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The Hampton Court Conference, in 1603, convened
by King James to setile ccclesiastical differences,
and which terminated unsatisfactorily, accomplished
one good thing. It started the movement which
ended in the bringing out of the authorized version.
The idea originated with the Puritan minority, though
it fcll to the lot of the Episcopal majority to take the
principal part in carrying it out. Dr. Reynolds, then
President of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, made the
sugpestion to the king at the second session of the
conference, which was promptly taken up and acted
on. Brancroft, then Dishop of London, afterwards
Archbishop of Canterbury, was appointed to super-
vise the work, By the end of July fifty-four were
chosen to canduct it in sections, but from death and
declination forty-seven was the actual number en-
giged. They were instructed to make the Bishop's
B ble their basis and to make as few chaoges as pos-
sible, every particular man of each company to take
the same chapter or chapters, and having translated
them severally by humself, all to meet together, con-
fer on what they have done, and agree for their parts
what shall stand. They were then to send to the
rest, to be considered by them * seriously and judici
ously,” If any company upon the review of the book
so seat doubt or differ upon any place, to send them
word thereof, note the place, and sead the reason, to
which if they consent not, the difference to be com-
pounded at the general meeting of the chief persons
of each company at the end of the work. When any
place of special obscurity occurs letters to be directed
by authority to any learned person 1 the land, for
his judgment of such a place preceding translations
named above, to be followed when counted preferable
to the Bishop's, etc. These are among the fifteen
rules drawn up for the direction of the translation.
The revision board was divided off into six com-
p raies, two to meet at Oxford, two at Cambadge, and
two at Westminster. The first, composed of ten, met
at Westminster, and had allotted to them from Gene.
sis to the 2nd Book of Kings. The second, com.
posed of seven, principally professors, met at Cam-
bridge, to whom was apportioned 1st Chronicles to
Ecclesiastes inclusive. The third convened at Ox-
ford, composed of seven, chiefly Oxford Professors, to
whom were allotted the remaining books of the Old
Testament., Pre-eminent in this section was Rey-
nolds, the Puritan College President, who died while
the work was in progress and in whose lodgings dur-
ing his sickness his associates gathered to o over
their wotk. ¢ The :aemory and reading of that man,”
said Bishop Hall, “were near to a miracle, and all
Europe at the time could not have produced three
men supaerior to Reynolds, Jewell and Usher, all of
this same College.” The fourth company, comprising
eight, of whom George Abbott (afterwards Primate)
was one, met also at Oxford, and had charge of the
New Testament to Acts, inclusive, with Revelation.
The fifth company of seven met at Westminster, and
translated from Romans to Jude inclusive. The
sixth company, embracing seven, and sitting at West-
minster, had charge of the Apocrypha. The only
glimpse we get of the private history of the authorized
version is from Selden’s Table Talk, that remacskable
mzn saying “ translation in King James’s ume took
an excellent way ; that part of the Bible was givente
him who was most excelleat in such a tongue, and
then they met together, and one read the translation,
the rest holding in the hands some Bible either of the
learned tongues or French, Spanish, 1talian, ete. If
they found any fault they spoke, if not they read on,”
The Committee’s work lasted two full years. These
copies were sent to London from the three localities
where they sat, and were subjected to the criticism of
a committee of learned persoas who devoted nine
months toa thorough revision of the whole, It was
published in 1611, in handsome folio, printed in black
letter—with handsome frontispiece. The proofs were
read by Dr, Thomas Bilson, Bishop of Winchester,
and Dr. Myles Smith, made the following year Bishop
of Gloucester, who also wrote the translator’s pre-.
face.

Robert Barker printed it at his own expense. It
did no$ cost the king or the nation anything. For

231 years (from 1577 tlll 1709) “not a single copy of
the sacred volume had issued from the press iis which
this one family—father, sons and grandsons—had not
4 personal pzcuniary interest.”

The travsiators did their work gratuitously, A
small allowance was made for the expenses of the
final course of revision. Thetitle page bore the words,
“ Appointed to be read in churchies,” but thereis no
record of any such appointment by Convocation or
Parliament, Privy Council or King, The version, as
Westcott informs us, “ gained currency partly by the
weight of the king's name, .partly by the personal
authority of the prelates and scholars who had been
engaged upon jt, but sill more by its owu intrinsic
superiority over its rivals.”

