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This course which we are beginning is called The Introduction to the Pentateuch. We will
begin with consideration of what the Pent. is.

I. The Pentateuch in gmmemal: It comes from the word meaning five-fold. It originally is
the five-section book. This word does not occur in the Bible at all mmkish neither are the
books referred to as Gen, Ex. Lev., Num. or Deut. Those names are never used later on any
more than the name Pent. is used. However they are often referred to throughout Scripture
but they are referred to as a unit. The name Pentateuch is a better name than these okher
five name, because the Scripture very freguently, thousgh it refers to this section of the
Bible, it always is refer-ed to as the Law of Moses, or the book of Moses, or the book of the
law of Moses or many such terms. I locked up the word Pentateuch in Hastings Bible Ency. last
night and I found that they had nothing under that but put down, "See Hexateuch". In most
Bible Dictionaries published in recent years, even as recent as forty years ago, you will
find that the word Pentateucﬁ is not used but the word Hexateuch is used. It doesn't mean
that they think that this portion of the Bible should be divided into six parts instead of five
but they think of the first six books making & section--that is why they call it the Hex. There -~
aere still other books which prefer not to use the word Hexeteuch but rather Oxeteuch; They i
taken the first section of theBible and they not only take what we think of as the Pentateuch
but also add Joshua, Judges and Ruth., It is always the first six or the first eight. Neither
of these terms have any tradition back of the past hundred years but in very early Rabbinic

writingsx we find refrences to the fine of the law, showing that the thought of the five

parts is an early division. In all these references to the law of Moses, or some such term,
we find the referconce always between Genesis and Deuteronomy so there seems to be an apparent
attitude in the Scriptures, and in the early writings, that this section is in mind and in all
writings after the Scriptures in early times there are references to the five-fold &ivision of
the Law of Moses. We have absolutely no way to know how it came into being put into five
sections. The fact that the Rabbi's said something about the five books of the law, pramoves
nothing as to how Moses wrote it..It simply shows us that they noticed the five sections. The
Jews had not dealing with the Samaritans, it would hardly be likely that they would have
divided their Pent. into five sections just because the Jews--it would ﬂnn;auggeat to usm that
this five section idea was received as far back as when they received the Pent. There are
those who think they received it at the return from exile, but at least it would not be much

_ater than this time and I would suggest that around 400 B.C. perhpps they received the Pent.
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Are these divisions logical. Some would say yes, but I rather doubt it. Certainly thé\

of Deut. is a book and section by itself and is a series of orations which Moses gave at\\

end of his life. It would be the most natural thing to make a division at that point. If\\
one were to make amnother division though I would think that it would be in the miadle of the
book of Exodus because the first half of this book is almost entirely history. But from the
middle of Ex. on it is mostly laws and ordinances with a few brief sections of history. That
ig the major of the division of the Pentateuch. From Gen. 1:1 to about the middle of Ex.

you have that which led up to the giving of the law-- the making of the universe and the cut-
ting out of a people for himself and putting them into a position where He was ready to give
His. law unto them. From Ex. 20 on we have the Law which is the foundation of that nation.

The Old and New Testaments both spesk of the boks fo Moses as the Law and we might call

this first part the Preamble--about 70 chapters. That of course is not the place where our
division and the way that our divisions are made it would seem that for the sake of not having
too long a scroll you have all of this on one scroll. It might be difficult to make a scroll
that long. Maybe at that time it was not possible to make that long a scroll but even it
were possible, it certainly would not be convenient to have one that long. As you know up
tg}he first part of the 4th centuary A.D. all writing was in the form of a scroll and in a
scroll that winds from one stick to the opposite stick you have the aisadvantage of trying

to find the place. There is the great advangtage in this sound-scriber over the tape-recorder
or over a wire recorder, and of course there are advantages which the others have over the
sound scriber but for the things that I am interested in, even though the sound scriber does
not havgeearly the fidelity of getting your voice like the tape or wire recorder, has at

the same time a tremendous advantage and I can teke onf of these little recordex and say this
is on this and this is on this and I can put three hundeed of them in a pile and in an instant
I can find almost anything you want just as you can open your Bible and find the reference.

If you wahh to find a point on a wire-recorder you have to play the thing over and over and
eventually you may find it. Now that is a pretty good illustration of what these scrolls

were like. And when you would come across a long scroll with the Pent. in it and you would
unwidd and unwind--this wou'd be so unweildy that even if it would be made as big as that
them would be no point to it. Also notice that the five books of Moses are about the same

length more or less. You have thus five rolls of very convenient length. We have rather
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natural divisions between them even thrxough there is more a division between Ex. 19 and Ex.
20 than there is between Ex. and Gen. yet Ex. begins with Israel as a nation and before that
Israel is a family. 7You might say that Gen. is an account of Israel as a family and Ex. be-
gins the first events of Israel as a nation and from there on it takes Israel up as a nation.
There is a break but not one that pppears at first sight because the history goes right
straight on and there appears no larger break there than appears & t many point elsewhere
throughout the Bible. Leviticus seems to be unit, but I question whether there is mo much
a unit between what precedes and what follows. Ex. ends with description of the making of
the tabernacle and the setting epart of Aaron and his sons to be priest and in Lev. is the
telling of them in office and it is pretty hard to distinguish the divisions, and so it all
seems like convenient divisions into these five books and historically, traditionally and
comparing all the refrences , it all refers to it as one book--the Book of the Law of Moses,
The Torah--the book of the Instruction as to what God wanted the people to know. The word
Pent. is not found and doesn't deecribe what it is but tells us nothing about it.

b. The Names of the Five Books: Now our names which we have in the English comes from
the Greek but you will notice in your Heb. Bibles that at the top of each page you have it
in Latin., so all can read it.

# 2. Now the Latin names =re taken uver almost letter for letter from thefreek, so some-
times it is a translation and sometimes simply a transcription of the Greek. The names of
these five books are either taken over directly from the Greek into the Latin or they are
translation. The first of them in the Heb. is called Bereshith --in thm beginning. Now the
Greek name which we have is Genesis-besinning. Now you notice that the very first word of
the book is used as the name of the book. The Greek name is a discription-~The Heb. name
merely takes the first name of the book. You may wonder why the distinction. Now tell us
what the name of the second book is--Exodus is a good descriptive name of the first half of
the boock of Exodus and of course the Latin takes the same. The Heb. name is --And these are
names or these are names but what does that have to do with Exodus? In Bx. you have the
first two Heb. words given of the book and that in a way would seem a better ending to the
book of Genesis than a beginning of the book of Exodus but we have given it a descriptive

name, of the first half of the book. It tells us nothing about the building of the taber-

nacle. Then how about your third book? The Greek name is Leviticus but what does it meant
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levi was one of the sons of Jacob and his sons were the Levites. Just like we have
ecclesastical lesislation which is legislation for the church and politieal legistlation

is that for the zdmyzk for the state and then we have Levitical legislation, which is for

the Levites. Do the Hebrews then call this their priestly book. Note the Hebrew name. k/
It means "and he cried or called"--That is the phrase with which the book begins. Now €£%
let us for a moment sKip the next book and go on to the last. The last book has a Greek
name called Deuteronomy. What does this mean in Greek? It means the second presentation
of the law.That is a very good name--these is a series of orations in which the man Moses
urged the people to obey the law. The Hebrew name--davar is used. "These are the words"
which are & good descriptive term, but the reason that it is used is becasue the book
begins with that word. Now that leaves the 4th book, in mind keeping what they have called
the first three books and that last book, you can immediately tell what you would expect

the mame of thmis book to be and it sometimes has that name but not usually.

Bent. # 3.
"these are the names"

It means your first book is in the beginning, your second of these is A the third is

"an he called" and the fourth "and he spoke" . You look in your Hebrew Bible --I wish that
you would bring both kinds of Bibles in the future so you can refer to them as we discuss them in
class. You look in your ___ and the Lord spoke unto Moses. The Hebrew in this case magy be
a better description thah the Greek so to call the book Numbers is about as sensmiable as call-
ing the U.3. Maine to Calif.--you have only the two ends mentioned. You have a census at the
beginning and at the end of the book, but it has nothing to do with what goes in between, but
this book descrives the events that took place in the wilderness. If we called this book, the
wilderness wanderings it oula give us a much better idea of what the book was about--it tells
about 38 years of wilderness experience and tells about the first conquests of the land of
Palestine--it describes some of the con&%st.that is beyond the Jordan river so the Hebrew name
is much better than what we have. We have the names of these five books, but the last one is
tre only one which forms a unit by itself. Exodus, the last part of it and Leviticus would
form am a good unified section but Deut. is guite different from the rest of the books. If you
read through the book of Deut. hastdly not trying to gzet the detalls and then read through the
rest of the Pent. hastily, or if you would open up and read at random a few verses and then a
few verses in the rest of the Pent. you would know at once which was Deut. but does that sug

gest to you that a different man wrote Deut. What does this suzgest?
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Deut. is the book of orations that Moses, It is put in a different light--not Jjust telling of

incidents or describing things or simply laying out details of legislation. It is distinct in
jtself. I11. here of ships and the repair or something on them. A book published by a prof.
&t the Un. of Chicago which is a help -~it is "The Modern Reader's Guide" --no critical theory
and it has a help. It is a book which takes up the Bible from a literary view point and I

have found it very useful. In this book there is material about the readings of theorations of
Moses . I think we miss much of it in the value of literature and orationC C is the place of
the Pentateuch in the Bible . The purpose of M¥ses here is primarily law --showing the origin
of God's view , theorigin of sin , the plan of redemption. Number 2 -- a ceremonybf the
conquest. We are shown a history of the Bible and its credibility --the creation of the
world , etc. The partiarch of history of Israel when it was too small to be a nation.

We read of Abraham first mentioned and then his burial in ch. 28 and then about Isaa%§nd his
son Jacob was born in the very chapter in which Abraham died so the book could be divided quite
nicely. Practically nothing original. fhese are only phrases from the record as so much cf
it is tndistinct. )

_f_&_—-?he story prorher begins at chl 37--his birth berins long before thst but we besin to
read about Joseph at ch. 37--his deatl 1s described in the chapter th-t his birth is. Of course
you are all femiliar with the story of Abraham, Issatc and Jacob and Jecseph and you can never
cease to get value from these stories. Value for your spiritual 1ife, value for your under-
standing, value for illustrations and values for proof of how God blesses His own. We could
spend years on them and never exhaust them., This is the third and last section of the Historical
part of Pentateuch gnd a section which is predominantly and this sectéon rums from v. 1 thru
¢h. 19 thru v. 2 and it is a question if it shifts back to verse 1. It is rather hard to decide
the parts. This part . This deliverance is divided into three parts --this chs. 1-4. The people

exinder this terrif oppression and then he is taken out to the wilderness--there he was called

and here is one who was so willing to thrust himself in delivering the people when he was not
neer ready. Now thzt he is thoroughly trained he is practically has to be forced into the work.
It is very similar to many who are trzining for the lord's work. There are those who are trained
at all that have a ereszt zeal and then thcoze who have had a good training but then they lose

their zeal and then they don't feel ade uately prepared for the task. I remember when I was first

in Germany and knew only a few words of German and I would come up to anyone on the street and

I would tell them all sorts of thincs and telling them all I knew--the German must have sounded
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terrible ©but then the time came when I knew enough German, that instead of one word fer one
thing I knew six, and I cculn't make up my mind which was the best to use, and I used to wonder
what the exact grammatical form was and I found myself speaking more haltingly and hesgantly
and I had been in German two years by this time but trere was this other person who knew about
one-fifth of as much German as I did but he would just go shead with it. This wa®s the way
with Moses. After years of preparation he was then afraid to go into the Lord's ervice though
before he was prepared at all he was willines to thrust himself forward and kill one of the
Egyptians and Moses now says that he can't do it and Aaron was eonseguently sent to be his
spokesman but most of the time you find Moses doine his own speaking @nd of &ll the time
Moses was far better equipped than ~&ron ever was. When you are really ready
to do something it is so easy for others to do instead of doing that for which
you have been trained. But God had to supply assron here to sort of tie ovecr
the gep to give him & little confidence--when you are really ready to do
something it is very easy to loose that enthuse$sm end confidence and go for-
ward/ Thid is teken up in ch. 1-4 and 7 2:--5:1-12:36.

I would like you to take & paper and put down the verious title of God
as found in the book &nd put down the refrences therewith. That is the
ascignment for ne:xt time--thet is in the book of Genesis. e might be called
Lord God almighty &t one plece then rord of hosts--just go slong in the book
and write down shere these names occur &nd all these terms used for God at
top end underneeth put down the refrences in their order. Do it farily
carefully end start at the beginning of Genesis end go &s far &s you can.
we have been looking at the surbey of the Pentateuch ané under that we were
looking at the end of the hour we sew under 7y 1 --C --the delivercznce
from Egypt under which is 7 1 Preparation for deliverance. 1:1-4.

