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PREFACE

T' IS the purpose of the present volume to show
that intelligent Christians have a reasonable
ground for concluding that the text of the Old

Testament which we have 1s substantially correct,
and that, in 1ts true and obvious meaning, it has a
right to be considered a part of the “infallible rule of
faith and practice” that we have in the Holy Scrip-
tures.

I have not gone into a discussion of miracles and
prophecy, either as to their possibility or as to their
actuality. All believers in the incarnation and the
resurrection must accept this possibility and this ac-
tuality. I seek rather to show that, so far as anyone
knows, the Old Testament can be and is just what
the authors claimed it to be, and what the Christ and
the New Testament writers thought it to be. The

theory of kengsis, so far as it affects the Lord’s knowl-
edge of the Old Testament, is, I hope, shown to be
unnecessary, because the facts and the evidence bear-
ing upon the Old Testament support the testimony of
Jesus.

I have not said much about the chronology and the
geography of the Old Testament, because in neither
of these two departments of history are the facts and

the evidence sufficiently well established to give us re-
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PRrEFACE

liable testimony upon the details of the Biblical rec-
ords as they bear upon these two important subjects.
As to the first chapters of Genesis, the extra-
Biblical sources now known show that before the time
of Abraham the minds of men were much occupied
with the origin of the universe; and also, that the
account in Genesis is the only one which is clearly
monotheistic, and that it is incomparably superior in
rationality to the ten or more accounts from Egypt
and Babylonia. The Babylonian account of the flood
confirms the probability that the Biblical records de-
scribe a real historical occurrence and, as Professor
Sayce said long ago, shows by its similar combination
of the so-called J and P documents of the Pentateuch
that the radical hypothesis of the post-captivity com-
position of the Biblical record of the deluge is abso-
lutely contrary to the facts. The time, the extent,
and many of the circumstances of the flood are still
debatable; but that there was a flood before the time
of Abraham and that the Genesis account of it is cor-
rect is abundantly supported in substance by the evi-
dence of the eleventh tablet of the Babylonian record.
The method followed may be called the evidential
method; because I have sought to follow the Laws
of Evidence as applied to documents admitted in our
courts of law. I presume that the prima facie evi-
dence of the documents of the Old Testament is to be
received as true until it shall have been proved false.
I hold, further, that the evidence of manuscripts and
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versions and of the Egyptian, Babylonian and other
documents outside the Bible confirms the prima facie
evidence of the Biblical documents 1n general both as
to text and meaning; and that this text and meaning
cannot be corrected or changed simply in order to be
brought into harmony with the opinions of men of
our generation. To demand that we should verify
every statement of any ancient document (or modern
for that matter) before we can reasonably believe it,
is demanding the impossible. The most that we can
reasonably require is that the author of the document
and the document itself shall stand the test of veracity
wherever their statements can be examined in the light
of other testimony of the same age and provenance
and of equal veracity Examined in this way, I con-
tend that our text of the Old Testament is presump-
tively correct, that its meaning is on the whole clear and
trustworthy, and that we can as theists and Christians
conscientiously and reasonably believe that the Old
Testament as we have it is what it purports to be and
what Christ and the apostles thought it to be, and what
all churches have always declared it to be—the Word
of God and the infallible rule of faith and practice.
In the title I use the phrase “Scientific Investigation,”
because I am trying to judge the Old Testament docu-
ments in the light of the facts made known in the
documents of the nations who surrounded and in-
fluenced the people of Israel through all its history
from Abraham to Ezra. Again, I have ventured to
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use the term scientific, not merely because these con-
clusions are based on knowledge, but because, after the
introductory pages, I have presented the evidence in an
orderly manner, treating of text, grammar, vocabulary,
and history in what I consider to be a logical sequence.
The results of some of my investigations, such as those
of the foreign words in the Hebrew of the Old Testa-
ment, and of the religion of Israel, have not yet been
{ully published. If it please the Lord to spare my life
and grant me health I hope in the future to publish the
results of my labors on these and other subjects.

It may help the less learned of my readers if I ex-
plain why I have given so much space to the discus-
sion of text, grammar, and vocabulary.

As to the text, or written form, of the documents
of the Old Testament, as they issued from their au-
thors, it is obvious that, if we do not have exact copies
of the original writings, it will be impossible for us to
be sure that we have the very words of the prophets
who wrote or approved these writings. In my dis-
cussion of the text, therefore, it is my endeavor to
show from the evidence of manuscripts, versions, and
the inscriptions, that we are scientifically certain that
we have substantially the same text that was in the
possession of Christ and the apostles and, so far as
anybody knows, the same as that written by the origi-
nal composers of the Old Testament documents.

(8]
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As to grammar, since the critics date the documents
of the Old Testament largely by the forms and syntac-
tical constructions of the language, it 1s necessary to
show that these forms and constructions are irrelevant
as evidence of the time at which a document was writ-
ten.

As to vocabulary, since all the commentaries and n-
troductions to the Old Testament in general, or to
particular books or documents of the Old Testament,
are full of conclusions based upon the origin, or mean-
ing of the Hebrew words, both as to the time, place,
authorship and meaning of these books and docu-
ments, it is necessary to investigate the history of the
Hebrew language and of the particular words pro-
duced in evidence, in order to see whether these words
really prove what they are alleged to prove, with re-
gard to the origin and contents of the books and docu-
ments.

