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. Often seems Eo puszling especislly to laymon, is rendered: Lord,they ?l'a'.td,'
hare ars two swords.-Enough] Enoughlhe answered.

When we say that literary beeuty is often evident, we muat e;%po -1
remind ourselces of the fact that theueﬁy is often a crudity,s "popularity
that mers the besuty. W.E.Smith, Hibbert Jour. 1926 pb89, has gffered" an
| indictment also mgainst Hoffat} when he ssys of Goodspeed that™ the |
lavish vee of get,-certainly not a gem of our speechypossesses him like a |
demontA person may be sble to gat baptism, but not get baptised,zot bapii |
tised; similarly: how msny loaves have you got? it got scorched, belleve |
that you have got 1t, might have mot it, ete. To tell us that Jokn ﬂ%
in to Jesu(Et—.E,lss is to make a passage already adormed by misuse o r
868 get still worse. Th-ere are meny other instar ce%hg,‘. inoxack grammeti- §
cal construction. Ilik.10,22the advarb sadl :I.a"‘ﬁ"%ﬂ or e adjective sad |
(not how he walked_but how he was is told). Hk.14,19 he makes the disciiiles’
talk slang, and L 21,3 even Jesus.(Than is a conjunction, never prepos¢tiol
Wooley did not, perhaps, have Moffatt In mind, when he gave as his opifiion}
(Hendbk of Comp.p.144) that "¥¥ the frequent use of as as a csusal con-= ’
Junotion 1s a merk of 1ll-educated writers™, In case 1s a poor substitute
for lest or for foar that,my, Mt.#F,13,36 et al, While grammatically not
ineorrsct, siip Is m queer word for s&h'ﬁ- »Mt.26,40; Mk,14,38. Thunder=
etrueck, lik.% ,IE, is a bit extreme. To say that disoiples were on the Zg/ |
look~out for the kingdom seems ultra-drastic. The ever recurring came up |
Tor sAduv » 800d in some Instences, is annoying in others, Plank may onr
may not be as good as boanfit.7,4; but when Hoffatt talks of a Yy plank
lying in ths aye, the effect is humerous. And if it were not outside the
limits of this pnpar, snd notjirreverent, I should express the wish of
seeing the effect vpon the audienca of a first reading of the story of
Kary end lartha(l.10,41) in sclemm meeting.

et !éoﬂ;gt.tnis not nlwng gil_u;;le in ?111;0;1:5% Gehenna 1is :uret"‘"not.
amillar Lo e "avarsge reader , Nor capital, .2pP3. The word je son |
(A.27,18) mosl,.readers will have to look up or skip. Had I not paged the
¥ dictionary for the mesning of holccaust(Mk.12,83), I should for the Hec-
ond time have missed the fine humor on Grasbner's THE PASTOR AS STUDENT
P.104, Ballantine (RIVERSIDE W.T. p.VI) objects, with perhaps a side , ’
glance st Moffatt, to "whimsicel, haphazard changes in names' which are J |
unscholerly in themselvss and annoying to readers", ’

2If only these ceses of inedequate English were to be chalked-. ’
againat lMoffatt, Luthersns might be found willing to advocate his vergion
for general reading. But there are graver objections. THe mechanlcal make-
up of Moffatt's production 1s fine and compares favorable with the other
translations., But in the very make-up there 1s objJectionables mattor
sufficient to warrant warning against populer use. The "modern English [
reader”, the "general public®, i.e. the common member of owr congregatione
him Moffatt informs of the desireability, that the N.T. should be “m,
from the theory of verbal inspiretion" (p.v). From the foot-notes I 1
the avsr=ge belleving reader would gein the impression, that the text
hes been sacrilegiously dealt with, Some footpnotes are in themselves
objectionable. Thus the note to J.8,11 by implication terms the canonlical
gospels "primitive tradition". Says W.B.Smith(op. cit.p.5%1):"Hoffatt's
foot-notes stimulate, tho not satisfy,the few, while offending the many", °
They are™of much interest to the acholarly readdr, but too often a s e
of stumbling to the pious soull I doubt thest the great number of Noffett'
metatheses are justifisble. Some seem quite ummeeesasary on the face of™it.
And what the aversgd reader is to do withé® and the 0ld Syriac is indeed
incomprehensible. In point of foot-notes Ballantine is far more satisfac-—
tory, Not one of his im any way offends( not even that to J«5,5, for he

drops v.4), unless one should wish to say that hisg I
claiming t.!'ze most ancientmlﬂss. against {hia mssng?tgrtégt%%"{gbg 1%%5“4}-
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sion as tho the argument from sge were nrgainst it., They are 8ll very .
ealightening to the comman man, where much that Hoffatt brings rust be
bewildering. This by way of contrast. :

