
T H -1 S S I d  :\ ‘I? 10 S -1 X I) 1 S ‘I’ li H 1’ H I.: ‘I’ -1 .I: I () S 
( . )SSI ( ;SOH K S O S  lias 1)iIt 113 iilidei i i  lie\\. clclit IJJ pul)lisli- 
iiip these notes’ which h a \  e alreatlj- X I J I J ~ ~ ~ I Y ~ I  iii the p a p  of 
‘I’iic Tct02et. Those who read t.liciii t,lierc \\.ill rynieniber 1 1 : ~ ~  

they are marked by that wide erudition and careful thought n-liicli 
we expect of him. -1s for  those who have no: stseii tlieni. perliap6 i t  is 
as well to repeat the ~ x m i i i g  .of t,he author‘s preface, naniel>-, that  
some purchasers of the book nia-j be in for H tiis;ippc)iiitrrieut: ‘ the 
over-worked parish priest who I i i u s t  needs compose his Sunday 
sernion in a few niinutes snatched from the confessional . . . a 
harassed curate, desperately turning u w r  the pages of this 1,W)li a t  
tell minutes to  eleven in the hopc of extracting a pulpit niessage 
from it’. These notes are not meant for tlieiii; they, lie sai-s. are 
quite well catthred for b>- tli:! nuiiwroit?; devotional coiiiiiieiitaiG 
that already exist. Here he wishes to conceiitra.te 011 the i\-eIl-knowi 
difficulties of the Sunday epistles aiid gospels. H e  dreams optiniistic- 
ally of a C,atholic farnil- arguing hotly across the luncheoii table 
about. the meaning of the epistle and gospel they h a w  heard from the 
pulpit that morning, and eventimllx deciding to ‘see what Kiios has 
to sap about it’. But  I ani afraid even they will have mental indigcis- 
tion when they come across a. fine passage like this: ‘.1nd now the 
supreriie Light revea.ls itself ill a Radiance which is, yet is not, other 
than itself. instead of being refracted polutrieros. as in a spectrum. 
The spokesman of the new- re\-elation is himself cliarncter t e s  I /  upo- 
staseos of God; the off-print, so to speak, of the Original‘. (pp. 

But ,  a t  any rate, they will have some fun to help cure their 
indigestion, for the notes are well seasoned with that wit so charac- 
teristic of the author’s writings. I t  is as refreshing as it is rare to 
find t.his quality in a Scripture cornmentar)-. though happil- it is 
not. Absent from the Scriptures t,hemselves. One cannot fail to hc 
reminded of the amiable sttrcasni of the Gospels bj- such a t,ypical 
remark as: ‘God’s Christmas kindness was to be the exemplar? 
cause of that kindness we show to one another at. Christmas, and 
occasionally during the rest of the >-ear’ (p. 30). I hope no one will 
be shocked at, Monsignor Knox’s lightness of touch in bhese notes; 
for, as iii his translation of t.he Xew Testament, so here in the 
examples arid allusions he uses to illustrate the text. he succeedy 
marvellously in making the sacred writers talk to 11s in the speech of 
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:oclay; i t i d  tha t  is the task which lie set olit to  ~ ~ I ~ I ' o I ~ ~ I I .  

\\-hat is particulurlg invigorating, even wheii ~.~ollclusions 
i~eachetl are unilcceptable, is the fwshness of approach towards the 
tlifliculties of iiitei.pwtation. Here,  as the  author so oftell iidrrlits, 
iie bolclly forsakes the  pat,h trodden by his predecessors. To tell 
the truth,  it must be admitted that ' the .-ornmttiit;ttors'. :IS he  
pnidently cdls theni n-ithout precisely specifFing ~vliicli, conic i i i  

