TO THE -

RE A DER.

Reader, ' : S .
f T Aving feridufly .perus'd this Work in jts Original,'¥ *
' l I'- thought I might be fervictable’ ro the pablick by
giving in Englifh 4 Prece of {o much Learning, andfrom’
“whence we may draw convincing. Arguments tot the con-
futing of all the atheiftical Opimons of our Age. " Therc:
arc a fore of half-leariied mien, who; fearching. our of the
Bible thofe things errefy which” ar the fitf¥: fight feem to-
deftroy the authority of it. “and. having féund any =4
conrradiftion; or what they 'think is erroneous, will bie'—
fure to exercife their wit in publithing to che world what,
in their judgment, makes any’ thing agamft the aythority
of thofe holy.Bdoks whi¢h have, through all Agds, beerr
look’d uporr, by the’learned and judicious; 4s’ compofed by
Prophets or men infpird by God; without confidering that,
to the moft undérftanding perfons,. they oncly fhew their
ignorance, in that they underftand not how to give folutions
to the difficultics ot the Scriptures, which belongs onely
to the lcarned, or elfe their wiltull obftinacy, in refolving
to oppofe whatever fhall be authorisd either by Divine or -
Humane Authority. We have a freth example of what
T have been faying in the perfon of him, who, not many
Az years -
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! years 820, occafion’d the publifhing of that excellent Piece,
“inticuled, A Letter to a Deift, wherein the Authour has
onely anfwerd the Objections proposd to him; but if
the perfon that was fo defirous to have his Scruples an-
{werd, orany oncelle, havgany more af fuch like Objec-
tions, they may here either find them particularly difcutsd,
or elfe be inftructed in the way how to refelve them them-
felves. I could with this Criticifm had been made by fome
of éuriiown’ Commuaion; who pfight have;alterd [ no-
thing of the fubfanca.of it, but bave lef Odtfi_t_mc]y {ome
- frha& reflexions upon the Proteftants;s - Faclier Sémon how-
ever is lefs inveterate and makes fewer of his reflexions
than could be expeéted trom a Roman Catholick Doctour ;
which thing is yet more pardonable in' him 1n that he {pares
"ot even.them of his ewn Church. If notwithftanding
what [ have already faid, there fhall be any who, at the
firlt fight, fhailbe fcandalizZd with this Authour’s free way.
of handling the Holy Scriptures, I give this caution to all
fuch. perfons, either to let it alone and not concern them-
felves.with it, or elfe to reade it clear through, by which
- time_ [ .doubt ner but they -wll be fatisfy'd of their too
nice feruples. As for the fauits 6fthe. Prefs I cannot an-
fiver'for them not having had leifure enough for the cor-
recting of them, wherefore I fhall onely herc advifc that
the moft confiderable errata’s are printed ar the beginning of
the Book, whither; Reader, if at any time you chance to
- doubt of the fepfe, be pleas'd to turn your eye.

- Farewel].

- THE
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A Feing I have at large exvlaiz in the firft Chapter o
D this Hiftory the defign of my whole Work, I fhal onely™
here fhew what benefir we may thence draw. -

- Firft, It is impoffible to underftand arbroug/){y the Holy
Scriptures unlefs wé firft know the different States of the Text
of thefe Books according to the different times and places,
and be inftrutted of all the feveral changes that have happe-
ned to it.  Thiswe may underfland by the firft Book of this
Critical Hiftory, here I have taken motice of the feveral
revolutions of the Hebrew Text of the Bible from Mofes to
our time; and if Imight be fufferd to. fpeak fomething here
beforehand of the New Teftament, I could fhew fome faults
in the Tranflations thereof into our Tongue, which were not
long fince made by two learned Divines. This could be occa-

