laft give us the idea of manual fortification. In all {fuch cafes
it would, in my apprehenfion, be more proper to ftick to one term,

which term fhould be the moft diftin&tive and expreflive that could
be found. '

We
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We fhould not, perhaps, even approve of tranflating the fame
Hebrew words by different Englifh ones, though of nearly the fame

import ; when thefe, in common acceptation, have at leaft a fenfible
&

difference of meaning in magnitude, intenfity, degree or relation.
Can a flood, a river, and a brook be equally proper renderings of IN"?
or a town and a village of NA? weffels, furmture, fluff, infiruments,
weapons, armour, artillery of Do 4 caftle and a palace of N ?
coal and hot coal of STIN? concubine and paramour of 7D nephewy

and grandfon of VAP  inchanters, obfervers of times and footh-fayers

of ]J'W? Thofe who with to feec more of this diverfity, may con-
fult Taylor’s Concordance under the words TT‘?J?. DS.V. . 118,

bip. DR NP 2. DN AN WE. N

Nay further, I am not fure but we thould uniformly tranflate the
fame Hebrew word by the fame Englifh word ; unlefs the former
have a multifarious meaning; or perfpicuity or embellilhment re-
quire to vary the latter. If zabret be a good rendering of f1N why

tranflate it alfo #/mbrel/? What need is there for tranflating V22 in
one place the Pleiades, and in another the feven flars? Why 1is

QMY {ometimes rendered Aeaven, fometimes the heaven, {ome-

* To {hew how little attentive our tranflators were to uniformity in rendering the
fame word even in the very fame conftru&tion and fenfe, I fhall here give a remarkable
inftance. Exod. xxx. ver. 27, 28. We have the word y4+ three times tranflated
“ his veffels:”” yet in the very next chapter, ver. 8, 9. we find the fame word, not
only in the fame conftruction, but relatively to the fame things, rendered three times
“ his furniture.”” One can hardly fuppofe that thefe two chapters were tranflated
by the fame perfon.

tines
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times Zthe heavens, and fometimes the ar? Why QM—nations,
gentiles and beathen? Why TWAR a maid, a bond-woman, a bond-maid, a
hand-maidy a maid-fervant 2 Why V2D a pattern, a figure, a like-
s, a form, a fimilitude® Why 3D fo diey to perifh, to give and
yeeld up the ghofi 2 Why TTUIT to be filent, to keep filence, to hold one’s
peace, to hold one’s tafg'zz.e? Any of thefe refpeftive terms, well-
chofen at firft, would furely be more uniform, and for the moft part
more pmper. '

What has been faid with regard to the inconfiftency amd incon-
gruity of rendering the fame Hebrew word, in the fame circum-
{tances, by different vernacular terms ; 1s equally applicable to t'he' ren-
dering of different Hebrew words by the fame term. If I have once
ufed the word tabernacle to exprefs ]DW?‘J and tent to exprefs SHN;

I will uniformly do {fo throughout—nor will I confound either with

I3, Itis hardly poffible that 98- 112, HAM- AL: MPY- and
99 can all be equally well tranflated by one’ word “ prey.” In
fact, moft of the Hebrew terms have peculiar ideas annexed to

them, that require a diverfity in rendering them.®
It often happens, indeed, that this diverfity cannot be attained,

becaufe the language into which we tranflate has not fuch a number -

* The want-of this diftinction has made our tranflators put in the mouth of Cain,

what he could not fay, nor mean—¢ Behold thou driveft me-this day from the face of
the earth!” Q. Whither then was he driven? Was not the land of Nod on the face

of the earth? The word is [N not YON and means the fpot he was then on ; ex ravm
73 ynexeivny as 5. Chryfoftome well expreffes it.

of
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of difcriminating terms as would be neceflary to exprefs it (not to
mention that the etymon of the original word 1s often dubious, and
the diftin&ion fometimes, perhaps, imaginary); but then as far as _
its terms go, they are to be employed, and'appropriated, as nearly '
as poflible, to the ideas meant to be conveyed by them. See {fome

very {enfible obfe?'vations on this {fubje& in Pilkington’s Remarks,

Se&t. xxV.

Diverfity in rendering whole fentences, or parts of {entences, is
not lefs common with our tranflators, than in rendering {ingle Worcis;
and is frequently lefs excufable. This 1s, no doubt, that * want of
¢ jdentity of phrafing” which the prefacers, in fome fort, apologize
for ; and which is chiefly obfervable in their tranflation of Hebraifms;
which are the principal obje& of our prefent difcuffion.

Now in rendering thefe, they feem to have been guided byf.no
uniform principle, nor even by any rules of grammatical_ analogy :
for they have not only obferved no uniformity in rendering fimilar
fentences, but have often admitted a ftrange variety in rendering the
fame fentences.  Zo /ift up one’s feet for *“ o remove” is certainly not
a more harfh idiotifm than 7o //f up one’s eyes for “fo look up.” Nay
the word /fz, in frit propriety, is more literally apphcable to the
feet than to the eyes: yet our tranflators every where retain the laft
Hebraifm ; never the firft. I am aware it will be {aid, that the firft
feems more uncouth to our ears than the laft; butI am perfuaded it

was not more uncouth, when the laft was firft adopted ; and that 1

C they
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they had alfo adopted the firft, it would now be as familiar to us as
the other.® But the Latin verfion {feems to have determined them;
which has elevavit oculos, but not elevavit pedes. Yet the Greek has re-

| tained the laft Hebraifm : Genefis xxix, 1. Krau Epra:g Imxag T8¢ 700044,

In like manner, “ to deliver one’s felf from the eyes of another”

for ‘ to elcape from one,” is not more abhorrent from our idiom

than ¢ to hide one’s eyes from another” for * to connive at him:”
yet in the former cale, our tranflators rejeted the Hebraifm.

2 Sam. xx. 6. but retained it in the latter. Levit, xx. 4.

To do what is good in one’s eYes, is a Hebraifm which our tranf-
lators have generally rendered by, doing what pleaferh or lkerh one.
Thus Gen. xvi. 6. * Behold thy maid is in thy hand; do to her
And Efther viii. 8. . “ Write ye alfo to the
 But in a phrafe exaltly fimilar, _Tud
xvil. 6, they tranflate, “ Every one did that which was right in
‘ g 'Again, Gen. xli. 37.  “ And the thing was good
“ 1n the eyes of Pharoah.” But Num. xi. 1o. they have not tranf-

b

“ as it pleafeth thee.’

“ Jews, as it liketh you.’

“ his own eyes.’

lated “ It was allo evil in the eyes of Mofes,” but “ Mofes was alfo
“ difpleafed.”

* It is obfervable that the moft of our former tranflators retained the Hebraifin :
“ Jacob lyfte up hys fete and wente, &c.”” Tyndal—And fo Matthews, Cranmer—
Bifh. Gen. and even Purver. Luther too has ¢ her hub Jacob feine fuefle auff’—
And the Dutch ¢ hief Jacob fijne voeten op.”” Diodati, with his ufual elegance, gave

the phrafe another term, but {till renders the word by by feer « S meffe in camino a
* predi.””  ‘The Genevans tranflated as we do.-  Se mit en chemin.”

4 | But:
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But there are no phrafes, in the rendering of which they have
thewn more variety than in thofe of which the words |2 and YN
make a part. ‘The firft of thefe, which primarily fignifies a fon, and
{econdarily a defcendant of any kind; has, in the oriental dialeltsp
2 much wider acceptation ; and is applied not only to the offspring
of the brute creation, but alfo to produions of every fort; and

what is ftill more catachreftical, even to confequential or concomitant

relations : So that an arrow is called the fon of the bow ; the morning

fiar, the fon of the morning ; threfbed-out corn, the fon of the floor; and

anointed perfons, the fons of oil.

Now our tranflators have, in rendering fuch phrafes, for the .

moft part foftened the Hebrailm; but after no uniform manner.

Sons of Belial L)y.,i?: 233 is furely not more intelligible to an Eﬁgli{h

reader than Sons of 0il; and much lefs {o than Sons of wvalour, fons of
righteoufnefs, fons of iniquity 5 yet, while they retain the firft Hebraifm
with all its original harfhnefs, and partly in its original form ;*
they mollify the three laft into waliant men, righteous men, wicked

71E7.

#+ Even here they are not confiftents For if once they admitted the word Belial, they
fhould have retained it throughout; and faid a4 thing of Belial, a beart of Belial, a witnefs
of Belialy the floods of Belial: which, however, they render an evil difeafe, a wicked
hearty, an ungodly witnefs, the floods of ungedlinef/s, Nay they have, once or twice, tran{-

lated ';y\‘;j wse and '7;)5'73 NN @ wicked man. At{@%y rate, if fuch phrafes were not
good Englifh in the Old Teftament ; how came they to adopt them in the New ? For,

there we meet with € The child of hell, the children of light, the children of wrath, the

« fon of perdition, &e¢,”

C 2 The
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The fame inconfiftency holds with regard to I in a fimilar con-
firuction.  If they could, without hurting the Englifh idiomi, tran{-
tate a man of war, a man of underflanding, a man of forrows, a man of
Slirife, a man of wicked devices, the man of thy right band ; why not
allo a man of peace, aman of truth, a man of vioknce, a man of -
quity ?

Not only in {imilar phrafes, did our tranflators break the rules of
uniformity ; they often violated them in rendering the fame phrafe,
and that, {fometimes, in the fame chapter. How old art thou:?”
fays Pharoah to Jacob, Gen. xlvii. 8. inftead of “ How many are
* the days of thy years?” But in ]acob s anfwer, verfe g. “The
“ days of the years of my pilgrimage are &c.” In ver, 28,

they again drop the Hebraifm, and tranflate * fo the whole o
“ Jacob ;” for “ all the days of the years of Jacob.”

To be in one’s hand, is a Hebraifm that often lignifies 70 be n one’s
| power, and {o our tranﬂators rendered it, Job i. 12.  * All that he

“ hath 1s in thy power:” but Gen. xvi. 0. they retain the Hebraifm,
* Behold thy maid is in thy hand.”

o lift up one’s hand is to fwear ; and fo we find it rendered, Exod,
vi. 8. “ Which I did fwear to give.” Num. xiv. 30. “ Which I
“ {fware to make you dwell therein.” Nehem. ix. 1 5. Which

“ thou hadft fworn to give them.” But Gen. xiv. 25, ¢ I have

‘ Iift up my hand to the Lord”—and Deuter. xxxii, g40. “I lift
&6 uP



[

_.._.-_-.__
e e e
|

e —

43

“ up my hand to Heaven.” And Ezek. xx. 5. ¢ In the day when
“ I chofe Ifrael, and lifted up mine hand unto the feed of the houfe
“ of Jacob.” Many more fuch inftances may be found under the

word . *

The famel variety appears in the rendering of ﬂrjnsm WIN a man
of war. Thus Exod. xv. 3. “ The Lord is 2 man of war:” but
Plalm xxiv. 8. ¢ The Lord mighty in battle.” Again, Num.
xxxi. 49. ¢ Thy fervants have taken the fum of the men of war:”

but in the fame chapter, ver. 27. “ Them that took the war upon

“ them.” The LXX, generally rendered the words by moAspustys 5
and our tranflators have ufed warrior and warriors in the fame fenfe,"_.

on fimilar occafions. 1 Kings xii, 21. “ Fourfcore thoufand men

“ which were warriors’ "!?:"l‘??: ﬁwy ; which 2 Chron, XXVl I1.
they render * fighting men.” |

“ To be wife or rngr in one’s own eyes,” is a Hebraifm perfectly

“ intelligible in any other language, and is in ours not unfrequently

ufed in common fpeech. Yet, even in renderlng this phrafe, our
tranflators varied. Thus Prov. xiii. 7. “ Be not wife in thine own

»

““ eyes.. . Proyv. xii. 1. %dThe way of a fool is right in his own
“ eyes.” But Prov. xxvi. 5. “Anfwer not a fool according to his folly,
“ left he be wife in his own conceit.” And XXVill. 1I.. “ The rich

*“ man 1s wife in his own conceit.”’

* What makes a deviation from the Hebraifm here more neceflary is, becaufe ¢ toli%
““ up one’s hand” fignifies alfo #o r¢bel, and fometimes to chaftife,

In:
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In Exod. iv. 15. they tranflate ™52 DY HIR YN, © Thou
¢ fhalt put words in his mouth,” But Ezra viii. 17. they render

-1[3-,‘7 D2 DD TN, “I told them what they fhould
“ fay.” Should not the Hebraifm have been retained in both places ;

or in neither?

In Numb. viii. 7. 093 99 5 Wwn ypm are rendered,
equivalently * Let them fhave all their fleth ;” but Ezek, v. 1. the

Hebraifm is retained ; ¢ Let a razor pafs on thy head.”

In fine, our tranflators appear to have, not feldom, changed the

Hebraifm, without neceflity, and when it is equally plain, and as
good Englith as the {ubitituted phrafe. ¢ Come ye after me” isas
intelligible as “ follow me”— To cut off the ends or extremities of a
“ country” is as intelligible, and it thould {eem lefs vulgar than “to
“ cut a country fhort.” See 2 Kings vi. 19. and x. 23. So Prov.
iv. 26. * Ponder the path of thy feet, and let all thy ways be
¢« eftablithed.” The Hebraifm of the laft part of this fentence, ¢ and
¢ all thy ways fhall be ordered aright,” which is the marginal ren-

dering, is no lefs clear and expreffive than what has been adopted in
its ftead. Again, Prov. vi. 16.  Six #hings doth the Lord hate; yea,

““ {even are an abomination to him.” I miftake if it would. not

have been better to retain the Hebrailm; ¢ Yea, feven are the

“ abomination of his foul.” Prov. xxvi. 20. the Hebrew has,

“ Without wood the fire goeth out,” which OLIr_tranﬂaters,With the

help
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help of Italics, paraphrafe thus: ¢« Where no wood 7, there the fire
“ goeth out,” which, compared with the other, appears languid and
drawling. Pfalm xci. 16. ¢ With long life will I fatisfy him,”
The Hebrailm, “ with length of days, &c,” feems not only as clear,

but more energetic and poetical.

Enough has been {aid to fhew, that our tranflators were not guided
by any uniform rule in rendering the Hebraifms of the Bible.—But

are there then no rules to be guided by? No fixt and certain boun-
daries to be prefcribed to a tranflator? Or may he, at random and
in an arbitrary manner, either follow the Hebraifm, or abandon it? I

fcarcely think, that this will be allowed by any rational Philologift.
I will, therefore, venture to lay down fome general Canons, by

which I my{elf have been direted ; and of which I with to obtain
your Lordfhip’s and the public’s approbation. '

1.5 CAL: Mok

All Hebrai{ms that are fufficiently clear to exclude ambiguity ; and

either were from the beginning, or are become by long ufage, in-

telligible to every clafs of readers; and, at the fame time, have

nothing in them that offends againft the laws of grammar and gobd
writing, thould univerfally be retained : but thofe that are obicure,

equivocal, uncouth and ungrammatical fhould as univerfally be
rejected. '

II CANON..
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In rendering the poetical and fentential parts of Scripture, bolder
Hebraifms are allowable, than in the hiftorical and legiflative parts.

I11 GoA NeeQegh,
Whatever Hebraifm has been once adopted, or Anglicifm {ubfti-
tuted, thould, in the fame fort of ftile, and in circumftances exaé&ly

fimilar, be uniformly and univerfally retained.

As to the particular application of thefe canons, it muft, I fear,
be left to the judgment and tafte of the tranflator. For whatever
lights he may borrow from the obfervations of others, ftill it muft
ultimately reft with himfelf, how far he is to be dire&ted by them1;

or on what occafions he is to prefer them to his own,

Another queftion, ftarting ‘out of the former, is; Should the
Hebraifms, that are not admitted into the text, be retained, at leaft,

in the margin ?

