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| with a noun in the direet objective, .
| and a pronoun affixed to the verb in |

the oblique oljective, answering to
the dative in Latin, or to a preposition

Psal Ixvi. 15. in English expressed or understood,
oenbyn oe mby | The passage in Job xv. 21, © The
T'o thee will T offer burnt sacrifices  destroyer shall come upon him,” fails
of fatlings, " entirely, for the pronoun is the only
Amos v. 22, ' objective ; and it may fairly be ques-
mbw o=bunon o i tioned whether it be not, in the He-
Though ye offer (unto) me burnt ' brew, a direct objective, but the pur-
: offerings. ’ ; suit of this inquiry would carry us

Here then are three undisputed i nway from the main subject.
clauses, and onc coucerning which a The other quotation from Job
question is raised. The disputed pas- | xxxi, 87— would declare unto
sage coinctdes exactly with one and | him the number of my steps,” is more
differs from the other two. Surely | to the point; but even in this case
upon every prineiple of sound eriti- | the pronoun is in the direct objective,

cism, the clause under investigation
must be traaslated like the one it
exactly resembles, and not like those
from which it differs.

There are undoubtedly examples
to be met with of the ellipsis of the
L after some verbs, but what is re-
quired is an example of such ellipsis
after the verb in question. For
instance we may say in English ¢ We
will enter thy courts,” or “we will
enter into thy courts,” but although
the cllipsis of “into” after “enter”
docs not make a perceptible difference
in the sense, yet it does not follow
that the same ellipsis would be allow-
able after other verbs. The same
may be said of the preposition «to”
after the verbs “show” or «give.”
In like manner I contend that the
use of a pronoun either with or with-
out a preposition after the verbs w2
and a1 will prove nothing in respect
to the verb nby.

This general answer to the exam-
ples adduced from Job might appear
sufficient, to set them aside, but they
admit of"a still more specific reply.

A concise statement of the condi-
tions to be fulfilled in order to render

and can be so rendered into Knglish
with the utmost rcecision, ¢. g. “ 1
would make him know the number
of my steps.”

This rendering is by no means to
be preferved to that in the authorized
version. I give it simply to show
that the sense can be expressed in
English without the aid of a preposi-
tion. As a further proof that the
objective, in this instance, is not ob-
lique but direct, I would refer to Job
xxvi. 4,— To whom hast thou
uttered words?” where the inter-
rogative “whom” has, in Hebrew,
the sign of the accusative case before
it: and Hzekiel xliii. 10,—¢ Show
the house to the house of Israel,” in
which instance both the objectives
have the sign of the accusative case
before them. Neither of these ex-
amples, therefore, fulfils the condi-
tions which would make it parallel to
the passage under investigation. On
: philological grounds, therefore, theve

|18 good reason to conclude that the

| trauslation of Jephthal’s vow, as
| contained in the English version, is
correct.

As for the omission of a particle

the instances parallel, will serve to || answering to our English ¢ for,” no
show that these citatious fail to sup- | difficulty can fairly be raised on_that
port the proposed alteration. It is|ground; the construction of ~two
required then that there be a verb nouns in opposition without any par-

c e