lei. wnie rough haiitlliiig iii the course of the: iiotes. 'I hey dodge 
o 1 ) v i o w  tlifliculties, t h e j  interpwt pedanticallg and laboi.iousIy, they 
ivant, the  tcs t  to ineaii what they i i i~a i i ,  they givrt ncxisriisical es- 
pliiil;\tioI~.;. l'bre IAagraiige is often brought in ~intl  cli<iiiissecl with a 
siiiack, like a naughty schoolboy n.110 has giI-t.11 a fooliih ansn-er. 
Norisignor Knos's favourite seems to be Dean -\lIord, iltiscribed in 
these pages as 'tj-pica1 of an older ~ ' i~o tc s t a r i t i s~~ i ' ,  B sti~ai~gei. to most 
of us, lit,tle rerriembered today except for his work 1 1 1 1  tlie tc.stua1 
ctiticisiii of the (;reek 'I'estariieiit in tlir iiiitltlle oi the List centtirj-. 
Brit for the whole tribe of oornnicntator.: (I m i  si:i.e hr iiiteiitls to 
twAutle the patristic coiiiiiientators) l ic q)pe:irs to  Iinve little 
patiencd : 'H. l'. Norton does me ~noi ' r  good than :I tlozen coniiiien- 
tators' (p. 48). I n  official quarters this iiiight be regarded as ut t i / e  

s o i i m ~ s  in the light of the rules laid down by Provitlciitissit~t~ics Dezi.9. 

I f  Catholic .coniineiitators 'arc found pedantic, t i i i t l  i ~ i i i ~ i l v e i i t ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ i s  i n  
their iiiterpretatioiis, the history o f  the past, fifty > e;ws of C';itliolic 
I)iblical scholarship ought t:, he borne in  mind. 

'oniing to the question of the interpretations given i n  these notes, 
f u l i  of intere.st as the) tire, 1 must  coiif'es.; to tiiidiiig them :it tinies 
I'ancifril and subjective. The frequent 11se of such esprexsioiis as 'I 
liave aii obstinate feeling', '1 feel in iiiy bones', '111 instinct tells 
i ~ ' ,  '-4 private inspiration tells me', does iiot eiieouraga u s  to look 
for objective interpretation; and the aiit!ior's p v / t ( . / / ( i ~ i t  for illlegor- 
ising rriakes iiie wonder xhether that  is the re:iC;:in he uilliiiot hit it 
off bvith l'itre 1,agraiige. '1:o take m e  esiiiiiplc of wliat seeins to  nlit 
faiiciful, i i n d  even fantastic, there is his espl;~mation of the miracle 
a t  ('aiia, even i f  it is I)ackecl l ip 1,- the  authority of IVestcott. 
.\ccortling to .\loiisignor Iiiiox, our I,ord (lid not change iiito wine 
the witer in the  six water pots, ah los t  as tliorigh 'pr:)viJiiig tlie 
t.qiiiv:ilent of  niorc: thaii f i f t h -  t1:)zcii bottles' iiiiglit seeiii to be rather 
overdoing it. \ l l i t i t  really happeiicd, we are told, was that after 
the servants Ii;itl  gniie s i r  tiiiie.; tq :lie u e l l  for \v;tter t o  fill the 
water pots, o i i r  Ilord sent t h t m  back a seuc,rtlc t ime; and on this 
c)cc;~sii)n it was iiot w i t c r  but u-iiie that  tlit.,v cli*cn. "I) in their 
I )~~cl ie t s .  Only oil this interpretation. i t  is x i ~ : ~ i ~ i t i ~ i i ~ e t I .  i l o t s .  r r n 1 1 ~ i t e  
i,c!.zeive its triit: ine:iniu,n of tlrawiiig water iip 1roni ;t \\ell; onlp thlls 
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is the ‘ ) / o w  d r a w ’  of the tes t  justitiecl; ailll, of uourse. tlie sevel1t.h 
visit to the \\.ell coiiveiiieiitlj i)ro\.icles iis Ivith the iiiystie Iitilllber 
seveii. 