Bithop Newcome 1s decidedly of opinion that they fhould; and
has, accordingly, crowded the margin of his Verfion of the minor
Prophets with more Hebraifms than are even in our common

tranflation.  His reafon is: “ That the genius of the original
‘“ language will, by that means, be thewn ; and the reader unikilled
“in them will be beft enabled to interpret for himfelf.” Your
Lordfhip feems to be of a different opinion, if we may judge

from
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from your Ifaiah; and I find that many learned perfons, whom I

have occafionally confulted on the point, agree with you.

Indeed, I can fee little advantage, that either the learned Or Urs
learned can derive from fuch marginal renderings. Thoie who are
{killed in the languages have no need of them; and thofe who are
unikilled can only view them as fo many ftrange modes of ex-
preflion ; which muft give them no favourable idea of the oriefltal
ftile.© This, I know it from experience, is the idea which the
common people entertain of them. - They look upon them as fo
‘ many‘obﬁacles on the i&vay ﬁdé, that_ retard their joﬁrnéy; and they
generally prefef Bibles that have them not. ~To what purpofe then.
perplex them with {o unneceffary an adjun@; which, at every

other verle, draws their attentmn from a clear Text to an obfcure
Comment? For in that light every thing 1 in the ma,rgmhls by them

confidered. S

The {ole clafs of readers, to whom fhey can be of an"y fervice, is
that of B1bhca1 Students, WhO wifh to ‘make the Englifh tranflation

a fort of guide to the grammatwal Lnowledge of the orlgmals wuh—
out the trouble of learmpg Hebrew Grammar. But thefe, I pre-
fume, are few in number, and have, befides, if thejr u}nidér{’cand

Latin, a much better dire'@car in Arias Montarms. |

'[here are only tWo cafes, n whmh I ‘WO'll] d adlmt mar glml ren-

derings.  The firlt is, when the tranflator doubts whethcl he have

oiven the true meaning of the original in the text. Then he is not
D only
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enly fufficiently authorized, but obliged, I think, in juftice, to give
either a different Englifh rendering of equal probability, or a literal
verfion of the Hebrailm. The fecond is, when the meaning or
fforce of the text cannot well be perceived without the interpretation
of {ome proper name or emblematical term ; 1n which cafe, if the
Englifh interpretation be admitted into the text, the Hebrew word
fhould be referred to in the margin; and fo vice verfa. Though
perhaps it would be ftill better to include the rejected term in a

parenthefls, immediately after the admitted one.

I come now to another queftion. Befide fuch idiotifms as I have
already mentioned, there is in every language a number of expletive
and redundant words, which originating in colloquial diale&, no
where grammatical, too often retain their place in the moft refined
and cultivated languages ; the firft writers not daring to lay them
afide, and their example giving them a fan&ion among thofe who
write after them. How many fuch are there not in Englith, which

we have not yet had the courage to explode ?

In tranflating a Greek or Latin work into any modern language,
or a work of one modern language into another, we never think it
neceﬂ'ary- to exprefs thofe idiomatical redundancies nay, for the
honour of our author, we avoid exprefling them as much as poffible.
But a different procedure has generally been obferved with regard tothe
Hebrew Scriptures. Not only to deviate froni their meaning ; but,

likewife, from their form, conftru@ion, anomalies, tautologies, ellip-

fifes,
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fifes, pleonafms, enallages, hy'pallagés-nay, from the very blunders

of their various tranfcribers, was long accounted a kind of auda-

cious facrilege.

Hence, no doubt, it is that fo many of them have been retained
in moft modern traﬁﬂations; in dire& oppofition to grammar and
logic; and often to the great detriment of the text, and obfcurity
of the verfion. This unjuft and ill-grounded prejudice is, among
the learned, no more a predominant one: and the tranflator of the
Bible, if he be but a faithful interpreter, may now, without the im-
putation of impiety, follow that mode of tranflation which he moft
approves of ; and which is the moft likely to convey to the reader

the genuine {pirit, not the bare and barren letter, of his originals.

Under the fhelter of this privilege, may I here prefume to point
out {uch Hebrew expletives and pleonafms, as I think may be, with

advantage, {upprefled in an Englifh tranflation.

In the firft place, the copulative y which admits, and has in
every tranflation received, a great number of various acceptations ¥,
might frequently with great propriety be omitted altogether; and

has often been omitted by the beft interpreters, both ancient and
modern., | ‘

D 2 I would

* It is indeed the general link of fentences; and ferves not only for all thofe parti-
cles which we call conjunctions; but alfo for many adverbs and prepofitions, and
even pronouns. Noldius gives it above feventy different meanings : but his diftinc-
tions are often nice; and I think they are all reducible to the following thirty: 4nd,
a1y mory nay, Withy fo, alfo, thus, ify although, becaufe, that, fory but, yet, fince, indeed,

qwho.

-
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I would, alfo, extend this licence to the fame letter in combination

with sy ; though here again I'have the misfortune to have the

whole weight of Bifhop Newcome’s authority in the oppofite fcale.
T
who, when, then, now, afterwards, againy whilfly meanwhile, therefore, wherefore, namely,
neverthelefs, moreover.  Of thefe the moft generally ufed, and perhaps the onl ly necel-
fary, are and, again, when, for, but, that, if, although, with., This laft is, in reality,
no lels a copulative than and; and a more general ufe of it would give perfpicuity,
energy and precifion to many paflages of Holy Writ, which from the conftant ufe of
and and and, are amphibologous, languid, indifcriminate and ungrammatical, We
have a remarkable inftance in the three firft verfes of Genefis. In thefe, three diftin&:

ideas are prefented

The original Creatlon of our materml world-—its chaotic pri-
mordial {tate—and the important change that took place at the period of the fix days
creation. It is, moreover, evident from the form and arrangement of the Hebrew.
words; that fuch a diftintion was meant -by the writer.: For 'IU]"] being. without a.
verb, and )7 being joined to a partlmple, are naturally and ftriétly c:onne&ed with
what unmedmtely goes before; but with what follows ﬂnly by contraft. It is there-
fore impoflible that the  can be equally well rendered by. ¢ and,” through the whole
of the three verfes. = Let us fee: ¢ In the beginning God created the Heavens AND the
“ earth, AND the earth was without form AND void, AND darknefs was upon the face
“ of the deep, AND the fpirit of God moved upon the face of the waters: axp God faid,
“ Let there be light, AnD there was light.” How heavy, how monotonous, how like
to the tale of a peafant is this narrative ! But-to do juftice to the author of the Penta-
teuch, who, as Longinus fays, was certainly no mean writer, let us combine the above
paflage as fenfe and conftruétion point out; and the three forementioned diftin& ideas
will immediately appear confpicuous. In the beginning God created (or had r.:reated)
the Heavens AND the earth. The earth was YET a difmal wafte, wiTH darknefs o
the face ‘of the deep; AND a mighty wind (fee p. 49,) moving upon the furface nf
the waters: WHEN God faid, ¢ Let there be light ;> anp light there was. Here
there are only two common variations in renderln and no need of an 1tahc {upple-
ment to conneét the fenfe ; and yet——But I {hall leave the intelligent reader to make
the comparifon of thefe two modes of tranﬂatmg ; and nnly obferve that the firft varia-
tion of the copulative is juftified by the Greek tranflation, and by the Vulgate 3 & o
—Terra AUTEM: and that the connection of D‘ﬂ‘?}t M7 with what precedes 1S
implied by their employing the im pe1fe& time smep: psrn-—ﬁ:r eoatir s,

He
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He thinks your Lordthip’s tranflation of Ifaiah xxxviil. 1. defeCtive;

becaufe you have omitted “ Now it came to pafs.”’ But if one were

to atk his Lordfhip, whether he think that the Prophet, if he had

written in Englith, would have exprefled him{elf in that manner?
I am perfuaded he would anfwer in the negative. If fo, it is then
evidently a Hebrew pleonafm, that thould not be rendered in Englifh.
At any rate, it thould not be rendered, ¢ Now it came to pafs,”
which never could have entered into the head of an Englifh tranfla-
tﬁr, but for the Greek ¢yerero and the Latin fzré'z’z;:m eff. If it were
at all to be tranflated, in the paflage above mentioned and other
fimilar. paflages, why not It was (or it happened) in the four-
“ teenth year of King ‘Hezekiah, that &c |

With regard to the word "mab for the olniﬂion of. *s.mr}*ﬁuz:,lnpT yéur
Lordfhip is alfe blamed, in the {ame paflage (Pref.;_- to the Minor Pro-
phets, p. xix.) I think it may be {fometimes tranflated with- pro-
priety ; and fo‘metild_nes_, left untranflated. = When- the W{:er.j;'r.'pfe_
cedes, I would for the moft. part tranflate it ; - but when it is pre-
ceded by n2x 1I-would not tranﬂate 1t unlefs - that =2 could be

conveniently rendered /poke, and not ﬁzzd *  There is only one cafe

that, to me, prefents a difhiculty. It is, when NS follows a mef-

{age.

* The fecond "\QNS_ was fometimes neglected even by the Oriental tranflator S,
though, in their dialeéts, it was idiomatical. Thus SYRIAC, ]ﬂfhua 1. 1. renders the
Hebr. 'l:'DRb 1Y IONY by only N1 "ON; and fo in other places—The

Greeks

L R Sl ==
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fage. “ Tt was told him, /faying—word was brought to him, Jaying.”
Here the rules of Englith Grammar are manifeftly violated ; and
yet I canrot fee how they can be adhered to, without deviating
from the ftile and manner of the originals, and almoft always dimi-
nithing their fimplicity. Should we, for the fake of Grammar,

even at thefe rifks, adopt the indire@& mode of exprefling the mel-
fage, inftead of the dire&t? Or fhould we fay, “ This word, this
« meflage was brought to David?” Or, in fine, fhould we retain the
prefent verfion, ungrammatical as it 1s, as being the leaft of the three

evils ?

The words . '|'7. 9. and their refpe&ive plurals are allo mere
expletives, that may be frequently orhitted in a tranflation, to which
they are not only not neceflary, but often give a vulgar air.
“ Build me an altar—Get thee up—Take to thee a wife—Come
«“ curfe me Jacob—Aflemble me the men of Judah—Take thou
« alfo unto thee—Jacob took to him rods of green poplar.” In
thefe and all fuch phrafes the pronoun, it fhould feem, would be

better omitted. Nay, our tranflators themfelves have fometimes

Greeks and Jerom made the repetition lefs difgufting by varying their words—esr,
acyw—rlocutus efty dicens. - In which they have been generally imitated by modern
tranflators : and this accords perfeétly with the exceptional diftinction I have made ;
for “he fpoke, faying;” or ¢ he fpoke, and faid”’ has no air of tautology any more

than "lDNs =9"—It is remarkable that, although this phrafe is frequent in the
Hebrew writings, we never find "3 =N.

omitted




[ a3 ]

omitted it, as Ezek. xii. 5. ¢ Dig thou” for “ dig thou thee;”
and verfe 7. “ I digged” inftead of *“I digged me.” *

The perfonal pronouns 8y~ and N1 feem redundant in f{uch
phrafes as thefe: “ The woman, whom thou gaveft to be with me,

And Debora, a Prophetefs, the wife

“ fhe gave me of the tree
“ of Lapidoth, fbe judged Ifrael at that time—Now Hannah, /be
But your little ones, which ye faid fhould

“ {poke in her heart
Your carcafles, zbey fthall fall

“ be a prey, them will I bring in
“ in this wildernefs.” 1 am well aware that this has been called an

emphatical mode of expreflion ; and, in fome inftances, accounted a
particular beauty ; as when the people exclaim, 1 Kings xviii. 39.
“ The Lord, he is the God; The Lord, 4e is the God.” Be it {o;
yet, even here it has all the air of vulgar tautology ; and brings to
one’s mind the old fong:  Bell, /be is my darling, &c.” Were it
at all deemed neceflary to tranflate the redundant word for the fake
of emphafis, I thould prefer giving it another turn, and fay, “ That
‘ woman, &ec. The Prophetefs Debora, &c.—Thofe little ones, &c.
“ —Jehovah himfelf, &c.”—Although, in general, it would, per-

- % We fhould laugh at a tranflator who fhould thus literally render: Quid tibi vis @
Secire ubt nunc fit tua tibi Daphnis? or the Freneh Je m’en vais—battez—moi cet

~ homme-la va-t-en, il s’en eft allé, ~ Yet the perfonal pronouns are not lefs redundant

in the above Hebrew phrafes, than in any of thefe.

g | haps,
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haps, be more agreeable to the fimplicity of the Scripture-fiile to

leave the pronoun untranflated. *

«

\ Hoc quoque, Tirefia, preater narrata, petent:
Refponde

A fimilar redundancy is frequent in the pronominal fuffixes ) and
= ; £ and {1 ; efpecially in combination with the infeparable pre-
pofitions 3 and H—“ I know him that he will command his children
« —the land which I will give you to inherit /#—But of the tree -of
« the knowledge of good and evil, thou fhalt not eat of 1.
¢« Thefe are the nations, which the Lord left to prove Ifrael by them.” |

In many inftances our tranilators difregarded {uch expletives; thus
Numb, xxxv. 34. inftead of ¢ Defile not therefore the land which
« ye fhall inhabit, which I dwell in ity they judicioufly render
« wherein I dwell:” and I can fee no good: reafon why they did not

extend the fame licence to all fimilar cafes.

It likewife appears to me, that it would often be proper to omit

tranflating the relative N, efpemally when it cannot be rendered

* Qur tranflators did not always render it. Thus Exod. iv. 14. we have, «I
¢« know that he can fpeak well ;”” which in the original 1s, “I know that he can fpeak

« well, he,” correfponding exatly with the French vulgarifm, « Je vous le dis, moi—
« il fe taig, lui.” 3

+ The French have a fimilar pleonafm. 'La viflsire qu’il tient deja, un coup de |
fabre eft fur le point de /a lui ravir.. The victory, which he already grafps, the ftroke
of a fabre is on the point of fnatching z¢ from him. And fome of our modern re-

finers have thewn a ftrange inclination to ape this ungrammatical mode of expreffion.

‘““ without
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without an italic fupplement. A ftriking example occurs in the very
firft chapter of Genefis, v. 7. “ God made the firmament, and

¢« divided the waters which were under the firmament, from the®

“ waters which were above the firmament.” This is in reality a

contradi&ion ; for if the waters were already above the firmament,
what need to divide them from thofe that were below? Other tranf-
lators have, with nearly equal impropriety, fupplied the word are;
for how could the waters above, which God at the creation feparated
by the atmofphere from thofe below, be the waters that are now
{eparated by that fame atmofphere? But if we tranflate {imply and
indefinitely,  the waters above the firmament from the waters be-

“ low the firmament ;” all will be clear and confiftent.

The word YN, man, is often a mere expletive, not only in
Hebrew, but alfo in Greek ; * and as fuch our tranflators fometimes
confidered it. Exod. ii. 11. “ He fpied (a man) an Egyptian
“ {miting (a man) a Hebrew:” and v. 14. “ Who made thee
“ (a man) a prince and a judge over us?” Ju;lges vi, 8. “'The
“ Lord fent (a man) a prophet:” xx. 4. And (the man) “ the
“ Levite.” ¥ Why did they not ufe the fame freedom, Gen.
xlit. 3o. where they render y=x "9 "8 “ The man who is the

% &) ' |
Maxsowy eynp, D_E:moi’c. and in the New Teftament avdpes wderoi, etydpeg sraipes, &C.

t In Jeremiah xxxviii, 7. they give it another term, and tranflate DY ¥ one
af the Eunuchs, ' |

F “ Lord
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“ Lord of the land,” at the expence of introducing two words that
are not in the text®: and again v. 33. ¢ The man, the Lord of
“ the country.” I need not remark that AN, 2 woman, is often in

the fame predicament. See 2 Sam. xv. 16. 1 Kings iil. 16, Jerem.