REASONS FOR REVISION.

1. The change in our language has had to do with
it. Duriog the past two centuries and a half the Eng.
lish language has altered greatly. Books written at
the time of our authonized version are now,in not a few
portions, hard to he understoud. Many words i them
have become obsolete, so that they need a glossary,
or, when new editions are published, the spelling, and
not unfrequently the words themselves are changed.,
Some of those old authors are quite different in their
modern from their original dress. The authorized
version has been in this respect quite exceptional.
It has wonderfully kept abreast of the language and
is indeed a marvel of simplicity and correctness.
Still, being human, it is necessarily imperiect. Many
of the words used in it have a different meaning now
from thuat of the time when they were introduced.
This was shewn by adducing a variety of the military,
musical, artistic and scientific terms, etc. The dis-
coveries in Natural History have rendered obsolete
such words as Coackatrice, Pulmerworm, Unicorn,
Behemoth, Leviathan,etc.  Sneezing is now used for
“ neezing,” architect for master-builder, crown of the
head for “pate® or “ poll,” satchel for *scrip,” boil for
“seethe,” repost for * bruit,” man-servant for ¢ servi-
tor,* modesty for *‘ shamefacedness,” scrawl for
“scrabble,” fine for “amerce,” bruise for “bray,” di-
ractly for “straightway,”etc. Some words too have got
different meaning from what they had 270 years ago,
Prevent followed then its etymological sigmification
t0 * go before” ar * anticipate,”not * hinder,” asnow.
As in God is “preventing with the blessings of His
goodness,” and the living saints, not “preventing
them that are asleep.” To “ear™ then is plough or
sow now. ‘“\Ve tovk up our carriage,” is the bag-
gage -notthe conveyance, “Charity ” then meantthe
same as love, but how different now, when *as cold
as charity 7 is a proverb. * Lewd” was like lay, as
opposed to clerical; * virtue,” valour; “conversa-
tion,” behaviour in general; “ancient,” an elder.
“Wit? was knowledge, * witty invention,” not
funny, but wise; sober was then “sedate ;” “so-
briety,” gravity—not limited, as now, to one form of
temperance, etc,

Spelling haschanged. In this zespect corrections
have been made since 1611 of many words, but we
retain still in the best of modern editions “astonied ”
for astonished,” “bewrayeth® for batrayeth,” “ chaws ”
for jaws,” “causey” for causeway, “sope” for soap,
“ tentation ” for temptation,” **fat ™ for vat, * fitch ? for
vetch, “ cotes ” for cots, “ crudle” for curdle, * knop”
for knob, * defence ” for fenced, “ marish ” for marsh,
“magnifical” for magnificent, ““gamer” for granary,
“shird” for shred, “unmoveable” for immovable,
etc. Denominational partialities also occasionally
crop out, though very seldom, as “ Bishop” for over-
seer, “ bishopric” for cffice, ¢ Easter” for passover,

There are also some indelicate forms of expression
which were not out of the way at the time, but which
sound strangely now aund which it is well to have
altered

2, The material for the forination of a correct text is
much more ample and reliable than two centuries aud
2 half ago. Certain interpolations and inaccuracies
have occurred in copying—the wonder is thcrc are so
few; and the compilers of the authorized version had
not the invaluable codxces, such as ‘the Vahcan
Codex, the Alcxandnnc, and especmlly the ¢ Codcx
Sinaiticus,” discovered by Tischendorf, whlch con-

tairis, besides the Old Testament, pretty complctc,,
and the Epistles of Barnabas and Hermas, the entire-

New Testament, except a single leaf, and which dates
back to the middie of the fourth zentury. Nor had
they the mass of manuscripts, at icast 2 thousand,
which have accumulated since. In this-how much

‘thee subjunctive is more majestic tharrthe new, azd;