(a) - Jfiord



" The Authour’s Preface o
fron'd onely by the litrle reflellion they ng:zdc: upon the Eiftery
of the Text rhey tranflated.  They confiderd not for example
that cncly by leaving oxt, in the t};ir_a’ C l.*aprt'rrof S. Luk,c, the
Farticle Or, which in Englifk fignifies Now, they favourd the
~opinions of the ancient Marcionite Fiereticks,who ‘;ﬂny d that
the tws firftk € haptersef S.Luke had been added ro 15 Gofpel,
and that they made it 1o beginwith thefe words, Inthe fitteenth
year of the reign of Tiberius Cafar, by leaving out the tivo
foregoing Chapters concerning t!e Birth and Infancy qf our Su-
viour : but the Church, who bas always read ﬂccara’{ng to the
Original and the ancient Latin Tr;mﬂa{iaﬂ, Now 1n the fit-
teenth year of the reign of Titerius Cefar, bas alw.ys antho-
rizd the tio firft Chapters of S. Lukc by reafin of the Particle
'Or, Wow, wlich the Grammarians call an adverfative, which
plainly denotes a conneétion with Jomething f{.*.-'nf wewt ér:"f ore.
No cne cculd iniagine this Particle to be of fo great confe-
guence in this place without being inflructed in the Hiftory
of the New Teftament. But I am obliged to contain m 1y felf
within the Books of the Old Teftament,

" Secondly, Itis tobe obferv'd that 7, confudgring onely their
benefit who defire throughly to underfland the Ficly Scrip.
tares, have inferted wany unfefull principles for the refolving
of the greateft difficulties of the Bible, and at the fame time
anfwering of the Objettions which are ufually brought againft
the Authority of the Holy Scriptuges.  For example, having
efablifbd in the Helbiew Commonvealth the Frophets or
publick Writers, who took care of colleiting faithfully the alls
of what palf"d of moft importance in the State, we need nor
too0 curioally enquire, as ufually men do, who were the Ay-
thours of each particular Book of the Bible, becaufe it is
certain that they were all wrir by Prophets, which the He-
Frew Commonwealth never wanted a5 jzrzg as it Lifted, '

Refides, as thefe fime Prophets, whic may be calld pid-
Dk Uriters, for the (/zﬁi}fgu{/f’iﬁg of them from other pri-
maLe
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wate Writers, kad the liéer?j of collelting out of the ancient
Alls which were kept jn the Regifters of the Republick, and
of grving a new form to thefe fame Aits by adding or dimi.
ni %ing what rbg thought fit; we may Ziereéj give a very
geod reafer for the additions and alterations in the Holy
Scriptures without deffening of their Autherity, fince the Au.
thours of thefe additions or alterations were real Frophets di.
rected by the Spirit of God. Wherefore their alterations in
the ancient Alls are of as great Authority as the reft of the
Text of the Bille.

Ve may by this fame principle eafily anfwer all the falfe
and pernicéoiu: confequences drawn by Spinofa from thefe al- spinoa
terations or~additipns for the YURNING down the Authority of ;;“"f-

. . . healag,
the Holy Scripturey as if thefe corrections had been parely . s
of humane Authority; whereas be ought to have confiderd
that the Authours of thefe alterations having had the Power
of writing Holy Scriptures had alfo the Power of correlling
them. Wherefore 1 bave made no fcruple to give fome
examples of thefe alrerations, and to conclude that all we find
in the Holy Scriptares was not writ [/)} contemporary Au-
thours. |

8. Jerom, Theodoret, and feveral other Fathers who were
of this opinion, thought wnot that they hereby leffencd the
Authority of the Holy Scriptures, f[uppofing at rhe fame
rime that the Authours of thefe correllions were infpired
by God. - -. . -

By this principle we may alfo eafily anfwer feveral objéc-
tions which are ufually made, to fhew that Mofes is not the
onely Authour of the “Books which we bave under bis name ;
for they prove onely that fomething has been added in feries
of time, which deftroys not the Authority of the ancient Alls
which were writ in Mofes’s time.