Perhaps at this point it will be well also to give a
statement of the conservative and radical views as to
the time of the composition of the books of the Old
Testament.

The radicals claim, in general, that the Canon was
not completed till about 100 B. C., and in particular:

1. That the first six books, that is, the Pentateuch
and Joshua, were composed by at least a dozen re-
dactors out of five or more other books (J, E, D, H,
and P), which were written from 900 to 450 B. C.;
although, with the exception of Ezra, the authors and
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redactors of these five books are alike unknown to
history, either as to name, time or provenance. The
sources of their information are also unknown to his-
toty, and consequently no one can rely upon the ve-
racity of any statement in the Hexateuch. The books
of Moses are simply a mythical and confused account
of the origin of the people and institutions of Israel.

2. That the book of Judges is “hardly strictly his-
tory,” but “probably traditions preserved among the
individual tribes”; and that it was put in its present
form “by a hand dependent on P,” i. e., after 450
B. C. Most of the critics now admit that the larger
part of the books of Samuel and Kings is from origi-
nal sources written at the time of, or shortly after, the
events recorded in them. Ruth and Esther are ro-
mances, idylls, or historical novels. Chronicles, Ezra,
and Nehemiah have some historical matter; the rest
was invented for one purpose or another, mostly to
exalt the priestly caste.

3. As to Hosea, Amos, Obadiah, Nahum, Habak-
kuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Malachi, Ezekiel, and most
of Jeremiah, the conclusions of the radical critics as
to authorship and date are not very different from
those of the conservatives. Jonah and Joel are placed
after the captivity; Micah and Zechariah are divided
into three parts and scattered over three or more cen-
turies. Isaiah has a dozen or more authors, scattered
over four centuries. In all the books anything looking
like a prediction is ruthlessly cut out and attributed to

[10]
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some unknown redactor of an age at, or after, the
event. Daniel, because of its apocalypses, is placed
about the middle of the second century B. C.

4. As to the other books, the radical critics are
united in declaring that the Lamentations was not
written by Jeremiah, nor the Proverbs, Ecclesiastes
and the Song of Songs by Solomon. Some parts of
Proverbs and all of Ecclesiastes are by many assigned
to Persian or Greek times. As to the Psalms, most of
the critics now deny that David wrote any of them,
and many critics put the Psalms after the captivity and
assign many of them to Maccabean times. Job is gen-
erally assigned to the sixth century B. C.

On the other hand, the conservative position is, in
general, that the Canon of the books of the Old Tes-
tament was completed in the fifth century B. C,, before
the succession of the prophets ceased. As to the par-
ticular portions of the Old Testament, their view is:

1. That the Pentateuch as it stands is historical and
from the time of Moses; and that Moses was its real
author, though it may have been revised and edited by
Iater redactors, the additions being just as much in-
spired and as true as the rest.

2. That Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel, and Kings
were composed from original and trustworthy sources;
though, in the case at least of Kings, they were not
completed till about 575 B. C.

3. That the prophets Hosea, Joel, Amos, Jonah,
Micah, and Isaiah were all written about or before
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700 B. C.;: Obadiah, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zeph-
aniah before 600 B. C.; Jeremiah, Lamentations, and
Ezekiel, between 650 and 550 B. C.; Daniel, Haggai
and Zechariah between 550 and 500 B. C.; and Mala-
chi in the fifth century B. C.

4. That there is good and sufficient reason for con-
cluding that the headings of the Psalms are as a whole
correct; that it is probable that all of the Psalms were
written before 400 B. C.; that Ecclesiastes and the
Song of Songs and most of the book of Proverbs
may, for all we know, have been written by Solomon;
that Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles were
written before 400 B. C.; and Job at 550 B. C., or
earlier,

In conclusion, let me reiterate my conviction that
no one knows enough to show that the true text of the
Old Testament in its true interpretation is not true.
The evidence in our possession has convinced me that
at “sundry times and in divers manners God spake
unto our fathers through the prophets,” that the Old
Testament in Hebrew “being immediately inspired by
God” has “by his singular care and providence been
kept pure in all ages”; and that, when the wisdom of
men and the law of God had alike failed to save hu-
manity, in the fullness of time, when all the prepara-
tion was complete, God sent forth His Son to confound
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the wisdom of man and to redeem those who come
under the Law. Thank God for the Holy Oracles.
Thank Him yet more for “the unspeakable gift” of
His love, who brought life and immortality to light in
His gospel.

These studies originally appeared in The Princeton Theological
Rewvew for 1919, arfd after t}{]arouyh revssion, with the addition of
much new materal, are now published in this permanent form.