11l. 3.

What I have faid of "N is applicable to 13: “ The fons of the
¢ prophets,” and ‘ the prophets”™ are the fame thing; as in Greek
vigs Aoveioy and zraid'es iarpwy {ignify only  the Greeks” and “ the
“ Phyficians:” and here a queftion might be made, whether it
would not conduce to perfpicuity, and prevent mifapprehenfion,
every where to render %3, except when it denotes the immediate
progeny, by the gentile, or patronymic, of the proper name that
follows? So that, inftead of faying ° the children of Reuben, the
“ children of Gad, the children of Moab, Amalek, Ammon, &zc.”
we fhould fay, “ the Reubenites, Gadites, IMoabites, Amalekites,
“ Ammonites, &ec.” Here, too, our tranflators have fet the ex-
ample ; though, as I have already {aid, without any fort of uni-
formity. Joel i1, 6. “ The children of Judah, and the children of
¢ Jerufalem, have ye fold unto the Grecians.” The Hebrew has
“ to the children of the Greeks.” So Judges xix. i6. ‘ Benjamites
(it thould be Benjaminites) for fons of Jemini,” 1 Chron. xxiii.
27. « Levites” for * fons of Levi.” ‘2 Chron. xxvii. 5. “ Ammo-~

“ nites” for  children of Ammon.” Ezek. xxiii. ‘15, % Babylo-

* According to their fcrupulous fyftem,  who is” fhould have been in Italics.

4 “ nians’’
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« nians” for ¢ children of Babylon;” and even ¢ men™ for ¢ fons

“ of man or Adam.” Pfalm Ixxxix. 47.%
This licence fhould, I think, be extended to proper names, when

thefe fignify a whole tribe or people. This has been fometinies done
by our tranflators, but not nearly fo often as it fhould {feem expedient.

A man of ordinary comprehenfion, on reading thefe words, ¢ judah
“ went with Simeon his brother—]Judah took Gaza—The Lord was
“ with Judah; and he drove out the Canaanites—The Lord deliver-
“ ¢d them into the hand of Midian—Thus faith the Lord of Hofts :
« I remember what Amalek did to Ifrael ; how he laid wait for him

“in the way ”—might naturally enough 1magme that fo many dif-

ferent individuals were here defigned. Would it not be better,
therefore, to tranflate Amalekites, Midianites, Simeonites, Judaites ?”’
or, if in the two laft inftances the terms may feem uncouth, {fupply
in Ttalics the word tribe ? Nor would I make the fame except'ioﬁ hert:.
in favour of NP itfelf, that I juft now made in favour of 5&"\%"’ "3 ;

but I would render it ¢ Ifraelites” when I faw occafion ; or {fupply

the word children.
E 2 | The

¥ T fhould, however, 1 know not well for what reafon, be inclined to make one ex-

ception : I would flill fay, the children of Abraham, of Ifaac, of Jacob, and above all,
¢ the children of Ifracl.” Tt is a kind of national diftinction of the pofterity of thofe three
patriarchs, and is fo often repeated and fo univerfally underftood, that no ambiguity
can eafily arife from it. |

+ What has been faid in this and the preceding fe&ion is to be underftood t;hieﬂy
faf the profe parts of the Bible. In poetry, a different mode of rendering fhould oene-

rally
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The word £%8 or %3 is, likeways, fometimes pleonaftic, though
not {o frequently, I fufpect, as fome Grammarians would have it to be.

Ifeenoreafon forfuppreﬂihgit in fuch phrafes as thefe: * Darknefs was

¢ upon the face of the deep—There went up a mift from the earth

*“ and watered the whole face of the grqund—and behold the face of

“ the ground was dry.” We daily ufe the word face in much bolder
and far lefs analogical metaphors, and in reality, D39 fignifies the

external appearance of any thing. It is true, however, that the word
cannot, in many places, be rendered literally ; or fhould not, perhaps,

be rendered at all : and in this the tranflator muft be guided by gram-
matical analogy and idiomatical propriety ; and follow, according to
the particular exigency, that method of rendering, which is the moft
likely to give the full force of the original, without its obfcurity.*®
The

rally prevail ; even although an explanatory note fhould be requifite to prevent mif-
takes.

* Befide the pleonafms which our tranflators introduced into the Englifh Bible from
the originals, they feem to have admitted others that have little or no foundation in the

originals. For example, in rendering the fecond perfons of the imperative mood, they
have often exprefled the perfonal pronoun #hox and ye when they are notin the Hebrew.

Thus, Num, xvi. 19. “ Only rebel not ye againft the Lord ; neither fear ye the
people of the land.” It may indeed be faid that ye is implied in the verbs : but furely
it is not neceflary to exprefs it ;. and if DI\ had been in the Text, they could have
" done no more. At any rate, if it was implied there, it was equally implied in the laft
part of the fame verfe 5 which is neverthelefs rendered ¢ fear them not.”  OF is plainly
fuperfluous and, moreover, a folecifm, in fuch phrafes as thefe : ¢ Take an heifer oF
three years old. A Jamb oF one year old,” &c, Are not, likeways, all the perfonal

o~
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The fame rules muft dire& him in rendering or not rendering
AD. 0. TN, 3. oY ~34. ‘71p. oY &c. and how -far, if he
depart from the Hebraifm, he may lawfully vary its equivalent.

Let us now proceed to queries of a different nature.

It is well known that the fingular number is, in Hebrew, very of-
ten ufed to exprefs the whole genus or fpecies of the thing fignified.

Such Colle&tives are more or lefs frequent in every language, but
are of much greater extent in the Afiatic, than in the European

diale@s. « The earth brought forth—the herb yielding feed—and
« the tree yielding fruit—And God made the beaft of the earth after

« his kind—Have dominion over the fifh. of the fea and over the fowl
“ of the air—Of every clean beaft thou fhalt take to thee by fevens.”

Qur tranﬂﬁtors did not always think them{elves obliged to follow
fo literal a mode of rendering. Gen. xxxil. 5. “ I have oxen and affes.”

Hebrew, “ I have ox and afs.” Levit. xi. 2. “ Thefe are the beafts
which ye fhall eat.” Hebrew, “ This is the beaft.” Num. xxi. 7.

pronouns too frequently repeated, when there is no.real change in the perfon. F{hould,
alfo, think that the word #hat is fuperfluous in fuch phrafes as this, Jud. ii. 20. ¢ And
he faid becaufe that this people &c.” YN Ip'i and fimilar combinations being per-
feltly rendered. by becaufe. In like manner "[Wb and D‘)’Wt}feem fully rendered by
« for ever,” without the addition of “ more.”” Nay a ufelefs pleonafm may fometimes
arife from the very arrangement of a fentence : and I think there arc no lefs than five
fuperfluous words in the following verfe, Levit. xx. 2. ¢ Whofoever HE BE of the
« children of Ifracl, or of the ftrangers that fojourn in Ifrael, THAT giveth ANY of
“his feed UNto Moloch, he fhall furely be put to death.” Read it without tiie words
in Capitals, and fee if it be not as complete, more fimple, and lefs embarraffed..
Nor is there a fingle word of the Hebrew unexpreffed : for the =N before 'l'n‘l is

included in the ‘word ¢« whofoever :”” neither is there any need of Italics to conneét the
fentence,

“ Pray




L]

“ Pray unto the Lord that he take away the ferpents from us.”
Hebrew, “ the ferpent.” Surely they might have ufed the fame
freedom in many other places, which would have prevented a con-
ﬁ::lerable number of ungrammatical combinations, which, by follow-
ing the other mode, they could not calily avoid. I fhould therefore
hope that no future tranflator will be blamed for 1'endei-ing all fuch
{ingulars in the plural number, unlefs when the word 5o precedes
them ; in which cafe it will much depend on circumftances, whether
he fhall or fhall not prefer the fingular. I need hardly add, that
the fame liberty thould be taken with plurals, when they‘convey

only a fingular meaning.

Befide this enallagé of numbers, which is extremely frequent,
there is another of perfons, the want of attention to which has intro-
duced great confufion into modern tranflations, and given rife to
many rath conjeCtural emendations of the text, It is, when in ad-
drefles to God, or even to-man, the third perfon is elegantly ufed for
the fecond ; and fhould always be rendered in the fecond. A pro-
per inftance occurs in Pfalm civ. The Plalmift, in our common

verfion, is made to addrefs the Almighty in this manner : “ O Lord
“ my God, thou ART very great ; thou ART clothed with honour
“ and majefty. Who covEREST thyfelf with light as with a oar-

ment ; wWho STRETCHETH out the heavens like a curtain 3 wha

“ LAYETH the beams of nis chambers in the waters ; Who MARETH

4L

“ the clouds nis chariot ; who wWALKETH upon the wings of the

“ wind ;
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“ wind ; who MAKETH HIs angels fpirits, and HIS minifters a

“ flaming fire ; who /a/d the foundations of the earth 7has it {hould
~“ not be removed for ever: THou COVEREDST it &c.” Hero,
befides that a look of incoherency is given to the whole paflage, the
rules of our Grammar 1‘equire STRETCHEST, LAYEST, MAKEST,

WALKEST, as well as ART, COVEREST, COVEREDST ; and the pro-

noun THY throughout, inftead of n1s. But the affix y after "J'\T'L)J}:

991, 'DNSD , &c. determined our tranflators to admit a fnlepiﬁn rather
than depart from the letter of their original.

It is to be remarked that the Hebrew words, which are here
tranflated in the fecond and third perfons, are, in reality, adlive
participles, and that, in fuch cafes, it is a frequent idiotifm of the
Oriental languages to exprefs the agent in the third perfon, though
underftood of the {fecond. The Syrians go a ftep further and extend
this licence to the third perfon of the preterite, “ O thou that

“ sAID.”—*“ O thou fon of man who JuDGETH his neighbour,”

—* Jerufalem, Jerufalem, that K1LLETH the prophets and sSTONETH
“ thofe who are fent to 11.”* And {o in the pliral, * Tell me, ye, who
¢ are willing that THEY (not ye) be under the law.” Nothing, then,
can be more juft than St. Jerom’s remark, that thefe and fuch enallages

create (to thofe who attend not fufficiently to the genius of

* The Greek has here partly the fame enallagé—; ATONTINECE T8  mpoprlas xab

MBoCorsre T85 amssaruerss mpos avlm (not, wpos,0t) See alfo Luc, 1. 42.—A&. xvii, 3.~
Rﬂm: Viil 4-.

the
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the Hebrew language) innumerable difficulties ; but if they
be reftored, as they fhould be, to their proper cafes, perfons

dnd tenfes, what appeared obfcure will become plain and ob-

vious*,.

A difficulty here prefents itfelf which has often puzzled me.

In the injunétions which God gives to his people, the alternate

change of numbers is extremely frequent, and often appears awk-
ward 1n an Englith drefs. “ When ye reap the harveft of yowr land,
“ thou {halt not wholly reap the corners of #hy field. 2% fhall not

“ round the corners of your heads, neither fhalt #hoz mar the corners

«“ of 1hy beard.—If a ftranger fojourn with #hee in Ay land, ye thall
“ not vex him—When a man or a woman fhall'commit any {in that
¢ men commit, and #haf perfon be guilty, then #bey fhall confefs the
“ {in which #hey have done, and be fhall recompenfe Ass trefpafs.”+

* The enallagé that gave rife to this difcuflion is not peculiar to the Oriental diales.
1t 1s quite familiar at this day to the Italians and Spaniards. Nor are we without ex-
amples of it in our own tongue. |

¢ Oh thou, who Toucn’p Ifaiah’s lips with fire.” -

In truth, our ideas are here divided between the perfonal pronoun and the relative.
The latter is fo generally connefed with the third perfon, that we think any other
connection unnatural. ‘Thus whenI fay ¢ Art thou the perfon who ftole my watch ?”’
_I refer the relative to per/on, not to thou. So « thou who touched” is equiva-
lent to ¢ thou, the perfon, who touched.”

+_The fame enallagé is often found where no precept is enjoined, particularly in
_ feetlcial con:pofition, althcugh many fuch enallagés are, doubtlefs, chargeable on the
Copyifts, who frequently miftook and interchanged the fuffixes. Examples may be
feen 1n the blefling of Mofes, Deuter. xxxiii. and in Pfalm xvi.

Would
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Would it, or fhould it be confidered as dealing too freely with the

Text, to reduce all that variety to one uniform tenor, and always

tranflate fuch injun&ions in the plural, except when they really are

addrefled to one perfon ? The mode of tranflating which Broughton
propofed, and which Caftalio had, before him, adopted, would for

the moft part remove this difficulty ; {fo much the more as our impera-
tives have no variety in termination ; yet even this expedient would
not always ferve the purpofe, as long as thox and ye, thine and
yours, be and they, his and theirs are {o often confounded. Befides,
the future feems to give a folemnity and force to the precept, which

is not fo apparent in the fimple imperative ; and-“ Thou fhalt not

¢ f{teal
“ thy neighbour’s houfe, &c.” would, I think, be ill exchanged for

Thou {halt not commit adultery: Thou fhalt not covet

« Steal not”— commit .not adultery”—* covet not, &c.” And,
indeed, though in all other fuch cafes, I thould be inclined to ufe the
plural ; throughout the D‘ecglogue I would retain the {ingular.

As idiomatical pleonafms may be retrenched in a tranflation with-
out the fmalleft injury to the original author ; fo may his ellipfifes
be with propriety {upplied, if the {fupplements be virtually contained
in the elliptical phrafé. Putting fuch {fupplements in Italics, is a mere
modern refinement, unknowr; to the moft literal ancient tranflators.
Even Pagninus himfielf did not dream of fo filly a device. The
father of it, I believe, was Arias Montanus ; who yet, probably,

never meant that it thould be adopted in a tranflation for common
F | ufe.
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afe. His fole intention feems to have been fo give to his half-
learned readers fome idea of the Hebrew idiom ; and that, indeed,
ts the only advantage that can be derived from his labour. It is
therefore no fmall matter of lurprife, that he thould, in this refpedt,

have become a model to pofterior tranflators® ; and continued to be
fo, until your Lordfhip broke the enchantment.

We fhould laugh at the man, who in rendering thefe words of
Lucian, & pot agonn, “ T am not at leifure;” fhould, to thew his ftri&t
attention and' ﬁdelity to the Original, diftinguifh the Englifh words
in -this manner, “ I am not a4z leifure:” which, after all, do not
entirely exhibit the Greek idiom—Or who, of the Latin words
“ Quid multa 2" {hould thus variegate the verfion: « What need /5
there for many words ?’ Or who, having to exprefs in French the
following {entence: “ The news you bring are too good, not to
“ wifh they were true ;” fhould deem it his duty, as a faithful inter.
preter, to put in Italics. every word in his tranflation that has not a
correfpondent word in his original, even when the word is evidently
underftood, and might with equal propriety be exprefled ;: “ Leg

* nouvelles gue vous apportez font trop bonnes pour ne pas {louhaiter
“ gi’elles fuflent vraies.” dis

* What is ftill more aftonifhing, fome of thofe who
paid the fame fcrupulous regard to its peculiar ellipfifes

Vulgate was a free tranflator, and often abandoned the idiom of the Hebrew
without neceflity. But they thought, T fuppofe, that they could not, as Catholics,
{hew lefs refpe for the Latin verlion, than Proteftants had done for the Original.