Flerein Spinofa has fhewn his ignorance, or rather-malice
M)y iaT down the Authority of the Pentateuch, /f)’ reafun

-
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of fome alterations or additions therein, w{t}.mut confidering
the quality of the Authours of thefe afremz":on.!. | .

e ought however to take /.rqe(/ of multiplying thefé add:.
tiens or correfticns, as Spinofa asd fome others have very
injudicionlly done : but on rhe contrary we ‘o;gbr‘ 00t aé_/f;-

lutely to deny them, or too ]ul‘(i/{y or nonfen z'ca/{'y explain
them, for thefe additions are of the fame Authority as the
reft of the Scriptare ; or elfe we muft "‘”’ﬁff the zv/.ro'{c’ not to
Le equally Divine and Canonical, as a Divine of Paris feems
too beldly ro have afferted.

This Divine kas afirm’d that the Writers of the Foly
Scriptares were infpird by God onely in things relating to
matters of Faith, or which bad fome neceffary conneltion or
relation thereto; As for the other things in thefe Books, we
ought not therein to acknowledge a more particular infpira-
tion of God than in other Works which have. beew writ by
godly perfons.  But befides that this principle is dangerons
it is direétly oppofite 1o the Dobtrine of the New Teffament,
which ackaowledges every thing thraughout the whele Serip-
ture for prophetical, and to have been infpird.-—1) “herefore
1 thought I ought te liy down fome principles whereby we
might afcribe every thing in the Holy Scriptures to Pi'ap/)f’f.f
or perfons infpir'd by God, even to the alterations themfelves,
rhofe onely excepted which had happened' t hrough length of
rime or negligence of Tranferibers. ‘ _

We may by this fame principle of publick Writers or Pro-
prets, which cclleited the Aéts of whar pall’d of moft impor-
tance in the Febrew Commonwealth, give reafons for feve-
ral exprefions in the Books of Mofes, which feem to Sappafe
mint wot tg be the Anthonr of them. ‘ ‘

7 e publick Hriters which were iu bis time and writ ont
rhele ancient A, bave poke of Nofes in the third perfen,
aud Lave uf'd feveral other fuch like expreffionswhich could”
et be NMoleys - Bus they for all that have wever the lefy.

;a_f -"7’!./.,&‘
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Authority ; becanfe they can be afcrib’d onely.:» perfons which
Molfes had commanded to put into writing the iicff imgortant
allions of bis time. -

We ought to apply this fame principle to Jolhua, Judge.,

and other Books which Spinofa bas endeavour'd to lojf -« the
Autbority of pretending that fome things bave Leen added.
He does Aben Ezra injury in affirming vhat this Rabbin did
not take Mofes o be the Authour of the Pentatcuch, where-
as what he has from bim onely proves that there have been
Jome additions inferted into the ancient Alts, which we
camnot deny to be Mofes's, at leaft bat that they were writ
in bis time and by his order.

The fame Spinofa frews his ignorance yet more in the chap. 2
fame place, where be concludes that the Book of Mofes was Joi-&
much lefs than the prefeat one, becaufe it was writ within
the compafs of an Altar of twelve Stones s but he is clearly
miflaken in thinking that the plices of Deuteronomy and
Jofhwa which he alledges fpeak of the whole Law of Molcs,
whereas there.are onely fome Ordinances of Moles fpoke of
which he commanded (Fould be obferv'd, and thar they might ™
the better obferve thew be commanded thew to be writ upon
rwelve Stones, or Pillars. This is fo true, that Spinola
could wnot Lut wienticn in ihe _/E'rée’f of Lis (/%'um;fi‘ this ex.
planation, althagh be eadravers to pervert it av mucl a
be can.  This paffaze and feveral others fuch like arc ex-
plaid in the firft Book of this Hiftory Chap. 6. where £
have largely fhown what the word 1aw funifes in thz
Beoks of Mofes.

sz'r(//)/, This principle which I kave Liid down, coices
wining the way baw rhe Tlolv Scriptures which we bave ae
prefent bave been colleéted, we baving onely an afirinf;;mc;;z_
of the Alls which were proferv'd intire in the K egiftery of
the Republick ; This priuciple I fay is of great ufe for ! ke
refelving of many ditficult queflions concerining C/.'»'-r-;fo;'qg'/‘;

_ ot
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and the Gemealogies. For if it is certain :‘bat‘rffqﬁ' Books
are bnely abridgments of larger Alts, and that they gave ro
the people onely what they thought was necelfary for their
infPrution, we cannot afirm that-all the Genealogies in thus
abridgment are fucceffive one to another. VWherefore we may
by this means reconcile feveral m.?:%&;/f contradittions in
thefe Genealogies when they are fet down in feveral places.
We cannot alfo flate any exact Chronology upon the authority
of thefe Books, becaufe that things are wot always fet down
according to the times they happened in.  Becanfe they often
ovely joind feveral Aits together in fbort, referring us to
thofe fame Alls which were kepr more at large in the Reg/-
fteries which might in thofe times bave been confulted.