# 2 is The Contest with Paroeh--5:1-12:36. This section except for 28
verses is devoted entirely to the contest between Moses and Paroah though
it really was contest with God and Paroah, to determine whether he would
recdese the children of Isresel &and if not to what extent God would have to
g0 to release them--to whet extent God should show His great power. These
chapters are rich in spiritual lessons and vital for the their help in

understanding spritiual doctrines.
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3. The Journey to Sinei. These 28 verses th t I mentioned under / 2
1t 1s well to have in mind. They are verses 12:1-88 and though not dealing
directly with Pheroeh they &re directly related to it and have to do with
establishment of the first great Passover and what was done at the ordinance
and how the precise riles were given to carry it out and you immediately say
thet is law cnd not history. That is s regulation what Israel should do
thereafter and the law begins in ch. 19 and from thereon to the end of tre
book--kere is law and an extremely place o:r law which we come right in the
midst of our history. The reminds us something that is something often
overlooked. It would shows us that ther-e are often parts of the Bible tha t
don't have sharf distinction and it would often be impossible for you to
show exactly where the ocean comes to an end and the land begins--to draw a
e hefrline and it is useful for human thought to meke divisions for humen

thought but it is rarely that one can be too sure about these divisions

in either,

Pent. # 5
Exactly where the animal world ends and the vegetable begins,il is hard to say

The history of this is definite and the law is given in history s&nd there are
important historical accounts given. The account of the raasover really
belongs in the Pentateuch &and in a reel way is not part of the contest of
rharaoh s&lthough it ends with Ch. 12, 36 end number 3, the journeys of

Sinail begin and ch. 1% is something that occurs on the way to Sinai e&nd
ef-hew-Phareah-foereed yat'is the concluding chepter in the contest with
+*haraoh. 14 is the crossing of the Red Sea and the end of Pharaoh &nd his
attexpt to defeast the Israelites. Number 3 is like unto no. 2 and is interest
ing and vital from the standpoint of spiritual truths. You will profit much
from reasding end rerecding these chapters . although it is not as long e=

as the preceeding part, it is not reac¢ or studied one tenth as much . Some

of the sections after this are used in Sundey School lescons, etec but the
gresat ﬁulk of the material from the ch. 19 .is highly snd of course

thet is a very definite mistake and the whole Bible is forlour edification
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end if you ignore any section of it you wre missing some of the blessing

God has for you. Our course is not & study of the contents of the Pent.

but an introduction to the Pent. end we will not spend much ti.e on thss
succeeding section., I have entitled Section D &s the establishment of the
Covenens. 1 wonder how many of you in reading this section singled this
part out as & section, as a separate section. <+t is just as much a section
ac the Journey to Sinail or the contest with FPharoah. The £stablishment of
the Covenant beginning with ch. 19, v.3 as to the arrival st Sinai &and in-
cluding six chapters. Far the view point of God's relationship to Isrpael
these six chapters comprise one of the most important sections . 1t is
unfortunate in our Christien world thust so few reslize this fact. : There
is a section well known in the Christian world--thet of the Ten Commandments,
However, they in themselves are not tn isolated fact. Up to tiis point we
have had the history of God's efeation and then cf God's callingz out of Israel
from Lgypt end then the esteblishment of God's Covenent with Israel is in

these chapters. "e'll subdivide this chapters then into divisions of which

no. 1 will be preparation for the Covenent ch. 19 v. 3-25. It was not a

covenant of salva-ion but thépurpose is in v. 5 and this is the way that
Israel is to becore a Holy nation and a peculiar treasure above all people.
It is a way not of salvation but of sanctification--itis the way Israel is
¥o be set apart as an instrument for bringing His Word into the world and
also for bringing nis Son into the world &nd so the Covenant (s very im-
portant. He makes a covenant and shows them how they are to be a holy people.
God redeems us not for enything that we hw.ve done but .hen He has redeemed

us then we are ammious to do what He wants us to do and to carry out His law
and to follow the path He hes for us. No. 2 is the Ten Words--which we

call the Ten Commandments ch. 80 , v. 1-13. [lhey are the expression of God's
will for eny who are His people and for any time. No. 3 is ‘he Ordinances.
Many tines we stop with the Ten ¥Wods --we teach them, etc, but we should not
stop there. This section covers from ch. 20, v. 18=ch. 23, ve 33. The

Ordinaces follow the len Wordsq it is like the Constitution andthe By-laws
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and the constitudtion give the fixed principals and it is quite difficult
to chenge the constitution but the by-laws can easlly by changed and they
are the application of the principals of the constitution. I divided the
meterial of the 2% chapters of the ordinesnces into five divisions. Small a
we will P8call regarding idolatry eand that isn't a large term but in a way
more like & preemble--v, 18-23--1t tells a little of :he situstion &nd then
it begins with the reaffirmation of the fact thut people are not to worship
idols. Smell b then is the law of the ektar-ch. 20 , 24-26. These people
are God's people andthey are not to meke false gods. How will they worship
Him® There are no priests as yet, no tabernacle and God is deciging to make
a covenant together. It is just with a group of people. They are not bound
in one place but they are to travel to the wilderness but et the present the
altar is to be made in the different places where they are. This is a very
importent part of the ordinaces but you caﬁ‘see why it is not a part of the
constitution and then when there is a tabernacle built he will estsbkash

a more definite rule.

Pent. #6 civil
They continue their worship of God . The next section is eddy laws--ch. 21 to 23:9. It is

important that the people have the civil law. Thus we have laws regarding slavery, marrlage,
fighting, restitution of thatwhich is injured and then civil. Section D shows of certain
special times for wikprehip--23110-19. We have the sabbaths and feasts in this
section but now we have the most elemenséry things stated about detsils of
of the ssbbath . Ve then have the covenant promises 20:20-33--8 declarction
of the blessing thet lie is going to bring to the people who are in the
covenant reletionship with him.
# 3--Ihe Ordinances
# 4--The Ratification of the Covenant--ch. 24. 1t is too bad that these
books weren't divided separately and put into separate rolls--it 1s a separate
between what precedes and what follows and is quite distinct. Moses, aamron,
and two sons o f saron with the 70 elders of Israel come before Cod and a

ceremony is perfori.ed as we read in ch. 24.--the book of the Coventant is



http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

# 6 (cont.) -10-
read before the people--thnere is & ratification of the covenant and loses
end his servent go up into the mount esnd so we have these very important sec-
tions and for a complete understending of the -ible, the Pentateuch etec. it
important thet we get this right in our mind--this section is very vitsl to
keep in mind. After having established the covenant , the next thing to be
be done after the rudiments have been laid down netureally is a system of
worship.

E. The =&mstablisment of a System of ‘orship--Ex. 25- Lew. 10. This is a
section which belongs together. TI'here is no bresk between Zx. and lev. &nd
this should have been on the one roll and of course we have no more warrznt for divisions
of the various books of the Pentateuch than we have: for the divisions of the Bible into chegpters.
It would bve a much better division, if we had the whole system of worship in one book. The rest
of lev. is closely allied to it. We shall divide this into six heads.

1. Moses is diretéed to build a sanduary and consecrate priests. Ex. 25-31.
a. Directions for building a sanctuary -Ex. 25-27. why do I say a sanctuary instesd

of a tabernacle. Tabernacle means--unfortunately it is an old English word which doesn't mean

much to anyone today. There are six Heb. words that are tanslated Tabernacle--ohel--a dwelling

place. It is used to mean tent more bften than it is used to mean tabernacle. There is another
word which is translated tabernacle 119 times--tabernacle is not s translation of any one Heb.
word and it is pretty hard to tell from this what the Bible means by tabernacle. It would be
mich better if we used tabernacle for just cne of these words and see just how it is used. You
will find one chapter where the same word is translated always taberaacle and the same word in
another chapter and it is always translated tent--25-27 He told them how to build the tabernacle
and in 31 He tells them how to set it up--explain 33:7. You have verbal contradictions in
practically every Wook that ever was written. Here is a definite contradiction in the English
Bible --this tent which was his tent for meeting with the people--instead of the tabernacle of
the congregation it should be the tent of meeting. It is entifely distinct from what is later
known as the tabernacle. f 7 If you understand congregation as a coming together of people and
not a tent it is all right but it is vague. We have this word translated tabernacle which simply
means a dwelling place. Ged tells Moses how to adwmXX build a dwelling place--a tent that is to
bef used for the place God's Name will have habitation--if mishka is the word we use for tabernacle
then we should not confuse this with the other Heb. word, ohel and call it also tabernacle. Some-

times in theA.V. it will be translated tsbernacle in one verse and the next verse it will be
translated tent. The A.V. is a wonderful traaslation but sometimes it is very confusing--sometimes

tabernacle means simply pavilion and yet put down as meaning tabernsacle. fwe‘)
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Some parts of the Pentdtuch are very familar to you and some parts are not. Yesterday we
dealt with an extremely important section --the establishment «f the Covenant which I am

here calling section 2'13 of Exodua 19-24 and it has an unique position in the law. It is

the very beginning of the systematie presentation of the law and separated from all that
follows. One section deals with that and then you go on to another and this is the first
presentation of the Law to thepeople stressing those things which were most vital and of

trose things which it wa: necessary that they should immediately become aware. You can't

e werything was in there because it is immediately necessary and you can't say it has all

the important things and the two factors enter into it. The first covenant with the people

of Sinai stressing those things that it was vital they should know right then and it is the
great principal of the Law.2 Begins with the Ten Commandments and then the Ordinances as

we Bhow them. Then the radificationof the Covenant in ch. 24 and then after estzblishing the
Covenant the next natural step is the establishment of a system of worship. We have brief
diredtions for worship in the Presentation of the fovenant and then the system of worship of
the Israelites with their God and consequently this Section.thas its part as no. 1--Moses
directed to build a Sanctuary and consecrate priesta. The directions for building a Sanctuary
in ch. 25-27 and then the later section which tell how it is built and almost identical to
these chapters and they give minute details . God had this Tabernacle built to impress upon
the minds of the people certain great truths when they saw this building and we have all of
these truths explained to us more clearly elsewhere in the Bible and in the NT and thus it is
best to get your teaching from the clearest portion of the teaching. It is useful for us to
see how these teachings were suggestive to the minds of the Israelites . Some of the meanings
of the various parts are made clear but some are not. We have to study in order to seewhat is
clear and what needs extra study. The building of the taberamacle is not just to have a
building but to sugge .t certain truths and these truths were doubtless explained to them by
the priests and by Moses and part of the explanation is in the OT and part comes out from the

Book of Hebrews and we find the meaning ofmost of it in Christ and His work for us--the work

which was equally done for them. I commend to you the study of the details §f the Tab. and thei:

mezning. We will not have time to go inte them here. Egis the direction for consecration of
priests--28-29 and all of these are partly for the purpose of expressing the Will of God and

impressing on them that th ey are to be holy to the Lord and they were to dress and behave in
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a manner that would be of an example to the people and show the importance of the relationship
to God which the priest typifies. Much in their manners and actions were to be representative
of the truths they were to teach. The religious meaning of the direct consecration of the
priests is a bit more difficult than the meaning of the Tabernacle and there are the three
factors th=zt enter into it. Very typical of God's truths of salvation as He wished to put

them upon the people. C is of further details of worship --the incense alter is described and
other small things that were not built into the tabernacde yet were put into the Tabernacle

to be used there. Matters were given on the use of these things in regard to the cleanliness
of the pri%ts and so on. D is thedesignation of men to direct the construction. It was desig-
nated to Moses who was to have the leadership of the construction and who the men were to take
charse in the building of the Tabernacle. God said that He had given special leaders and He
said that He had given as a leader The Holy Spirit to malte Moses adequate for the doing of

this work. God trains men to do His tasks end Ged trained these men for this purpose.

In connection with this directions$ about the building of the Tabernacle and sll of that, it

is interesting that God would insert right here in His directions to Moses six verses of stress
on the Sabbath Law because the Sabbath was a law that streseed the people's rdalationship to
God and no matter where they were on this day they were to keep this day and it did stress very
definitely the relationship to God. God has aplan and purpose in all of history and in =21l of
His work and this the Sabbath Law stressed repeatedly through the Pentateuch. It was stressed
earlier than their going through the wilderness and it was stressed much in connection with the
Lawgind it was means of which the Law was expressed much. It was one way that the people could
remember the Law and not become indifferent. They were impressed in this way the great im-

rortance of showing forth His righteousness.

Pentateuch #8
Kumber 3 %s the Tabern-c‘t built and its worship established --6 chapters of the building of
the Tabernacle and these chapters begin with that which these first end. After it was told
to Moses how the Tabernacde should be build, He then says, "Remember the Sabbath D&y" and then
when Moses tells the people[?ﬁi priests have been told their duties, God then says "Remember
the Sebbath Day" and it comes at the end of the directions for the making of the
Tabernacle. So the section Wegins with that whéh which number 1 ends. After that in general

it follows the course of number one. Number one is repeated in no. 3 and in fact it is practicall,
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repeated word for word except that it will be in a different tense. It is do this, do that,

do the other thing and they said they build the forces in thot way. The lord stresses the
carrying out of the exmct details by repeating all of this over again and by telling how

He wanted it done. Here we have history coming into view and we are reminded that God did

not lay down whole complete and final system for us. He dealt with the pecple, lead them

along and gave them what they needed next. It is very wise if we take advantaze of the Law

and the purpose for which it is given. Ill. of Seminaries and not needing four months to
recuperate. Drs. not recognized untilthey have had time of practice. The real purpose of the
Seminary's vacation is for the purpose of students doing practical work. If a person does

that in his first year he is apt to get far more from his #econd year of work than he might
otherwise receive. If he gets internship between his 2nd and 3rd year it helps his 3rd year

to be even better. God gives instruction and then He gives them the change to digest it and

to work it out in practical experiences. We thus have 1sw given and then the reaction of the
people. It id done this way in order that the people may take it and understand it and know
the why of it. It would be good for ministers and missionaries to realize that they should give
only the truths when the people can grasp them and not try to give too much all at once. We have
no. 2 for interruption and 1 is of practical application. The covenant was given to Moses in
the mountain and while there it was broken so no. 2, the interruption, can be divided into 3
arts. Small a is the incident of the golden ciiézzfze peopte turn away from God. Small b is
oses's intercession 32:30-33:23. It is not absolutely certain where to make the break between
ncident and the intercession because the two are closely tied together and the part of the

ntercession comes early and is really s part of the indident. It is all really a part of the
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reak at that point. Much space is devoted to Moses's intercession for the people. I would

ifmn

vise a careful study for you of this section as a unit. There areCtertain parts here that are

yljabi/

=repeated much in Sunday Schools and then other parts that are never mentioned. The section is

qus

unit and ch. 32 and 33 in this we have the people's hypoarisy and God's dealing with Moses

d we have grrat spiritual lessons here. To take it as a unit and to see the relation of each

Thbﬂ

%@eh

=part to the other cannot help but bring a blessing but we don't have much time in Just the semester

but I do want to stress to you the importance and may be mention one feature of it.where-we-£i

[Iwww.macr,

<When Moses was doing the interceding for the people and doing so much to bring the people back

http:

“to God then it is necessary that Moses Himself be strengthened in His own spiritual life. He
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is given a special revelation of God at this time in order that He may be strengthened and

that is very vital as when you're dealing with others you yourself need new wells of spiritual
strength to enable you to dow what you are doing. It would be well when you see someone in

a situation like that to pray for him. Many criticize because there are some features they
don't like or else bhey will praise him as though he has no faults. We see no need of Moses's
at this special time but Goddid. This special nearness was given to refresh him in this time.
Another thing to notice briefly here is how God said he would cast the people aside and meke

a great nation of Moses but Moses plead for the people and God sied sald He would send the
people up there to the promiseq land but He would not go with them. How Moses plead! He knew
of their grrat need. Through all of this God is testing Moses and strengthening Him so RB
will be able to meet the needs of the people. Yesterday I asked you to explain how Moses took
the tent of the meeting andput it up outside of the campand the reason is clear as to how he
wanted to show God's displeasure on the people. He showed their hypocrisy by taking the tent
out of the camp and making the people to come outside. This tent was out ther and Joshua was
out there doing the Jjobs and it was the administrative headquarters which He put out there and
it had nothing whatever to do with the tabernacle but yet the kiag-ieek-the-Taber--the King

tabernacle

James version says that M ses took the $eat and pitched it outside of the camp. It is extremely
confusing. If tent is the word for tabernacle, why don't they use it always, etc. It is
confusing. If tabernacle is uded for dwelling place, then it should not be used for this

tent, etc. King James version, in the translation introduced endless confusion and it is hard
to understand this passage here. Small c is the renewal of the Covenant --it has been broken
eand it now is necessary to renew the Covenant. V. 1-35 is devoted to the renewal. The covenant
was made and established onee and then the people turn away from it so it is necessary to

devote the chapter here to the renewal of it.
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We must be constantly renewkng our relationship to God. We must reconcecrate ourselves every
day to the lord if our consecration amounts to anything. The acts you did years ago do absclutely
no good today without a constant reconsecration today. Some think that they can give their lives
and stop there without reamlizing that they must continually keep on. It is then easy to find
greed and selfishness among Christian workers. God intends us to have true consecration. Pray
that He will not allow you to slip into this condition. Pray that He will keep us --you from
slipping away from Him so that outwardly you appear to be most sincere but inwardly you are
looking out for just your own pleasure instead of actually meeking in the will of God in every
aspect of your life. No. 3 is the tabernacle built and its worship established and it begins
with that with which no. 1 ends and part of it is repeated. Ch. 40 tells of the setting up of
ch. 32 and 33 up
the tabernacle. Of course they conldn't move it outside the camp until it was set su$. No.4-
the law of offering. It is rather unfortunate that there should be an interruption by the
ending of Exodust and the beginning of Leviticus. The roll happened to come to an end at this
point so they started a new roll bdut this is logically what comes immediately after the setting
of the tabernacle. The law of the offering within the Tabernacle--ch. 1-7. They all typify
Christ in Fis sacrifice and it is interesting and valuable to understand the great values of
these offeréngs—-they don't all typify Christ but they typify certain aspects of Him and taken
all together they give a wonderful picture cf the work of Christ to those who are looking oto
the law of offerings. No. 5 1is the consecration of Aaron and his sons--Lev. 8-9, If the
law of offeréngs had not been inserted here we might have considered 5 as part of no. 3 .
No. 6 is another interruption. Sin among the people. The people have turned away. Sin breszks
out among the priests who have been set up by God to show how people are to come to Him. When
the covenant was established originally Moses had gone with three other men to appear before
God for the (formalgaticn) of the covenant along with the 70 elders. The other two men sin
against God that they have to be cut off and we see what a terrible thing that two men who were
important in the helping of the establishing of the covenant had to ve cut off for their sin.
When we think we stand then is the time to take heed lest we fall. That is what happened here.
One is saved he is saved for eternity but it may be as by fire if he turn away. Satan is the
the god of this world and that we must remember that he creepe in to the very center of Goa's
work if he possibly can. If you look for a perfect place here on this earth, you're going to be

disillusioned all of your 1life. IN every human group, in every human organization sin has crept
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Pentateuch 9 (cont.)
in. Sin often comes in to individual leaders and also the attitudes of the group. Aaron's two
pldest sons who were chosen to go up and now they turn against God and they go in and do the
sacrifice as they want instead of how God wants it done. Perhaps we should stop here and mention
ghat there is a difference here between OT service and NT service to God. The aifference it not
that we have a different way of salvation in any detail but that the events have occured and now
we can look back to them and thus it is far easier for us to understand God's truths than it was
for the people in the OT days. They looked forward through a zlass darkly and they lookdd forward
with signs, sacrifices and with indications but it was difficult 05; them to understsnd it and

it was necessary for them to have the forms carried out just so in order that the representation
be given exactly. In God's atage cf dealing with the people He told them EHe wanted it dones Just
a certain way and it was vital thst they do it that way. When He tells of = certain way He wants
a thing done then of course He means that is the way it is to be done. After Christ came and

the things were preformed to which they looked forward typically we now do not need these sac-
réfices and the signs of the tabernacles and =211 of that as pictures to impress upon our minds
that withing which our salvation lies. We don't need that. We can read the Gospels, the Epistles
and we can get the teaching more clearly and more fully and therrs is thus a remarkable difference
between the 0ld and the New Testaments. In the Old there is detail after detail of ceremonial
law and exactly how all is to be done., In the New we are not told how we are to preach, hcw ou
church service to start, end, etc. If God had wanted the details He could have indicated it so
clearly in the New Testament too. We can get the truth in a clearer way in the New than they

were able to get it--now we impress it on the minds of people in every king of way. We can

work out our own methods of doing it. There is no set method although sometimes we find d¢nes

who think that they have the only right way of doing it. All different methods are ways we can
adapt to different types of people or to the particulr situations beczuse God has not given us
full detailed instructions. If we turn away from His teachings however we are in exactly the

same positicn as Aaron's two sons who turned away from the law. E I have called the system of

worship from Ex. 25 to Lev, 10 and right here is F Laws for holiness of people and priests.
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Simply know the general contemts of the section--I'll not expect you to know the eiact detalls.
Foo-11, Holiness, Child birth-12, Leprosy 13-14 and other purifications in ch. 1l5and then the

ch. that stsndt out by itself in the midst of the directions is 16 and that is one ch. you ought
to remember. 16 of Lev. is the graat day of atonement --not one of the origlnals bt an addition
to it. Rules for purilty-17,-20; holiness of priests and offertngs 21-22; convocations 23;

shew bread and oil 24:1-9 and then the interruption --the incident of the and his
punishment 24:10-23 and it is extremely unfortunate that that and the section before's ould

be combined in one ch, They are two such distinct things that they should be two chepters. If
some of you get the idea that I don't hink the ch. divisions are inspireda, it is a very good
idea. The Sabbatical yr. and Jubilee in ch. 25; exhortation to obey God's law and then in 27
there is the law of vows and devoted things. It is a rather common feature in the outline of the
books. G is entitle from Sinai to the plains of Moaband The first part of Numbers is preparation
for departure and it is dealing with the wilderness journey and it is not a part of the laws for
parmanent relation for Israel to God. Numbers is an extremely unfortunate name for the dook

as it begins with some numbers and ends with some numbers but there are no numbers in between the
beginning and the end. It begins with preparing for the wilderness journey and sc on explaining
all the details of it and then they describe their journey from there up to Kadish Barnea and it
is a Journey thet did not take very long. God tells them to go up #n the land and He will go

with them and they refuseand God tells them they are to stay in the wilderness until that genera-
tion is gone and a new generation is raised up. Ged tells them it is too late to try to go

now and God tells them their chande is gone now. What a lost opportunity this was for them as
God had told them to #o forwardhen God tells you today something that is His will for you, that
oesn't mean it is for tomorrow. Ill. of student who started for church in Canada and he got

ervous and came back, took Job and later into church and he was dominant, etc. He had the idea
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é%hat he was to go back to Canada. When the Lord eives you an opportunity it is for the present
%%imp and not for some other time. Don't expect that God is going to take ycu back to some other
E?lace. Confess to God and make your restitution to Him and God will have a place for you from
E;here you are and not from where you were. Ques. of grapes thzt the spies brought out. Not
%ure of the size of them.

é Ch. 33 we have repeat of the journeys all the way from Egypt up to the plains of Moab and
Eie have regards to their entrance into the land and how they were to divide it. We have no time
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to go into the details of the book but only the headlines of it. I commend the book of Numbers
to you to deserve much more study by Christians then it has. The moral of the Christian life
is a pilgrimage through the wilderness. We have our 1life here and we are in Satan's territory
and in a far different situation we are than if sin had not come into the world. We are in a
land that is not our own really and we find much in the account of the Jjourney of the Israelites.
Much is peculiarly applicable to our spirituzl lives and it does deserve great study from that
standpoint. H is Moses's farewell address and the book of Deuteronomy is indeed & unit. This
book is quite distinct from the rest of the Pentateuch and it is more distinct than any ééher
book because it is different in purpose from the other books. There are sections of the Pen.
that have sections the same in purpose as Deuteronomy--sometimes there are verses or even whole
chapters in which the Lord urges the people to obey His law but here we have a book entirely
devoted to that purpose. Deuteronomy is made up of three addresses which Moses gives to the
people and in these addresses He urges upon them a recollection of the things God has donefor
them, stressing those things which are valuable for the people to have in mind—Jgihorting them
to remember that the priezt gets one certain section of theoffering. People wouldn't remember
these things anyway. These things are given in Lev. and can be looked up when the need arises.
Deut. stresses those laws which are vital that all the people should know. In 27-30 we have
entirely exhortation of the blessings God will give the people if they will follow on in the
line of sanctification and obedience to His law and the miseries that are ahead for them if
they ignore His law and depart from it. This part is Just as applicable to the Christian as
to the Jew. It will have to be applied in Just a little different way. Mention of "swords into

plowshsresg—---"

Fentateuch #11

It would mean nothing to ys if some masons took their swords and made them into plowshares but

we know that when the Scripture says it it means instruments of fighting--it msy mean taking of
Jeeps and turning them into farming equipement and so the application is not to the precise thing
referred to but the idea of the sort of thing and from that fiewpoint these chapters in Deut.

are just as apjlicable to us. This could of course be misinterpreted. These pecple are being
encouraged to continue with God and rich blessing will be theirs if they do but if they turn

away i1t is necessary that God rebuke them and will have to show His wrath upon them in even a

more extreme way than on the ones who are in the region outside of knowing of His rich blessing.
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It may be thzt He would have us to 2o through sufferd§ing and misery so thzt the)X Jjoy of it might
be of a testimony to others. Usually when God brings things likethat into a Christian's life it
is God's way of showing His chastening or of God's means of showing that person their needs.
Usually when one walks away from God He shows His mercy by chastening them in order to make this
ons to turn aback unto Him. So for our own spiritual 1ife we have much to learn foom these
passages. The last two chapters give orders for the law of preservation for the laws--the song
of Moses, the blessing of Moses ﬁpon the people and 8o the book of Deut. is a unified production.
& definite single work and they areanged in a logical order and lead up to the account of Moses'
death.

III1 is the authrdship of the Pentateuch Who was the auther? Usually you have the author of
the book right near the title of the hook but in Genesis you have no statement in the begihning,
the middle or the end of the book as to who the amthor was. It would be offnterest to see if
we could find elsewhere who wrote the book of Genesis. However, as we have notice; the Pentateuch
is a unit and the book of Genesis is not a unit by itself and we have no idea into the unit or
we don't know if it was original at all. All of our references to the Pentateuch in the OT and
in the NT refer to it as to one book and the beok of Genesis is the begknning of the law of Moses.
The law of Moses tells of the history of the creation rirsht up to Sinal and then gives the law
gékven at Sinai., Genesis is the preemble to the law and is a part of this unifiea thing--Genesaks
with the first part of Exodus sc if we find out who has written the rest of the Pent. it would
probably be the same one who wrote the rrst of Genesis. It would be usual if saomeone wrote
and incorporated it would be usual if he would say thzt he had done so. When we coméinto the
other book we find more indication as to who has written it. A we'll tske as parts claimed to
be written by Moses. Fof this we have three places where it is stated about the laws --the first
of these is in Ex. 2442424:4 and what is the importance of that ch.? We should recognize at once
5 that that is a part of the law éf Moses that is a definite unit by itself and I trust that 211
here recognize that the Book of the Covenant Ex. 19-24 zand then theaccount of ratification of
the Covenant. In Ex. 24 the account of the ratification of the covenant, we read in v. 4 "--"
and tris is not right after the Ten Commandments but is after the ordinances wre given in additio:
to the Ten Commandments. The people said that all the Lord has said we will do znd in v. 7 we
hafe how Moses took the Book of theCovenant and read in the audience of the people so we have

o evidence here th-t Moses wrote laws and he wer-wrote them in the form which they called the
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Book of the Covenant and. they read this to the people. Deut. 31:9 causes us to ask what is the
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law which Moses wrote. Moses speasks of it as s law which they have been familiar with for a
long time. 38 years before that the Book of the Covena®n was written by him. We can't be
dogmatic about this one verse and say that when it says th-t Mpses wrote the law, it means that
he wrote the whole Pentateuch. It means the book of Deuteronomy and it is reasonable to think
it means the whole Pentateuch. In Beuteronomy he isn't trying to give a new law out to stress
again the law that has been already given but it isn't sufficient enough for us to rea$ the
entire case upon it.In the same ch. v. 24-26 we read " " and there again we have it and it
means the book of Deuteronomy bmt it is reasonable to think it means the entire Pentateuch.
Again I would not rest the whole case on the verse but it is by far the most reasonable intee-
ptetation of the verse. Over into other booke we find references to the law of Moses and to
book of Moses and that with these others would make it seem almost 100% thst i$% is a claim to
M8ses that he wrote the entire book. Ex. 17:14% ---there can't be too much stress put on the

"the 2 as it is used and it depends on the language.