But St Johii sags iiothing about i i  well, nor is atit leo restricted i n  
iiieaiiiiig to thc notioil oi cliawing \;atei. f i w n  a ~ ~ 1 1 .  ’Ilia 00111TI1011 

\viLter-supplj- at  Caiia, as a t  hazareth a i ic l  many ot.her \illages in 
I’a.lestine, is the village spring. ‘I’here is not a Jacob’s Il’ell every- 
where. :\rid by what process of reasoiiiiig are we to arrive at  the 
concltisioii that  the scr\.aiits welit six tiiiies oiily t o  tlie spring (or 
to thc well, if yoti prefer it) in order to get water eiiough to fill up 
six great vessels, euch holding a lmi t  tu.eiity gdlo1:5 on St John’s 
own computation? I*’roni it vessel liolcling h i i c l i  it11 mioimt,  if  i i i i -  

portance be attached to the nsc of tht: ivortl t r t i / / e o ,  water or wine 
coiild be tlrawti as trulg as from ii d e q )  well. uiiless iinvgination is 
mittle to provide 11s with a picture of gigantic two-handled and 
narrow-necked orripliorue riiade of eartlienivare. But  IOU camiot 
carve vessels like that, out of stone, and St Johii tells 11s thtit the 
six jars \Yere niade of stone: probabl- circular stoiic tubs such as 
oiie can still tind in Z’alestiiiian court!-itrtls. In those da>-s, fts in 
these, there w;is no iriuiiicipal water-supply laid on iii (:ma, with 
lead pipes and taps all complete; i t  is to be supposed that a house- 
hold would require some such provision as the Gospel iiientioiis for 
its daily needs. And I wonder how far lloiisignor Knos is riglit in 
thinking that, the six wa.ter jars at Cana were to serve only for tlie 
ceremonial washings, as lie semis  t.o do 1))- the iiiterpolatioii of the  
word ‘ceremonial’ into the  tes t  of the eraiigelist. 

This raises the question once iiiore about. \vhetiler his version of 
the  S e w  Testament ought to be called it traiislation or an interpre- 
tation. B u t  surely the answer is that. ever?. trniislation is an inter- 
pretation; as Fr  T,uke Walker, the late professor of exegesis at 
Blackfriars, used to say, eve? inwition of a full-stop or a comiiia i.s 
an interpretation of the sacred text,, decisions to write ‘ l ie’  or ‘He‘,  
‘spirit’ or ‘Spirit.’. The real problem for every trailslator is t o  deter- 
mine for himself the  limits of his interpretation. S o w  Monsignor 
Knox began bg giving us n very lucid exposition of the principles he 
had laid down for himself in the C l e r g y  K e v i c w  of F e 1 ~ u a . r ~ -  1040. 
His was to be a new translation, not nierely in tlie sense of being 
another numerically different from the others, b u t  specificall1 dif- 
ferent from existing official translations. ‘There is no official transla- 
tion of the Bible known to me’, he  wrote, ‘which does not abandon, 
from the  start .  the  dream of preserving its mitive idiom, which does 
not resign itself, from the start ,  to being a word-for-word transla- 
tion’. Here he included Protestant as well as Catholic translations. 
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I t  \!-as nCJt Iiis intention to niake thosc a r t s  of :ibclildonment and 
resigii;ition, a i d  how well he 1ia.s siiccecded i i i  fulfilling his intention 
is ~)rovetl 1))- the admirahle result,s of his labolir. \Ye 111aj- take it 
that he adopted the principles set  out i i i  the a-ords of A l l ,  l3elloc n i t I i  
which hi?; article opens : ‘Tr;insmute boldly : render thc sense by 
t h e  correspoiiding sense without troubling over t.he yerbal difficult,ies 
in your Lvaj-. Where such rendering of sense by coi*respondillg se11se 
inyolves coiisiderable amplifica.t,ioii, do not hesitate to amplify for 
fear of being verbose’. 