For the tetter effablifhing this principle we may hereto
joyn the obfervation which we have in this Hiftory made
concerning the way of writing of Books beretofore upon little
leaves, which were ufually onely roll'd one upon another, with-
out being fown together upon a little Roller. It has happened
that as the order of thefe ancient Leaves or Scrolls has not
been carefully enough kept, the order of thingshas been fome-
times changd. Whkerefore we ought not to blame the u-
thours of the Holy Scripture for the diforder in fome places of
the Hoﬁ[y Scripture ; but we ought to complain of ahm‘z‘{fbrtzme
which bas happened to all ancient Books. This is partly the
caufe why the Hebrew Samaritan Text agrees not wholly
with the Fewifh Pentateuch, although thefe two Pentateuchs
are Copies from one and the fame Copy. We find alfo fuch
like tranfpofitions in the ancienteft Greek Copies-of the Sep.
tuagint Tranflation, which S. Jerom and before bhim Origen
Jerupled not to correlt. o _

I had rather have recourfe to this principle than to mof?
of the anfwers which are ufually brought for the excufing of
thefe fort of tranfpofitions in the Scripture Text. It is fer
example faid in Gen. 20. that Abimelech fell in love with

| Sarah,
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Sarah, and yet the Hiftorian had a little 56_/&}'6 Jayd, that
Sarah and Abraham were well ftricken in years, e
ought methinks much rather ra Lg this fault concerring the
method of things upon the difpofition of the ancient Scrols,
which in this and many other places has been chawng'd, than
to fly to a miracle and to fuppofc, as fome Authours do, thar
Gor/ by a pq)'!icu!ar pra-wn’cm‘e bad refford to Sarah the
beauty of her yoath. o
We may alfo fay that in abridging of the Scripture to give
it to the Feople, they have wot always obferved the order of
times, but bave chiefly endeavourd to give thofe Fiffories
whicl they thought were moft proper for the inflruéting of the
People. :
H'e may joiwith this principle anotlcr not much different
from this, b} which we m.y give reafons for many repetitis
ons of the fame things. It is probable that they whojoywd
together the ancient Records for the making of the Body o
canonical Scriptures which we at prefent bave, rrou.éle/ not
themfelves to leave cur feveral Synonimous terms which were
in their Copies; and perhaps were added for a farther illu.
itration ; thefe repetiticns not feeming to them to be altoge-
ther fuperfluous, becaufe they ferv'd for explination, they
thouzjot not- it to leave thews whally out. We ought me- -
thinks ratber to Have recourfe to this principle than to
make Nofles er the Scribes of Dis time to be the Authours
of many repetitions which are in bis Bocks, as well as of a
areat many tranlpsfizions, And this is the chief reafon why
[ chafe rarber herein to fb//mv the rzfz'ﬂi:n of S. Jerom
mud feveral other Fathers, who bave Lecn of opinion that
Mofcs was not the Authour of the whole Pentateuch as we
at. prefent. have it. ’ '
Ve cught nat for all this always te have -r{mmﬁ* to thefe
principles, where we find repetitions or trawfpofiticns in the
Scripture. “I have en the contrary frewn that the Flebrews
S were