But

tranflated from the Vulgate,
5 although the author of the
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But is it not as ridiculous in a Verfion of the Bible, to diftinguifh
by Italics thofe neceflary and implied fupplements which we {o fre-
quently meet with in modern tranflations : “ God {aw that 7# was
“ good—This 75 now bone of my bone—Thefe are the generations
« of Noah—The men of Sodom awere wicked: In thofe days there

“ was no King in Ifrael ; every one did that which avas right in his

“ own eyes, &c.” What elfe is this but to count {yllables and play
with words 2 Italics are not only often unneceflary, but, fometimes,
degrade the Text. When Achifh, for example (1 Sam. xxi. 15.),is
made to fay, « Shall this fe/bwv come into my houfe.,” The word
fellow is here worfe than fuperfluous. It prefents to the reader an

idea that is not in the original ; and is, befides, a term not only low

and vulgar ; but alfo, if we attend to its etymology, improperly
applied.
What has been faid of the Pleonalm and Ellipfis, is more or lefs

applicable to the Enallagé, Hypallagé, and other {fubordinate figures of
fpeech, in the rendering of all which a tranflator thould, I prefurﬁe,
be more ftudious of retaining the genuine fenfe than the precife idiom
of his original ; when by endeavouring to exprefs the latter, he would

expofe himfelf to the danger of obfcurity, ambiguity, or barbarifm.

I come now, my Lord, to a queftion of great importance, nearly

How far and in what

conne&ed with the preceding fections :

circumftances is the Hebrew arrangement of words and fentences,

to be followed in a tranflation ?
F 2 And
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- And here, I think, one general propofition may be laid down as
incontrovertible ; namely, That mode of arrangement_is always the
beft which exprefles the meaning of the original in the moft intelligi-

ble and energetic terms ; and fuch as the author himfelf would, moft
probably, have chofen, if he had written in the tranflator’s lan-
guage. ‘

Luckily for an Englifh tranflator of the Bible, he will not be often
under any great neceflity of departing much from the arrangement
of the Hebrew ; efpecially in the poetical parts of Scripture, where

the two idioms are fo congenial as to appear almoft like twin-bro-

thers *. Sometimes, however, he will fee ftrong reafons for changing
the order even in poetry, and ftill more frequently in profe. This
will happen either in the arrangement of the feveral words of 2 fingle

fentence, or of the feveral members of a compound fentence, or of

{everal different fentences together.

In the firft cafeit cannot be doubted, that it is not only allowable,
but often neceflary to change the order of the Hebrew. There is.

hardly a verfe in the Bible, in which inftances do not occur. For,

what Ainfworth, or other Englith Agui/a, would venture to fay, ¢ In
* the beginning created God the Heavens=——And faw God the

* James’s tranflators did not always avail themfelves of this natural advantage ;
and Purver almoft never attended to it.

“ lIight
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The lamp of God before it went out

« Jight that it was good
¢« The labour of thy hands for thou fhalt eat?*

It is little lefs indubitable, that the arrangement of the feveral
members of a fentence may fometimes require to be changed. Thus
Exod. xvii, 20. the order of the Hebrew is this: ¢ He that {acri-
“ ficeth to other Gods, fhall be utterly deftroyed, fave to the
“ Lord only:” but our tranflators judicioufly changed that order,
and rendered, “ He that facrificeth unto any Godt, fave unto

“ the Lord only, fhall be utterly deftroyed.” So Exod. xii. rj.

this fentence, *“ Whofoever eateth leavened bread from the firft day
« until the feventh day,” is in the Hebrew {o arranged, that the laft

comma precedes the fecond, which in Englith would be extremely

uncouth and confufed. In all fimilar cafes therefore the arrangement
of the original thould be departed from, and had our tranilators more
frequently done fo, they would have left much fewer obfcurities in

their tranflation.

The only real difficulty, then, regards the third cafe. Is it lawful

to tranfpofe whole complete fentenees; when their natural order

% Yet even this mode of conftruction our language admits: and it was often fol-
lowed by our tranflators. . Then fang Mofes — Then came Amalek—The right
fhoulder fhall ye give, &c.” Quer. would it not be better to reftrain this inverted

pofition of nominative and verb to interrogatory fentences, and poetical compofi-
tion ?

+ They followed the prefent faulty text; in which DY is wanting.

{eems
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feems to be inverted, and when there is reafon to {fufpe@ that they
have been fhifted from their firft place in the original ?

That tranfpofitions may have been made in the original texts of
the Bible, as well as in other writings, will hardly be denied : nay,
that they have atually been fometimes made is unqueftionable :
but I fear, fome modern interpreters have been too ready to find
them where they are not, or, at leaft, where there are not fufficient
proofs or probability of their exifting. I would therefore be ex-

tremely cautious in admitting them, and confider them nearly in
the {ame light with a various le&ion. If there were found a diver-
{ity of order in the Hebrew manufcripts, or in the ancient verfions,
[ {hould think myfelf at liberty to follow that order which fhould ap-

pear to me the moft confiftent with the context: but if all the ma-

nufcripts and verfions agreed, I fhould be apt to look upon it as an

original {ynchyfis ; and content myfelf with pointing out, in a note,

a {leemingly more natural order.

At the fame time I confefs, that I would not blame a tranflator

for purfuing a different plan. For, provided there be nothing effen-

tial retrenched from the text, or added to it, I fee no harm that can

enfue from putting one fentence before or after another, on rationa]

grounds®, Yet, as this licence, once aflumed, would probably pro-

* Ruo ordine quid referatur, modo conflat weritas, aut nibili qut parum interef?,

SCALIGER.

duce



[. 99 ]

duce too great a diverfity of arrangement (for almoft every one
would arrange in a different ménner), I would rather be for retaining
the prefent order in all fuch cafes as admit only a doubt of its
being the right one.

Before I difmifs this fubje& of arrangement, I will juft remark,
that tranflators in general have paid too little attention to it. An

improper difpofition of words in a {entence, is little lefs offenfive
to the eye and ear than confufion in the ornaments of a building,

or ditharmony in a piece of mufic; befide its being produ&ive of

obfcurity, ambiguity, and even of a falfe meaning.—To the example
I have given in my PROSPECTUSs, from Ezek., permit me to add a
few more from our laft tranflation. Judg. ii. 21. * I alfo will not
“ henceforth drive out any from before them, of the nations which:
“ Jofhua left.” Here the fentence is embarrafled by any being out of

its place. Exod. xxxv. 29. ¢ All manner of work which the Lord
“ had commanded to be made by the hand of Mofes.” Here the

meaning is ambiguous; and a fmall change in the arrangement
would have prevented that ambiguity. Gen. xiii. 10. * Lot lifted
“ up his eyes and beheld all the plain of Jordan, that it was well
“ watered every where, before the Lord deftroyed Sodom and Go-
“ morra, as the garden of the Lord, like the land of Egypt, as
“ thou goeft to Zoar.” Here we are prefented with a wrong mean~

ing ; and the {ynchyfis of the Hebrew thould not have been fol-
4 ‘ lowed.
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lowed in a vernacular verfion®. The fame ambiguity is often found

in the New Teftament, from the fame caufe. For example, 1 Cor.
xvi. 11. “ With the brethren,” is {o- placed that it may {ignify eithér
that St. Paul looked for Timothy and the brethren; or that St. Paul
and the brethren looked for Timothy:” By arranging thus, *“ For
“ I, with the brethren, look for him,” the ambiguity is removed.
A&s xxi. 5. ¢ They all brought us on our way, with wives and

children.”” Qu. whofe wives and children? See alfo A&s xxii. 29.

Romans iv. 10, 17, 18.

Befide the general care with which a tranflator fhould arrange

his words and {entences throughout; ought he not moreover to aim
at that diverfity of ftru¢ture which may be remarked in the different
forts of compofitions in all languages, and is ftrongly diftinguithable
in the Hebrew writings? A poetical period will admit, and fome-
times require, an arrangement, that in profe would be highly incon-
gruous. - Even in profe there is, I conceive, a real, though not fo
firiking a difference, in the difpofition of the component parts of an
hiftorical fentence, a precept, a parable, and an apophthegm. The
laft, in particular, feems to demand a certain degree of artificial

neatnefs peculiar to itfelf; and which makes it the boundary, as it

# The laft revifers of the Geneva French verfion have well rendered this fentence.

“ Lot ayant ¢levé les yieux, vid toute la plaine du Jourdain, qui étoit, avant que
« I’Eternel eut détruit Sodome et (Gomorra, arrofée partout jufg’ 4 ce que tu viennes
¢ en Tfoar, comme un jardin de I'’Eternel, et comme le pais d’Egypte.”

were,




| e

were, between profe and poetry; if it do not, indeed, belong to the

latter.

At any rate, as Hebrew poetry is confefledly arranged in a very'
different manner from Hebrew profe, it is {urely the duty of a
tranflator to endeavour to imitate that difference in his verfion. And
here it is, I think, that modern tranflations, our public one not ex-
cepted, are the moft fufceptible of further improvement. Your
Lordfhip fet the example; which has been fuccefsfully followed by
Mr. Blayney and Bifhop Newcome ; and after which I alfo have at-
tempted to form my imperfe& copy.

But {hould a verfion of the po&ticﬁl patts of {cripture be divided
into lines or hemiftichs, correfponding with what 1s called Hebrew
metre? This method, firft pra&tifed by the Germans®, has been
adopted by the writers of moft other nations; and more efpecially
by thofe of our own. Bithop Newcome has even made it one of

his fifteen rules for a good tranflation.

Notwithftanding all this, I cannot help feriouily Idoubting of its
propriety. I can {ee no force or beauty it adds to the text, nor pro-

fit nor pleafure it can bring to the reader. On the contrary, I

* True it is, that we meet with a fort of ftichical divifion, not only of the poetical,
but likewavs of the fentential books of fcripture, in the Alexandrian and other
Greek manufcripts ; and we learn from Hefychius that this was an early invention :

but I queftion if any of our modern metrical tranflators would take it for their
model.

,. G think,

.
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think, it confiderably disjoints and disfigures the one, and often per-

plexes and puzzles the other. Permit me to lay before your Lord-

fhip a fpecimen from your own Ifaiah; the firft that prefents.
itfelf,

And it fhall be, when Moab fhall fee,
That he hath wearied himfelf out on the high place,

That he fhall enter into his fan&Quary
To intercede: but he fhall not prevail.

Haiah xvi. 12,

Or the following from Bifhop Newcome’s Zechariah 3
In that day Jehovah will defend
The inhabitants of Jerufalem :

And he that is feeble among them fhall be | 4
In that day, as David.

Does it really appear to your Lordfhip, that in either of thefe {n-
ftances the text looks to advantage ; or that the reader will be better
pleafed to fee it arrayed in this whimfical manner, than in the fober

garb of meafured profe? I greatly fear he will not.

Indeed this mode of dividing a tranflation of the Hebrew poetry,,
{eems very fimilar to that which was followed in the old literal y
Latin verfions of Homer; which not only give us no adequate

1dea of the beauties of the great original; but create an eternal dif-
gult to the reader, by difplaying before his eyes all the external

4 appearance
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appearance of verfe, without any of its properties. Yet thofe Latin
lines have one advantage over your Englifh ones: we are fure they

correfpond exa@ly with fo many Greek verfes; whereas no one

will, T prefume, affert the fame of any ftichical verfion made from

the Hebrew.

You, my Lord, of all men know beft, how little we are ac-
quainted with the meafure and mechanifm of Hebrew verfe; and
how capricious, for the moft part, are the divifions that have been
made of them, even by the moft learned Hebraifts. What one
would divide into long lines, another would divide into fhort; and
what by this one would be combined into ftanzas, would by that

one be arranged in feparate hemiftichs. So that in reality, to give
o verfion divided into lines of any fort, would be to give us no
more than the arbitrary notions of the divider ; and could only ferve

to imprefs a falle, or at leaft an uncertain idea on the mind of the

reader; without contributing either to his inftru&ion or edification™.
For

% Such divifions are not only often arbitrary, but fometimes lead to delufion. Ifhall
give an inftance from Mr. Blayney’s Jeremiah, Lam. ii. 17.

« Jehovah hath accomplifhed that which he had decreed,
he hath fulfilled his word;

¢ What he conftituted in the days of old, he hath de-
ftroyed and not fpared.”

To this conftrudion he was ¢ determined,” he fays, Dby the metre.”” I fhould be
olad to know by what rules of metre. Surely not by the parallelifm, which is mani-
feftly deftroyed by this divifion But let any one read the paflage, without imagi-

G 2 nary
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For what inftru&tion or edification can the mere Englifh reader

receive from fuch irregular and ill-connected lines as thefe, prefented
to him as an exemplification of Hebrew verfe ?

!

In the houfe of Ifrael I have feen a horrible thing :

There Ephraim committeth fornication s
Ifrael is polluted.

Moreover, O Judah, an harveft is appointed of thee
Among thofe who lead away the captivity of my people.

Zech, viil, 21.
Or thefe:

And the inhabitants of one city fhall go
Into another, faying :

Let us furely go to entreat the face of Jehovah,
And to feek Jehovah God of Hofts :
I will go alfo.

nary laws of metre in his head; and I am confident, he will naturally divide the words
with all the ancient tranflators, in the following manner :

Jehovah hath done—what he had devifed s

Hath accormplifhed the puri;mfe—which he decreed of old ;
Hath deftroyed—and hath not {pared——

Not to mention that Mr. Blayney’s laft line prefents an ambiguity, which a common
reader might eafily conceive to be a flat contradi@ion. « He hath deftroyed and not

“ {pared, what he had conftituted in the days of old.” What? had he deftroyed his own
decrees? It is certain that is not Mr. Blayney’s meaning ; but his meaning is not {o

obvious as it thould be ; and even if his conftruion were allowed to be right, per-

fpicuity required that « What he conftituted in the days of old,” fhould be included
in a parenthefis ; or the word what changed into as.

Were
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Were the text for public fervice to be thus divided, the beft
readers would, 1 believe, make but an awkward appearance in de-
livering the moft fublime oracles of religion. The eye and the eay
would be at continual variance; the tones and cadences would be
perpetually confounded, and grating difharmony attend the pronun-

ciation of almoft every period.

On the whole, then, may I not appeal to your Lordfhip’s judg-
ment, even from your own praltice; that in giving a verfion for
general reading, fuch a divifion of thofe parts which are {uppofed
to be poetry, would be attended with manifeft inconvenience; and
with no vifible advantage; and that, therefore, a plain profe-like
verfion, which fhould preferve as much as poffible of what your

Lordfhip has fo ably proved to conftitute the eflence of Hebrew
poetry, would be greatly preferable.. |

The Public will, perhaps, here, tax me with prefumption for
offering to differ from fo many learned men. ButI truft I have
done it with all due deference and modefty. I have candidly pro-

pofed my own doubts; I with to have them canvaffed; am ready
to hear what may be faid on the other fide of the queftion, and dif-

pofed to give up my opinion to the general voice.

Although a proper arrangement of words and fentences will, cer-
tainly, go a great way towards removing a number of ambiguities,

it will not always be found fufhicient to give to a tranflation of the

Bible,
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Bible, that degree of perfpicuity, which a book intended for gene-
ral inftruction {feems to require: and, therefore, every other mean
{hould be employed, that can ferve for that purpofe, without hurt-

ing the integrity of the text, or altering its genuine meaning. Among

thefe means I would propofe the following licences, all which have
already been taken by fome one or other tranflator ; and the greateft

part of them by thofe even who profefs to give the moft literal

verfions.