[13]






CONTENTS

CHAPYER PAGE
I. TaE METHOD OF THE INVESTIGATION .. 19

II. THE EVIDENCE: TEXT .cveeeeeneanns 65
III. THE EVIDENCE: GRAMMAR .......... 105
IV. TaE EVIDENCE. VOCABULARY ........ 125
V. Tag EviDENCE® HISTORY ........... 167
VI. TaE EVIDENCE: RELIGION ........... 207
VII. CONCLUSION ....cecevenenennnnanens 213

GLOSSARY AND LisT OF ABBREVIATIONS . 217

[15]






I
THE, METHOD OF THE INVESTIGATION

N THE common law of England, which is fol-
lowed in most of our American commonwealths,
the presumption is that the accused is innocent of

an alleged crime until he shall have been proven guilty.
It may be called the evidential system of jurisprudence.
In contradistinction to this is the inquisitorial system
in which the accused is supposed to be guilty unless he
can establish his innocence. ‘These two systems have
their followers when we leave the forum of legal
combat and enter that of Biblical literature and his-
tory. ‘Those who pursue the inquisitorial method
accuse the authors of the Old Testament books of
anachronisms, inconsistencies, frauds, forgeries, and
false statements, and boldly defy anyone to disprove
their accusations. The would-be defenders of the
authors are very much in the position of a man who
would have defended a friend in the clutches of the
Spanish inquisition.? He could not gain access to the
accused and thé accused had no means of communicat-
ing with him, except through the inquisitors them-
selves. So, Moses and Isaiah and Jonah are unable
to communicate with us who would defend them;

B;’ISee Emil Reich: The Failure of the Higher Criticism of the
ible.
[19]



AN InvEsTIGATION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

and those who accuse them, or their works, of mis-
statements and falsehoods wrest their words, stigma-
tize their motives, assume that their own opinions are
testimony, and declare a verdict of guilty. They de-
nounce as unscientific any attempt on the part of the
defenders to establish the truthfulness and harmoni-
ousness of the documents. They set themselves up
as accusers, witnesses, jury and judges, and call un-
scholarly and traditional (word of scorn!) all who
refuse to accept their verdict. They cry aloud: To
the auto da fé with the book and with all the defend-
ers thereof |

ExaMmpLEs oF CriTIiCAL METHODS
GENESIS XIV

One of the most outstanding examples of the in-
quisitorial method of criticism is Gen. xiv, where we
have the account of the expedition of Chedorlaomer
against the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah. Of this
expedition and of the defeat of it by Abraham, Well-
hausen says, that they “are simply impossibilities.”
When it is shown that the kings of Babylonia had
made similar expeditions as far as the Mediterranean
in the time of Lugal-zaggizi and Sargon the First (cir,
3000 B. C.),* and in the time of Hammurabi (2000
B. C.),® and that in the time of Hammurabi, there

2 King, A Hustory of Sumer and Akkad, 197, 360.
8 Jeremias: The Old Testament in the Light of the Ancient
East, 1. 317, 322
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were kings with the names of Arioch, Tidal, and with
at least the first part of the name Chedorlaomer,*
that a man with the name of Abram is mentioned as
early as 1950 B. C.,° the critics reply that some un-
known Jewish archaologist of some time between 900
and 300 B. C., who happened to be in Babylon, con-
cocted this little story in glorification of Abraham and
succeeded in inducing Ezra and Nehemiah, or some
later Jewish authorities before 280 B. C. (when the
Septuagint translation was made),® to accept the
fabrication as fact and to embody it among the
archives of the Jewish people, by whom it has ever
since been considered to be authoritative history.

In favor of the historical character of this narra-
tive we have the evidence that it suits the time and
the place, that the names of some of the principal
actors are known to be names of persons living in the
time of Hammurabi, that the names of the three
kings confederated with Chedorlaomer have been
identified as kings of the time of Hammurabi, that
Elam had at that time and never afterwards the
hegemony of Western Asia, that expeditions of the

+E. g Kudur-Mabug, and Kudur-Nahundu See King: The
Letters and Inscriptions of Hammurabs, I LV.

5 See able discussions of Gen xiv in Clay Light on the Old
Testament from Babel, 125-143, and Pmnches. The Old Testa-
ment wn the Light of the Historical Records of Assyria and
Babyloma, p. 148.

¢ Or, probably, before 400 B C, the latest date at which the
Samaritans could have acquired their copy of the Pentateuch.
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kind were common from 4000 B C. to the time of
the Persians and that oriental armies have again and
again been put to flight by a sudden attack of
inferior forces.”

Against the historical character of this narrative
we have the assertion of Wellhausen and other critics
of our times (only about 4,000 years after the sup-
posed expedition!) that the expedition was “simply
impossible,” and that it 1s probable that the account
may have been fabricated (or forged) by some per-
son unknown, at some time unknown, in some way
unknown, and accepted as true history by some per-
sons unknown, at some time unknown, for reasons
unknown. Not one item of evidence in the way of
time, place, logic, psychology, language, or customs,
has been produced agamst the truthworthiness of the
document. The prima facie evidence is supported by
the circumstantial evidence. But a German professor
says it is “simply impossible”; English followers
echo “simply impossible,” and the Americans echo
again “simply impossible.”” And this assertion of
simply impossible is called an “assured result of scien-
tific criticism” ! ®

7See Reich: Loc cit, p. 81, Sayce PSBA, 1918, and Pilter
PSBA, XXXV. 205-216.