13ut it, must he admitted, and ~ lons ig i io i~  Kiios is the tirst to adriiit 
i t ,  that  these are revolutionary principles as far a.s eonceriis biL)IicaI 
traiislations fur official use. St Jerome. the Church’s great authorit> 
in biblical matters,  deals mit,h this very point in his letter to  I’nni- 
mwcliius (Epist. LVl1). There lie writes to dcfeiicl 1iinisclI agniiist 
the  charge of having m:de nonsense in his translation from the 
Greek of a letter of Hpiphanius to Johii t,he 13ishop of Jerusalem. 
H e  declares that  his rule of tra~islation is to rendw w i s e  for sense 
and not word for word, escep t  when dealing with the sacred S c r i p  
tures. ‘Ego eiiini lion solurn fateor, sed liberit voci’ profitcor, iiie i l l  

interpretatione (;ruccoruiri, a b s q  ice Scriptiiris S O N C  tis, ubi e t  ver -  
b o n i m  ortlo mysteriu,n e s f ,  non verburil e vrrbi) scd seiisuiii es-  
primere de sensu. ’ Here it ilia)- be remarked that Moilsignor linox 
leaves the reader with the  inipression tha t  S t  Jeroriie is wholl.~ 
responsible for the Latin translation of the Vulgate Xebv Testament: 
‘St  .Jerome has managed to  shirk t.he difficulty’ (271); ‘Clearly St 
Jerome wr0t.e‘ (257); ‘ w h -  does St Jerome give us’ (226j, etc. The 
fact is, of cowse, t.hat he did no more than revise the  exiseing 1,atin 
text in common use aniong the faithful, and it, is quest.ionable 
whether he even did that iii the Acts arid the Epistles. It is cert,aiii 
that. he  undertook a revision of the Gospel text, a t  the request of 
Pope I>amasus, but this revision he  made with a very light touch 
a.s he saxs in his introduct,ory letter to the Pope. ‘Quae ne niultuni 
a lectionis Latinae consiietudine discreparent. ita calamo tempern- 
virrius. ut his tan tum quae sensum videbant,ur mutare correctis. 
reliqua manere pateremur l i t  fuerant‘. In other words, so that ht. 
might iiot shock the  faithful, only in reall!- serious matters did he 
introduce alterations of the existing tes t  ; sinall rtiistnkes and i l l -  

exactitudes of translation he  left uncorrec€eed, so t.hat the reading to 
which the people had beconie accustomed by iise might remain un- 
changed. .In(! this was probably the reason why he never undertook 
a ncw translation of the Xew Testament, despite the hard things 
he had to say ahout the ciirrent translatioils. This cannot fair to 
relnin(1 11s of the objectioiis raised to ~foii.;ipnnr Kilnx’s translnt.ioii 
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iii sonic of the letters to t,he Catholic press; evidently the faitlifnl 
of the twmtiet,h century are the bret'hren of thc faithful of the  fourth. 

But  to return to St Jerome's principles of translatioii in dealing 
with the Scriptures; clearly he approached the task with the \vhole- 
ionie awe of one handling mysteries, a fear lest he niiglit pervert 
thc divinc chmicter of the sacred tcxt. Hence, out  of a hesitation 
to commit the origiiirtl words to a Iiicanirig of his ow11 which niiglit 
lessen or destroy the meaning of the author. lie was qiiitc prepared 
to sacrifice literary considerations. That the Douay translators 
adopted the  sanie principlc is evident t o  all ;  the? lille\\r how to 
write good English when they \\-ilnted, but the? were conteilt to 
lea\,e us a phrase like ' the  spirituals of wickeduess in  the celestials'. 
Tlii,s tloes iiot seem altogcthcr ridiculous when we recall that  foot- 
note of theirs oil John  11, 4, recorded by Monsignor Knox in his 
article: 'Because this speech is subject to divers scnscs, we keep 
thc words of our text, lest by t,urning i t  into any English phrase we 
might straitell the Holy Ghost's iriteiitioii to somts ( :c . i , !  : > i l l  w n w  
either not intended, or not only intended, and so take awa1 the 
choice and indiffereiicy from the reader, wliereof (in Holy Scripture 
.;peoiall~) all translators must beware'. Whether IVC agree with this 
or not, we cannot help admiring the broad 1iberalit.y of its scntiment 
of respect, for the  rights of the faithful. 