In treating the trenslation as translation loffatt's aim will
first merit consideration. The Pro or!s"intention has been to produce
3 [ ] verﬁlon vhich will té& some degmr eins of recent lexicsl ressearch
(e.g. "the translation of the aorist, article and psarticles™) and slso
prove readable? (p.V) It ia only fair to state that he has succaeded
very well in both aims, gonerally speaking, atths same time blumderihg in
both respects., He hes further "attempted to translate the N.T. exactly
as one would render any pleca of contemporary Hellen:l.st.io.proae." - éi:h !
lll;_a; be construed correctly. No doubt it is of a kind to"freshen religious
nterest",The trenslator avers that his 1s"a translation that is not a h
peraphrasa™, I should insert always after not. The Profeasor from, acposs
the water finelly asks us to remember that a t#snslator "must cofi 5h one °
side of the fence or on the other."” 4 few inatances later will add color , .
to the observatlon that the fencz would have besen the besst place_to ._at.ayﬁ’.i';i
]

-

Koffatt's theories are rather good; his prsctice not so good.He d .
does not understand oy translation what the term means to some of us..% 1
translation is neither a paraphrasd nor an intorpretation. The Authorsfiof !
the TWENTIETH CENT. W.T. ars evidently correct in their decleration lﬁ“thQ'
prefage:™i perephrasc mbght ba useful as help to the inberpretation of
the N.T. but 1t would not be the N.T, itself.™ Wo one could statz the ,-
» dafinition of = translation much better than lir, Ballantine (p.iy):"The !
ldeel of e translator is to ssrve =s s platg-glass window, thru,the man '
rvho doss not read Gresk will see in English Just whst he would see if he |
did resd Greok". How doass Moffatt define "translation"§ In his traenslation
of the 0.T., Part I. we read in an introductory sentence:"A real trang- |
lation is in the meln an interpretation." And that ideal hes kept Mr, Hof-
. fatt from rendsring sn acceptabls translatlon. Interpretative translatfon
is an injustice to the reader. The reader of Shakespeare wishes to read
vhat Shekespenre wrote, not what Shalkespsars!s editor 4#haf thot Ehalkes-
peare wrote, If this holds of Shskespeare, whepe a wronc guess is of
comparatively little consequenca, it 1s true in heightened form of the
Bible, Yot what Moffatt thot Mt, mesnt, but what kt, actually wrote, 1s
importent. For the one 1s the word of God, vhile thenother is only th
word of Moffatt even where it is correct. I welocome inexact tPanslations
only whon they suit me; so does everyone else. Unless a transleator 1is
writing for people who =sre of a mind to accept HIS views of the matte
tranglated, he had better look to an exact reproduction. That a translatio:
osn bs et once correct and elegant Hoffatt's own ¥ork proves inpver so
meny instances, And if it were not so, we shonld sti}l have to prefer
correctnass to elegance,

"But), Rendal Herris justifies Moffati(EX20SITOR VIII p.623ff

v, "wve must prefer sensc to _nonsense, and good sense to inferior.” But often
. "Better" sense is“wronger'sense; there's the rub: which is the better agne

Again, "logical sequence was not an nbsolute necessity in an or!.ent.a%'_n!'i

ting; but we are glad to have it." But not at thé expense of God's fiutl
Fot that Moffatt grossly mistranslated most of the N.T.! iany of hisd erie
dations are good enoungh. But it i1s a dangerous téndency, and MHoffatt has
not evoidéd all dangers, It works both ways. "The man who will steal for
you will sterl from you," says Roosevelt, and thaet applies here. Prof.
Graebner is cuoted to the effect that lioffatt 4id not nbide by the Greek
he translated, but altered arbitrarily, according to the whims of hig
dootrine and theology. L.S.Keyser's oriticism of Moffatt's 0.T. aoplads
in restricted sense to his N.T.: He ilaould make clear, but he mn{ no
manipulate the text where 1t is luc Ll in the or!.[;:l.nal, and do it in
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heve touched the resl difference betwsen a translation and sn inter A=
tion: & translation pught to be obje-ctive; an interpretation mudt ds
be subjective. And ¥ .B.Smith is right in objecting to Hoffstt's hebit