8 The evidence on Gen. xiv will be found in Hommel: The
Ancient Hebrew Tradition, pp. 146-200; Albert T. Clay: Light
on the Old Testament from Babel, pp. 125-143; Alfred Jeremias:
The Old Testament in the Laght of the Ancient East, pp. 314-
324; Pinches: The Old Testament, etc.; King: The Letters and

[22]
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THE LAW OF HOLINESS

In contradistinction to the inquisitorial method is
that which presumes a man to be innocent until he
is proven guilty. As applied to documents it proceeds
on the presumption that a document is to be pre-
sumed to be what it purports to be until it shall be
proven that it is not. Thus the presumption is that
the so-called Law of Holmess (Lev. xvii-xxvi) was
the work of Moses, because seventeen times in these
chapters it is said that Jehovah spake unto Moses say-
ing what is in the following section, and because the
Law begins with the statement “Jehovah spake unto
Moses saying: Speak unto Aaron and unto his sons
and unto all the children of Israel, and say unto them:
This is the thing which Jehovah hath commanded,”
and ends with the subscription (xxvi. 46): ‘“These
are the statutes and ordinances and laws, which Je-
hovah made between him and the children of Israel
in Mount Sinai by Moses.” The superscription and the
subscription mention the place, subject-matter, orig-
inal speaker, mediators, and persons addressed. The,
contents of the chapters seem to substantiate the
claim of the superscription and subscription.

The issue, then, is clearly drawn. Anyone who

Inscriptions of Hammurabi, I. pp 49 ff, III. 68 £, 6-11, 237,
Schorr: Urkunden des Alt-babylontschen Ziml-und-Prozesrechis,
pp. 589, 591, 595, 612; Pilter: Proceedings of the Society of
Biblical Archeology, for 1913 and 1914; and many discussions
by Professor Sayce.

[23]
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successfully assails the veracity of this document
must prove either that there is no Jehovah, or that
He cannot address or speak to man, or that there was
no Moses or Aaron, or that Jehovah did not speak
to Moses, or that there were no children of Israel at
that time, or that the laws were not given at Sinai.
Its veracity cannot be directly assailed by an attack
on its language for the document does not say that
it was originally written in Hebrew. Nor would it
prove its non-existence to show that it was not men-
tioned,” nor observed for four hundred or a thou-
sand years after it was written; nor even to show
that before the time of Ezra its injunctions were
broken and the very opposite of them obeyed. Nor
would it show that the document as a whole was not
from Moses, if it could be demonstrated that certain
parts of it were not from him, the critics themselves
being witnesses; for they all claim that there are
interpolations in Amos and Jeremiah while uphold-
ing their genuineness as a whole.** Nor would it show
that the Law of Holimess was not given by Moses, if
it could be proven that he did not write it with his
own hand.* Nor would it prove that Moses was not

9 The code of Hammurabi 1s not mentioned in any known docu-
ment, except in the code itself. Outside of the Zadokite Frag-
ments, there is no evidence for the existence of the Zadokite sect,
nor for the practice of their laws

10 Compare the last section of the Gospel of Mark

11 The critics reterate the statement that it 1s not said in the
Pentateuch that Moses wrote any of 1t except the curse onm

[24]
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the author of the Law of Holiness to affirm that the
same kind of argument which has been used with
regard to it would prove also that Moses was the
author of the Law of the Covenant in Ex. xx-xxiv,
and of Deuteronomy and of the other documents of
the Pentateuch, and that ¢hey could not have had the

Amalek, the Ten Commandments and certain other portions, as
1f this were an unanswerable argument against the Mosaic author-
ship of the Law. Is one to allege, then, that Hammurab: cannot
be called the author of the code named after him, unless, for-
sooth, he inscribed it with his own hand? And yet the monu-
ment expressly ascribes itself to Hammurabi i the words of the
epilogue (Col. xl1. 59-67) . “In the days that are yet to come,
for all future times, may the king who is in the land observe the
words of righteousness which I have written upon my monu-
ment.” Or, is Sennacherib not to be called the author of
Cylinder No. 103,000, unless he himself mscribed it? Yet it
begins with his name and titles and 1s full of his words and deeds
recorded in the first person, singular number. “I fashioned a
memorial tablet,” “I set it up,” “I flayed Kirua,” “I sent my
troops.” It 1s all I, I, I, my, my, my, from beginning to end;
and yet, it is certain that he never wrote a2 word of it with his
own hand Or, is Darius Hystaspis not the author of the Behi-
stun Inscription, whose sentences are largely in the third person
and of which nearly every section begins with “Thus saith Darmus
the king”? What a subject for the pamnter’s brush! Darius, the
Persian Achzmenid, king of Babylon and of the lands, king of
Upper and Lower Egypt, sitting on a scaffolding, his chisel in
his left hand and his mallet i his right, cutting into the imperish-
able rock the record of his achievements by the grace of Ahura-
mazda! And how about Thothmes I and IIT, and Rameses II,
IIT and XIII, and Shishak, and Tiglath-Pileser I and III, and
Nebuchadnezzar I and II, and others, whose numerous and
lengthy records have been preserved? Are we to suppose that
Moses cannot have recorded his thoughts and words and deeds
just in the same way that his predecessors, contemporaries, and
successors, did?