Monsignor Knox agrecs n-it,h it so far as to use his best endeavours 
to find an equivoca.1 word or phrasing in order to translate texts that  
are patient of different, litcral srnses; so he tells 11s. but some will 
object t1ia.t he  does not alwaj-s keep his rule. To choose one example : 
the word m u s t e n o n  occurs t\vent?--seven times in the (;reek Sew 
Testanlent,. On every occasion except six the Vulgate ~ ~ n d e r s  the 
(;reek by the  Latin transliterntioil mysterium ; six tiines n.e read 
saorawientum.. The Iinox version gives us elcveii different render- 
ings which sometimes vary greatly in sense; thus we have serrst  
( l o ) ,  r r i y s t e n /  (6), revelation (3), revea led ,  mys t e r ious  converse,  
Iii t l t lerz pirpo'o"e, secret revealed,  conspiracy,  m e a n i n g ,  secret design,  
irrystic once each, and never xac'l.ani.ent. I mi not going to say that 
Monsignor Knox ha.s interpret,ed falsely on any of t,liese occasions, 
mid certainly, here as &en-here, his rcndeiing has  given 11s a 
readable version which conveys R plain meaning to the heedful 
list'ener. B u t  i t  goes to prove the  contention that this is an interpre- 
tation rather than a translation, a sort of English Targum in f,act- 
a point which seems to be  conceded by the  aut,hor when he writes 
in these notes: 'Ought not a translation to give some hint of what 
the sense is, instead of leaving the  very obscure phrase of the original 
quite uninterpreted? I cannot find that any translator has made 

,, > 1 Ii.\S Sl..\'l'lOS ASl) ISTERPRETATIUS 
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O B I T E R  
-1 ( ~ . \ T H ~ I . I ( ~  \.iE\\- of the (l*kuti~eiiical niowment is provided b)- 
l*‘atliei, laii Ilislop, O.P., in  Ihccc V i v t o t t  ( S o .  9). He insists that. the 
Catholic attitiitle to Protestant eirenical activities must spring from 
‘funt1;unental theological considerations’. Arguments from histor-.  
riatioiial ciiltrire, political t.heorj a d  so on are useless, and m a -  be 
positively harmful, unltbss they are related to the basic question to 
which the theologian iriust seek ail ansn-er: what is the will of Christ 
for his people? The motives which have inspired many Protestant 
reunion movements-the need for unity in face of H growing pagan- 
ism, embarrassment caused by denominational rivalries in t.he foreign 
iiiission-field. t h o  desire for ;I coriiiiioii social action-may be noble 
in themselves, but thej- are inadequate as expressions of the full 
content, of our 1,ord’s prnj-er for unity. An inimediate need is ‘ the 
expounding of Catholic doctrine in such R n-a?, and n-ith the use of 
such termiiiology, that  Protestants m a -  iinderst.and what it means’. 

* * * * 
SP~S. \ I ,  I S J I ’ R I ~ ~ S .  it see~i i s .  ha\  t: strange effects. F. Hanseii-1,iiw-e. 
writing in T l o r t  7 t ~ d  Ct’nhreit (So. ti), quotes the v iew that Ki:Like- 
gaartl ‘s fall :is ii child is the Cleopatra‘s nose of existentialisill : 

According to the subtle researches of Magnusson, Kierkegaard’s 
‘prick of the flesh’ is nothing ot,her than a slight, malrtdjustment 
of the spine due to a fall from a tree in his childhood. This fall was 
to detcrniine Kierkegaard’s destiny, botli in its inner ancl exterior 
aspects. 

In  I,(( 1 - i ~  Iiitellecfic.c.llr (0ctol)er). 1’i.r~ I ) .  I)ubat.le. 0 . 1 ’ .  , a p i w  
fessor of the Institiit C‘atholique of Paris. coiisitlcrs the impact of the 
material on the spiritual a t  what is perhaps a higher level in a11 
authotitative article on ‘The biological sciences and Christian dogma’. 
After n lucitl summary of modcrn evolritionar>- hypotheses. Phre 
Diibarle concludes tha t  

a clear return to  the balance established by the theolog-j of St 
Thomas betweell. on the one hand, primary causality and the sys- 
tem of srcoiidary causes, and, on the other. het,n-een nature and 
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