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does not Ilboast ") that lie lad preferred tlie service of the Common-

'wealth to hie eyesiglit, andl with the subsequent passage, less often quoted,

il, whidli lie meets the taunt levelled by hie adversary againet hie blindness.
IlIf the choice were necessary, 1 would, Sir, prefer my blinduese to yours ;

YOurs je a cloud spread over the mind whidh darkens both the liglit of

reasonl and of conscience ;mine keepe from my view only the coloured
Surface of thinge, while it leaves me at liberty to contemplate the beauty

andC sublimity of virtue and of trutli .. There je, as the Apostle
lias told us, a way to strength througli weakncss. Let mie then be the

mee8t feeble creature alive, as longy as that feeblenees serves to invigorate
the energies of my rational and immortal spirit; as long as in tînt dark-

flees, in whidh I am wrapped, the liglit of thc Divine presence more clearly

shinles, my weakness wvil1 be strength. invincible, îny blindncss will be
clearness of siglit. O that I may thus be perfected by feeblenese and

Ilbriiated by darkness! And, indeed, in my blindness 1 cnjoy in ne

emaali measure the favour of thc Deity who regards me with more tender-

les8 and compassion, as Iam able to behold nothing but IIimself." Thc

8ubjeet of "lParadise Lost " can hardly be said net to be political :the
Poelu je the Puritan Epic ; if Milton liad not been identified witl militant
PuritaniSm, we slould probably have lad a poem on King Arthur.
Goethe stands by himself : hie took refuge in art, thiniking that ln the chaos

Of Opinion whidli weltered round hlm, no trutli was to be found elsewliere,
anld cultivated a sort of statuesque impassivity :but "lFaust " could hardly

have been written except under the influences of the IRevolution. Drama-
tist8 in gencral must be neutral, yet Aý1schylus and Euripides are political.

Datel political lu the higheet degrce. Coleridge, Wordsworth and
Shelley are ail political ; at least they ail clearly refleet the great ioe
'nenIts of their day, lu wbich ecli of thcm took thc keenest interest.

Shelley lias been strangely said to be destitute of a subjeet, and to have
Mcissel througl thnt defeet the higheet place as a poet. But his aIl-

Pervading theme je the Revolution, There le an undertone of it even in
h'8 nOst purely lyrical peeme, and lu hie drama. If Mark Pattison him-
Self succeeded in mentally standing aloof frein the great controversies of

hiS day, hie seul,) as hie Memnoirs and even hie IlLife of Casaubon " show,
Ivas full Of petty squabbles and personal animosities, whidh could net have
founId a place by the side of interests and sympathies sudh as those whidh
hoe condemnus lu Milton. If lie lad written an Epic the subject would
have been the figît for thc Rectorship of Lincoln.

THE RE VISE D BIBLE.

great work of revising thc aittherized English Version of tbe Bible,
begunl in the year 1869, je now coinpleted. The Apocrypha will probably
follo'w before long;- but lu this part of the undertaking the great majority
of Enî c

glisu11speaking, Cliristians will take emaîl interest. For them the Old
ad1 ew Testament conetitute tbe Bible. Whatever may be thouglit of

wh'ork whidh isnow in lu ande, it is at least certain tînt neyer, lu
the case of any previeus translation or revision, lias se large an amount of

Ouor labour of se higl a quaîity been devoted te the task. Whetlier

e consider the number of men engaged, the time over which their labeurs
have ex-tended, thc qualifications of thc revisers as scholars, the wise pre-
CautîolIS taken againet iîî-considercd judgments, the enormeus pains taken

to preveit Ou1e.sided views from prevailing, wc may safely say thnt ne

SUc' Work as this lias ever been accompiished lu thc history of thc Churdli

or of the worîd. Surely these are reasons for giving a very respectful

'sdelaor to the volume whidh le new presented te us as the resuit of

It w'ill Probably gratify thc ordinary reader to hear that thie revised

o'etn t las a look of being more conservative than the New Testa-
B'et 1ut tIe ordinary reader je net quite an infallible judge ona

ellb'ect Of this kind. Adwmetarstycuion hlm againet dmawing

,nthe newly publislied work unfavourable inferences witî reference te
the revisi'on of the New Testament. ît je quite truc that the proportion

'ni chaniges il, the revision of the New Testament je enorinously gre9.tdr

ts i the Old; and if the circumetances were the samne, this would prove

3tat' 'l e Case or the other, thc principles adopted were indefensible.

bUit the cases are widely different. In the tiret place, there is practically

0""e text of the Old Testament original. ît je rareîy tlhat any weight

Cali be ftttributed te the Greek Septuagint, or te the andient versions,

Who'n they are at variance with the Masoretie text. Every eue knows

that it.le far otherwise witl the New Testament. The Textus Receptus,

W'c ls virtually. that of Erasmue, was net founded ou ancient Manu-
Scitand has ne real autlîority.