[25]
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same author. For if Jehovah was really the source
of all the laws as the documents state, then any ap-
parent inconsistencies between the codes must be
possible to harmonize or must be due to errors of
transmission, or, at least, will be no more agamnst the
consistency of the laws, if they were all written dur-
ing Moses’ lifetime than if they were uttered at
widely separated periods of time. And if they were
all the production of Moses, and he merely attributed
them to Jehovah, this would simply remove the onus
of the alleged inconsistencies from the shoulders of
Ezra and the later Jews and place it upon the back
of Moses. Why must we suppose that Moses would
have avoided all inconsistencies, but that Ezra and all
the numerous unknown but cunning redactors who
are alleged to have composed the Pentateuch should
have retained or inserted them? It is passing
strange, also, that the Pharisees and Rabbis who tried
to observe fully all the laws of the Pentateuch and
actually thought they were doing so, should have
failed to find in them those inconsistencies which to
the modern critic seem so numerous and incompre-
hensible and irreconcilable.

Nor is there anything in The Law of Holiness that
may not have been written 1,500 years before Christ
as well as 500 years before. Indeed, we can scarcely
conceive of a human society so ignorant as not to
have understood all of its injunctions. No lawyer is
needed to explain its simple, clear, and concise lan-

[26]
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guage; and it is concerned with every day matters,
such as the shedding of blood, the relation of the
sexes, and duties to parents, strangers, and God.*?
Nor can it be shown that there are any geograph-
ical or archaological references in the Law of Holi-
ness that are unsuitable to the age of Moses. Nor
can it be shown that the ideas of Holiness are such
as could not have been known to Moses, or that they
are so different from the ideas of JE, D and P as
that they could not all have proceeded from the fer-
tile brain of one man and age.®* Where the ideas of

12 The following is an analysis of the Law of Holiness: xvi,
the day of atonement, xvi, laws concerning blood; xvui, laws
of mncest and lust, xix, xx, laws of holy living such as fearing
parents (xix. 3), rejecting i1dols (vs. 4), offering acceptable peace
offerings (5-8), helping the poor (9, 10), forbidding stealing
and lymg and profanity (11, 12), defrauding the workingman
(13), myuring the deformed (14), perverting judgment (15),
being a talebearer or hater of neighbors (16, 17), vengeance
(18), mingling of cattle, seed or textiles (19), fornication (20-
22), eating of holy fruit (23-25), or blood (26), practising magic
(26), or mutilation (27, 28), or prostitution (29), profaning the
Sabbath or the sanctuary (30), defiling themselves with familiar
spirits, etc. (31), dishonoring the aged and stranger (32), and
falsifying the weights and measures (35, 36), giving seed to
Moloch (xx. 1-5), wizards (6), cursing parents (9), adultery
(10-21); =xxi and xxu, laws concerning holiness of priests;
xxiii, the feasts; xxiv, xxv, various laws such as that concern-
ing the o1l and the lamp (1-4), the shew-bread (5-9), blasphemy
(10-16), and the lex tahoms (17-22); xxvi, epilogue

18 The reader will understand that the critics divide the first
six books of the Bible (called the Hexateuch) imto five prmncipal
documents; the Deuteronomyst document 1s denoted by D, the
one using Jehovah as the name of God, by J; the one usmng
Elohmm by E; the priestly document by P; and the Law of
Holiness by H. JE is employed for the portions where J and E
are inextricably intertwined.

[27]



AN InvesricatrioNn oF THE Orp TESTAMENT

the different documents are the same and are ex-
pressed in the same language, they may of course have
been by the same author. Where the ideas differ in
phraseology but are substantially the same, this is
also no indication of different authorship.** Where
the subjects are the same and the ideas expressed
differ, the author may have changed his mind, or he
may have had different circumstances and conditions
in view. Mohammed changed his views on marriage
and other subjects and he changed the laws to suit
his changing views. The condition of the Muslim
changed after he went to Medina and especially after
he set out to conquer the world; so, he began to make
new laws for his anticipated empire.

Nor, finally, is the language such as would indicate
a time inconsistent with that of Moses. To be sure,
there are in this particular document words and
phrases which occur seldom, or never, elsewhere. But
this is no proof of age or authorship but simply of
subject, aim, and method. Nowhere else in the Old
Testament is this subject of holiness treated of fully.
The aim of the writer is to secure the holiness of the
people and he bases this holiness upon the holiness of
God. Hence the frequent use of the phrases: “I Je-
hovah am holy,” “I am Jehovah,” and “I am Jeho-
vah which sanctify you.” Since this holiness was to

14 Thus in the Koran, Mohammed refers five different times to
the means by which Sodom and Gomorrah were destroyed. In
two cases only 1s the language the same.