E
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were nar.'ver)' pa/ité Wr{ter:, that they ufu_af?)’ t;ax/}o:’a’,
or repeated the fame thing, and that fometimes t;cy onely
begin one matter, and then om a: Judden go to another, and
afrerwards reaffume their former difcourfe. We may earﬁ{y&,‘_: |
ruderffand  this Jivle in the Books of the Nenw leﬂament,
cipecially in the FEpiftles of S. Paul.  But as 2t “12!{[‘1 be
Lard to juftific all the tranfpofitions and rrc‘prrzrmnf; in the
Broks of Mofes é); their ways of e.x’pr(‘l',fmg z‘f.rfﬁgf’fvcff, s
have bad recourfe to otker rules, leaving however every
one the liberty of belicving as he pleajes, .Z’ec;ng"e r/m/: que-
Stions are fuch as we m,z')' be rgnorant 0_f . ard may jﬁc’a(‘
freely of without any prejm/ice 1o Ee{zgz.on_. In quious,
Jos’S. Auguftin, falva fide qua Chriftiani fumus, aut ig-
noratur quid verum fit, & fcntenym deﬁmtwq _1ufp(:nd1-
tur, aut aliter quam eft humana & infirma fufpicionc con-
jicitur. _

Fourthly, The great alterations which have happened, as
we have fhewn in the firfl Book of this Work, to the Copies
of the Bible fince the firft Originals have been lofbsutterly
deftroy the Proteflants and Socinians Principle, who confult
onely thefe fame Copies of the Bible as we at prefent have
them. If the truth of Religion remain'd wot in the Chyrch,
it would be unfafe to fearch for it at prefent in Bosks which
have been fubject to fo many alrerations, and have in many
things depended wpon the™ pleafure of Tranfcribers ; It s
certain that the Jews, who have writ out thefe Books, have
rook the liberty of adding and leaving out certain letters
according as they thought fit, and yet the fenfe of the Text
often '(/f’pem/r upon thefe lerters ; wherero we may. add the un-
certainty of the Hebrew Grammar, which conld never be

perfeitly reftord fince its leing loff.  This has been ex- .
plaind at large at the end of the firft Book, where we
lave qiven an gccount of the rife and progrefs of the ,?fw;:/ﬁ

Gl'.’?m)?m)‘, -

Befides,
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Befides, the Criticifm we bave made of the chicf Tranfla-
tions of the Bible is an evident proof that it is almoft im-,
Pq];'éz_g to rraqﬂal‘c’ the Ha!)e Scripture, ffpf:ia/éy if we join
herewith the projelt of a new Tranflaticn fet down ar the
beginning of the third Book. Thofe Froteflants without
doubt are either ignorant or prejudicd who affiree that the
Scripture 1s plain of it felf. As they bave laid afide ]
Tradition of the Church, and will acknowledge wo. other
principle of Religion but the Scripture it jézj‘:, rhey were
obliged to Juppele it plain and _/@//'?cchu{ for the f’jﬂ:é/{/?)iz{g
the truth of Faith without any Tradition. -

But if we but confider the conclufions which the Frore.
fants and Socinians draw from the fame principle, we fball
be convincd that their principle is not fo plain as they ima.
gin, fince thefe concluftons are fo different and the one alfo-
lutely denies what the other afirms. -

, gﬂeaa’ of believing with the Proteftants that the fhorreft
and mafl certain way of deciding the queftions of Faithis ro
confult the Foly Scriptures, we fhall on the contrary find in
© this Work thar if we join not Tradition with the Scripture,

we can hardly afirm any thing /or certain in Religion. We
cannot be faid to quit the word of God by joining therewith
the Tradition of the Church, %::ce be who refers us to the
Foly Scriptures has alfo refer'd us to the Church whom be
bas trufled with this holy pledge. :

Before the Law was writ by Mofes the ancient Patriarchs
prefervid their Religion in its purity é)& Tradition onely.
After the Law was writ the Jews always upon difficulties
confulted the Interpreters of this Law; and although they have
too much encreafed their Traditions through feries of time,
we ought not for all that to find fault with thefe fame Tra-
ditions but the men who have been the depofitaries of them.
As for the New Teftament, the Gofpel was eftablifbed in
many Churches before any thing q/; 525 was writ, and ﬁ;f(‘c’

that
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that time S. Yrenzus, Tertullian and the otber firf} Fathers
have not, in their difpates :}gaiaﬂ Hereticks, had reconrfe
fo much to the word of God contained in the Holy Scrip-
tures, as to this fame word which was wot writtew but pre- -
ferv'd in the chief Churches which had been founded by the..
Apofties. , . T