of aubatituti%ionnbla interpretation for a translation, "that 1.
the reader migh t EMething, whe—ther right or wrong." ;

interes®pf his own subjective viewe".(DOCTRIHES OF MODIRWISM) Thers ng

It may be objacted that this would condemn Luthsr himself.
Iuther (zlx 00l1l.974)has:"...in this cese I must $»F neglect the letter
snd search to see how tho average Cerman expresses the meaning of the
Hebrew etc.” True, luther did resort to free translation. But the text
wag gaored to him, and he only emendated or paraphrased when that was
the only way in which the idiom could berendered edequately, Four
columme on wa read:"But vhen any importsnce attachea EFff#d to a word
I preserved the latter and did not mskes free to depert from it....I havs
rather used daficisnt Berman than deoart from the word." The differencs
in spirit betweon Luthcr and Hoffett 1s easily apparent, —

Hoffatt's choice of Von Soden's text challenges at lesst pesging
attentlon hers. That Von Sodsn's is a monumental contribution to the N.T.
text is very clear., E£till slex.Souter ventures "to think thet he has
falled to undsrstand the waye in I.Vhicﬂpextu"el eriticism has come sbout.
He has become the slavs of his own thsories." (EXS0SITOR X3443) And alPage
later: "his text must bo regarded as retrogade,” Moffatt cannot evade
responslpility for his choich.

"Recent grammatical research in the trenslation 4f the aoriss,
the erticlas, and tha particXs have been utilized by him.“(Th.E.Schmauh
Luth., Hhvrch Rav.1%14, ».521) 0ften, no doubtjat times he micht profi 1y
havs besn more exact with just such littls words as articles sand perticlas
Hk.11,18 c.z. Y«e@ ought to be translated =s causal, not adverastive condu ,
Junsction. The roason for the fear of the high prieats is given, Th.é'ﬁ"mil‘_ssi'_

ofyaeid 2150 rslw.m,ss. The imporfect £lwTeuv and the <v dody -
both lose 1f yae i€Abranslated ﬁ#.- Mk.1l4,2:they were continually tryﬂlg, +
for spsed was eseential; they had to resort to trickery, for fear that
violsnce would provolke vioclenca. In many cases y<e@ has been drovped _
without loss, 1k.11,250 the second K=t would better be translated. Nothing
is gained by drooping it k.13,10. Strictly spesking, the translation
meantime for K«e ilr,14,11 is impossible. i¥k.10,31 Jc would profit the
translsticn. It 1z 2 warnihg, of 13,¢. If Mt.1,1 =nd 27,43 veew ~JeewTedns
TdZkon of ‘“od, why must the confession of the centurlan kk.15,3¢ be
weekened to A son of God? Translation of the emphatic év /i 1t.6,6.17
wovld hevs oreservad the emsheasis. Not, ¥t.26,335 shonld at least be
undarecored to be equivalent toovdemete , To lesta phrase llke n_t._lgz
time should be added to make m7e , Mk.4,13,” Tho same word is aiso
not meproduced sny too well Mk. 14,2, Verses 57&58 and Mk.1l2,37are .ﬁé
etc.

weakened perceptibly by the omission ,of «#7es » suTes ,Mk,11,20; 12,42
fr< 18 one not 5.-*%.@—0#;&##-#%‘;‘}';.