[28]



TaE METHOD OF THE INVESTIGATION

be secured by obeying Jehovah's law, we have the
frequent injunction to walk in, or to observe and do,
the statutes and judgments of Jehovah; and the
threats of God’s setting his face against them and of
their even bearing their own sins and being excom-
municated if they profaned his name, sanctuary, or
sabbaths. As to words occurring in this passage
alone, or infrequently elsewhere, this is characteristic
of every document and almost of every chapter of
the Old Testament.® As to the claim that certain
technical expressions'® indicate a different author or
age from that of the other documents of the Penta-
teuch, it is an assertion entirely unsupported by direct
evidence and contrary to analogy.” That in the Law
of Holiness the word for man should be repeated in
the protasis in the sense of “whoever” ** and that
this phrase should occur eleven times in H and three
times in P but not at all in JE or D is to be accounted
for partly by the fact that JE and D are mostly in
the second person and H and P in the third. Fur-
ther, it is not clear that the idea of “whoever” as ex-
pressed by the repetition of the word for man is

18 See page 134 f.

16 Such as “mw, At and Amy (LOT, 49)

17 Thus the omen texts (or laws) published by Dennefeld
(Babylonisch-Assyrische Geburis-Omina, Leipzig, 1914), have
eleven words not found elsewhere to denote parts of the_human
body and about twenty other new words, or new meanings of
words.

1B Bt
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exactly the same as that expressed by other words and
combinations. And lastly analogy shows that such
variations are no necessary indication of different
author or date.*®

We have thus shown that in the peculiarities of H
there is nothing opposed to its Mosaic authorship.
But how about its authorship by another than Moses?
Is it likely that a forger of a document would, scores
of times, use phrases that occurred seldom, if ever,
in the documents recognized as having been written
by the author whose works he was imitating? Would
not the perpetrator of a pseudepigraph, intended to be
accredited as a genuine work of the author whose
name was falsely attached to it, have had the prudence
or common sense to avoid as far as possible all in-
dications of recognizable variations from the acknowl-
edged originals of the man whose name he had at-
tached? To attempt to prove a forgery by showing
the alleged writer never existed, or that the dates of

19 Thus in Dennefeld’s Geburis-Oming there are five different
ways of expressing the idea of “the one” and “the other.” See
his introduction, pages 22, 23. The above remarks are based on
the peculiarities of H as given in Dr. Driver’s Literature of the
Old Testament, pp. 49, 50. The same arguments which LOT
uses to disprove the unity of the Pentateuch would disprove the
unity of the Koran. We have in Mohammed’s great work the
same variety in the use of the names for God, duplicates, syno-
nyms, contradictions, hapar legomena, and peculiar or favorite
expressions. And yet all admit the unity of authorship of the
Koran! See my article in PTR for 1919 on The Use of “God”
and “Lord” in the Koran.
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events, and peculiarities of language are wrong, is
fair and according to the law of evidence;*® but to
expect us to believe that the forger of a document
which was designed to be accepted as genuine should
have made its language differ repeatedly, obtrusively
and unnecessarily from that of another document by
the author whom he is trying to imitate or personate,
is contrary to common sense as well as to common,
law.

Laws 1N THE PENTATEUCH
ASCRIPTIONS

With regard to the remaining portions of the
Pentateuch there is a stronge presumption that they
are the work of Moses; for we find that the collec-
tions of laws, however great or small these collections
may be and whatever their subject-matter, are in the
E document attributed invariably to Moses. The so-
called Code of the Covenant in Ex. xix-xxiv says in
the prologue that Moses went up unto God in Mount
Sinai and that the Lord said unto him: ‘“These are
the words which thou shalt speak unto the Children
of Israel” (xix. 2-6). So ‘“Moses went down unto
the people and spake unto them” (xix. 25) the words
of chapter xx and the judgments of xxi-xxiii. Then
in chapter xxiv we are told that Moses told the people

20 Compare Bentley’s great argument against the genuineness
of the Epistles of Phalaris in his Dissertations Upon the Epistles

of Phalaris.
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all the words of the Lord and all the judgments (vs.
3) and Moses wrote all the words of the Lord (vs.
4) and afterwards read the book of the covenant in
the audience of the people; and they said, “All that
the Lord hath said will we do, and be obedient”
(vs. 7).

Tn like manner the book of Deuteronomy is again
and again ascribed to Moses. Thus it begins: These
be the words which Moses spake unto all Israel on
the banks of Jordan in the wilderness of the Arabah
in the land of Moab (vs. 1-5). Again, in the epilogue
in xxix. 1, it is said: These are the words of the
covenant which the Lord commanded Moses to make
with the children of Israel in the land of Moab, be-
sides (i.e., apart from, or in addition to) the cove-
nants which he made with them in Horeb.*

In P also the larger portions and the individual laws
claim Moses as their author. Thus, the offering for
the tabernacle and its plan were commanded by God
to the people through Moses (Ex. xxv. 1, 9 f., xxix.
42, 43). So also with the laws of offering, Lev. i. 1,
2, vii. 37, 38; of the consecration of the priests, Lev.
wiii. 1, 5, 25, 36; of unclean food, Lev. xi. 1, 46, 47;

21In Deut iv 1, we read: “Hear O Israel,” where Moses is
represented as the speaker In v. 1, Moses “called all Israel and
saild unto them.” In xxvi. 1, 11, Moses “commanded the
people” In xxxi 1, Moses “went and spake to the people.” In
xxx1 24, it 1s said that “Moses made an end of writing the words
of the 1law upon a book.” Compare also, xxxii. 44, 45, and
xxxun 1
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of leprosy, Lev. xiii. 1, xiv. 54-57; and, in short, of
all the other laws of the Pentateuch.