Pentateuch #12

This passage along with theothers does suggest that Moses was the one doing the composing but

it doesn't necessarily mean it. In Numbers 33 we have another portion of the narrstive $hat

says specifically that Moses is to write --in e;: 2 and the record of the journeys. A then
we shall call the pabts of thePentateuch claimed to be written by Moses but these parts go even
beyond that and they suggest very strongly the book as a whole is the work of Moses. B is that
other parts of the OT speak of it as the work of Moses. We have quite a many references in the
OT. Scme in Daniel and then not too many by the other prophets--quite a few in the historiieal
books. If time permits this semester I may ask you to write a paper on the attitude of the rest
of the OT to the Pentateuch--does it recognize it as the work of Mgsea? What is the Attitudel
All of the work this term is going to be of an accumulative nature. Some courses you can take
any book you wish and study it and it is a unit by itself. There are cther courses where you
can get no good out of Dec. work if you know nothing of the Oct. and Nov. work. Each week builds
on the week before and you have to get each section in order to get then next. All that we

have had so far is foundation to that which we are going to <o into. Getting the matter that we
consider together here in class 1s what is most vital. Ref. to I Kings 3:2 refers to law of Moses

as being very important as David talks to his eon Solomon. II Chron. 34 we read in v. 14 we have
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the law of the Iord as riven by Mgses. Neh. 8:11 there is an instance in which no one doudts
that it is theentire Pent. to which it refers. C --the New Testament in quite a few instances
refers to the Bentateuch as the work of Moses and we can lock at a few. Mark 12:26, Luke 16:

so even the Lord Jesus Himself said that work of Moses and the prophets should be enough to win
men to the Lord Jesus. The way of salvation is so clearly given there that the resurrection is
not needed there as a proof. So Jesus refers to the Pent. as the work of Moses and as something
that is of authority. ILuke 24:44, These are a few of the references where Jesus refers to the
Pentateuch as the Law of Mgses-—others could be given. Acts 3:22 gives a statement from Moses.
Lcts 15:21 in the Jerusalem council II Cor. 3:15. Thus we have many attitudes that this is
the work of Moses. The question comes to our minds as to what difference does it make who woote
it as long as God inspired it and of course thst is vital and it would be just as rmch God's
Word no matter wro wrote it but if God causes other writers to refer to it as Moses's writing,

it leads us to believe very strongly that it is the Law of Moses. When Jesus speaks of it in
this way we have to say that He knew what He was talking about or that He was using double talk.
Christ could have simply said the Book of the Law and He could have easily avoided the reference
to Moses. We could say that he was trying to keep from offending them but that certainly was

not necessary at all and then too we know that He did not try to klep from offending anyone when
he had to cry outagainst that which was not true. When you find a person referring to something
incidentally s¢ that 1t makes clear his position on something in which it is nct at all necessary
to do so you cennct escape the evidence that he very definitly belives that to be the case. Ther
is no motive, no reason to make a statement thut is false. Thus it seems the evidence is guite
complete that Moses wrote the Pentateuch. I don't say we could build up a 100% case but I do
th'nk it does build up a quite strong case, When you take the authprity of Christ .uen itis
guite evident. If we don't believe what He says ebout the authorship of the book, what will we
believe when we get into more complicated matters? There should not be a misunderstanding when
we say Moses wrote the Pentateuch and I know of no reason why it would not be possible that
Moses wrote every word of the Pentateuch. We have no original manuscripts today and doubtless

some errors have crept in and yet the Pentateuch has been extremely well----,
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When we say that Moses is the author of the Fent. we mean that he wrote the great volume

and it is now substantially as he wrote it and if minor changes were made later on in it

they were made by inspired men and consequently the bock in form as it was passed down by the
Jews is a book which &s God's truth and which is substantiaifiy from the hand of Moses. I see

no difficulty in believing every word of it as the book or work of Moses but I eimply say that

it is not necessary to hold quite as strictly to it. Take for instance the statement of the death
of Moses. There is no reason in the world if God desired him to do so when God had revealed to
Moses that he was now to die and this was the end of Moses's career and at the end ¢f this book
which is the book of Moses's oration at the end of his 1life that he could not have put in there
that which God revealed unto him and on the other hand there is absolutely no reason to be sure
that he did it. There is absolutely nothing contrary to the statement that Moses is the auther
of the Pent. or to the belief in the Divine Inspiration of the Pentateuch if Joshua or some other
man lead of God added these few verses at the end to bring a conclusion to the book which Moses
wrote. If God caused Joshua or some other to p&t in occa:ionally a reference to a place to which
Moses speaks of and that place is called so and so, giving the later name of the place. I the
heard of a situation, Samuel might say it remalns that way until thSl day and show thus how this
situation continues. It is altogether possible that the Pentateuch contains a few minor alteratio:
or additions put in by other inspired men and amthoratative and inspired. It is in no way contrdy
to our doctrin e of inspiraticn if it should be so but I am not saying that such is so. I don't
say by any means it is necessary to believe it but if it should be it in no way interferes with
Divine suthorship and Divine inSpiration\ or with the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch.
Bupposing someone says $hat Moses didn't writelthe Pent. or that he wrote only a little bit of

it or none of it &t all and thet some other men wrote it andthey put it together in their own
way and the books formed and then they were attributed to Moses and people said that he did it
when he didn't actusally at all and then Jeus came along and spoke of Moses. We don't Deliewe
there even was a Moses and we accept the NT teaching and then is it possible to hold these two
views together? There were godly men in Eng. 60 years ago who believed in the Diety of Christ,
who believed in Christ as our sacrifice and who became absolutely convinced that the Pent. was
in no sense written by Moses and they tried for a logical explanation and there was the most
obvious--the idea of accomodation. They said that Christ accomodated himself to the common ideas
of His day. They said that He didn'tcare who wrote it and it was God's Word and they didn't

care who wrote it. They could call it Moees's law but that still didn't interfere with the truth
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of God's Word and there were several who tried in this way to cling temnaciously to their beliers
ef Christ in human flesh but still &s God but at the same time to reject the Mosaic authorsh”ip
but there are not many who have held this view for any lensth of time. It is really double talk
and that becomes rather obvious when you think into it a little bit. If Jesus knew this was not
by Moses there wa:- no need for His saying that it was by Moses and if he accomodated Himself in
this regard we don't know how many other regards He misht accomodate Himself in and we know that
He is not a worthy teacher and lrader for us if He would take such an attitude. We must say tﬂg;
if this was not the work of Moses He covld not have expressed Himself in thdway the Gospels guote
Him., This idea of accomodatimm-which was held by many ¥hen the higher criticism began to come in,
was given hp more andmmore by them. You will find that when people of Godly Christian background
begin to accept the higher critism and begin to become to be convinced as thousands of them do
every year thep it is impossible to hold any longer a view which they held before and the first
thing they do is try this idea of accomodation and they try to say that these historical matters
mgke no difference and%hey say the facts don't mattery but the truths are what matter. Who is
there to separate and tell us what the truth is andwhat is fact? It is taken into Barthianism
elthough in its crude form it is not an attitude held by many stronger educated people so when
the person begins to accept higher criticism it is pretty apt to be his first expedient to try to
reconcile it with his bellef 1ﬁ Christ. In this first attempt a great many godly Englishmen

tried to use it to hold their faith in Christ and et at the same time trying to give up their
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belief in the OT, not only in Moses's authership but in much of the fact of the 0T. Phil. 2:6-7
They say that He gave up His divine knowledge when He came down to the earth and while here He
was able to reveal to us great truths about God but He had emppied Himself and He didn't know

if Moses had written or not so He just took the attitude of the day. He was ignorant about these
thingsand they use the argument &hat no man , not even the Son of man knows when Christ is coming

¥ack and then they say thht.He emptied Himself of all Divine knowledge. It is not our part to
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#o into the theory of Konogﬁs but we want to mention that the passage properly interpreted does
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niot bear that interpretation in mind and there is abundant evidence elsewhere that this is not

the case. £ The teacher of the NT is that He is a reliable teacher. They were trying to give
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up theOT but that does not work. The only satisfactory solution is that Christ knew what He

was talking about when He said that the OT was the work of Moses. They we-e simply interested
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in the truths and they interpreted the literary and scientific knowledge. They-He didn't come
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as a teacher of science but as one presenting great spiritual truths and thes: English ones argued
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that the OT should be discarded and the teachings of the New accepted but it is nota satisfactory
attitude and it has not survived. Those who reject the 01d reject a gfeat mass of the statements
of the New as well as far as the historical accuracy is concerned. They don't care if Christ did
die on the cross or not--it a'l Jjust represents something and who are the ones to decide the
ifportant ideas?

_# 14 Christ didn't come to teach those matters but was sent from God to givex us the great
truths of redemption and they will sound as though they accept the teachings about Christ and
then reject the dependability of the 0.T. The other attitudethat was taken was Kenosis. That is
that Christ emptied Himself and having done this He didn't know the facts of the 0.T. You can
see in Phil. 2:6,7 that such a passage doesn't warrant such a belief about Chtist. He Jjust gave
up a certain amount of His divine glory and gave up the outstanding glory which He did have and
limited Himself to the discomforts of this 1life, not that He ¥ ~ave up His divine knowledge or
divine power. As a matter fact, if you say that He dosn't know what He was talking about you
pretty soon get donfused as to what Ee does know and what He doesn't know and soon you don't have
the divine Chtist at all. This view has been held by egodly people and though it was rather
inconsistent they still held on to it, though it is a view that doesn't stand. Peorle soon take
*he next step and give up their faith in the N.T. altogether. I think that we whould recognize
that though it is not =« major matter, to salvation at all, who wrote the Pentateuch--salvation

Edepends entirely on the Lord Jesus Christ, nevertheless it is not all a minor matter. We may

L]
gdiffer greatly as to what kind of communion we should use, or form of bpaptisim or evean as to our

<

%idea of what spocryphal books are inspired or not--we may differ as to how ceremony we shoulad
éallow in the church--the high and the low church, and rest it on ‘he what is the true teaching
Eof the Word of God. Honest people have differed as to what the Word of God taught on various of
o

%particulr points but when it comes to who wrote the Pent. it is clear and unambigious that
%Hoses is referred as the author and that is what Christ believed asbout it. Though it is not a
%#atter directly conected with our salvation as to who wrote the Pent. yet if we give up Christ's
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eauthority on this, it is very hard to have Him as our Divine Lord. Therefore it is a matter of

great importance., One may be a very fine Christimm and still not believe that Moses wrote the
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Fent. and pay no attention to the Pent. but one is in the direction of that which eventually

lead him infidelty and unbelief. It is a vital matter and our religion is at staks in the

[Iwww

http

uestion.
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D. The Traditional View of Jews and of Christians that Moses wrote the Entire Five Books.

The attitude of Christ is what determines it but it is helpful to know that until comparative

recent years Jews and Christians have held that Moses wrote the Pent. Remember the statement of

Josephus which spoke sbout the five books of Moses as being the beginning of the Jewish 0.T. We

have other statements in early Jewish books referring to this in this way and it has been the
attitude of thefhristian chﬁrch. There has been & little bit of confusion regarding some of the
early church fathers--Critics today have tried to show that questions arose adbout the authorship
of the Pent. away back and will take a statement of Jerome and will show that he wasn't gquite sure
but what Jerome did was to discuss the theory that The O. T. was lost and that Ezra by divine

inspiration rewrote the whole bushness. Now according to this myth siace there is no foundation

to it, but according to this myth, CGod dictated to Ezra all the sacred books which had been lost--
that wouldn't make Ezra in any sense the author--it only was a regaining otf that which already had
once been written and Jerome--What is the aifference does it meke if Ezra did this or not--Moses

is the anthor in any case and so it is an entirely misundersttod thing =and indeed on this guestion
whether Ezra rewrote that which was previously lost. That in no way affects belief in the Mosesic
authorship of the Pent. There is real’y no reason that we should pay attention to this ~yth but
there is nothing in the Scripture that eve wonld sugeest this idea but there were some in the early
church that were impressed with this thepopy. If Ezra did rewrite them, the word inspirstion should
E?ot properly be used. He did it under the inspiration of the Holy Sgrit but what we mean about
%%nspiration is keeping the writer from error--what Ezra wonld have done wo ld simply bem an in-
E;trument for dictating, not a new book but one which had been lomt and pgthologlagly it would

ot have been impcssible--Fzra having been brought up with full kncwledge of these books, reading
hem over and over again, it would not have been impossible for Ezra to have this had they Dbeen
estroyed but of course we have nc reason to believe that the books were lost and absolutely no
=evidence that he ever rewrcte them. The 0.T. has 1t was written has no vowels but simply the
onsonants—-that being the case, it is entirely possible, when he read it to the people, read

t to them the way they would talk instead c¢cf the way Moses spoke. Take the wora have--contrast
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ow they pronounced it in days of Queen Elizabeth and how we proncunce it today. There are many
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ther words that we pronounce in an entieely different way--the e's were &ll sounded at the end
f their words. It is entirely possible that Ezra pronouned the words as they did in his dgy

oinstead of trying to imitate the talk of Moses. And we have the vowels in our Heb. Bible the way
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that Ezra pronounced it, but the vowels are not part of the inspired tm&t--that doesn't mean that
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words were changed in any way, but that the vowels were put down as actually pronouncea ana siace
we pronounce all the vowels differeantly from King James' time--I have heasé it said that if Geo.
Washington were here, we probably couldn't understand a word he said but we can read what he wrote
because that we pronounce in a different way and they retain the saume ideas. All of this idea
that there was confusion is not so but the critics try to mske mach out of this.

What do we mean when we say Moses wrote the Pent? Do we mean thzt Moses wrote every single
word of the Pent. as it is today. He may have and we have no proof that he didn't but that 1is
not necessarily the case. We can believe in tre Mosesic authorship of the Fent. if we believe
thzt Moses wrote substantially the Pent. zs we have it now. The overwhelming mass of it comes
from the pen of Moses and there might have been the last chapter added later and some of the
places might have been ~iven later names =nd there might have been slight changes made at later
times but made by men who were making them under the inspiration of the Holy S irit and free from
error. We have convincing proof one way or the other but if there were chznges they were ex-
tremely few. It is my verscnal view that almost all of it is as Moses wrote it down. I don't
think that we have evidence one way or the other. When we ssy that Moses is the author, we mezn
that t is substantially wrat Moses wrote, even though there might be interpolations, brief additd
ions and explnations but by inspired men at a later time--I said small changes anddian't sll the
possibility of two or three chgpters. It would be naturalkx to say that they conguered Laish,

$ 15

cwhich now is called Dad, etc.We mieht read about New Amsterdam and then change it to New York City
'and little changes are very natural in a work of that type and it is altogether possible but not
necessairly true and there may be such in the Pent. In the bk. of Isaiah there would be similar
places but there is very little of historical nature of that type where= the name of a place had
changed or the name of Isai2h's children which would be natural hereo in tre Pent.