Hben thefe Bzﬂ:fZa: were affembled in Councils they eve-
ry one declar'd the belief of their own Church; fo that this
belief receivd in the firft Churches ferv'd afterwards as a
rule for the explaining of the difficult pZaccfs of the Scr;'pmre.
Wherefore the Fathers of the Council of Trent w.ycl)x or-
daind that no one fhould interpret the Scripture againf?
the common opinion of the Fathers; and this fame Council
made the not written Traditions to"be of equal authority
with the word of God conrain'd in the Holy Scriptures, be-
caufe it fupposd that thofe Traditions which were ot writ
proceeded from our Saviour who communicated them to biy
Apoftles, and from thence they at laft came down to us.

We may call thefe Traditions an abridgment of the Chri.

Stian Religion, which has been (ince the begimning o€ hrifti.
anity in the firfl Churches apart from the Foly Scripture.
By this ancient abridgment of the Chriftian Religion we
oxght to explain the difficulties of the Scripture, as the Pro.
befiants themfelves and amongf? others llyricus and Du Plef.
fis are of cpiniom.  Thus they are obligd to acknowledge the
true TraditXon of the Church, although they affirm the contrary
in their difputes againfi the Catholicks. We can eftablifh
%o umity in Religion without [uppofing this ancient uniforms.
Yy of belief grounded wupon the' common confent of the firft
Apoftolical Churches, and befides we cannot well coﬁfure the
Swcinzans fubtilties but by this means, _

To conclude, altheugh the Cowncil of 'Trent ordain'd thar
we fhould not in interpreting of the Scripture deviate from
“he e){plasznriqns_ of the Fathers, it has not for ad that pro.

' | hibited
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hitited private perfons from fearching out of other expla.
nations of places mor relating to matters of Faith, " We may
on the contrary faj that men wever endeavourd fo much to
Sind out: new interpretations of the Scripture Text as fince
this Counzil, They thougzht not that the Farhers had through.
ly fifted the matter. Wherefore I have made bold to give
my opinion upon their Commentaries in the third Book.
I have obferved both their failures and perfeflions; and
laftly I have examind their Works according to the rales
of Criticifm , becaufe in thafe places there 15 no mention
made of matters of Faith. We however at prefent find
Jome learned perfons who colleCt onely whatever they can
find out of the Fathers Books upon the Scripture, as if the
Fathers bad better fucceeded than the other Interpreters of

the Bible. ' ' ‘
They who fearch after truth it felf without prejudice value
not perfons names nor their antiquity, efpecially in things not
relating to Faith s and it i certain that maft of the Fathers
have not had all the neceflary helps nor time enough to fearch
into the great dyfficulties in the Scripture. The Commen.
taries of the modern Interpreters ought in many places to
be preferr’d before thofe of the ancient ones, and we ought ra-
ther ro fearch for Religion in the Fatbers Interpretations
than literal explanations of the Scripture Text. There are
few who have apply'd themfelves to this fort of ftudy, and
amongft the Latin Fathers there have been mone except
S. Jerom who were capable of duing it. Wherefore for the
carrying on of my defign of obfervigg what I thought was ne-
ceffary for the underflanding of the Scripture, it was con-
venient that I fhould confult the Fewifh Commentaries as
wel as thofe of the Catholick Dollours, that every one might
be inftrulled as well in the method which has bees obferv'd
even to this time in the Synagogue, as in the Churth, for
the explaining of the Holy Scriptures : I have join'd with
(4) 2 ' the
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the latter the Proteflant and Socinian Authours, tothe end
one may profit by their new difcoveries in this ﬁw{y, as the
Fathers beretofore confulted the Greek T rmg/farm{r.r of the
Bible which bad been made by the greateft evemies of the

burch, , _
¢ yBeﬁzfc’s the principles I ave _a/rea‘r{y ebfervd which may
be found in feveral places of this Hiftery, .[cf‘m alirm that.
I have copyd from wo AI(I/’}OI(?"H’/)D has writ before me up-
on any part of this Subjeit, being perfwaded that we have
already but too many Books of all forts, and lut very few
zood ones. . o