Now, with regard to any one in particular of these
codes and laws, we do not see how any living man
can have the assurance, the assumption of an impos-
sible knowledge, to assert that it may not have been,
as it claims to be, the work of Moses. Language,
subject-matter, and circumstances, all favor the claim
of each particular section to have been what it pro-
fesses to be. It is only by resorting to what we deem
an unjustifiable method of procedure that any case
can be made out on behalf of the deniers of Mosaic
authorship. This method in based on the presump-
tion that the documents are forgeries and that the
writers were guilty of false statements as to the time
and place and authors of the documents. Being
utterly unable to substantiate these charges by direct
evidence bearing on the separate documents, these
deniers of Mosaic authorship resort to two expedients.
They charge, first, that some of the documents con-
tain numerous unnecessary repetitions, and that these
repetitions are often incongruous; secondly, that
these incongruities result from the fact that the docu-
ments represent widely different periods of develop-
ment in the history of Israel.

REPETTTIONS
Taking up these charges in order, it is admitted
that there ‘are numerous repetitions of laws bearing
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on the same subject, but it is denied that the repeti-
tions prove that Moses was not the author. Every
great teacher repeats. Every great reformer repeats.
Witness Paul on the resurrection and on salvation by
faith. Witness Mohammed on the unity of God and
the condemnation of unbelievers.?* The duality, or
multiplicity, of authors cannot, then, be proven by the
mere fact of repetitions * Nor can it be argued from
the fact that we cannot see the sense, or the reason,
for the repetitions. Nor can it be argued from the
fact that the repetitions are exactly alike, nor from
the fact that they differ. Nor can diversity of author-
ship be argued from the fact that similar events are
recorded as having occurred in the life of the same
or different persons.*

To be sure, the critics make much of their inability
to account satisfactorily to themselves for many of the
differences and even adduce their ignorance of the
reasons for them as if it were evidence against Mosaic
authorship. And yet, good and sufficient reasons for
most persons are evident in some of the repetitions.
For example, take the laws with regard to the altar.

22 Fvery sura of the Koran begins with the words: “in the
name of the merciful and gracious God”; out of 114 suras 77
condemn the unbelievers by name and most of the others by
implication.

23In the Koran, there are scores of parallels.

24 All history and romance are full of such repetitions. He-
rodotus records several similar attacks on Athens by the Pisis~
tratidae and two or more expeditions of the Persians against Greece.
{Cxsar twice says that he built a bridge over the Rhine and that
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Might not Moses (or at least Jehovah) have foreseen
that it would be several hundred years before the wor-
ship at the central sanctuary could be established and
that even afterward the union of the tribes might be
disrupted, so that men like Elijah might not be able to
go to the central altar to sacrifice even when they
would? Could a God, or a law-giver, who provided
for a second passover for those who could not attend
the first, and permitted a pair of turtle doves, or even
a handful of flour (a bloodless offering) to be given
by those who were too poor to present a kid, not be
expected to authorize an altar for special cases and
circumstances P*®

INCONGRUITIES

The second charge is that there are in the Penta-
teuch at least five principal documents representing
different periods of time and different points of view;
and that these differences of aim and time account
for the alleged incongruties of the works attributed
to Moses and exclude the possibility of Mosaic author-
ship. This charge is based upon the assumptions:
(a) that Deuteronomy (D) was written in, or shortly
before, 621 B. C.; (b) that the real, or alleged, incon-
gruities between the parts of the Pentateuch can be
explained only by assuming a wide difference of date

he sailed twice against Britain. Don Quixote and Don Ceesar
are full of repetitions. Everyone’s life is full of them. So was
that of Abraham; so was that of Moses.

26 Cf. 1 K iii. 2, 3.
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in the time of their composition and a series of for-
geries on the part of their authors,

(2) DATE OF DEUTERONOMY

For the assumption that Deuteronomy was written
in, or shortly before, 621 B. C. there is absolutely
no direct evidence. The testimony of Deuteronomy
itself is that it was given by Moses in the plains of
Moab. The passage in 2 Kings xxii-xxiii ascribes it
to Moses (xxiii. 25). Josiah attributes the wrath of
Jehovah to the fact that the fathers had not hearkened
to the words of the book that had just been found
and read before him (xxii. 8-13). Huldah, the
prophetess, represents Jehovah as saying, I will bring
upon this place all the words of the book which the
king of Judah hath read (xxii. 16). The elders of
Judah and of Jerusalem, and the king, and all the men
of Judah and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and
the priests, and the prophets, and all the people, both
small and great heard the words of the book of the
covenant which was found in the house of the Lord
and covenanted to perform the words of the covenant
that were written in this book (xxiii. 1-3). Although
the book of Deuteronomy contains laws affecting the
king (xvii. 14 {.) and the prophets (xviii. 15 f.) and
the priests (xviii. 1 f.), and although it must be
admitted that kings and prophets and priests had
existed in unbroken succession from the time of
Samuel down to the time of Josiah, and that the

[36]



TaE METHOD OF THE INVESTIGATION

kings and prophets and priests must have had the‘
customary laws and regulations, yet no protest against
the genuineness and authenticity of the new]y-dlsj/
covered book was made by king, or prophet, or priest.
All accepted it as authoritative, and proceeded to carry
its injunctions into execution (xxiii. 1-25).