E. Doubts of Jews and Christians regarding the Mosesic Authorship.of the Pentateuch. We
find trat the Rzbbis held that Moses wrote *the Pent. but very early they came to the idee that

moses didn't write the last eight verses—--the view was thst Joshusa added the account of his death
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Qafter he died and that prcperly doesn't belonz under tris head--I wouldn't call that a doubt of

Mosesic authorship but simply a question as to whether those eisht last verses were from Moses’

hand or not but we wo»uld say that the attitude c¢f the Rabbis was still on the positiv: side.
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About 1150 A.D. tlere was a prominent Jewish writer by name-Iben Ezra. He livew in the Arabic
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S countries and he made the statement about the insoluable mystery--"beyond Jordan" Dett. 1:1--
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"the Cenaanite was then in the land-Gen 12:€; Moses wrote DEut. 21:9; in the Mt. of Jehovah he
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skall be seen, Gen. 22:14 and the ref. to the iron bed-stead of King Og. in Deut. 3:11. He

was an orthodox Jewish writer on Biblical snd Tetmudic themes =nd he is in no sense a critic bdbut
ke does say that these verses are an insolunbhle mystery. Fe pickw these statements at random

from various porktions of the Fent. and people who read his book weren't gquite sure what he meant
by them but in modern times, when people began to &eny to the Mosesic avthorship of the Pent.—-t%gj
point out that even Iben-Ezra didn't believe it in his deyx. row ould Moses have saia these
statements and Moses couldn't pcssibly have said this. Deut. 1:1 says that Moses spoke to the
people when they were beyond Jordan--Moses never was in Pzlestine, how co:ld tkis be? That is
natural enxough for a later writer to say. Suppose that I were to begin a oock with the statemernt
that I did a certin thing when I was on the other side cf the ocean and if you had proof that I
haa never been cn the other side of the ocean--my statement would have been on this side ana not
on the other side. That is what Iben-E.ira must have meant though he didn't say what he meent.
When Moses died, certsinly the Canaanite was over the land of Pzlestine and the Israselites had

to g0 in and conquer them. In @en. 12:6 you read about the Canaanite still being in the land.

If scmeone wrote thet in the time of David or Solcmon 1t would be easy enxoug:h for somecne to say
thet, because it was impcrtant that Tot and Abmmnm not have strife because then the Canaanite might
ccre up and destroy them. I might say that 100 years ago a procession came down and marched down
Market St. and then say, Market St. was then the main st. in Wilmington. Why on earth would I

say that because Market St. still is the main st. in Wilmington. But I were to say they marched
down French St. so many havq::ecent years said that because it mentions this in Gen. 12:6 proves
that the Canaanite was not then in the land--therefore the Pent. cannot be b Moses and there
were other statements of this type. The ref. to the iron bed-stead of Og--why mention iron therel?
That is interesting if it occurred later on but why would Moses think that was impxortant encugh
to mention. All the critical scholars today will tell you that Iben-Ezra aidn't believe that
Moses wrote the Pent. but he was afraid to say so and the conservative ones will sgy that he

did believe in the Mosesic authorship but the fact of the matter is that we aon't know what
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.~ Iben-Ezra meant--he certainly, if he hadi doubts didn't think that they were worth making a fuss

about them. It is even possible that he thought they weee interpolations and there is no reason

why there might not be a few interpolations which would not be important in relation to the context

which would have been put in at a later date. After Iben-Ezra we have no other evidence of the

quettioning among the Jews until Stenoza, the pantheiatiec philosopher who heard of Iben-Ezra
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words and said that if Iben-Ezra had been an unbeliever that Moses had not written the Featateuch
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and Spenoza said in addition to that you read in Gen. 14:4 a feference to Dan and the name of
Dan, he says, that you read in Judges was given later on and he says in Gen. 36 you read that
the kings who reigned in Edom before any kings in Israel and how could Moses say that when there
hadn't been any kings in Israel at all. Num. 12:3 says that Moses is the meekest man in the
world andhow could MUses write a thingk like that about himself. Also if Moses was writing he
would sey I and mot Moses so he says that Moses did not write the Pent. but he wrote the laws

in the Pent., and someone el:e connected the laws which Moses had written down. I don't know Jjust
off hand what Spenoza's date is. It is not earlier than 165@ and not later than 1750. This
attitude of Spenoza had little influence on the orthodox Jews then or with Christians--perhaps
some with unbelievers. There were Christian writers now--Kirk and Hobbs and Simon began to
write and they said Moses only wrote only part of it and he couldn't have written all of it and
some of them even sald that Moses didn't write at all. Christian writers took up these writings
and answered them. Whlliam Henry Greed said of them that all thése superficial objections were
most ably answered by and Carsell. wrote in 1736 and Carsell in 1731 and they
took up these different matters and they gave what they though was a satisfactory answere anait
seemed to the Jews and the Christian church a sufficiently good ans#er and they didn't bother
particularly asbout the objections and there was no great body at the Christian church that
questioned the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch until within the last century and a half.

I imagine that today 90% of the educated Jews don't believe that Moses wrote it. That is a
development of very recent years. I told a Jew that Moses wrote the entire Pent. and didn't
believe that J.E. ware the source of it he was quite amazed and told me that I was more of

a Jew than he was, etc. He was quite hurt to find a Christian who gave more honor to Moses than

to this other.

E‘k

tsius and Cartvov wrote. Witsius wrote in 1736 and Cartvov wrote in 1731 . Modern writers
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may dieagree as to whether they answered this arguments or not out at least these obJjections made

‘no head way to spaek of in the Christian church or among the Jews. There were a _few writers
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and largely unbelieving writers who were against Chriatianity altogether and they were writing
these statements and taking these views. An occasionel Christian writer would adopt some of

them but it was very seldom . We are today in a much better position to deal with these particular
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obJectivea then people at that time. Then they didn't know much about the actual situation in

Paleatine in the time of Moses. All we knew was what we could gather from the Bible and therefore
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to decide with a matter fitted with the historical situation or not wszs a case in which one was
not in theposition to decide for they were in as good & position as we are to decide if Moses
wrote of his own death and the answer to bhat is that we simply do not know but we do know that
Moses might easily have been lead of God to tut the account of his death, knowing it was Jjust
shead. It might have happened or Joshua might have written it--it really doesnot matter. As to
the statement of Moses's character, it was really one of the remarkable things about the Bible.
Frankly and straight it speaks of individuals in it and it does not have the attitude of most
writers except for the writers who wrote the Bible. Many writers gloss over the famlts of the
ones they like, etc. One of the remarkable things of the OT is how very objectively it speaks.
David is the man after God's haart, the gre&t hero and yet David sinned and his wickedness and
meanhess is presented in the simplest way. Moses is the great hero and yet his fueekish foolish
action in killing the Egyptian and trying to take the arranging of God's plan into his own hands.
It is clearly put forth to us and not covered up at all. When Moses sinned, nd excuse is made
for him. God's rebuke to Moses is quoted directly to him. Now under these circumstances, is it
strange that the good points should also be given in this direct way? If you don't believe that
Moses could write these good things about himself in a stmaightforward way, how could he write
the bad things about himself? No one has guestioned this that I know about. H Some of these
questions are historical and some oftem of them are philological. Now one question which should
é;ot have caused difficulty is the place beyond Jordan and I am surprised that a scholar such as
E%ben—Ezra could not keep from being bothered by that as this phrase "beyond J;rdan" is a very
%%oor translation of the phrase. The-It occurs in Deut. 1l:1 -King James, Revi;ed. etc, The
5

%?evised goes back to most translations siven tc this phrase which is actually not sc accuratefs
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However the King James 1s not accurate either. In ch. 3, 8

'ou find that word again but in v. 20 he is talking of a word beyond the other side of Jordan.
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=The word beyond Jordan in this verse, v. and in 11:30 mezns what is on the west side of the

ordan and in 1:1, 5, 3:8 it means on the east side of the Jordan and if traced thorugh you see
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=it does not mean beyond of this side either one. The word means at the side of Jorden and can

be either side and I think it is a mistake of the King James to have it put definitely on either
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sbde and put in what they think is correct. It isn't on either special side but it is on the
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side of. Palestine is divided into two parts and you can speak of what happens on one side and
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of what hapvens on the other side of the Jordan. If they want to indicate the special side, they
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say so specifically and so it is at the side of the Jordan and in many ceses you find where it
means one side and in many cases where it means the other side and when you cgome to the statement
that the Caanite was in the land you know that the Caananite migrated into the land and the
Caananite was not alwaysin the land and they came to the land Just as the Idraelits did only

they came somewhat earlier and the Israelites in the time of Moses doubtless knew that the Cananite
had come so when Moses says that he means that they had already come and they were there as a
factor even as they are today. That is a word that could look toward the back or toward the future
0f course that fact was not known 200 years ago so they could not give thzt answere to it except

as a pure conjecture. The statement about the iron bedstead of K*ng Basharfve know was just

about the time the Israwlites came into Palestine as that was the beginning of the iron age. That
was not known until the last 50 years. Up to that time people used either wood or bronseand thue
it was gquite something for the king to have an iron bedstead and only the king could afford to

have such a thing thus it was worthy of remark. People didn't know that 200years ago either and
now most of them are falrly easily explained with the knowledge we have here today --many of them
are things that are stated by themselves and many of them are interpolations and could be later
inserted with no regard to the amthor of the Pentateuch. Like "in the mt. of the ILord it shall

be seen" and it is dealing with the place where the temple was later built. You could say in

the mt. you could see this plainly where Abraham took Isazc to cffer him on that altar or there

may have been a reason why it wa- called by that mame even at that time. It doesn't have to be
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an interpolation and it may be alright to have it used in the time of Moses. If it was an
interpdlation, I beli¥e it was written under the inspiraticn of the Holy Spirit and $nspired of
God and it is a true statement and does not affect the true authorship of the Pentateuch. YOu
mayyvtoday find peonle who are raising these particular arguments and it would wise for you to be

familiar with these arguments in such a case but they can bYe fairly easily answered. Green has
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fairly good discussion of them in his book, "Higher Criticism" and any conservative book written

in the last centruy if ept to have a very good discussion of these particular difficulties even
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>though some of them have new evidence on them in the last few years but they =re not a real
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problem. They did not make a great impact on the Christian church. The Christian church 150
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years ago believed almost unanimously in the Mosaic authorship and these objections had been
madee as much as a century before that time. They are not the things we have to meet today and

cconsequently I though this time I would put them under the heading of the Mosaic authorship of
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the Pentateuch réf\oq&han on the next. The next heading is on a unified whole and is something
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quite different from these although it has taken these up and used them to some extent se
the next is IV--The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch. Higher criticism means criticism,
not point out flaws or errors, but rather means a study of introductory matiers. You have
criticism of art, litarature--if you are sometime tempted to go to the movies, pick some news-
paper and read the reviews thereof and you will read how much money has been wasted in making
the awful production and how everything is so awful and you wonder how anybedy could go and see
such a thing.

# 17. That might be criticism but thatis not what we mean. You sometimes might notice
an ad on one page of a paper and see how this was the greatest picture ever filmed and right in
the next column you probably would see how the critic wasted half an hour and tells how it was
the poorest worthless thing that he ha ever seen and the critic would simply tear the thing to
pieces while right next to it they were paying good money to sponseer it. Feople who are hired
to meke an evaluation soon get so tired of it, that they tend to be old hardened critics, so
criticism has nzturally come to mean picking flaws, but that is not what properly the word means.
To critize properly means to evaluate and try to see what the points are Eﬁe side and the other
and criticism should be constructive and higher critism doesn't properly mean the denying of the
Mosesic authorship but that which means to take up the book and look at it and examine it as to

matters of date, suthorship etc. and sees what the evidence is. We call it higher in distinction
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-to lower criticism because it takes the matter up of the text and fits the right word, or has there
been an error in transmission --this kind of criticism simply means an attempt to try and evalute
these things but there is a movement which began about 150 years ago which has run through a

very definite course and which has leda toc views which are very widely held and which have been
one of the greatest forces wk in the Christian world which have as much to do with our religious

#ituation today as any other single force and conseguently it is necessary that we have an under-
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standing as to what this movement is as to how it went from one =pproach to another and what effedt
t has ssid--that is why we call it higher criticism.

F. Consideration of early Objections to the Mosesic Authorship. Refer tc Prof. 3rigzgs
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of Union Sem.--booklet published in 1893. Eigher Criticism of the Hexteuch.in ch. IV we have
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the rise of higher criticism. We have already mentioned Iben-Ezra and he mentions that these
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certaln verses are an insoluable mystery but there is ne proff in whether he believed in the
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Mosesic authorship of the Pentateuch or not. He was an orthox Jewish com~entator. Arouad 1t00



Pentateuch # 17 (cont.) -32-

some other critics added a few more and Spinoza and gathered these objections together
adding some of their own. He, Briggs then lists 1R separate passages under four heads and I would
like everyone to be familiar with these verses especially.

Historical Objections--Gen. 12:6--the Canaanite was then in the land. Briggs says that this
implies that this was nct the case. Other books make the statment thzt this statement couldn't
possibly have been written until the time of Solomon because the Canmanite was in the land a’l
of that time. Wm. H. Green points out that that dcesn't meam that *he Canaanite isn't now in the
land. Abraham and Lot were fighting--it was necessary that settle the argument peacably--why,
because the Canaanite was then in the land but the Canaanite ulx‘is now in the land and the Lord
has promised to drive them out--the people hever have been there and they don't know the sitadtion
there and they are looking fcrward to the time when they can go into the land an@&od will =ive it
to them znd they will possess it mo we would say that this doesn't imply that he was not now in
the land and we know that the Canaanite was then recently in the land and there was a time before
when the Cenaanites weren't there. It doesn't prove anything about what the situation is right
now--te say that when they were guarreling and thus not be in danger of the Canmanites. You
might say there were gansters then in Chicaso--that doesn't mean that there aren't gangster there
nocw but it dces mean there was thst particular time when gangsters were d=ngerous. It max is the
kird of verse that conld easily be interpolated but I think it is somethiagz that woudd be natural

£oe natural for Moses to put in to explain but suppose that Moses didn't write this verse and that
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Sit comes at the time of Sclomon or later--this wonldn't in any way prove that Moses hadn't written

E

he Pent. It is true that there are cther phrases which had nc word of explanation put in so
now that it wasn't a regular habit to put interpolations. You can't explain something that is
an interpolaticn if thLe whole clause depends upeon it.

. Gen 14:14--Abram pursued the five kines as far as Dan. Briges says that Den did not receive this
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=name until long after the time of Moses; Jud. 18:29 tells us that in that time they called this

ity Dan after Dan, their father--it used to be called Laish. It could be entirely possible that

Shere might have been znother city called Dan in that area—-I would think it more probable that he

sed the orginal name Laish and the name might have been changea after 2ll1l. One woras seems to
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ghave been changed to make it intelligzhble to later readers but that proves nothing zbout the
E
osesic authorship.