-

more reliable tho Dible text then that of ay
classical author, the most celebrated of which date
net back beyond the tenth century, and are takes {
from at most filteen or twenty MSS., and sometime; B
even from one.  Somie have felt slrongly the risk of
unsettling the popular mind by the very proposat 1y §B
revise, but, in point of fact, that mind has been o). SN
ready roused and mado restless, and scvision may
secure settlement and satisfaction, whera uncertan
and dissatisfaction exist. It is desfrable to invite 23
the light which the progress of sclence, philosophy,
geographicaland archicological discovery bas gathere?
30 as to make aur dear old English Bibleas perfect 3
it can be made, all the more when we take into accouy
not merely that the English language is spoken by s BB
many, but that our English authorized version by |
been the basis for the 150,000,000 copies sent b
Bntish and American Book Socleties all over iy
world. Our missionaries have not leisure or facil
tics, as a general thing, for the settlement of Yy
otiginal text, or for going into the critical niceties ¢ [
language. They largely follow in their work of trang
lation our standard version, and ifithere be any o)
scurity or mistakes in it these will be multiplied a!-
perpetuated indcefinitely through them. Such oy
siderations have weighed strongly with wise anf B
learned men in England and America, and led then [
seriously to entertain the quesuon, not of making¢
new translation, but of revising the tine-honoureder. i1
isting one, making no change save where palpatl; N

error exists or the original is cbscured by the rends. §
ing, and avoiding the pedantry of discarding Saxon fx
Latinized expressions, or sacrificing English idiomy

slavish literality.
(7o ¢ continued.)

THE ENGLISH OF THE REVISED
VERSION.

% Long looked for,come at last.” Aﬂer waiting foe
it cleven years, the public is now in possessioa o
the revised version of the New Testament in Esglis)

In thiz atticle I shall, in conl’orm:ty with the titk
thereof, say nothmg regarding its merits as a versio,
but treat it merely as an English book. I shall mikg
my criticisms with the greatest respect for the leam
ing and piety of the revisers.

One of the rules by which they had to go was ti: i
following “a, To-llmlt, as far as possible, the e S8
pression of such alterations to the language of the B,
authorized and earlier English versions.” From ttis ..
they have alinost fnvarizbly deparu:d in theiruseo B8
'the subjunctive mood. According to the rules
“English grammar we should, for example, say, “If l,
thou, he, she, we, you, or they 6:” The same &
also true of such words as “though® and “uatl’ g8
This is the almost invariablé form of expression it
the authorized \crsion, asin tbe followmg instances:
“ifléeafather . . . . amaster;”“If Thook J
the Son of God ;” “If He de the Mng of Israely?
“Though He were a son ;” “ Until He, come. Tlle
common form-of expression at the present dayis St
making the subjunctive the same as the indicative, 15 i
for example : “If I am, if thou ars, if he or shei® BB
Sometimes we find instances of this in the authorizd
version. In Proverbs xxx. g it i$ said, “ If a wisz
man snfrudeth;” yetin v. 12 it is said, “If a s R,
hearken® 1n- Philemon v. 18 it is said, “If he 2ad
wronged thee or outfk thee aught ; » yetinv. 17it P
is said, * If thou coxnt me” These are inconsistes |

- cies, very possibly atleast in sonie cases, the contiow: - Jllks

“tion ‘of misprints-like “straining a? 2 gnat” Nos, §
«the revisers almost invariably use the modern formd 8
the subjunctive alteady referred to, For instan: SN
they say, “ If thenl ama wrongdoer . . . ifnose’
‘of these things fs trué;” * Jf Thouw ar? the Sond. E
God ;" “ Though He was 2 son.” Thcre was pd
the shghtcst need of such a change. Theold form g,

therefore, more suitable for the ‘Scriptires. The r 8
visers—3s -we shall afterwards see—have let soce: IS
things remain which really needed changing, Thyg
are inconsistent, too, in their use of the subjunciiv. |8
For example, they say :  If any man kave a hundied: I
sheep and one of thera ¢ gone astray ;# “ If he g2 3
the whole world and Jose or forfeit his own auf ;” U
thus counsel or this work deof men . . . butilk;
s of God.” Here, *“the - "piece taken out of the m:
agreeth with' the old” (Luke v, 36).

When the verb “ to ask ¥ mieans “to express tooct:
aur desire that he would beéstow on us a certain ﬁ* :