Against this evidence of the documents themselves,
the critics make the charge that the writers of the
sources of 2 Kings xxii-xxiii (that is “the book of
the Chronicles of the kings of Judah,” cf. xxii. 28),
the composers of the books of Kings and Chronicles,
and Hilkiah the high priest, Shaphan the scribe,
Huldah the prophetess, and Jeremiah the prophet,
were either forgers or dupes; and that Deuteronomy
was not a work of Moses at all, but a composite work
of an unknown author put together or at least pro-
mulgated for the purpose of deceiving the people into
the acceptance of a greaf reform in worship. The
kernel of this reform is affirmed to be the confining
of the worship to the central sanctuary at Jerusalem.
To be sure the book of Deuteronomy says nothing
expressly about Jerusalem. Huldah, also, does not
mention it as a central sanctuary (2 Kings xxii. 15-
20). The king and people, including prophets, priests,
and scribes, do mnot specifically mention a central
sanctuary in their covenant with Jehovah (xxiii. 3).
Jerusalem itself is mentioned, it is true, in xxiii. 23,
as the place where the passover was held; but ac-
cording to the books of Kings, the temple at Jerusalem
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was to be the dwelling place of Jehovah (1 Kings viii.
29, ix. 3), in accordance with the promise made by
God through Nathan to David (2 Sam. vii. 13).
Jeremiah, who prophesied in the days of Josiah,
speaks not merely of the fact that Jehovah had chosen
Jerusalem to put His name there (vi. 11, 14, xxxii.
34), but also says that at the first Shiloh had been the
place where the Lord had set His name (xix. 12).
Not merely in the Pentateuch, but also thirty times in
Joshua, once in Judges (xx. 17), sixty times in
Samuel, and thirteen times in Kings, the ark is named
as the center of the worship of the people of Israel.
‘When this ark was removed to Jerusalem by David,
and not till then, did the city become the place where
men ought to worship (Jer. iii. 16, 17). Moreover,
that Jerusalem was recognized as the place of the cen-
tral sanctuary in the time of Solomon is clear from
the fact that one of the first acts of Jeroboam, son of
Nebat, was to appoint Bethel and Dan as rival centers,
so as permanently to remove the people of Israel from
the influence of the cult at Jerusalem (1 Kings xii.
28-33).

Thus neither for their general charge nor for their
principal specification do the critics find any direct
evidence in Deuteronomy or Kings nor in any other
Old Testament document. Jeremiah, whose genuine-
ness they acknowledge, is silent as to the general
charge, but absolutely clear in his evidence against the
specification with regard to the time of the organiza-
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tion of the central sanctuary. It is time for the body
of intelligent Christian believers, who are deemed
capable of sitting on juries in a court of common
law, to assert themselves against these self-styled
scholars who would wrest from them the right of
private judgment. For in the settlement of this ques-
tion no special scholarship is mvolved—no knowledge
of Hebrew or philosophy. The English version
affords all the facts. The evidence is clear., On the
face of it, it is all against the critics. Only by throw-
ing out the evidence of the very document on which
they rely for the proof of their own theory and by
placing a childish confidence in what remains, can
they find any support for their destructive views.*

(b) THE FOUR CODES OF LAW

The critics charge that the incongruities which they
allege are to be found between the code of the cove-
nant (E) and Deuteronomy (D), and the Law of
Holiness (H), and the priestly codex (P), are due
to the fact that E represents the law as it existed prior
to 700 B. C., D a law written about 621 B. C., H a
law written about 600 B. C.,, and P a law written
mostly before the events recorded in Neh. wviii-x.
Since the direct evidence of the documents themselves

26 For good discussions of the origin of Deuteronomy, see
Moller: Are the Critics Right?, Fmn: The Umty of the
Pentateuch; McKim: The Problem of the Pentateuch; Orr:
The Problem of the Old Testament; and Green: The Higher
Criticism of the Pentateuch
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is against this fourfold date and ascribes all four
documents to Moses, the critics have undertaken the
difficult task of proving that these laws constitute a
series of forgeries, extending over a period of about
500 years, committed by more than seventeen differ-
ent persons, all reformers of the highest ethical
standards and all devoted to the service of Jehovah,
the God of truth. Besides mirabile diciu, the for-
geries were all successful in that prophets, priests,
Levites, kings, and people, were all alike induced to
receive them as genuine and to adopt them as obliga-
tory, as soon as they were made known to them. The
Jews and the Samaritans, the Pharisees and the
Sadducees, the Rabbis, Aristeas, Josephus, Philo,
Christ and the Apostles, all accepted the combined
work as of real Mosaic authorship. But no amount
of camouflage could deceive the critical eyes of the
German professors and their scholars (all of whom
agree with them; hence the phrase, “All scholars are
agreed”). To them the imperfections of the codes
and their disagreements, yes, even the particular half
century in which each law was promulgated, are as
clear as the spots on the sun, if only you will look
through their glasses, and are not blinded by prejudice
occasioned by faith in Jehovah, or Christ, or by the
rules of evidence. Now, whether those who believe
in Jehovah and Christ are blinded by prejudice, or
not, it seems obvious that they who profess to believe
in both cannot be expected without stultification to
[40]


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