()r th'e Point it ie necessary te say a few words e, nteIlehv
"Preaenlt Chifly te do witli the Old Testament, Yet thc whole book le now

given to us for the first time. Many persons will probably now for the first

time give attention to the revised New Testament, and it is of the highest

necessity that they should not be misled by the exaggerated statements of

those who have unfavourably criticized the work of the New Testament

company. Dean Burgon, who lias been the most violent assailant of the

work, whule denouncing the Englieli of the revised version (in which

denuniciation we do iiot agree with hlm), pours out the vials of lis wrath

most copiously upon the revised Greek text which was taken as the basis

of the work. The revisers, hie said, liad no business to concern themeelves

about the text ; and they iïot only did so, but gave theinselves into the

hands of Drs. Westcott and Ilort, whose text is the very worst ever seen.

And Dr. Burgon blames them especially for not adoptihg the counsels of

Dr. Scrivener, whom lie regards (and here we are inclîned to agree, with

him) as the most eminent textual crîtic alive.

But what does Dr. Sorivener hirneîf say to ail this ?i lappily we have

his answer in the preface to a recent edition of hie work on the IlCriticism

of the New Testament," published about a year and a-half ago. Dr.

Sorivener says : IlFirst, that the task of scrutinizing the Cxreek text was

one which the Revisers could not shrink froin without reducing their

labour to a nullity :Secondly, that the text as adopted by tliem, especially

iii passages of primary interest and importance, is far less one-sided than

is generally supposed." This testimony we commend to those who may

have been iiisled by the Dean of Chichester. On the subject of the revised
New Testament we will only further add, that it je eertainly not revolu-

tionary, that the greater number of its departures fromn the received text

are supported by ail the greateet critice of modern times, sucli as Ladlimaun,

Tischendorf and Tregelles, and that it is nearer to the received text than

any of these. We should like to go further into this subjeut, but we must

now return to thie Old Testament.

Besides the question of text, there are other reasons for tlie smaller

number of alterations in thc revision of the 011 Testament; and chiefly

two, the comparative simplicity of thie language and the inucli less subjec-

tive and abstract character of the thouglit. This latter ditlerence ie

illustrated in an interesting manner by comparing- together diflerent portions

of the Old Testament itself. Thus we find in books in which narrative

prevails that the alterations are comparatively smiail in number, whilst, in

tlie poetical and allegorical books they are niuch more numerous. In the

first Chapter of Genesis, containing thirty-one verses, there are not above

twelve distinct alterations-a good many more if we take every separate

instance of an alteration, perhaps somewliat fewer if we count every dis-
tinct change only once. On the other hand, in the beautiful IlSong" of

Moses, contained in the thirty-second Chapter of Deuteronomy and com-

prising forty-three verses, we find more than fifty distinct alterations, rather

more than one in each verse. Soîne of these changes may be here noted.

In verse 8, tlie "lsons of Adamn" becomes Ilchuldren of men "; in verse 4,
"ia God of truth " becones "la God of faithfulness." In verse 22 Ilthie

lowest hrell " becomes "the lowest pit," and this is an instance of the

principle adopted by the revisers and explained in their preface, to make

sucli alterationS as were necessary to prevent a misunderstaniding of the

rneaning, but te reduce as far as possible tlie number and degree of them.

Thns the English word "lHell" in its original meaning represented very

well the Hebrew ,Slbpol, but from having been used as equivalent to Oehenna

it can no longer be used in the other sense without a danger of misappre-

hension. The revisers have theref ore substituted "lthe pit " or "lthe grave '"

for it, althougli in the poetical books, for quite intelligible reasons, they

have net hesitated to retain the original Shbeol. Iu verse 27 for "llest their

adversaries shbould belbave themselves strangely, " we have Il 81&ould mi8deerni.

This je a soinewhat extreme instance of the determination of the revisers

to retain the ardhaic character of the translation. Both Oompanies laid

down the mile that ne word was to find a place in the new version whicli

was not employed at the time the autliorized version was made, in the

reigu of James I. They also agreed to remove only those words which

had become unintelligible or equivocal. It muet be confessed that, in

introducing the word Ilmisdeem," tliey have gone to the very end of their

tether. It je very likely that Ilmisjudge " would have sounded a little

modern in that connexion; but we fancy a good many persons will hesitate

for a moment before tbey attach a detinite meaning te thie (to tliem> new

word, whidh, we believe, does not occur in the autliorized version.

Turning to another part of the volume, we find a freeli illustration of

the simplicity of the narrative compared with the poetical portions. Thns

in the firet dhapter of the Book of Job, containing twenty-two verses, we

find about eiglit distinct changes ; in the sixteentli chapter, witli the same

number of verses, more than double the number. We muet eay, however,

that we are agreeably surprised to find the changes in thie book so mudli

fewer t-han we lad expected, judging from the ordinary commentaries,,and
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