. Gen. 36--puts down a list of names of kings that ruled over Edom. Now what does this verse

hneyNw%y

have to say about the Mosesic authorship. There is no prolilem in his knowledge about Edom since



Pentateuch # 18 ~33-
Moses took the children of Israel through *here. It mentions about there not being a king over
Israel--before that time. That verse implies that Moses knew that Israel was going to have a kins.
Suppose thf in the aay of Columbus someone would say about something happening in Holland before
there were &ny presedents in the U.S.--it was still 350 years befcre there were -gw preiiaents
in U.S. It was &all right to mention the kings of Edom and tells us how they are established
end then mentions the kings which are perfectly natural. But then why would he say the next
phrase when there were no kings in Isrsel--it wasn't until hundreds of years later that any kings
ceme in and yet he says these are the kings of Edom befcre there were Xxm any kings in Israel.
If that were written in the day of Solomon it would scund guite natural but not in the days of
Moses. Iben-ezra thought this was an insoluable mystery and Spinoza thought that was cood prcof
that Moses didn't write the Pent. It is easy to imagine that this chapter could have been insertea
by someone at an earlier time--it isn't an organic part of the wnole and you don't disrupt the
chapter by teking it, and it easily co1ld be a later interpolation; I don't think that this was
the case but even if it were it wouldn't prove that Moses didn't write the Pentateuch. As a
matter of fact, if you read the Pent. as a whole-- if you read Genesis as a whole you will tina
it possible to see why Moses made this statement. It would be perfectly reessonable why Moses
should write such a statement as this. In the Pent. you alread read how God told Jacob that there

would be kings--Gen. 35:11 and there would be kings fo his aescendents and we are given these wonae

h

Eful promises about Jacob and the Israelites know that they are going to have kings and yet before
-Israel has had any kings at &ll, Edom has had this long list of kings. In view of the promizes

to Jacob, it is =z very natural thine for Moses to say--before the leader, the chosen of God, before
they have had any kings at all, Edom wamisd kmy® had this longxz 1list of kines. It doesn't require
that Israel alr-ady have @ king in the land but it does reyuire that the promise already be given

and we have that promise already. Of course when Israel came into the land, it was a long time

bi/55IntroPentateuch/README

before the Lord gave them kinegs and there was this long period in which the people seemed te think

it better not to have king but here was the promise right in Genesis. Here was Edom that had kines
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%3. Ex. 16:35 —-The children ate manna forty-years before they came to a land inhabited; they did
@
eat the manna until they did ceme to the borders of Canaan" He says that this imdies the entrance

of the Israelites into the land of Canaan after the death of Moses--cf. Josh. 5:12. This could
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nct have been written until the time of Solomcn or David according to Briggs. It would put the
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date only a little bit later according to the view of if fullfilled in Joshua 5:12.



Pentateuch # 18 (cont.) -3
This conld he an interpolation that was made a few weeks =zfter the death of Moses. Do you
think such is the case?I trust all of you know what precedes and what follows and the coatext of
this verse. Let us suppcse that Moses wrote down these thingms as they happendd--is v. 35 as
an interpolation? Of course God could have enabled Moses to write all about Hitler , Stadin
1f He had chosen to do so, but leaving that out of consideration--do you think that Mcses could
have written this verse? Cou’d Moses have written this versex--No, he couldan't have. Suppose that
God were to say, "I am going to Eive you manne® all the time for the 40 years until you get to
Canaan--why couldn't He say thatl Only two years after they leit Egypt, the Lora told them to
go up and conquer the land but the people of Israel were scared and wanted to go back to Egypt,
so God told them they would stay in the wilderness until all the generation had passed on--Moses
could have written this incident after Kedesh-Barnea--He certainly knew that ‘he people were
going to be there forty years--they came to the borders of the land of Canaan less than two years
after they left Egypt and they didn't go in because of their unbelief and there is absolutely
no evidence that God had revealed to Moses thst they wouldN®t go in then.

# 19 Moses could have put this in his account--I don't think it likely that he put it in
the beginning of his ministry but as they had bescn gcins many years--and after he knew that *hey
would be there 40 years it would be very simple for him to put down that km they would be there
40, It could be an interpolation that Moses put in himself and perfectly all right to put in

cyears later in his 1ife and has nothing to interfere with the Mosesic authorship.He couldn't have

h

Wyritten this at the time when they first began to have manna since they nor Moses knew that they
were zoine to be eating manna 40 years. If Mcses wrote the story later on he certainly could have
written this but if he wrote it at the time of the happening it could be something that he addea.
An argument from silence is a good argument. If someone said to me that David Jones was Presiaent

of U.S. I could prove from silence that he never was president of U.S. If somebody on the other
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hand had been to U.S. and then he goes back to Europe and they ask him what do the people of U.S.

think about their president, David Jones znd he says there is no such man and they.woula ask how
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Sdid he know and then he would say, I never heard about him, --that wouldn't prove anything because

ib.ibri

S1in the course of & yesr he might not have heard of him. Even someone in this class, if he had

had not tsken American History might never have heard of Miller Stillwater--it is a matter of

whether silence is to be expected or not. Wken you find Moses and the people at the oorders of
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= the land and Moses tells them to go up and conquer the land but they are afraid and God then
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tells them that they will be in the wilderness forty years until 211 of them are dead. That



Pentateuch # 19 (cont.) =)

is the best arsument in the world that Moses did not know of this before hand. That God gave it
to them then as 2 result of the situation and in a case like that you would have to have mighty
stron evidence that Moses had anykkinx idea of knowing anything about this before this time. It
doesn't interfere with Mosesic authorship because Moses was living lon-s after this coula have
been written--if there are statements in Gen. gquoting what Abrshan said, there is no reason at
all why Moses couldn't have interpclated in Abraham's account statements at his time bringing
things up to his time but that Yas nothing ‘o do with Mosesic authorship thxousgh it would have
to dc with in%terpolations. In this caée there 18 every reason to believe that Moses knew before
they got to Sinai tkat they would be spending forty years in tre wilderness but before this time
Yoses certainly didn't know that they would be there 40 years. So this story which Moses no doubt

wrote in preliminary form at the time of the event described must have had this statement put in

later but there is no reason that he couldn't have done that any time after Kadesh-Barnea--he
knew then that they would be there at least 40 years. The purpose to give an account cf the
hapueninghr that took place there so people in the future would remember ebout God's mercy upon
them--he then he could simply assume a discontinuance of the manna as soon as the enaof the time
for the end of 1% as the time predicted had been given. It is entirely possible that none of
the Pent. was written until later on and consequ-ntly if Moses had sat down after Kadesh Barnea
he would have know it then, but if he had written it at the time of the event he would have had

to insert this later but that doesn't prove that it isn't Mosesic. If you take any book that a

htm

man writes today, if you get the 2na edition you will find interpolations put through out to bring
it ur to the time of his later edition.

$. Deut. 1:1 "These be the words which Moses spake deyond Jordan--this implies that it was
an zuthor already in Palestine beyond the Jordan. Of course "beyond Jordan™ is what the R.V.

The A.V. says this side of Jordan but that is an inssertion that is not in the originsl. There is
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nothing in the Heb. which sgys "this". The evidence which I gave you a few days ago wonld look

ery stronely in the other direction. This word is used to descirbe one side of Jorden and the
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—other side of Jordan, right here in the book of Deut. Sometimes it has the wrod, eaéﬁard or

westward with it and Moses says that there is a land eastward thst God is going to give them and

and land westward that He is going to give them and other times he doesn't use east or west but
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he uses the word of éither side. Examination of the use of the word shows that the word doesn't

[hwww

mean bryond but is a mis-trnaslation. That the author of commen. in the ICC from Union Theo. Sem.
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should have kkown that this word does not mean beyond is amazing-it is astounding ignorance.
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Pentateuch # 20(cont.) -37-
There wouldn't be any reason in the wordd that he couldn't have said beyond Jordan but the truth
of the matter is thet he didn't sgy that--it simply means on the side of Jordan.The question is
on the meaning of this word--is the truth of the matter that Moses didn't write this but someone
later on wrote and put Moses across and someone might hsve put the heading on later on and that
would be perfectly all right and it wouldn't have interfered with Moses writing the rest of it
but it isn't necessary to believe that.
Esau
6. Detit 2:12--says the children of Ixrmmi destroyed the Horattes . Briggs says that this
implies the conquest of Canaan by Israel but you would have to look at that in the context to see
Just what it means. This is an argugent bullt wpon one word. Here Moses is spesking to the people
and ke tells them how Esau will take ofer the land as Israel will take over the land of Casnan.
There we have =n argument thzt Moses not only could have written it but that he couldn't have
said it because this part of the orginal which Moses gave. Could Moses have written it or could
he even have said such & thing? This ie rather hard to figure out by putting in an interpolation.
Someone cou'd loter put in & time or place and something like that could easily be put, but here
is something in a speech of Moses. It would be as though you had a speech of Gen. MacArthur in
which he szid before he left the Phillipines, "Jush as the Americans have flooded over Jaren
so the we will flood over the Philippines--they did it later but not at that time. You might say
this has a prophetic element therein--just as Israel is going to concuer Canasn later on. Some
%critics say that this verse couldn't have been written until the time of David when all of Canaan

L
ghad been conguered. But it doesn't say until all of the land of Canaan had been conguered. It

A

%certaﬁnly would be possible for Moses to say this Just exactly as it stands before his death.
It seems 2 very importent and significant statement--in Num. it tells us how they conguered abcut

a third of Palestine--all of TransJordan, the land of the 0g, king of Bashan--all the territory
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CSthat beloneged to 22 of the tribes and therefore why couldn't Moses say, just as Israel conguered
Bthis

L

%lii thix land so Edom had conguered that land which God had given them. Israel had conquered some

>
%}and already and there is reasen for Moses to refer to something they had already done. This was
5}
cthe land of their possession though it wasn't all their land. Deut. 3:11, 14; 34:10; Gen. 22:14;
=

éﬂum. 21:14; Deut. 27:2 and Num. 12:3. Write a brief statement why you think that these verses

—_

gmight raise a question as to whether Moses wrote the Pent. or not. 35ee what you think is the
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problem and think of an answer for it.
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Pentateuch # 21 -38-

7. Deut. 3:11. Ref. to Og, king of Bashan who had an iron oed-stead.The mention of iron is the
problenm thereMoses is reminding these people. It sounds tc many that it is something that happen-
ed away back. Geo. Washington has a great army at Valley Forge--his headquarters aré still up
there. You wouldn't sgy that Gen. Eishenour lead an army into France snc the one who airected
them can still be seen but I deon't think that it necesseitly means here z long time. The leader
Moses is simply reminding the people that they defeated the king Og--here is the bed-steed cf
his thst has been preserved znd there it is to remind us 211 »bhut it is reminding them ot some-
thing thet is up there right now as a visible evidence of something thzt is there right now.

The verse i1s in parenthesis in the R.V. and it sounds very much like an interjectory statement,
He says in the previous verse that at that time they took the land out ot the hand of the two
kines of the Arorites--is not Moses there reminding bthem of the goodness of God; this man who
was & ciant has been overcome and the people were here fearing going into the land because of
the giants there but isn't that wonderful proof of the goodness of God. Look how big he was
with his ved-stead of iron. It seems to me that Moses would have a purpose in saying it right
t-ere to the pecple and yet the verse coula be sovething which a later writer inserted as an
explanation of this fact which would not interfere at all with our idea of Moses writiag it

and simply this insertion by an inspired man of God could have been put in later but I don't
think that it is nemsary to believe this. It is clear that they had iron in that day but it

was rather an oddity and didn't have a great deal ofit.

8. Deut. 3:14 "Jair the son of Manasseh took all the country of Argob unto the coasts of
Geshuri and Maachathi; and called them after his own name, Bashan-havoth-jair unto this asgy."
What is the problem here about the Mosesic authorship? It is the reference "unto this day"--
it seems very strongly against Mosesic authroship at first sight. Supposing thzt I were to say
last year Gen. Eishenhour came to Wilmington and they changed Rodney Square to Eishenhour Sguare
and it has remained that name until this day. Suprose that haypened about six months ago. I
mighty very well say that to you here but to go and say thzt it remains that asme unto this dey--
I might say that 40 or 50 years from now but if it happened oanly six months ago it wodd be very
unnatural.for me to do that. Immediately it raises the question to what day--it seems that it
would refer to a time long after. How could be it be that Moses could have written 1t. It
means that it has continued until the very present. It is not the sort of thing that one would
naturally expect about an event that has happened Jjust recently--it might be am later writer that

put this down whea it happened--that is thuat it continued even to his day but I don't feel that
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is necessary--this is not merely someone describing something that had happened but is a man
exhorting the people not to fear; the people are wondering whether they can concuer that land
which has so many more people and Moses tells them to remember how they conquered these people
on the one side of Jordan alremdy--why six months ago we had this battle and we conquered that
pdace and called the place by that neme which is still stadning today. It wasn't simply a raid
but you have the evidence right in frent of you. The conquest had stuck. The American armies
ran over Belgium and headed for western Germany and then the time of the bulge battle--someone
might have said look how you sald you congered this section but now it is &ll zone ana the
Germans are back there again. But here is a conguest that stayed so why shoula you be afraia.
It was a sign of the goodness of God that not only enabled you to make a raid but to conguer and
and estsblish the place which you took and to keep it. It might be an interpclation and if it
were it would disrupt the unity cf the book »nut it very well couldx have been said by Moses in
that time. ( This record is interspersed with & good deal of student particspation which could not
be heard.) Joshua

# 22 If the whole book were not written by Moses but by MgxEx or Aaron, that wouldn't prove
it to be either false or true. ?e hold to it because the rest of the Bible holds to it being the
work of Moses. It is the teachine of Moses and of Christ that these five books are by Moses.
That doesn't necessarily mean that Moses wrote every word of it. It is sufiicient to hold for
that premise that Moses wrote the great bulk of it, even though certaln changes might have been

made later by inspired men and conseguently is true. I don't feel that it is necessary in any case
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I know, that snything was womitten by x another mmn under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.

if all these were interpolations it doesn't effect the authorship of Moses as the writer,
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cWe are in a difrerent situation regarding Mark from the situation here in the Fent.because cur

earliest MSS go back to about the 3rd centyry. Before that we cnly about two centuries and our
evideace is 3ufficient to say that this is probably nct in the original even thougn it is in a

great bulk of the MSS wiich we have. Now in the case of the book of Moses, we have 2000 years
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way from the autographa and therefore it might be possible thut we have such a problem but we
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Chave no record of it. But we don't have the same amount of evidence for the 0.T. We have to
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have other evidences on which to build our premise. So this ref. Deut. 3:14 could be & real

objection if it weren't for the two facts--that Moses spoke these oration and the sitwmation
diswpling
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.surrounding them and also that it could be an interpclation without the context.

gFe is the inspired man who wrote most, and if there were a few insertions here and there, it
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wouldn't interfere with the Mosesic autheopship.