Among the caufes of ambiguity in the Hebrew text, one is, the
too frequent ufe of the verb, without its proper nominative ex-
prefled. Thus Num. xxiii. 4. “ And God met Balaam ; and he
“ faid to him, I have prepared feven altars, &c.” The meaning,
which the context only leads us to, would be more obvious, if the )
before N were rendered “ who,” as was often done by the author
of the Vulgate, and not unfrequently by fome of the moft {crupu-
lous modern tranflators. Our own, fometimes, though rarely, ufed
this licence. Thus Judges iii, 19. “ But he himfelf (Ehud) turned
“ again from the quarries that were by Gilgal, and faid, I have a
¢ {ecret errand to thee, O King; wro faid (128%) keep filence.”
And Jerem. xxxvi. 32. “ Then Jeremiah took -another roll and
gave it to Baruch the §cribe, the fon of Neriab, wHO wrote
(3n0M) therein, &c.” See alfo Judg. iii. 31. Prov. xi. 22.—
Why not extend it to all {imilar cafes? It is indeed hardly conceiv-

able how many obfcurities and ambignities are made to difappear by
this fingle licence.

Another
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Another mean has been employed to remove this {pecies of
ambiguity ; efpecially when the verb repeated is DN When the
fecond or third 7mN" has a different (though not exprefled) nom®-

native from the preceding one, St. Jerom very often, our firft tranf-
lators frequently, and our laft not {feldom render it “ he anfwered ;"
which not only excludes all doubtfulnefs of meaning, but breaks
that colloquial monotony, which arifes from the conftant return of

« he faid,” and * he faid” again™.

Yet neither of thefe expedients will always take away the ambi-

guity. Thus Num. xxiil. 7. And he took up his parable.” Who
took up his parable? Not the perfon laft mentioned in the text, for

that was the King of Moab; but Balaam, mentioned in the pre-

ceding verfe. 'Would it not be better then to infert Ba/aam in Ita-
talics before * took up his parable;” fo much the rather, as almoft
all tranflators, from the Seventy downwards, have, in other places

not more ambiguous than this, taken the like freedom.

|

There is yet another method, which, if difcriminately ufed,

. might ferve to give a greater degree of clearnefs to the text, and

at the fame time prevent a tedious repetition of the copulative.

Tt is to change the firft of two or more confecutive preterites

into the participle of the fame verb. So, often, the Greek trani-

‘ - % Sometimes the Vulgate, for the fake of variety, joins this expedient with the
former. Et ccce Angelus Domini de celo clamavit dicens: Abraham! Abrebam! Qui
1

refpondit (MYINYY) adfum. Gen. xxiii, 11,
lators.
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lators. 2abovoa Tov xapmwou avls, epayer—mpoonarcaaueros e loaax
roy laxwb, emer. ebapas laxwb 185 wodas, emopevbn. - And {till more

frequently the Vulgate: Egreffufgue Camn a facie Domini, habitavit,

&c.—Bibenfgue vinum, iebriatus eft.—Incedentes retrorfum, operuerunt
verenda patris fui.—Reverfus invenit flantem Balac, &c.

Although our laft tranflators feldom adopted this method, they
very often took another equivalent to it. Of two copulatives they
{upprefled the one, and rendered the other by wbhen; putting the
fubfequent verb 1n the preterpluperfect tenfe. Inftances may be feen

in almoft every chapter. The Arabic and other ancient verfions had

given them a precedent.

As the omiflion of the nominative before its verb often begets
ambiguity, fo the too frequent repetition of it produces a difagree-
able tautology. In fuch cafes the refpetive pronoun, it thould feem,
might be ufed inftead of it, when there is no danger of miftake.
For this too we have the fan&ion of the ancient verfions, particu-
larly the Vulgate; and even our firft Englifh tranflators: but the
maforetic {fuperftition of pofterior times made our laft revifors afraid

to follow their example.

The Hebrews have a peculiar mode of exprefling themfelves in a
negative manner, which is equivalent to a very ftrong affirmation, |
but of an oppofite nature. 'Thus, ¢ not to heal one” is * to infli&
“ fores on one.”—And “ not to find a thing” is ¢ to lofe it.”—In

all
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all fuch phrafes, I am of opinion that the meaning, not the words,

fhould be attended to; and the phrafe rendered equivalently. Take
an exainple from Hofea xii. 8. “ All his labour fhall not be found

“ to him” (which is Bifhop Newcome’s tranflation of a corrected
text) is, doubtlefs, equivalent to “ All his labours fhall be loft.”
Would it not therefore be better fo to tranflate, than be under the
neceflity of making out the fenfe by the aid of a word in Italics;
which, after all, prefents an ambiguous meaning? “ All his labours
« fhall not be found profitable to him.’
be found profitable.

’

Some of them, then, may

There is yet another negative‘ mode of exprefling an aflirmation,
more common flill than the former, introduced by the interrogative
particle NoA or M * - Are not they beyond the Jordan?”
“ Have not I commanded thee " * Is not the arrow beyond thee 2
“ Are not thefe things written in the books of the Chronicles of
“ the Kings of Judah?’ In fuch phrafes, I prefume, thea.ﬂi;'ﬁlat_ive
may be ufed at the difcretion of the tranﬂﬁtor; and v:_;'ill often be

preferable to the negative.

The remaining part of my queries regards, either certain Hebrew
words, which, though their meaning be fufficiently known, {eem
to have been improperly rendered in. Englith; or Englith words,
which, though they were, perhaps, originally, as proper terms as

* Negativa addita interrogationi adfirmandi vim habet 5 idem eft quod omnino. ‘Tympius,
Notz in Noldium,

H ' the

S
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~ the language afforded, are not quite {o confonant with our prefent
ideas, or agreeable to the rules of our prefent improved Grammar—

Or, in fine, fuch expreflions as may feem profane or indelicate, if

literally underftood.

At the head of the firft clafs I fhall place $98, which our tranflators
render “ a Duke.” As this word is, among the people, under-
ftood to denote only a certain order of nobility; would not the

meaning of the Hebrew be better conveyed by the generical term
Chief or Prince?

The word ¥5), which in its primary fignification denotes the
vital principle, whatever it be, that makes matter capable of vege-
tation, increafe, fenfation, &ec. 1s, in the Bible, chiefly appropri-
ated to animal life; and more particularly to that of the human
fpecies. Our tranflators commonly rendered it fos/; and, in many
places, that may be deemed no improper rendering, efpecially in

poetry ; but, in general, I think, it {thould be tranflated per/on; and
with the pronominal {futhxes, often left untranflated. This, I am

perfuaded, would prevent many mifconceptions of the true meaning
of the text, as well as 2 number of falfe confequences deducible from
{fuch milconceptions. We cannot ealily change the popular ideas
that ulage hath afhxed to the terms of our own language; but we
may frequently accommodate the terms of another language to
thofe ideas. A philofophical dialet never exifted, and probably

never will exift, | 4

As
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As w5y is the vital principle itfelf, which in animals, according

to the Hebrew phyfiology, refides in the blood; fo ™, the natu-

ral meaning of which is az or wind, is tralatitioufly ufed for animal «
refpiration, or that portion of air which is neceflary to keep the
vital principle in motion, and which the Scripture calls emphatically |
¢ the breath of life,” and thence it denotes what we call the whole
{fpiritual part of man, or the human foul. ‘By a il ftronger
figure it is made to {fignify that fupernatural influence by which
the Deity is fuppofed to operate on his creatures, not improperly
called divine infpiration, or divine impulfe. In this fenfe it is often

perfonified, and called a Sprit either good or bad. Thus 1 Sam.
xvi. 13, 14. “ The Spirit of the Lord came upon David from that

¢ day forward, but the Spirit of the Lord departed from Saul, and
“ an evil Spirit from the Lord troubled him.” 'This is, perhaps,

the boldeft metaphor in the Oriental languages; and has given oc-

cafion to many abfurd and ridiculous notions both among Jews and
Chriftians. It is, I confefs, a very hard matter for a tranflator to find
terms adequate to all the various literal and figurative meanings of

the word : but it thould be his ftudy to feek them, and to make the
beft difcrimination poffible: fo as not to prefent his reader with an idea

that is not contained in the original. If he cannot always accom-
plith this in the text, a fhort explanatory note fhould be added for
that purpofe. |

Our tranflators have often made a proper diftin&ion in the render-

ing of this word ; but fometimes alfo they feem to have been led by
X a theological
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theological fyftem to tranflate it Spirsz, when fome other term would
have been more fuitable. Your Lordfhip has moft properly cor-
reced Ifaiah xiv. 7. But are there not many other {imilar paflages that
ftand equally in need of correftion? One in particular prefents itfelf
at the very threfhold of the fan€tuary, that has been long a {ftumbling-

block to thofe: that entered. Gen. i. 2. DM M 9 NOMAH DA% MM
« The Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.”” Although

this tranflation greatly diminifhes the force and beauty of the narra-

tive, is incompatible with the arrangement of the original context,
and was rightly underftood and rendered by thofe of the ancient in-
terpreters, who were the moft likely to perceive the general meaning
of the Hebraifm ; yet as the Seventy had literally tranflated it, and.
as it feemed’ favourable to one of the capital tenets of the Chriftian
Church, it was eagerly adopted by almoft all Chriftian Expﬁoﬁtars,
and generally applied to the Holy Ghoft. To make the text tally
better with this application, the true fenfe of the word MHMID was

alfo perverted. It was remarked, it feems, by fome Syrian*, that

bnn in that diale& might fignify 7o érood. This acceptation; which

<vas itfelf but a figurative meaning at moft, was ftill farther im-
proved into another figurative meaning ; and thus, what was at firft
only “ a great wind agitating the waters,” became in time the third

perfon of the Trinity, hatching chaotic matter into life, asa bird does

* We learn this from St, Bafil ; and fome have f{uppofed that Syrian to be St.

Ephrem. Ephrem, however, teaches quite the contrary,

her
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her eggs. Milton accordingly places him in that attitude, and

makes him with mighty wings out[pread, fit brooding on the vaft abyfs.
This may be Poetry, but it is neither Scripture nor Philofophy.
Another inftance I fhall give from the Pfalms. Pf. civ. 4. is thus
rendered by our laft tranflators: “ Who maketh his angels fpirits,
¢ and his minifters a flaming fire,” That a fervile tranflator from
the Vulgate thould be guilty of {o egregious a miftake, is not, per-
haps, to be wondered at. He had before him an ambiguous text;

and might think it incumbent on him to be as obfcure and unin-
telligible as A/s original ; but that one who tranflates immediately

from the Hebrew, and is but moderately acquainted with its genius,
{hould fo miferably degrade this fublime paflage, is furprifing indeed.

¢« Who maketh the winds his meflengers; and his minifters, the
flathy lightning.” A bold and {ublime idea, and worthy an Oriental
bard* |

Although ®HYM is, in many places, properly rendered judgment,
there are other places where, on account of the various acceptations

of the Englifh term, that rendering feems inadmiflible, For exam-

ple, Job xxvii, 2. Wb DN bN is tranflated “ God hath taken
“ away my judgment;’ a meaning very different from that of the
original, which evidently fignifies “ God hath put off my caufe;

¢ hath declined bringing me to trial.”” Our tranflators might have,.

* Bifhop Hare has well rendered this verfe in Latin, faciens Angelos [uos, ventos;
Miniftros fuos, ignem fammantem : but Green, who took Bifhop Hare for his model,
has ill-tranflated into Englifh the firft line. ¢ Who maketh his angels winds.”.

N
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in fome fort, removed the ambiguity, by rendering ‘tobiry ¢ my
“ right,” as they did in the fixth verfe of the laft-quoted chapter ;

where “ I lie againft my judgment” would not prefent a more

incongruous meaning, than, in the former paflage, “ God hath

 taken away my judgment.”

It cannot be too often repeated, that perfpicuity is the chief
quality of a good tranflation; to attain which, it will always be
lawful for a tranflator to paraphrafe what cannot be literally ren-
dered without obfcurity. From this principle your Lordfhip has
clearly and elegantly tranflated Ifaiah xI. 27, z And my caufe
¢ pafleth unregarded by my Geod,” which in our vulgar verfion
is perplexed and ambiguous: “ My judgment is paffed over from

“ my God.”

[ alfo doubt if the words 28 and N be always proﬁerly.rén.
dered faithful, true; fauthfulnefs, truth; and I thould be apt to think
that wveracious and veracity might fometimes be fitly employed to ex-

prefs their meaning.

Is there any word in our language, or could any word be ana-
logically introduced into it, that would, in any degree, exprefs -
the relation between [15¥ and mb—or between 1Y a #776e and
©vay a {ceptre? I fear not.

The God of the Ifraclites is particularly diftinguifhed by the

name MM ; of which neither the precife meaning nor the genuine
pronuna
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pronunciation is well known, febovah is a barbarous term, that

was never heard of before the fixteenth century¥® ; neither Pag-
ninus, nor Munfter, nor even Montanus, ufed it in their verfions:
but Junius and Caftalio having once given it a fan&ion, it came'
gradually into general ufage among Latin tranflators and commen-
tators; and has of late made its way into vernacular ver{ions.
Bate, your Lordfhip, Green, Blayney, and Bithop Newcome, have
all adopted it ; and the laft-mentioned writer thinks it fhould always

be ufed.

I have, notwithftanding, fome doubt about it; which I beg
leave to propofe. As the word LorDp has been fo long employed
among Chriftians, to denote the Supreme Being, and is the only
one in the New Teftament by which he is known, I thould be
ftrongly inclined to retain it in the Old; fo much the more, be-
caufe the ancient Greek, Syriac, Latin and Arabic interpreters re-
fpedtively rendered MM by a {imilar term Kupros, 8991, Dominus, 39,
Befides, we {fometimes meet with M in conftru&ion with MINSY:
which we could hardly render “ Jehovah of Hofts;” and Bithop
Newcome himfelf allows that, in fuch cafes, we muft fupply o
and fay ¢ Jehovah God of Hofts.”

# Drufius could find no higher authority for it thafthat of Galatinus.

+ I know not, however, if it have yet been admitted into any vernacular verfions
except that of Michaelis in German. Luther’s, the Duteh, Danifh, Old Swedifh,
Italian, and Spanifh have Lord. The French Genevan has the Eternal, which has
been adopted by the Paris Capuchins in their late tranflations,

There




L 56
There is only one objetion that now occurs. The word i s
alfo tranflated Lord, and with the {uffix my Lord, although it is

only a term of refpe& -applied to human beings ; and moft probably
never applied to the Deity without the repetition of %N/,  Lord

¢« of Lords*.” It fhould feem, therefore, that a diftin&tion fhould

be made between the terms. OQur tranflators made a diftinction.
They rendered /™ Tae Lorp, and put it in capitals; and SHIN
my Lord, in common letters. If a farther difcrimination be deemed

expedient, let fome other term be ufed to exprefs 1N ; and I {ee

no one fo proper as Siz. It will, perhaps, be faid that the term 1s
too trite and familiar; but it is not more {fo than y8 muft have
been in Judea ; nor can it, on that account, be more improper ifn
the Old Teftament than in the New ; where we have * Sir, thou

“ haft nothing to draw with,” John iv, 11, And in the {fame chap-
“ ter, ¢ Sir, give me this water.—Sir, I perceive thou art a pro-
“ phet.—Sir, didft not thou fow good feed in thy field, &c.” And
in the plural, A&s xxvii. 21. “ Sirs,” (faid St. Paul) “ ye {hould
“ have hearkened unto me;’ and v. 25. * Wherefore, Sirs, be

The Greek indeed is here ardpes 3 but if the

b

“ of good cheer.’

* In the prefent Maforetic text, indeed, and even long before the exiftence of the
Mafora, we frequently find Y)\IN for 191" (though with confiderable variation in
the manufcripts ); but we owe this, I fufpe&, to the fuperftition of the Jews. There is
not a fingle inftance of it, 1 believe, in the Samar. Pentateuch. See a curious paflage
relative to this matter in Mr. White’s tranflation of the Preface to the Arabic Hexa~
plar Pentateuch, in the Bodleian Library——Letter to the Bifhop of London, p. 22.