Sometimes I felt that Moffatt might have tried harder to bring
out the finesse of the CGreek. This he did do s.g. Ht. 5,12, translating
dicKadegcsc with clean out, even Aif the word may perhaps not be supremel
dignified. So in Nk.D5,21 he has given #v its imperfect value of hd*FemAin¢
He has Mk.1l4,1, making gfyTesv read: were tryingz; 15,6 «wedwev : ussd o
relesse; t.27,1839%¢ : knew quite well (But why not 1.4,417). However
Mt.7,25.27 TPos cwagay + Woossleyuy SUrely have an interesting shado of dif-
ference. Mt.26,27 &¥k.10,18 not the blood but the covenant was new. rer-
haps the rapetition is to atone for this., 1ik.8,14.26 may be vivid, but
both verdes are inexsotly miven. 1ik.10,46.47 are also faulty. Sldpacethes
and tenderness have disappeared from the question in Mk,.10,51. Fk.11,28
the imperfect rdcyrv evidently gives to the % its value: They were fskin
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"fhat authority have you?" or "Who etc." Moffatt
omits the . Here is 4is no improvement on this/is, or he is, and not a =
translationpf ovTes MKk,12,7. Wihatf a fine shade of vivid color the 96,3'!‘0-
duction of tense in cfyTerv (Mk.14,55) would have added to the picture
of the chagrin of the Jewish leaders: were trying to find evidence. _§o
Moffatt translates v,l, @k.la,:'ﬂ simply the mass may be more conservative
but the great mass is what Mk. ote;] There 1is a difference between honest
ly and truthfully. Wlen you teach honestly, you may still be mistaken; when
you teach truthfully, your message is the, truth. Mk,12,14 ™ &d #fr grould
be truthfully rather than honestly. "WithUJesus s$he Nas of Nazareth? "Mik,
14,67 does not indicate the sneer of the Greek:'"This Nazarite, Jesus?l .
Mte24,400 AuTaudvwv would be more bitter sgrcasm if translated as present
perticiple: you who are destroying, instesd of: you were to destroy.
Tev wiedesxe Mt,2,)3 1s infinitive of purpose,

Among inadequate translations Mk.1l,17 fittingly heads the 1list:
I will make you fish for men would mean to most of us: I will force you
to fish for men, Thezv *v= becomes misplaced Mg.3,16. Thcce74¢ ME11,20
should st least be very many,[@exycdivé «se Mt;;z,zs &Mk,15,15 should read:|

Jesus who was scourged, or somethihg similar; e aorist participle sets
no time. Otherwise we should habe to assume tyo scourgimgs(J.l%). Sod
Mk.lS,lsg Mk.1,10 rose for’xva fatvw 1g inexact and misleading. eveTicdxlo |
Mk.¥ 10,3 1 curiously translated: What did Mpses lay down for you?
Mk,10,13.48checked is 1inadequate; they merely tried to check,but were ‘
unsuccessfull, V.13 the A,V.more accurafely than Mr. Moffatt renders "thne
diminutive 7x«di~v with 1little children; the context seems to caf}l for
exact translation. Mk.lo-,'ﬁ TeKr ;translated my ons‘excludes women dis-
ciples who may have been in the retinue of Jesus. ¢Je * ¢dov Might often
more properly have been translated instead of being supplanted. Which

is more vivid and better: Rabbi, look, the fig tree is withered; or: .,
Rabbi, there is the fig tree all withered? The second is Moffatt.'i,ljk.}l,?:
At times Moffatt's substitutions sppeal, e.g.Mk.10,28 Peter, according to
the Professor, breaks into.conversation with impertinent and Petrine
naivity: well, we have left our all, etc. Mk.1l4,%71 the man you mean
(°r AereTe) ghould be: of whom you are speaking. Mt.26,10&MKk.14p6 K Aos
must be an ethical term, and beautiful is hardly an adequate rendering.
Vk,14,54&Nt.26,66 evvexes 1id guiltgg not doomed. Trouble is a pale rd
forwd.vwr Mk.13,8, especially In the succeeding context, 14k.1l5,3 high

priests 1s plural. m{%mﬁﬁundued—g?éghjﬂ#mﬁ: 8._:
Tdsere § e means "a greedy desire to have more"(Thayer). Lust is too

general,methinks., Mk.7,29 fullsome praise 1s roughened to: Well, go your
way. (Sounds suspiciously like: get out!) e x =6 Ve (Mk.10,15) would, o
suppose, be adequately rendered with: submit if e.g. Roman rule were con=
afdrer2 sidered. But here it must be receive, welcome, or something of
thet sort. Submission concerns the will,but here the reason is concerned,
Besides,submit can be only a derived, interpretative meaning of /= x<cé

The propréfty of some translations, while it is doubtful to me,
I should not presume to challenge., Disloyal  Mt.l2,39seems to reproduce
the 0.T. idea of #ecy«Atsin the Prophets. érec Mt.1l7,25 may well be sons.
Mt.24,31 the words: form the verge of heaven to the verge of the earkh,
seem a queer construction and a queer picture; and hardly an improvement
on the A,V., considering such places as Dt.6,32; 28,64; 350,4; I8.13,5; .
JER,12,12; etc.Does appalling horror bring outZ the idea in senrwsewsMid,
Mt,.25,21 feast is not as good as joy,and the frankly seems dubious..ﬁ-r_
would seem more proper with suffer than with dream: not: dream about,
but: suffer because of him. Mt.Z28,19should rather see Moffatt on the
"fence" By reproducing the participleB; baptizing and teaching is the
mode, I thinky, of making disciples,and subordihate to it. Mk.3,21 are