Pent. # 22 (cont.) -40-
like
9. Deut. 34:10--There has not risen a prophet in Israel sincerpnto Moses. Briggs says that
this implies to a long time after the time of Moses. If Moses wrote that himself, it would seem
from our English trnaslation, a long peridd in between but one thing to note is that the Heb.
perfect is used--There hath not arisen. The Heb. perf. does not have that stress on time. It
has more the idea of certainty of it rather than the time. I do not feel that from the verb form
you can necessatlly get the idea but from the context. Read the following verses. There are a
great many things connected with the exodus from Egypt which naturally aren't repeated--it would
be very much like anyone to mention these things as not likely to happen again in the wery near
future and unlikely that it ever would happen. It would be altogether possible that Moses under
the inspiration of the Spirit make the statement in v. 8. Hcw could he know thast they wept for
him thttty days while he was still living. The Lord might have lead him to put down what was
going to happen and I see no difficulty in believing this and yet many think that Joshua added
these words afterwards--that these are like an epitaph added for Moses and there is no reason
why it couldn't be. In that case there has not arisen a prophet in Israel like untoc Moses would
be an impossible statement at all to make shcrtly after his death. There would hardly be a situa-
tion cogparable to it for a very long time. This might be a little hard to think of Moses as
writing than anything else that we have looked at-~it is no!l impossible that he wrote out it
certainly would be possible and probable that Joshua added this soon after his death but that
£1in nc sense detracts from the Mosesic authorship of the Pent. Briggs says all these nine state-
ments are inconsistent with Mosesic authorship. Two other tests he says have not altogether
stood the test of criticism--he is giving the 18 instances which Spinoza which were given 200
years ago. Here are two which haven't stéod the test.
10. Gen. 22:14. He says that this implies that the Isrselites were long in the land. They
were a long time in the land before they went down in Egypt--plenty of time for such a usage to

become established.

11. Deut. 2:5--not so much as s foot breadth. 3Brigegs says when compared with I Chron. 18

where David conguers Fdom--it implies when Israel was friendly with Edom but not a later time
< than Moses.
Indications of special authorship--12. Num. 21:14--"Wherefore it is said in the book of the

wars of Jehovah". Briggs says that this impies another author than Moees. It would be entirely
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gquaible for me in a book that I wrote to refer to asnother book. It reminas me of the time when
e .

I was at Princeton Seminary as a student--said that Dr. Henry Ven Dyke was going to read
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Pentateuch # 28 22 (cont.) ~b1-

selections of poetry at certain time and at a certain place. t 80 haoppened that about half of
the people there were from the Seminary and there were few from the University itself. He reai
some poems with great feeling and other poems he didn't like and into his voice he would put such
a feeling of disgust that pretty soon the listeners would decide that the poem was no godd. He
then, after reading frorm wuite a few then szid, now I will read from the God of the Opeu Air--
now who would you think was the author and one fe'low asked who had written the poem and with
quite a bit of pride he said that he himself was the author and the fellow than told him, "Oh,
Congratudations!" How happy Dr. Van Dyke muzt have felt. Why couldn't Moses have said, Now I'll
read a statement from this certain book and this book might have veen written by Moses but certain-
ly it didn't have to be. It could have been written by someone else in the camp and Jjust an
account of the events that the people had gone through, not an inspired book but hcw does all this
imply that the book was written a long time before?

# 23. 13. Deut. 27:2 ff. cf. with Josh. 8:30 ff. (Min. 0-3 is student speaking which can't
be heard) I think that it would be possible for a man to say before he died that he Wanﬁihis son
Henry to have the best horse and his dausghter to have the cow; now they mizht or might not do it
but there certainly is no reason whxy he shouldn't say it. In this case Moses said, when you come
into the land, this is what you are to do and in Jdosh. it says they did it. The day you pass over
Jordan, do this. Joshua passed over Jordan and then sometime later he did it. That throws light
on what day means but does that have anything to do with the authorship of the book. Moses
might have said that he wanted Henry to have his black cow and Hary to have my wnite cow ana
they might have each preferred the other one and twisted leter--that wouldn't have anything to
do with Moses havine said it. 3ut if they disobeyed Moses it wouldn't be an objection as to
Moses being the authorsk. (Much of the record is taken up with asking various students about
what is the real problem here in these iwo passages.) Now the prodlem that was raised here by
Spinoza and by others--here he put some stone together and reared an altar and wrote upon it
a copy of tte law of Moses. You certainly couldn't write the five books of Moses on an &altar.
Briges says this implies a law much less extensive than the Pent. How big a law could you write?
It says that they wrote on these stones a copy of the law of Moses--is that just the ten command-
ments or the whole Pent? The Law of Moses would sound like the whole Pent. would it nct? How
big would an altar have to be to write this? My father could write the Lord's Prayer on a dime®
but there wouldn't be much point to writing it that small since no one could read it if it were

that small. If the Law cf Moses was written on stone and then the Law of Moses is recferred to
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as these five books--actually it seems like 2 later idea that the law of Moses would be referred
to as the five books. I think that here you would zet some evidence that wasn't known auring the
time of Spinoza from the fact that Hammurrabi put up this law code in Babylon in the central
souare and it was reaa by all and it was incsribed on a large stone and it i1: written in cuneiform
wkiting and the code is about as long as one of the books of Mgses--with thst writing which h:zs
such small characters it would have been entirely possible to write the whole law. Of course
we don't know what they wrote it in. 1In Hebrew as ordinarily written it takes much more room
andi as we have it, it would take a great many stonesto write it on and another verse we should
notice, another cuestion that is. Note v. 4. He tells them to put up stones axd put the law
on them and then he tells them to build an altar of stone. To imply that these are the same
stones on which they write the law is reasding into the text. He mentions the stones first and the
writing of the law next and then build an altar of stones. It would be entirely possible to have
a series of large stones and then to have the altar next to them. It is an infrence th=t is un-
warranted that it is necessairly limited to the stones of the altar. In Joshua 8 it is much
stronger there—--the infirence that those are the stones of the altar, it woodd be difficult, if
Josh. 8 was all alone, to suggest that there other stones but Josh. 8 doesn't stand alone. He
fulfi*led the comm:znd of Moses. On whzt stones did he write. You have the command--to put
up these stones and mzke an altar. Later on you have given by Joshua what they did and thst which
Emost impressed the people was given first--the putting up of the altar. That may very well be
=

%that there were extra stonesCritics claim that Deuteronomy is the only book of Moses and not the
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uwhole thing, but it would seem much more like that he would have written the whole Pentateuch
if the other were written shead of Deuteronomy. And the whcle thing is commandea to be kept
together and when Joshua is told that this book of the law shall not depart ocut of thy mouth--

does that mean just the book of Deut. or does it mean the whole Pentateuch? I don't know if
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we are in a position to prove whether he wrote only Deut. or not but there seems to me that there

a0 difficulty imholding that he wrote the whole bock in view of the fact that it doesn't
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or

>1limit it to that.

# 24 ---1 wender how many cf you ncticed the real problem here--as to whether the stones
were really large encugh to hold the whole Pent.

The next group Briggs entitles Inconsistemdes and I don't think that these need delay us
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cmch. If there are these that wouldn't necessairly prove thzt Moses didn't write the book.
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Very seldom does anyone write am book that doesn't have some inconsistency therein.
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Pentateuch # 24 (cont.) 43~
There is very much that many of us do thst appears inconsistent unless you know the whole pic-
ture and we can't write all the detail in =ny bdook.

14.Deut. 10:8 "At that time the Lord separated the tribe of Levi, to bear the ark of the
covenant of the lord, to stand befeor~ the Lord "etc. It is a very superficial criticism because
it is very easy for somethine like this to happen twice. It could happen for one situatidn =nd
then happen for ancther situation and they don't have to be ideatical either. Differenzxt details
can happen and we might zo into ful? details of it but I don't think that i$ is necessary.

15. Ex. 4:20 is incosistent with Ex./8:2 ff. One place says that he took his family down to
Egypt and then it says that he stayed in Midian. Does Ex.[8:2 say that they remsined in Midian.
It says that xhex sent her back. Very often objections are raised and problems raised but they
haven't even read what it says and haven't examined just what the text says. There is too much
argument on all sorts of questions instead of locking to see exactly what it says. In the first
case it teils us how Moses startea for Egypt and then how the Lord tried to kill Moses on the
way and how Sipporzh intervened and Xr%t and saved Moses'life. Now Dr. Robert Dick Wilson's
theory was that after that event occurred which almost cost Moses' life due to Zipporah's
attitude though she did no” w give in when it was necessary to save his life that Moses sent her
back to her father from there. That may be so and there is no reason to know whether this is
right or not. But after that there is no mention in the account in Egvpt and a period of a
year or two was recuired with all the pleagues znd the controversy with Pharosh and the sit-
nation was ~etting all more and more intense and it would not be strange at all if Moses took
Zipporah 21l the wey to Egypt to have sent her back to her father. This doesn't sgy that sre
remained with her father. It mentions right there, after Moses sent her back. We do not have
all the facts given to us in the Bcripture. We have the facts which are important. She is with
him on the way tc Egypt and a few years later she mkX is with her father and he is sent her back--
there is no imix contradiction there at all if you look at the exact words and see what they
say. Briggs points out how inconsistent the view is.

16. Ex. 13:11--Jehovah spoke to Moses face to faCe}fﬁum 12:3 Moses was very meek gbove all
the men that were on the face of the esarth. 18. Deut. 31:9. Moses wrote this law. Why should
he not say the lord spoke face to face with him if he did. VWhy should he not point out that he
was very meek above all the men of the face of the earth when he alsoc pointed out the faults
which he did. &He gave a true picture which uninspired men don't give. FHe gave the faults

a~d why should nét then the virtues be given in a fair wey. These objections Brizgs zoes on to
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point out that 211 these have either been forstalled or rroved to show later editors have come
in and most of them thousgh have maintalned their validity. I don't think that we have to accept
his conclusions. Hume in His Essay on Miracles tells what wonderful things he has done. Prof.
Olmstead of U. 6f Chie&#0 wrote a bock of the Life of Jesus a few years uago snc in the g vdeginning
of the book he says that the Life of Jesus hat never been studied by a real historiasn before and
now he says that he has written it in the full light of history. You will find plenty of states
ments that are often quite absurd which go far beyond that which Moses wrote in the Pentateuch.
These particular objections we have locked at and though I don't think they are impcrtant in-
trimsically but they are important beczuse they are tke very things that people will often bring
up %o you-

0f ccurse you all understand by this time how we are studying this course. We are putting
all the references of that certain name--you cen see at a glance--there is Deut. 1, the first
five verses =nd you micht nctice thzt Jehovzh is used three times and the name of God three times
etc. For next time is to clearly review the lessons for today and also go on with Gen. 27 =znd
go ¢n as far as vou can ia your time listing the various names of God. We had not finished last
time the authroship of the Pentateuch but we were learni) some of the alleged problems in coanectil
with it and we noticed these various early objections, most of which are entirely superiicial.
They are all such that could be explained as interpolations without questioning the suthorship
of the Pent. so I see no need even to consider them interpolations--in past years I haven't
spent mucli time on them but it is sood to know what the actual situation is in each case.

4., Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch. We have already mentioned what we mean by higher
criticism. It has come to mean, often at least, destructive criticism. We speak of the errors
of hicher criticism and held by those who hold such views--as held by those who hold destructive
theories of criticism. Higher criticism is taxen up any time you ask whc the author is and at
what time was the bdook written. Even a book of fiction written €0 years ago will have guite g
different background of a book of fiction written todsy and it is very interesting to study this.
Eigrer criticism is used by anybody that is interested in stdying any certain subject. Higher
criticism of the Bible, per se is =2 necessary thing--when was it written and who was the author
of the various bogks is 211 valuable information. There is however =z movement that has taken
a certain attitude towards criticism of the Pentateuch and this movement is one of the most

important forces in world in the las century and a half.
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If you would take the Christian world about 100 years ago you woula find those who livea and went
on living paying no attention to the claims of Christ and you would find those who were devoted
to Christ end follcwing Him, and you would find, regardless of their own personal attitude toward
the Bible, believed that theBible was true and they knew that they sught to follow it and knew
that they ocught to receive Christ and they knew that they were going on in their own way and not
followineg God's Word. There were comparatively few who would say there is no reason that I should
follow the Bible since it is not #mxm true. They knew thest it was true and they either accepted
it or rejected it. I haquzz?;d iﬁe Dwight L. Moody said at the end of his life--the tremendous
difference in the attitude of the people toward the Word of God during his life. In the beg-
innineg of his 1ife people would admit that the Biole was right but they would be frank that tney
enjoyed the world too much and I am not strong enough to stand--most everyboay would admit it
that the Bible was true but towards the end of his life people would argue and say how do we
know that this is true. Isn't this Bible Just put together by man. One of the greatest forces
in causing a change of the people toward the Bible is higher criticismJhe condition in America
end Europe which produced these two world ward Emmm cannot be understood apart from the aecrease
in faith in this land which was to a large extent, the result of the higher criticism. There-
fore anyone who is going to understand relirficus conditions and understand how to serve the ILord
effectively, it is very vital that you know something about the higher criticism. There is one
very easy way to deal with higher criticism. That is the way the Presbyéerian Chwech,USA is
the way they dealt with Mr. McIntire and said he was a bad man--he has horns and hoofs and you
must let him in here and above all don't let him mention the world ccuncil nor the condition
of the Presbyterian Church USA and as long as people are devoted in you Bnd have such confidence
in you that they know whatever you say is right and if you say that person is bad he must be--that
method will work end there are cases whbre, rather than onter into a big argument with some
cult or group--it is sufficimat to say that is bad and just keep away from it. That is, in some
instances a far better way of handling it rather than enter into long and detailed déscussions
about it but when a movemernt is out to win as many fine Christian people with fine Christian
background and with zeal for the Word of God, has been lead by the higher criticism to chance
their idea sbout the Bible, you have to take a different attitude--when it is accepted in the
majority of cur pulpits and theological seminasries--at least the old ones and in most colleges

and universities where anything about the Bible is taught, we are not going to make much progress
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in tke world as a whole if we simply say that it is bad and tell people to keep away from it.
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That is not the effective way to deal with s thing like this. We must recognize that there gre
fine people who have been .resented with the arguments and couldn't answer them sc have taken
the wrong attitude and have thought that they could cling to their Christian faith and still
accept the entire hggher criticism. They have adopted ideas like the Kenosis theory but the
next generation gives up their faith entirely and it doesn't work. But people have sincerely
believed that these arguments are simply unanswerable and it is necessary for us to frankly =
examine them and see what they are. Anything that is as widespread and effective as this ozne
must study and Just to call it bad is =¥ an attitudke that I don't think anyone in Christian
work or as a leader phould have in Lkis mind. I think that there are cases when a movement comes
in and the attitude is that it is bad znd that may be the necessary attitude for your congregation
but if it becomes strong end a force to be reckoned with and it is would be fine to see what is
food in it and what is bad. It is my personal be'ief that one of the reasons why cults znd isms
are so widespread today is becsuse the Christian church has neglected a large portion of the
teaching of the Bible. We pour our stress on a few great fundamental truths and we should ut
our stress oqthem but we at the same time neglect other &mx truths. So Mary Baker Eddy or some
Theosophist or Adventist takes a hold of a blessing which the Christian has avikldable and yet
most Christians don't know about it and hence along some some who present such and such with

an emphasis on this that has been neglected--they are giving them a certain amount of gocd dut