Apoitle
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Apoftle had fpoke in Hebrew, it would have been )N. At
any rate, the term has the authority of our laft tranflators. Nay,
we meet with it, once at leaft, in the Old Teftament. * O Sir,”
(faid Jofeph’s brethren to the Steward) * we came indeed down at
the firft time to buy bread.” Gen. xliii. 20. I would therefore pro-

pofe ufing, throughout, the word LorD for /151, and the word Sir™
for 27N

It has been well remarked by Le Cene and others, that naked is
often too {trong an expreffion for f1My; and yet, perhaps, we have

not in our language a {uitable modifying term. The fame obierva-
tion is applicable to @7 Fr Y. 7W. TpB. . ay- Sya. 3, &
which we often find it impoflible to render with that degree of pro-

priety we wifth: Is not Horace’s maxim, then, of nnovating a little
here applicable? And might not a tranflator be allowed to borrow

from other languages fuch terms as are eafily convertible, and rea-
dily underftood; or to revive fuch obfolete ones of our own as
would exprefs the meaning with more difcriminating accuracy; or,

in fine, to extend occafionally the acceptation of words now in

* This, however, can only be done when )N is in the ‘compellative cafe ==

for we do not fay, My Sir fuch-a-one, as the French and Dutch do; nor even §ir
{fuch-a-one, as the Italians and Spaniards do: and therefore we muft, in all other cafes,
render it either My Lord, or My Mafter: for Mr., would hardly be {ufferable in a
tranflation of the Bible. |

I ud é,
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ufe, where there is no danger of error or confufion by fuch exten-

{ion *,

“ Of Englifh terms, that may have been proper enough at the time
our tranflation was made; but which now {eem to convey either a
different meaning, or a meaning not quite fo charateriftical as
others that have been fince adopted, I fhall content myfelf with giv-

ing the following, as examples.

Qur tranflators were led to render @YaND ‘71) Ny, Exod. i 16.
“ And fee them upon the ftools;” from its being then cuftomary
to deliver women on a fort of ftool made for the purpofe, and kept
by the midwife. But, befides that it is extremely doubtful if jap
ever {ignify a ftool ; that pratice being now generally difcontinued
in Britaint, and the expreflion * upon the ftools,” prefenting
an idea very different from that of de/rvery, thould not the term itfelf
be changed ; or rather another turn given to the fentence, which

* Of this laft kind of licence, I will juft propofe one example: ¢ To divide light
“ from darknefs’ has always appeared to me a term not fufficiently proper to exprefs
the true meaning of l)‘m in this phrafe. The Latin diffinguo feems much more fuit-
able. Why then might we not ufe the word dif2inguifb in the fame fignification? So
much the rather, becaufe that is really its primitive meaning, although it has gradually
loft it, and is now feldom ufed but in a metaphorical fenfe. Your Lordfhip’s approba-
tion would go a great way to embolden me in taking a few fuch licences. See fome
{enfible reflections on this {ubject in Maty’s Review for June 1786.

+ The pradice is ftill ufed in Holland and other northern nations ; and even in the
Royal Lying-in Hofpital of Copenhagen. See Medic, Comment, Vol. IV,

{hould




[ % ]

thould fufficiently exprefs its meaning without being liable to future

mifconception?

Audience formerly fignified the aé? of hearmg ; and {o it was ufed
by Milton ; but as it now feems obfolete in that meaning, {hould

- we not fubflitute bearing in its ftead ; and tranflate Gen. xxv. r10.
« And Ephron the Hittite anfwered Abraham in the hearing of the

¢« children of Heth?’ Travail, too, for labour is become altogether

obfolete. Yet both Bifhop Newcome and Mr. Blayney have re-
tained it. « Get you to the mountains—Get you hence—1I will
«“ get me unto the Great One . and fuch-like expreflions appear
alfo to be juftly going into difufe ; and have moreover an imperious

and vulgar air.

Peradventure is a word which we have no occafion for; and

which is now hardly ever ufed.

I have, elfewhere, given it as my opinion, that words which we
have once fairly adopted from other languages are, for the moft
part, more noble, more expreflive and difcriminating than our own

original ones. Thus, I think, to affemble 1s better than to gather toge=
ther 3 convoke than call together, gratuitoufly than freely.

Meat-offering was never the moft proper term for Fr®, but is
aow ftill lefs fo from the more limited acceptation of the word

meat.

12 To




laft period of time: “ Since the days of

to be more grammatical.
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To difecover, or uncover, feems fometimes ufed in a fenfe which it
will hardly bear, Thus Nahum iii. 5. “ I will difcover thy fkirts

“* upon thy face.” Or, as Bithop Newcome renders, “ I will uncover
d d :

* thy fkirts before thy face.” We cannot, I think, fay with propriety

‘0 uncover the thing covering, but the thing covered. Some other term,

therefore, thould be found to exprefs the Hebrew word 53, both
here and in other fimilar places.

Livalted {eems to be improper, when applied to material objedls,

as ““ Every valley fhall be exalted.”’ I{aiah xI. 4.

The word unto feems frequently mifufed in our prefent verfion.

It has there four different acceptations. For firft, it marks the da-

tive cafe: “ Unto Adam he faid.” Secondly, it denotes motion to a

place: “ And Mofes went up #nfo the mountains.” Thirdly, it
precedes the fartheft extreme of local fituation ;
“ of Egypt unto the great river.”

From the river
Fourthly, it is placed before the
Jothua #nto that day,”’—

1s_proper only in the fecond and third
examples ; but not in the firft and fourth ; Where #0 an

Now I thould think that it

d until appear

Are the words wherefore, “therefore, wherein, therein, whereof,

thereof, whereby, thereby, whereunto, thereunto s heretofore, theretofore,

and: other f{uch-like compounds to be retained? To be convinced

that they are not {tritly grammatical, we have only to analyze them,
for who could bear, Jor there,

Jor where, in where, in there, of

where,
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where, of there, &c? And yet I fear we cannot well do without them,

particularly the two firft.

The word #here is alfo freQuently ufed in another manner, the
propriety of which might be queftioned; and where indeed it {feems:
to be a mere expletive. Thus when we fay, ¢ There was a man
¢ in the land of Hus:” we {fay no more than “ A man was 1in the
¢ land of Hus.” And when we fay,. ¢ Let zhere be light—Let zhere
¢« be a firmament, &c.”’— We might fay * L__ét light be -_—-Let 9
“ firmament be’—or even ¢ Be light—Be a firmament.”’—And in
the imperative mood we frequently ufe this more regular mode of
expreflion, efpeciall}f in poetry; but in the indicative, it would

feem uncouth, and perhaps ‘at firft ridiculous, becaufe our ears are

not accuftomed to it..

Some think that the expletives, do, doth, did, are often a Bealit}-f,;.
in as-much as they add a particular emphafis to the expreflion; and
vour Lordfhip has given countenance to this opinion in’ your
Elements of Englith Grammar. Is it founded in nature? and would
not Gen. iii. 13. be as forcibly rendered, *“ The ferpent beguiled.
“ me, and I ate;” as “ The ferpent beguiled me, and I did eat?” It
feems fill. more fuperfluous in fuch texts as the following, Gen. vi.
17, “ I do bring a flood of waters upon the earth.” = Gen. xxvi..
30. “ And he made them a feaft, and they did eat and drink.”

Exod. x. 5. “ And they (the locufts) did eat every herb of the field.”
In general, then, would it not be better to reftri it entirely to ne-

gative
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gative {entences; or at moft to extend it to a conceflion or ftrong
affirmation? Thus, Jofhua ii. 4. might be rendered * There did

come men unto me.” And Gen. xviii. 15. is very properly “ Nay,
“ but thou didft laugh.”

Is the expreflion “ to take to wife” reconcileable with any rules |
of grammar or analogy? And, if not, how are we to tranflate
UNS np‘v? Dr. Goflet fuggefls * to take for a wife,” as he thinks
to marry would hardly be endured; yet our tranflators have ufed
it in 2 Chron. xiii, 2. where they render Py PImN DWIND Nem
¢ and married fourteen wives.” See alfo Gen, xix. 14. Num. xii. 1.

and 1 Chron. 11, 21.

If we at all retain the word &efeech, thould not the preteﬁte be-
fought be at leaft exploded ; and befeeched ufed inftead of it ?

Our tranflators, for the moft part, carefully diftinguithed the no-
minative plural ye from the accufative yox ; fhould not due regard be
ftill paid to this diftinétion, in {pite of the propenf{ity of our prefent
writers to neglet it? Would you not alfo retain the termination e/

in the third perfon {ingular of the indicative mood ?

I would, alfo, fain perfuade myfelf, that we fhould not confound
nor ufe indifcriminately, the terms /o and bdehold. The former I
would employ, when there is nothing in the narrative immedi-

ately pointed at; the latter, when fome obje& is indicated as pre-

4 fent.
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{fent. Thus I would fay, “ Behold the man—Behold the Lamb of
“ God:” but “ Lo! I bring a deluge—Lo! it was Leah—Lo! it be-~
“ came a ferpent.”’ So that Lo may be always confidered as a mere
interjection ; Behold as the imperative of a verb. Is this diftin&ion

more than ideal * ?

The definite article #he feems to be often inferted where it thould
not be inferted. Thus Gen. 1. 6. “ God faid ; let there be a fir-

mament ; and let it divide THE waters from THE waters:” It thould

be “ Waters from waters,” as our older tranflators have it. Deut.
xX. §, 6. “ Left he die in THE battle,” fhould be * Left he die in
“ battle;” and {o they have it in the next verfe. On the other hand,

they have omitted it where it thould not be omitted. Thus Ecclef.
xx11. 6. “ But {tripes and corre&ion of wifdom,” fhould be * The
ftripes and cofreé’cion, &ec.” Nor is this omiffion always of {mall
moment. A notable example occurs, Rom. ii. 12. where the omif-

fion of the article not only mars the meaning, but gives an air of

* This interjeétion, fo extremely frequent in the Hebrew writings, is fometimes
rendered by the ancients, efpecially by St. Jerom, by an equivalent term. Thus

Gen xxix. 25. for [IND N7 .13 ﬂpjj %1, the VurcaTe has “ fa&to mane
vidit Liam.” And SYR. %7 X9 XIF1Y NIDE NI 11D); and when the morning came,
and be faw that it was Lia, &c. This licence, I think, may be occafionally ufed,
particularly when the interjeCtion is repeated in the fentence; and thereby embar--
rafles it. Sometimes a tranfpofition will have the fame good effet; and fometimes
it may be accounted a pleonafm, and omitted.

+ According to Johnfon this word is obfolete. But why is it obfolete? It was
ufed by Shakefpeare, Milton, Waller, and Dryden; is a Teutonic, nay a Hebrew
radical word ; and even in its found more expreflive of the meaning than any of its
{ubftitutes. Let us not always be biafled by ulage or authority.

impiety
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impiety to the paflage: ¢ For as many as have finned without law,
¢ fhall alfo perith without law.’

y

This omiffion is the more re-
markable, as in the counterpart of the fame verfe the article is pro-
perly reftored: “ And as many as havedinned in THE law, fhall be

“ judged by THE law:” that is, the law of Mofes.

Your Lordfhip’s authority has greatly contributed towards reftor-
ing the conjunétive mood to its original place, after the hypothe-
tical particles #f, though, wunlefs, except, &c. and, confidering how
little variety of termination our verbs haﬁe, I would by no means
difpoffefs it of its juft claim. But thofe particles are not alﬁrays
hypothetical ; and, therefore, to join them always with the fub-
jun&ive (as many writers, who wifh to be thought more than com-
monly corret, affect to do) {eems to be an impropriety. I 1v.;m"tmld,,
with your Lordfhip, make this diftin&tion. When the phrafe is
evidently conditional, exprefling a doubt or depending on a con-
tingency, the fubjun&ive fhould ever be ufed: but when a con-

ceflion, which is equivalent to an affirmation, is included in the fen-

tence, I would uniformly ufe the indicative. If this obfervation be

allowed to be juft, it is plain that its ap}alication will be of great
latitude. '

There 1s nothing, I believe, in our language more undetermined
than the ufe of the infeparable prepofitions 7z and ## The former

s evidently borrowed from the Latin; and, in many inftances, re-

tains
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tains with us its Latin intenfive fignification: whereas the latter is
of Saxon origin, and is always a privative. Since then we are poi-
fefled of a privative prefix of our own ftock, and fince it is
perfectly {ufficient for the purpofe, it may be pertinently afked,
why we fhould not exclufively employ it to denote privation; and
confine the other to fuch words only, as being derived from the Ro-
man tongue, ftill retain their intenfive meaning in ours*? It will be
faid, perhaps, that although this rule be eftablithed on principles
of general analogy, it muft neceflarily be liable to many exceps=
tions. When the prefix coalefces with a word of which the initial
is an /, an m, a p, or an 7, euphony has introduced the ufage of
changing the 7 of the prepofition into one of thofe letters: now it
would be extremely harth and uncouth to read and write ulleg:bie,
ummeafurable, urrefi ﬂzbfe, &c That fuch a pronuncmtlon and
orthography would at firft, appear harfh to the unaccuﬁomed ear,
and {hange to the unaccuﬂ:omed eye, Ireadﬂy grant ; yet. there 13,,

in reality, no more harfhnefs nor Gddlty in u!feg:é!e than n ﬂﬁ!&;y,
in ummeafurable than in ﬁzzzmme;jy, in urreﬂwdméle than in. mrf'mc_'y
But there is no need for 111troduc1ng this novel form; feemg we
have already fuch a multitude of words in which the # retains its own
fhape and found, in words begmmng with the forementmned let-

ters ; ‘Wlth(}ut our perceiving any degree of cac0pl1ony or mcongrulty

- ¥ & o ™

# Examples : infrigidates -infufcate, ingeminate, immerge, “&c. - But this difference

i1s better illuftrated by contraft: incarcerate and uncarcerate 5 inchain and unchain ;
infold and unfold, &c. ge

K for




[ 66 ]

For furely we may fay and write unlegible as well as unlearned, un-

lettered, unlibidinous; unmegfureable as well as unmerciful ; and wunreme-

Jiable as well as wnrebuked. And was not Shakefpeare’s unreconcile-
able (Anth. and Cleop. A& v. Sc. 1.) more proper and as harmonious
2s our irreconcileable 2 1 with our profeflfed grammarians would take

this matter into confideration, and give us fome confiftent princi-

ples to be guided by.

I have obferved a mode of phrafing, that now {eems to prevail ;
which, neverthelefs, I am apt to confider as a real folecifm. It is
to fupprefs the little word # in fuch fentences as the following :
“ Now that this of the two is the better glofs, it is proved by your
¢ own interrogation.” So Chillingworth, and the writers of his
time ; but our moderns would, in imitation of the Latins, make the
firft part of the fentence the nominative to the verb; and write,
« That this of the two is the better glofs, is proved, &c.” Change
only the order thus: “ Now 7 is proved that, &c.” and the nece-
fity of retaining the 7 will be manifeft.

Another ftill greater impropriety feems to be creeping in upon us,
from our French neighbours; and is already found in writers of
repute. It confifts in beginning a fentence with an infulated no-
minative, which hasno correfponding verb; as, * Born a poet, verfes

q ¢« coft
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« coft him nothing.—Irafcible beyond credibility, the fmalleft con-
« tradition put him in a paffion.” I know not if there be any
thing more oppolite to the genius of our language than fuch a con-

ftru&ion™.