the family or rather the disciples meant? Mk.6,46 goodbye is highly




U
modern. Mk.7,4 point-of-view would more modern than outlook, if modern it
must be. Mk,7,4 wash it,could be: wash themselves. Mk.9,9 had risen
might improve rose. k.10 44 let hiﬁgeérnﬁ.ﬁer than,must be. The verse,by ¢
the way, refers to future time, and Should be so translated, Is boulder

the bestf term to indicate the "rolling-stone" that shut Christ's grave?
(Cf.Barton, ARCHIEOLOGY AND THE BIBLE} 2. ed. p.183f)

: 3
Some passages remain or become unclear in the rendering.Mt.8,123
may have a threefold sense; Moffatt uses as as a causal conjunction; it
could me=n: because you have had faith; or:in the measure in which; and
the thot also seems implied that there msy have been no faith at all,
Whereas what 1s to me the meaning of the text:you will receive what you
believed you would receive,- is not, at least not directly, ,in Moffatt's
words.Mk.7,281is in line with correct grammar, but I d.on't.,'\’ifl readers
vill st once néticef that the no sir takes up the NOT ¥ in the preceding
verad\lnd meams: yes, Mk.1l0,2]1 want may have a double meaning; lack would
make a good substitute,

Here let us consider instances of exegetical or interpretative
translation., Some of these do show"sound exegetical scholsrship”, while
others had best be translated instead of paraphrased. Mt.2,16,is undoub-
tedly correct but not in the text, cf. KMT.21,15, @____4- J-A"“ﬁ/
kt.5,25 make terms is good. 26,40 the three of you is good enough, tho_;;
pathos would be preferable to roughness. Mk.2, the money is a selfeyide

d 1

ll
change of object. Mk.l0,16: when God created the world is an addition that
makes a plain thing plainer. Hk,1Z2,H6 at the passagels good sense. 13,10
ere the end well reproduces mew e ,V,11 a can'gort.:mg thot is brought Y¢ ¥
out In poetic language: comes to your lips for divn, 13,25 orbs seems
correct for powers., How thotful of Moffatt te tell us that the woman
poured the perfume,not the flasie.l4,3. 13,36 watch polishes the Lord's )
oratory. 14,62: and what is more is good emphasis., V.63 cried 'makes Acyec I
vivid, and the product 1s fittingly substituted for the preducer in eviden .
V.64 ye have heard for yourselves is good, Next verse some of them seems
indicated in the context, tho not in the text, 15,29 in derision is a
commendable addition so far as the sense goes. 8ee alse 13,31; 14,19.72.

This has already brought us to translations that are of graver
consequence, if wrong, Mt.ll,29«v«w=vecs 1is given by refreshed. Rev.4,8%
14,11 Moffatt corectly renders it:rest. Neither person nor spirit would "
ordinarily go into dry places and deserts for refreshment,Mk.1l2,43; _q,I-::.-‘.le- '
24, The word properly means cessation, 1.e. rest,and is of courrse refrea-
ing. But refeeshment is too small a receptacle for wxvamxvécs o Can Kecscs
really mean religion lit.12,20? Where Mt. says secress,(13,11) Moffatt
says open secrets. Mt.1l3,20 saved alive? Most emphatically we should pres
test againsty the misrendering of Mt.l6yl®, which wodld make Peter a ‘secon
Moses and law-giver. Bind and loose Jesus told Peter, not:prohibit and,.
permit. Since when are keys necessary to a law-giver, or an embkem of his
power?Peter (and KW every other disciple) is a mere door-keeper, who is
plenipotentiary only where he does not misuse his trust., Cf. Mt.18,18,
where the ides 1s not:power to make laws, but to enforce the commands of
God, Mt.19,11 Jesus is made to think more highly of the single than the
married state. True is not in the text. Jesus mesns to say (I think): It
is sgainst the natural order, save in exceptionsl cases. Mk,14,21 pr ecy
is weakened if 7rec is translated for., In the same verse Jesus does not
say:"better that man had never been born",-that was very necessary; but
it wouZd have beenks xs7¢ {Kvpcostransleated with sir is very meaningless
If L.2,29 it could mean master, end L.18,6.41 Lord,why not in other in-

stances?
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