For the avoiding this fanlt, and that T might at the fame
time Le ufefull to the Publick, I have carefully read over
the Werks bf the chief Authcurs, who have writ upon the
Criticifm of the Bible, and after having obfervd their faults
for my particular infirutlion 7 thouz bt [ might publifb them,
having no other dqﬁgn but to le -:Jefu// to others; I dare
affirm that I have wanted no neceffary helps for the com-
p!e.zfiirg of this Work. I have had for a Z@ng~ time Withiy
my own powrr 1 great many Books whiclr were /5)'_{3;{/?1.*1’ cut
of the Levant, and are at” prefeut in the Library of the
Fathers of the Oratory of Paris, and befrdes Iaving followed
vo other “employment | I have had leifure cnough to think
upou a U'nr{ of this impartance. I have alfo, through the.
Lelp of my friends, confulted many learned and yudicions
perfons, theredy to kuow their 0pinions upon the greatefl dip-
ﬁl'r'{f}ff'f;-

But afrer all 7 found that no one had /.dz‘bgrfof[uvzng& '
‘fearckd into the Criticilim of the Scripture 5 every one has
commanly [poke according to his prejudices.  The Jews, for
sxample, who confulred onely their Authowrs, have had Lut
avery [lendzr Knswledge bercin | and they have contented
thenfelves wiel admiring what they underficod wot. Ay for
il (Jllriﬂiam; maft f{f the Fathers bave been /()‘ much p'_ff-

judic'd
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judic'd in favour of the ancient Tranflations of the Clm;-c/.r,
that they have wholly negletled the Hebrew Text, befides
that they have not had all the necelfary helps for the tirongl,

examining of what belongs to the Criticifm of the Bible.
As for the Writers of our times, whether Catholicks or
Proteftants, I have feund none who were wl;o/tj: free from
prejudice.  The two Buxtorts, who lave got much reputa-
tion, efpecially among(t the Proteftants, have in moft of their
Works onely fhewn they were biafs'd in favour of the Raj-
bins opinions, without having confulted any other Asthours.
Fatber Morin on the contrary was prejudicd againf? the
Rabbins before he had read them, and under pretence of
defending the ancient Tranflations of the Church, he has
colleted all the proofs be could find to deftroy the originals

of the Bilble. | | . _
There is indeed much more judgment in Ludovicus Capel-
lus’s Criticifm, but as he endeavour'd bardly any thing elfe but
to fiud out the various readings, he has multiplyd them.
H’/.rerefbre I bhave in this Hiftory laid down fome principles
for the ex}j/,-zfn_bzg of feveral varzous re’ading;, without bla-
ming the Tranfcribers for being miftaken in all thofe places.
Befides Capellus bas taken for various readings fome donwn-
right erroars of Tranfcribers, which might be eafily correc-
ted by gocd Copies : Laftly, he bas mot methinks given au-
thority enouzh to the Mafloret, which Las fix'd the way of
reading the Febrew Text of the Bille. - For although the
Jews bave not been infallible in their Mafloret or Criticifm,
we ought &\mr hewever to rejelt or defpife it oncly becaufe
it cemes frem the Jews. s the queflion is about the cu-
fomr of reading, we ought to confult them amongfl wheis
tlis caftom has been prefervd. - But notwithflanding thefe
fasdts and fome cthers which I mention not here, Capellus
his WWork ouzht to be foz'c:{br.'"d before- all cthers wpon this
Subjelt, and aithongh he was -a Proteftant he was. not pre-
! ' ) j'!r?f'.f{“(;"
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judicd in favour of thofe of his Religion. They of Geneva,
Sedan and Leyden oppos'd the ‘Dkf’ft_/.blng‘? of this Book for
ten years together, being perficaded it deftroyd the pria-
ciple of their Religion, and oéﬁg'c{ them to have recourfe
“to the Tradition of the Catholicks. Father Petau, a Fefusr,
Fatber Morin of the Oratory and Father Mcrfcnpus, aM:
-wimme, got the Kings Licence for the printing of it. This
fo alarm’d the Court of Rome that it had almoft _caude"mrz’d
it, it being a thing without precedent that heretical Books
wherein matters of Divinity are treated of, fhould be prin-
ted in France with the King's Licence. Bt Father Morin,
who had helped forward the printing of it, and perbaps had
not forefeen all the confequences, writ to Cardinal Francis
Barberini, zhat they at Rome did Capellus a kindnefs in
condemning bis Criticifm which had created him the hatred
of thofe of his Seil, and that at the fame time they did
the Catholicks injury, who made ufe of this Book to fhew that
the Proteftants have no certain principle of their Religion
having rejebted the Tradition of the Church ; Capellus
kowever never intended to draw this confequence from his