Notwithftanding all that has been written by our moft recent
grammarians about fball and will, awould and fhould, it does not ap-
pear to me that there are yet any criteria eftablithed to dire& us in
the ufe of them. Your Lordfhip has juftly obferved that our an-
ceftors, even as late as the reigns of James and the Charlefes, re-

fpe&tively employed them in a different manner from that of the
prefent time; and I cannot help thinking that the ufage of our an-

ceftors was, in fome regard, preferable to ours.

In disjun&ive fentences, {hould we ufe or or nor after #ot and nei-

sher 2 'The nature of negatives {feems to require mor; yet I have fre-
quently obferved, even in thofe writers who aflume to themfelves

the peculiar province of correCors general of flile and grammar,
fuch expreflions as thefe: ¢ Neiher he or any one elfe.—Neither the
« one or the other of thefe affertions, &c.” To me this appears un~

grammatical.

* This cannot be called the ¢afe abfolute; becaufe the [ubjett is the fame in both

parts of the fentence; and the predicate and the fubjes? muft neceflarily be in the
fame cafe. :

R 2 One
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One, query ftill remains about the orthography of proper names.
Our firft tranflators of the Bible, Tindal and Coverdale, retained

the old pronunciation of the proper names, fuch as they found it in

the Greek and Latin verfions, with little variation and few ex-

eeptions.  Thus they wrote Heva, Noe, Fared, Mathufala, Nemrod,
Nineve, Cades, Cades-Barn, Berfabé, Boox, Ifai, Elizeus, Salomon,
Aggeus, Ofeas. In fome inftances, they followed the French form;
Lfaye, feremie, Zachary, Abdy, Sophony, &c., Sometimes they adopted
the Maforetic mode of pronunciation ; as Zoar, Serug, Terab, Peleg,
&c. A farther approximation to. this laft form was made in Cran-
mer’s and Parker’s Bibles ; particularly in thofe names that wete lefs
known, and. confequently lefs apt to ftrike or furprife the people
by a new found, while the more celebrated were retained in their
old orthography. But the Englifh refugees at Geneva, taking the
French Calvinifts for their model, {crupuloufly adhered to the Mafo-
retic punctuation, in their expreflion of the proper names, and as

much as poffible to the literal founds of the Hebrew alphabet, fuch
as modern grammarians exhibit them. James’s tranflators generélly
adopted- their plan, but with many modifications, either to avoid

cacophony, or not to deviate too widely from the founds to which
the pec}ple had been fo long accuftomed. They did not, therefore,
write Methufael, Sheth, Enofh, Shem, Ixbak, Jaakob, Rebekab, Rabhel,,
Najhfbon, &e. Yet, ix} general, they followed the Geneva plan, both
In this and moft other particulars;; as may be feen: by any one who
fhall take the trouble to compare them.

Since
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Since that period little innovation has been attempted in the

Hebrew names, except by Bate, with whom Henoch is Henuc, Fared
Oirad, Adabh Odeb, Zillah ¥illeh, Enos Anufb, Chenaan Canon, It
Luth, Zoar or Segor TFuar, Ephron Oprun, Fudab TFeudeh, Aaron
HAorun, Zadok _'}fadzzk, Bethel Bz'rb-a!, &c. &c. Uncouth as this
orthography may feem to be, it was, not without fome {pecious rea-
{ons, adopted by Bate. He wifhed to exprefs, as nearly as pofiible,
what he took‘ to be the genuine original powers of each Hebrew
letter, defpifing not only the Maforetic pronuncmtton, but alfo that
of the moft ancient interpreters, who lived at a time when the
Hebrew was yet a fpoken language - Now he fhould have, in this
refpe& defpifed neither the one nor - the other; but either have re-
tained the proper names as he found them In the common verfion,

or at leaft corre&ed them on better authonty than his own caprt- -

cious 1deas.

Is it unexpedient then to make any change at all in the prefent
orthography of the Hebrew proper names? I fay not that;
but I think the change fhould be natural, aﬁalOgicaI; and founded
on orthography, reafon, or ancient- authority. It were certainly
to be wifhed that every name could be {fo written in a verfion,
as to be d1ﬁ1ngu1ihed even by its found, and. exprefs, as nearly
as poflible, the powers of the Hebrew elements that compofe it;
and this has been more or lefs attempted by the moft wary and

cautious .
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cautious tranflators, But then the names muft not, even for this
analogical difcrimination, be fo ftrangely metamorphofed, as not to
be known again for the fame. This indeed will rarely happen,
if we do not give a new pronunciaton to the vowel {founds ; I mean
the real vowels N. 1. 1 % 3. and their {feveral combinations. Of all
thefe, as it is impoffible to know precifely their various powers
in the mouth of an ancient Jew, the beft we can do is to found
them as they have been handed down to us, whether by the ancient
interpreters or Jewifh grammarians; no great matter which. Thus
though 3Px would feem, if I pronounce each letter {eparate, to
be exprefled b.y Aiub (and fo Bate would probaby have written it)
yet I will continue to call it Job, or at leaft Iob; becaufe I find all
the ancients fo exprefs it; and becaufe in reality there is nothing
uncommon in thofe letters taking that found. In fa&, if we pro-
nounce 7 in Job as we do in Jambicks, we fhall give it the very
found which the Italians give to #/; and if we pronounce the o as

our o thort, it will not differ from # fhort. Were our proper name

George to be treated by an Oriental as we treat the Oriental names,
and exprefled in thefe letters {1371, it would be fo altered as not

to retain a fingle found of the original, excepting that of r.

I am therefore of opinion, that we fhould retain the old names
with as little variation as poffible. The only innovations I would
propofe are the following: The I I would always exprefs by 4; the
d by cb; the P by ¢ or 25 the ¥ by /b ; the tby=; and the _g'by 15,

or




or % with a point above it. This would be fufficient to diftinguifh
the {imilar confonant founds. And as the A at the end of proper

names ending with i1 is ufelefs, I would only retain it to diftinguith

afeulines from feminines, as fudab from Debora, &e.

Before I leave the fubje@ of proper names, I muit obferve; that
we are now fo accuftomed to place the definite article before thofe
of rivers and mountains, that they look, fomehow, naked without
*«  Yet this mode has not yet, I believe, been introduced into any
Englith verfion ; and it would, perhaps, be by fome accounted a
Hlameable innovation to write “ The Euphrates, The Nile, The
¢ Jordan, The Chobar, The Lebanon, The Carmel, The Thabor, &c.”
Perhaps we fhould make a diftin&tion, When the name mentioned
‘s not attended with its appellative r/ver, and is the nominative or
obje&tive of a verb, the article thould be prefixed ; but when rrmer
is immediately joined to it, or when it is in concord or regimen with

another noun, the article fhould not be prefixed.

The orthography of a proper name being once fixt upon, it {hould
be retained throughout the whole Bible, both in the Old and New
Teftament ; although there may be a variety of lettering it in the
originals, See Bifhop Newcome’s Preface to the Minor Prophets,

P. XXXV,

With
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With regard to fuch expreflions in the original Scriptures as,
if tranflated literally, would offer to the mind of the delicate and

pious reader offenflive images; I make no doubt but your Lord-
(hip will agree with me, that they ought to be accommodated to

our times and manners, and rendered with more freedom than any

other paflages. Exemplification here is unneceffary. But I fhould
be glad to know, whether in this clafs your Lordfhip would include

fuch phrafes as. the following, yywi P, TSR N3, A NN ainbl
o w93, &e. |

Thefe, my Lord, are'a part of the principal doubts and d1£-
ficulties- that ‘have' occafionally prefented themfelves “during the
courfe of my prefent ‘labours. I lay them before your .Lordﬂ;i-p
with all that confidence . which your former  encouraging ‘coun-
tenance {o naturally infpirés. If health and léifure fhall allow
you but to glance them' over, I am. perfuaded that 'a great por-
tion of the mift will he diflipated by fo clear and keen - a'ray.
I with not to give your Lordﬂup the trouble of ertmg long re-
marks. The {horteﬁ hint of appmbatlon or the contrary . a

ﬁngle _yes or 70 on the 0ppoﬁte page,” relative to any query I

have put, or opinion I have ventured to give, will be a fufficient
indication of your fentiment, and g0 a great way to make me

cherifh or abandon my own. Before next Michaelmas I hope to have

the
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the honour of fubmitting to your perufal a whole volume of my
tranflation. How happy fhall I efteem myfelf, if it thould have the
good fortune to merit the fame flattering approbation you were {o
kind as to exprefs of my Profpe&tus. Whether that be in my fate,
or not, I eagerly feize this opportunity of teftifying to the

Public, with what refpet and veneration I have the honour

to be,
MY LORD:
Your LORDSHIP'S
Much obliged,
And moft obedient,
Humble Servant,
A. G D B SEG,
LoNDON,

January 15, 1787,

L ' POSTSCRIPT.
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P QAGG P B GRS Y N

E V ER ready to own and re&ify my miftakes, to {upply omif-
fions, or to anfwer rational queries, I take this occafion to make the
following additions to my ProspecTus which was lately pubhihed and,
in which I am forry to find more typographical and other errors, than, on
too flight a reading over of the fheets as they came from the prefs, I had

occafionally obferved.

Page 2, line 5, after agreed upon, add what follows :

A late ingenious Effayift# has, indeed, given it as his opinion, thata
new tranflation of the Bible is not only unneceflary, but even dangerous,
nay extremely dangerous; and that, inftead of ferving the caufe of religion,
it would tend to hurt it: and a more recent writer, of no common abili-
ties, in the Monthly Review, has adopted and enforced the fame fenti-
ment. It may not therefore be improper to hear, and fairly appretiate, their

arguments.
¥ Knox’s Effays, Vol, I. No. 49.

| 50 In
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In the firft place, the ¢ venerable antiquity” of our prefent public verfion
is urged as a reafon fufficient for retaining it, with all its faults.—This, in
the mouth of a Proteftant, feems to be an odd fort of argument. If a
Romanift had ufed it in favour of his Vuigate, he would be inftantly told,
*“ That no age nor prefcription can authorize error ; and that it 1s obftinacy
““ to defenid in @ny verfion, Thoweter andient or venerable, what'cannot be
““ rationally defended.” In fac, the lapfe of thirteen centuries has given no
more real value to the Pulgate, than it had when it firft appeared ; nor Is
our prefent public verfion more eftimable now than it was an hundred and
feventy-fix years ago. If time could enhance the value of a tranflation,

Tyndal’s would be_preferable. to. James’s: for it can boaft at leaft two
hundred and fifty years, and a part of 1t two hundred and fixty. And

old Wichff might fhake his hoary locks, and fay, ¢ I have a much
‘¢ better claim than either.”

But it is further urged, ¢¢ That independently of age, and the air of
““ veneration which it has thence acquired, our prefent verfion ought to
“ be retained for its intrinfic beauty and excéllence. ' The language,
‘¢ though it is fimple and natural, is rich and expreflive. . ‘The poetical
¢ paflages of Scripture are peculiarly pleafing.  The tranflation of the
‘“ Plalms. abounds with paflages exquifitely beautiful. Even where the
“ fenfe is not very clear, nor the conneCtion of ideasat firft fight obvious,

““ the mind 1s {foothed, and the ear ravifthed, with the powerful yet unaffected
‘“ charms of the ftyle, &c.”

Although this panegyric be fomewhat Ezz;wé, I am willing to fubfcribe to
it. But all thofe beauties, in an equal degree, and fome of them even n
a greater degree, are found in our firft verfions, and muft be more o lefs

found in every verfion of the Hebrew {criptures that is not a mere para-
phrafe. The -great merit of James’s tranflators did not certainly confift in

beautitying or meliorating the ftyle of the former verfions, but in. correct-
ing their errors, and making a verfion more ftrittly conformable to the
letter, not always the {pirit, of their fuppofed indefe@ible originals. Their

hdelity
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fidelity and accuracy deferve great commendation; and that is almoft all

they have a juft claim to. The ftyle they found in their prototype; and
the di¢tion and phrafeology they borrowed from their predeceflors in tranf-

lation : and it was well that they had {uch models; for their own prefice
evinces that their tafte was none of the beft. We have indeed fome diffi-
culty to believe that it could be written by the fame perfons.

~ What is beantiful, what 1sexcellent, what is melodious and ravifbing in the
prefent verfion, fhould be undoubtedly retained by all future tranflators ;
but 1s there any reafon for retaining its corruptions, its mif-tranflations, its
obfcurities, and its: other acknowledged imperfeGions? I fcarcely think
that its moft partial admirer will contend for this. The j‘ﬁdglﬁ%ﬁ_t made
by Mr. Knox, from a comparifon of a late verfion of Ifaiah with that of the
public tranflation, is not altogether juft. He fhould have confidered,
that the intention of the learned Prelate, in giving that verfion, was to
exhibit a {pecimen of Hebrew metre, clothed in a correfponding Englifh
drefs, and reprefenting as nearly as poflible the meafure, the conftru&ion,
the air, and complexion of the original. From this, and from the novel
and awkward appearance of fo many unequal and unmeafured Englifh
lines, and the many unnatural breaks and unexpeéted paufes that thence
enfue, it frequently happens, 1 confefs, that the old tranflation is more
pleafant to read; the order and arrangement, too, appear often to be
more harmonious ; and fometimes, though rarely, the terms feem more
propetly chofen. But how fully is all this compenfated by the clearnefs,
precifion, and energy of the Bithop’s verfion, and the many corre@ions
of a faulty or mif-tranflated text? Let this verfion be taken out of its
prefent form, and- divided and arranged like plai‘n poetical profe ;
and the leaft intelligent reader will, I think, be ftruck with the diffe-
rence.

But the moft {pecious objection is derived from the danger of fcanda-
lizing the Chniftian people, and weakening their faith, by prefenting theiy
with
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with 2 new or improved verfion of the Scriptures. ¢ We have received the
¢¢ Bible” (faysthe {fame amiable writer) ¢ in the very words in which it now
¢ f{tands, from our fathers; we have learned many paflages of it by heart
¢ in our infancy; we find it quoted in fermons from the carliet to the
¢ lateft times, fo that its phrafe is become familiar to our ear, and we
¢ ceale to be ftartled at apparent difficulties. It all this be called pre-
‘¢ judice, but it is a prejudice which univerfally prevails in the middle
¢ and lower ranks; and we fhould hardly recognize the Bible, were it to
‘¢ be read in our churches in any other words than thofe which our fathers
¢ have heard before us.” — Again, ¢ If the leflons of the Church were
‘¢ to be read in different words from thofe which they have heard from
<« their infancy, their faith might be more endangered than by all the argu-

““ ments of the Deifts.”

This 1s an old objeCtion*; it was made by St. Auguftine to St. Jerom.
The people of that day, who had received from their fathers the Bible in
the words of the old Italic tranflation, were aftonithed, and fome of them
{candalized, on hearing the new verfion read in the churches; and a cer-
tain African Bifhop raifed a tumult in his congregation, by fubftituting Ae-
dera for cucurbita in the fourth chapter of Jonah.

Whether any of our good people would be as zealous. for the word
- gourd, experience only can decide: but if fuch ill-founded prejudices really
exilt among them, it is the fault of their teachers; and their teachers
thould {ferioufly labour to remove them. The people fhould be taught
(for they are not indocil) that it is to the meaning, and not the words, of
Scripture—to the fenfe, not the found, that they ought to attend—That a

" It is worth remarking, that objections of the fame nature have been made againft tranfla-

ting the Scriptures at all. ¢ A number of pious but weak Chriftians will be fcandalized,
“ will have their faith fhaken, will be perverted to herefy ; therefore let the Scriptures re-
* main locked up from them, to prevent thefe evils.”

4 tranfla-
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tranflation of the Bible, like all other tranflations, is fufceptible of further
and further improvement—That the languages in which the Scriptures were
originally written, are now better underftood than when the laft tranﬂatiqn
was made—That the originals themfelves have, by the diligence and la-
bours of the learned, been reftored more nearly to their firft integrity—and
that, by thefe means, a number of difficult paflages may be illuftrated,
obfcurities removed, objetions obviated ; and the Divine oracles made
more intelligible to every capacity. All this the people have a right to
know ; and, knowing all this, they will not only be not averfe to a new
tranflation, but expect it with eagernefs, and receive it with pleafure ; with
a pleafure proportioned to their zeal and devotion. For as to that clafs of
devotees, if fuch there be, who believe that our prefent verfion was written
with the finger of the Almighty; and that to alter a tittle of it, is to be guilty

of blafphemy, 1t would be wor{e than weak to encourage their prejudices ;
it would be to abet a real blafphemy, for fear of incurring, in their extrava-

gant ideas, the umputation of animaginary one.

The truth is, as far as I have been able to learn, that the people 1n
general are {ufficiently fenfible of the expediency of a new verfion, or a
thorough revifal of the old one. There are few, even of the loweft clafs,
who have not heard of the imperfections of the public verfion; our preach-
crs are conftantly correcting particular paflfages in it. Bible-hiftories and
Family-expofitors, without number, are difperfed all over the kingdom,
in which many mif-tranflations are correéted, or pretended to be fo; and
yet the people read them with avidity, and even with enthufiafm. In
fhort, the prejudices of the people againft an improved verfion either do
not exift at all, or are fuch as may be eafily removed, or deferve not to
be regarded *. Indeed if the above objetions had come from writers lefs

refpectable, I fhould have paid no attention to them.
Taking

* That the prejudices of the people are not fo ftrong as Mr. Knox feems to think, and
that they are not fo eafily fcandalized on hearing the Scriptures read in words different from
the
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Taking it for granted, then, that a new, or at leaft an improved verfion
of the Scriptures is wanting, and wanted ; it 1s my intention, in this Pre-
{petus, to explore, &c.

Page ¢. 1. laft, inculcate to; 1 am not {ure but it fhould be incul-
cate on.

Page 8. 1. 15. The word #nclinch has been objected to as inelegant,' I fear

it is alfo improper ; perhaps #nzdo might be fubftituted.—In the note of the
fame page, for averfion, read an averfion.

Page 10. 1. 16. for Zaf?, read latter.

Page 13. 1. 26. for exculpating them of, read exculpating them from.

Page 16. 1. 20. for s, read Ze.
Page 18. 1. 20. for that they could, read if they could.

Page 20. reform the note thus— Three volumes of this work are now
(1786) publithed. The firft, befide a fenfible preface, Canons, and Clzvis
or catalogue -of the MSS. ufed by the author, contains various readings on
Genefis, Exodus, and Leviticus—the fecond carries them to the end of
Kings — the third contains the Prophets and Megilloth — and the fourth,
which is now in the prefs, will contain the reft. It were to be wifhed that
De Roffi had been lefs fparing of his various lections; for he has only
given thofe which he deemed of importance : whereas we want to know

the real ftate of his MSS. and thence to judge for ourfelves what readings
are important, what not.

the prefent tranflation, we have a daily and flagrant proof before our eyes; and that too
with refpect to a partof Scripture that i1s more frequently read and repeated than any other.
The words, and even the ftyle of the Pfalms, in the book of Common Prayer, are more
different from thofe in the Bible, than they can well be in any improved tranflation ; nay,
the very Decalogue itfelf is exprefled in different terms ; and yet I never heard that any one
was {candalized at this difference, or in either did not recognize the Bible. The Bible muit
be fadly traveflied indeed, in a tranflation, before it ceafe to be recognizable,

Page
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Page 29. for Hexapla, read Polypla.
Page 32. 1. 22. read feptuaginta.
Page 34. laft line, for minor poets, read minoy propheis.

Page 33. I have too rafhly adopted the general prejudice, that the editors
of the Complutenfian Polyglott did not, in their edition of the Septuagint,
adhere to their MSS. I am at prefent of a different opinion; which,

I truft, I fhall be able to eftablifth on the ftrongeft intrinfic evidence.

Page 37. L. 13. after fmall offavo, add, and laftly at. Leipfick,
by Reineccius, 1n 1757, on a {mall but elegant type, in 8vo.; with
{elett various readings from the Alexandrian copy.

Page 4o. 1. 10. after completed, add, It is hoped the learned editor
will be requefted and encouraged to give the reft of this ancient MS. in
the fame form.—J%id. in the next note, Borgia 1s called by miftake pre-
Jeét of the propaganda; it thould be fecretary.

Page 44. L. 21. for Dominican friars, read duguftinian friars.

 Page 48. L. 10. for paraphrafe, read the zbwﬁ' parapbrafe ; and add, in a
note—As an example of this, take Gen. xIvii. 26. Ex eo tempore ufque in
prefentem diem, in univerfa terra Egypti, regibus quinta pars folvitur ; et fac-
tum et quafs in legem s abfque terra facerdotali, que libera ab bac conditione
Juit. Compare this with the original.

Page 57. 1. 19. add, Indeed fuch emendations are, ftrictly {peaking, more.
than conjecture.  They arife from a fort of intrinfic evidence, of the ne-
gative kind at leaft, which often is fufficient to. exclude all fort of doubt,

and almoft always to force a rational affent.

M Page
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Page 61. I had ventured to ufe the word wocable. Some have approved
of it, as a term we wanted; others have obje&ed to it, as an 1nnm a-
tion, ' :

Page 75. 1. 1. for was, read is; and page.79. lin€ laft, read—was repub-
lithed at Leipfick, with the Hebrew .text, in two volumes in quarto, in
1740,

Page 82. 1. 15. for we are, read I am.

Page 94. l. 4. after zext, add, A ftriking example occurs, Exod. xxxii.
18, where there are no lefs than eleven words in Italics, which not only
oive no force to the paflage, but prefent a falfe idea ; for who would not
think, on reading it, that the words. fbout, cry, fing, correfponded to. fo many
plural participles, and were equivalent to fbouters, criers, fingers? See the
place, and compare it with the original, - . - TR o

Page ¢8. I. 5. I have ufed the word forces in a meaning hardly admiffible
in Englith ; read therefore flrength or abilities.

Page 9g. L 2. Add, Mr. Dawfon has fince publifhed the fixth and
eleven following chapters of Genefs, -en’ the fame plan,

Page 100. L. 9. after merit, add, Particularly an anonymous one, printed -
for Millar in 17§15 and that of Dr. Hodgfon, juft now publifhed. 7%:d. in.
the note, add, and the la.ﬂ: number (No. IV.) contains more good remarkson.
parucular paflages, from Genefis to the Proverbs mcluﬁve]y, than any work
of the fame fize in our language.

Page 102. l..3.. ¢ The {fynod of Thouloufe 1s .called a diocefan {ynod.:”
this 1s an overﬁght it was certainly a provincial {fynod : and the following
is the odious conftitution alluded to: Probibemus etiam, ne libros Veteris

Teftamenti aut Novi Laici permittantur hbabere: nifi forté Plalterium vel
Breviarium pro divinis offictis, aut Horas B. Marie aliquis ex devotione
habere
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babere welit 3 fed ne premiffos libros habeant in wulgari tranflatos, ar@iffime
inbibemus, Concil. Tholofan. cap. xiv.—It is worth remarking, that this
fame Council feem to have been the firft authors of a religious Inquifition.

See Capitula, 1,2, 3, 45 5, 6, &c. apud Labbe tom. XI. P- 427 ,

Page 109. L. laft, add, Wicliff’s tranflation of the New Teftament was

publithed by Lewis, in folio, in 1731. His prefs-copy was collated with
ten MSS. the principal various readings of which are marked in the mar-

gin. Befide the manufcripts of Wicliff’s verfion, at Cambridge, Oxford,
and in the Britith Mufeum, thereis a beautiful copy of the New Teftament
in the Advocates Library at Edinburgh; and one of the feven Catholic

Epiftles in the Univerfity Library of Glafgow.

Page 113 1 13. Reform the whole paflage thus: The Abbé du Contant
de la Molette has, fince the }ea.r 1777, publifhed the following works on

" the Holy Scripture : La Genéfe Expliqué, 3 vol. 12mo. L’Exode Expliqué,

3 vol. Le Levitique Expkgu.e, 2 vol." Les Pfeaumes Expliqués, 3 vol. In all
which works, though he has retained Calmet’s verfion made from the Vul-
gate, he 1s continually correfting it either by the Hebrew text, or by the
other ancient verfions ; and fo far his work may be accounted a tranflation
from the originals. The Journal des Sgavans of laft year announces two

new French verfions of the Pfalms; one in eight vol. 12mo. by Berthier,
the other in two vol. by Bauduer, both faid to be eftimable works; and of
which the latter 1s immediately made from the Hebrew.

Page 125. 1. 24. in the note, efﬁce Durell he ihould not have been
placed 1n fuch company.

Page 128. 1. 238. read eﬂergetfc.

Thefe are the moft important corrections and alterations that now it occurs
to make. There are many other httle inaccuracies of lefs note ; pamcul‘arly
in the orthography of proper names, which the printer has ﬁra.ngely meta-

M2 morphofed;,,
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-morphofed, but which the learned reader is requefted to corre& thus:
Amama, Doederlein, Oufecl, Maldenbauer, Villoifon, Meninfki, Semler,
Biornfthal, &c.

I have now only to return my hearty thanks to thofe gentlemen, who,
fince the publication of my Profpectus, have favoured me with their friendly
advice and affiftance in the profecution of my arduous undertaking ; and to
anfwer fuch queries as have been made to me by anonymous correfpon-
dents, to whom I knew not how, otherwife, to direct an anfwer.

To Sir William Jones, of Ramibury, Bart. I am indebted for the early
communication of a manufcript commentary on the whole Bible; in which,
although there be not much criticifm, there 1s a great deal of good fenfe,
and many pertinent reflections.

Mr. Bradley, of Oxford, befide feveral excellent remarks on particular
paflages of Scripture, has favoured me with a complete verfion of Jeremiah;
of which he will fee, in due time, that I have profited.

Mr. Winftanley, and M. Croft, of the fame place, will permit me to
acknowledge my refpective obligations to them,

Mr. Dimock, of Gloucefter, has fent me his very. judicious obferva-
tions on a great part of the Bible; accompanied with fuch expreflions of
friendfhip as I can never forget.

To the politenefs of Colonel Vallancey I owe fome curious obferva-

tions, and the difcovery of a valuable fragment of the Greek verﬁon of
Ifaiah, kept in the library of the Univerfity of Dublin.

From fome other gentlemen, who have not chofen to let themfelves.
be known, I have received fome ufeful. hints which Ihall be duly attend-

ed te.
The
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The plan of a Commentary, {uggefted by Erafinus, from Dublin, wetuld |
be an excellent one for a profefled commentator; as far as a mere tran{-
fator is concerned, he will find that I have followed it.

i

7. B. and a Proteffant Divire (whom I have fince found to be a re-
{pectable clergyman of the church of Scotland) feem furprifed at the libe-
rality of fentiment that pervades my Profpesius ; but {ull have their {ufpi-
cions, that a profefled Catholic cannot be an impartial tranflator of the
Scriptures. At this I am not aftonifhed. I know many Catholics, whe
entertain fufpicions equally unfavourable with regard to Proteftants: and
perhaps there are few, on either fide, who are entirely divefted of fuch
prejudices. I' have profefled no more, in that refpect, than what, I truft,
I thall be able to perform'; only let not my caufe be prejudged.

Another gentleman, who afflumes the name of Orfgex, 1s afraid that T am
about to facrifice the interefts of Mother Church, by expofing the faults of
a verfion which fhe holds in fuch high eftimation, and which the Council
of Trent Has declared to be authentic Scripture. To this I anfwer, that
as' I will by no means affe& to conceal the faults of the Pulgare, fo nei-
ther will I affet to expofe them. I will give the beft tranflation I can of
what I take to be the: moft genuine copy of the originals, without mind-
ing. how much it may differ from any verfion whatfoever. If this, and
what I have faid in my Profpefius, p. 104, be not {ufficient to allay
Origen’s fears, 1 muft leave them to be difpelled by time and re-con-
fideration.

To the writer of a card, recommending the perufal of Wakefield’s -

quiry, 1 have to fay, that I have carefully perufed it; and that the plea-
fure I received from that perufal would have been much greater, if the
author had enforced his favourite {yftem with lefs violence.

4. - From
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From f{everal perfons I have received advices ‘about the ceconomy of
my work. One counfels me to make my verfion as ftrictly literal as pofii-
ble ; another, to make it perfettly free. The former fays I thould retajs
‘all the Hebraifms, however uncouth and obfcure they may feem ; the latter

is for retaining not one of them. It would be impofiible for me to follow
both thefe counfels, and therefore I fhall follow ne1r.her

A Northumberland correfpondent hopes I will not omit to infert Canne’s
marginal references. = This T can by no means comply with : a great num-
ber of Canne’s references are chimerical, "and ferve only to crowd the
page, and bewilder the reader. ‘But.I will infeft fuch references, as I think

real and ufeful ones; and confequently retain the greater part of thofe

that are in the margins of the beft editions of our prefent public verfion.

I am atked by Philobiblos, 1f 1 mean not to give a fmall edition without
the critical notes, for the ufe of thofe who may not be able to purchafe the
large one? Alas! I know not yet what encouragement I may have to
give oNE edition. When I fhall have publithed my Propefals (which will

be next winter) and feen how they are relifhed, it will then be tlme enough
to think of extending my plan.

The Critical Reviewers (Jan. 1787) may. ‘indeed ¢¢ reft fecure,” that
as little deviatton as poffible will be made from the language of the prefent
verfion; to which, in fa&, my tranflation, at €very new touch, more
more approximates. | '

and

In fetting about to tranfcribe my MS. for the prefs, I find fome diffi=

culty in fixing upon the moft proper diftribution of the page; and thould
be glad to have the opinion of the learned on that head. For example,

thould the various readings and renderings be feparated from the explana-

torg
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tory notes, or mixed with them in the order in which they occur? Should

either, or both, be printed in columns? Should every note begin a new
line for the {ake of diftinction ; or be feparated only by a dafh for the fake

of {paring paper?

Some of my learned friends are for having the explanatory notes only at
the bottom of the page; and for throwing all the reft among the critical re-
marks; leaving only in the text the refpe&tive {ymbols of addition, fubtrac-
tion, correction, or variation. This would certainly fave me a gteat deal of
labour; but would not, I fear, be {o fatisfatory to the reader. When we fee
a referential mark in the text of a work, we are glad to find the reference as

readily as poffible; and naturally look for it on the fame page. I am
therefore apt to think, that moft readers will be pleafed with a diftribu-

tion that {pares them the trouble of conftantly turning to the end of a vo-
lume, to feek in a large field of critical difcuffion, what they wifh to fee
at one glance.

Few are capable of weighing the motives and examining the foundations
on which a corretion of the prefent text has been made; or why {uch a

reading has been preferred by the tranflator to fuch another reading : but
almoft all are capable of underftanding, and have a right to know, that

fuch a corre€tion, and fuch a reading, are made on fuch and fuch autho-
rities.

Such, at leaft, 1sthe light I view things in; by putting myfelf in the
fituation of thofe who are not acquainted with the learned languages ;

but who yet make a ferious ftudy of the Scriptures, and are defirous
of knowing the real ftate in which they have been handed down to us.

Let me, once more, intreat thofe gentlemen who have by them any
remarks on particular paflages (which they mean not, them{elves, to pub-

lifh) to be fo kind as to communicate them. They fhall be thankfully
received, and fairly acknowledged.

L TN SF TR R
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