Book. _
Lajtly, Voflius, who could not allow of the igmorance of
fome Proteftants, whom he calls half Yews, sndertook in a
Work for that purpofe to defend the Septuagint Tranflation,
but, under pretence of rejeiling the Mafloret Copies, be bas
Slown into another extream concerning the S?atmgz'n_r, fo that
we may fay there are very few perfons who bave been able to
keep the medium which was neceffary for the Sfinding out of
the truth.  This I have endeavourd to do in this Work, by
preferving as much as ofibly I conld the authority of the
original Hebrew, and Tranflations. I have had no prejudice
either for the Greek, Latin, Hebrew, or any other Langxage.
But I have carefully examin'd according to the rules of Cri-
ticifm the Hebrew Text and all the éaqﬂaz‘iom; and after

having
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having obfervd the various readings, I have fhewn how we
might corretl the Saults in the prefent C?ic’s. SR

If we ought to rejelt the original Hebrew becaufe of the
faults which are therein, we ought alfo for the fame relyfon
to rejelt all the anmcient T rmg[itian: of the Church which
have been made. from the Hebrew, becaufe they are alfo
faulty as well as the Hebrew Text, and confequently we
ought to admit ¢ no Copy of the Scripture; But thefe ex-
treams are very dangerous. '

Origen and S. Jerom, who found many faults in the an-
cient Greek Copies of the Septuagint Tranflation, would wot
for all that rejelt it 5 they endeavonr'd onely to reflore it
according to the common rules of Criticifm. I have follow'd
the example of thefe two great men, and as there bas been .
nothing upon this fubjelt as yet in French, no one ought to
wonder why I make ufe fometimes of certain expreffons which
are not altogether exall Frenchy every art has peculiar
rerms which are in a manner confecrated to it. Thus we
fhall often find in this Work the word Critick, and fome
orher fuch like, which I have been forced to ufe the better to
exprefs my felf according tothe terms of the art I treated of.
Befides perfons who are Scholars are already usd to thefe
terms in our Tongue. Wheu we fpeak, for example, of Ca-
pellus’s Book, printed under the Title of Critica Sacra, and
of the Enghﬂ: Commentaries call’d Critici Sacri,"weﬁ:} in
French La Critique de Capelle, Les Critiques d’Angle-
terre. ' | |

It is alfo to be obfervd that for the making my felf more
wfefull to the world, I ufually fet down the Teftimonies.of
the Authours I make ufe of in abridgment onely and accor-
ding to the fenfe, there being nothing more tedious than
long quotations of paffages where, fometimes there are onely.
frue or fix words which are meceffary. 1 defign'd omely in
this Work to fpeak many things in few words, an{/ ‘tf’;af.ngy- |

_ - Crtaruns
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citations might be of greater credit I have put at the end
of the Book a Catalogue of the Anthours I have quoted which
are not well known.

But I have fpoke enaugh of the defign and profit of t/;};;
Work, I am now onely to defire thofe who will take the pains

to reade ‘it carefully, to tell me charirably of my faults, to |

the end that I may profit by their admonitions. It is bur
reafonable that after baving criticisd upon fo many Authours

I fbould fubmit my felf to the cenfure of others.