£ thefhristian dcesn't redlize it. These cults snould be dealt with but tre way not to do it is

h

LLJ.to call ~verything therein bad. If you build up an institution or organization or an idea that
is entirely bad it will fall of its own weight. It is impossible for anything entirely bad to
prosper for any time. There must be a cert:in amount of good in anything to go forward ana
strength to go forward. The bad may be so bad that it will over shadow the good and yet good
in it to give it strensth and we as leaders we shou’d not tske that attitude th:t all ot it is

bad but study it out and keep pecple out of it s bad points and see what the good things in it

are and see what portion of the things are really good--In Bhristian Science there is a gre=t
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> emrhasis on peace of mind and freedom on a calm contented attitude. I don't think they rea'ly

produce it but they do make a good ccunterfeit of it in many cases and the sad thing about it all

is that in thelhristian world you will find many earnesgphristians who don't have peace of mind
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and den't have freedom of worry and don't have trust because they don't realize they have the

aright to have it theough Christ and the fact that they should have it. The attitude that all of
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a thing is bad is not one that will accomplish anything in tre long run. That movement micht
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lead to tendecies which are vicious end wrong but we can say that we are deau against the
movement but at the same time point out some of the good points and it is our business to find
out how we can adopt thcse good elements into our teaching from the Word of God. It is simply
absurd to take the attitude that everything is alisurd in any movement and anything that is
that is essential that is as strong as it is today znd it has a good amount of good so'id
amount of reasoning and filled with facts and there are points where the observation has gone
astray and places where the arsument would be true and not false and the thing is to find where
those points are and be able to admit everything that is true and show where the error is. That
{8 the way we as Christian leaders can help others. I heard a fellow 15 years ago go cut full
of zeal and fervour for the Gospel and the people to whcq¥e minstered out in the country had no
use for criticism and these people never had heard of higher criticism but all they wanted to
hear wns the wrod of God. In about a year I was called back and asked to give some arguments
against Higher Criticism becsuse the young folks had come back from niversity and the parents
couldn't snswer the questions of their children. It is a thing that one will meet in all kinas
of places and of course one thing that you are very apt to de is to run up aghbnst indiviuuals
who probably don't know a great deal about 1t, but if you instead of sgying it all is Jjust a
bunch of Jjunk and on the other hand you show them that you know as much or more about the subject
than the; do and you can show them where there is a weskness in the thing or where their ideas
%donét fit, you can very likely win their confidence. I feel that it is very important that we
gdon't take the iaea that all this is a lot of foolishness but really study into the matter and
sre where the higher critics get off.
# 26 They have a background Just the same as ours--it is a viewpoint which has had a very
wide influence and therfore we should try togincerely and earnestly try to understand a little

bit of what it is and what its viewpoints are and what are the particular places in it where they
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ave gotten off the track. This section # IV is not saying what is wrong with Higher Criticism

but rather what is it--that is the movement that has come to be zs:ociated? Through what view-
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=point has 1t passed and how did it begin and who are the men tkat have contributed greatly to

bri.or

it and what phases of it are they absolutely sure of and have been sure of or have they taken

a certain chance in their attack. We are interested in critiEizing these viewpoint here especially
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unless it is rather obvious but the our interest right now--What is it? VWhat have the leaders

Sneld and what is their argument for holaing it. The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch is not
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like having Eistein coming up with a theory of relativeity works either 100% for it or if off
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even the slightest bit that makes one 100¢ against it--that is not like Higher Criticism. It

is g movement th=zt has pone through a history of sbout 200 years and in this history it has
assumed different forms and egone different directions and if you get ahold of it in any one point
you do not properily understand it. If you are trying to deal with someone that believes it. you
can deal much better with that person if you understand the backgoound. We wish now to zet a
sympthetic understanding of the stages through which it has zone and some of the reasons.

b. Astruc's Clue: This has been greatly exagegerated in recent years. Looking back on it, this
man Astruc is given a position in Hisher Criticism which he does not deserve. You will find many
a book which says that Higher Criticism began when a profligate physician in France presented the
astounding theory that the book of Gen. could be divided into two documents on the basis of the
proper names of God. Now when making a statement like that, it is not a fair way of reasongng.
Whether he was & man cf profligate life is an interesting gquestion :ii it is one worth lgoking
into but it does not in itself prove whether his ideas were correct or incorrect on this matter.
To call a thing sn astounding the®y is sbsurd. To hear that men were flying through the mxx air
was an astounding theory and when the Wright brothers were managing to fly half z2 mile in the
alr, the peopte just refused to believe it--it was so astounding. A thing may be astounding but
that doesn't prove it true or false. Astruc as a matter of fact I have found not to be any more
profligate than asny other Frenchmen o: the time. Fe lived in the middle of the 18%h cent. The

£ Busenots had been driven out of the country and their activities had been surpressed oty the

h

LIJ-1J'.centi.cmsx king, Louis XIV and France sunk into & condition from which it never has emerged--a
condition in which R.Cath. based everything upon its forms and ceremonies cut aidn't affect the
life and was struggling with an atheism anQ&he atheism has largely won in recent decades. The
character of the French as a result as deeenerated. I did find that he was a very learned physic-
ian and that he wrote the treatise on venereal disease which was the standard work for nearly a
century and was a researcher. Astruc never denied the Mosesic azuthorship of the Pent. He statea

it very postively that he believed Moses wrote the Pent. and Astruc did not discover anything new.

OHe noticed that in the book of Ten. in the 1:1-4—-God is alwsys called Elohim and then he noticed
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Sthat in ch. 2 that He is called Jehoveh God and that after that for a couple of chapter He is
always called Jehovah and then far some times for a few verses He is called God and then IORD and
this 1s the clue. Augustine had noticed this and commented upon it. Many people had noticed this

o strange and interesting fact about the book of Menesis--Ex. 1 and 2 are the same way but after
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that it is not that way. The same is true in Numbers and Deuternomy. The term God is compzrativel
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little used and Jehovzh is ususzlly used. But in Gen. ycu have one name used Ior a while and then
the other name is used for éﬁile--you have lcng sections of one use and then you have long section:
with other name used. Now many men have noticed this before and this was nothing new. Astruc
developed a theory on this. He tied it up with another idea that was alrezady known. It is
amazing how many steps forward are teken by simply tieing two simplxe things that are already
known and put tcgether. In Astruc's day there were people who were saying that Moses couldn't
have been the author and them there were so-e who said that Abraham lived long before Moses,

the flood, creation etc. were long before Moses and then they would say--do you think that Moses
went up in the mcunt and God simply dictated the whole book of Genezis to Him. There were
orthodox commentators arcund 1700 A.D. who in thier znswer told the people that was not what they
believed--we don't trink that Cod dictated the whole Pent. toc Moses--these things were written
down at the time =znd he simply put them to-gether and God by Eis Holy Spirit kept Mozes from
error in order that H~ might give a correct story of these events, by which he had learned through
regords that had come down to him from earlier time. That certainly is a resonable view ana

this was what the most orthodox ccmmentatcors were giving for an answer to these who were attacking
the guthroshir of Moses and it is exactly what I btelieve ahbcut the matter. 3ut how often you

can take an orthodox view snd the devil will take it around and twist it--aistruc took this iaea
that Moses had MSS and took this other thing sbout the peculiar use of name of God and Astruc
took these two together and developed a theory and it is a good thing when people's minas are
active and the more theories we get the better bhut we must test the theories and to our surprise
we will find that some of the theories will help us get more truth but we must test them very
carefully and not take it unless we have real evidence that it is true.Astru worked up this
theory an& as =z hobby he would study the book of Cenesis and he would try and figure out the
different documents that Moses used. Tre first one was from Gen. 1:1 to 2:4. Then at 2:5 he
starts to say Jehovah God and then later he says enother name but this Jehoveh God he doesn't

use again. Jehovah iz used to identify God that was spoken about before and God is tacked on
Just to coanect the ides up. Astrue then conjectured that Moses had one document that had all
about the flocd and etc. and that there was another one that used the Name Jehovah--so he went
through and took all the passages that had Goa in it and then all thpse that had Jehovah and

he thought separately he could eet two separate stories which were complete. And then he found
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about ten other passages which he tried to fit in though not very long. He had two main long aoc-
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uments--one using God and theether using Jehovah. He put these into parallel columns like
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Origen's Hexaplar and he called one column a and the other D. He wasn't so much interested in
where he xmk ih®m or how Moses tied the two documents together but where he fot them rather.

I know people who can preach the Gospel and who want to peeach and yet they spend weeks and months
pounding up &he number of letters in the Scripture in a certain verse thinking that might give a
bit of inspiration and if thatdoesn't fit their treory, they will twist:tit around and get a new
theory and they get the most complieated mathematical formulat in the attempt to show a bit of
inspiration and they could do the same thing with any book ever written. Ill. of iriend who

wrote saying how many léttersn.numbers divisible by 7, etc, in the NT and the idea of it all was
that it was a wonderful proof of inspiration but the main trouble was that the fellow did not72::
Greek because I took the first paragraph in the Greek Testament and counted the nmumber, the vewbs
divisible by 7, etc and here and there I found paragraphs divisible by 7. There was a theory

that had nothing to it and yet I know peopléwho spend much time puzzling over the books anu try

to prove alot of trash like that. Compared with that Astruc's theory was intelligence itself--

he had a theory that had alot of evidence in it and he studied it and then after he had worked

it out he had the ides that he would like to publish it but he thought he had not better as people
wo2ld think that he was unorthodox and that I don't believe that Moses is the author of the Pentat-
euch and he talked with a friend about it. The friend ancoursaged him to publish it as he said
there were Pretestant writers and Roman Catholic. He was still hestitant to publish it as he

was afraid most would misunderstand his attitude as I am afraid most people do today due to the
-way they throw dirt at thi~ as though he was responsible for the whole business. He was afraid

of casting aspersions on the Mosaic amthorship and he didn't want to do any such thing. He

did publish it and it was published in 1753 which is a date which has been considered a memorable
date in history of higher criticism because Asterec wrote his book at that time. It is of littde
importance in history because Jititle attention was pald to his book and Voltaire 20 or 30 years

= later spoke of the ridiculous theories of Asterec and that is one of the few references that we
have and Voltaire thought it was rather absurb and hardly anyone paid any attention to it. The
Sonly reason it is important now is that the same line was tazken later and then people say that the
original theory began with Asterec. He wa:z the piconeer and the pioneer's work in this case was
buried away and forgotten and it accomplished nothing as far as any effect was concerned, at

least if we can take the next man's word for it, it accomplished nothkng and I don't see why

o we shouldn't take his word. So by the opinions contributed by both conservatives and liberals
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today it is necessary that you know when he wrote his book and that you know what his theory was
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and the next man had five times the importance Asterec had although he is on'y about dne tenth
known and he has Jjust about the same theory so there is no use to explain it =ll over again.

He only dealt with Genesis and from this book he was able to figure out what he called the a
document. The A Document in which the word God is used for God and which tells the story from
Creztion up to the end of the life of Joseph and that he was gble to figure from it the B
Document which tells &5 1t*he Creaticn up until the End of Mewss Jeseph which uses the word
Jehovah and 8 or 10 oth;r sections varying and don't fit into either of these documents and some
of the other little documents that Moses used and he believed that Moses used them in order to
write the book of fenesis. The theory has in 1t what seems reasonable and what there is about
which a question might be raised. The idea that Moses used dovuments is nothing that any in-
telligent perscn can attack. You don't have to believe in Moses's documents as it is possible

if God chose that He dictated to Moses the entire book of Genesis. Itis entirely possible that
He may have had the events passed on by word of mouth and then he took what was passed on by
motth. Either of these is possible bBut it is equally possible andin my opinion far more probable
that these events were written up and the records passed down 2ad that Moses had the reco ds.
That impresses me as far more probable as we know that writing was common in those days;in fact,
more common than in this day evem. It was common in Mespopatamia, in Egypt , in Palesting and why
shouldn't Abraham have written? We don't know that he did or that he didn't so the idea that
Moses used documents may be true and it may not. This theory assumed that there were the two
documents which expressed the story right from creation up to the end of Joseph's life. That is
something that you might hestitate about. Someone might have said that they wanted to wbiteup
the whole story Jjust as Moses did in his day. They micht have and they might not but we have

no proof. It would be Jjust as probable that Noah would have the record that he passed on of the
events before his time and that Abraham would have Ncah's record and he would write up the story
of his life &and Jocob would write up the story of his life and that could be Jjust as probable
ana the same story could be writtenm up then in two different ways. Another big assumption is
as to whether or not Moses read all the documents through or did he Just take it and put a &ectio
of this in and a section of that in and then :put into the story of the Gospel writers's words
arranged another. Ne Mnow that was done with the Gospels as you czn get the story in the Gespel
writers words and then he would pick out the parallel and the different accounts were compiled to
make one from all four Gospels and ycu can tell where they are from because you can say Matthew

speaks of the Kingdom of Heaven, Iuke and the Kingdom of God. It might be possible that Moses
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did this but we can't simply assume that it is true and so it is wrthwhile to look at the evidenc
to see if *the evidence is one way or the other but don't be too sure that you can prove it one
way or the other aswwe may be able to vrrove it and we may not. Twadlve years sgo I readived a
bock from the Sunday School Times and wanted a review written --I wrotdit and they wanted at
first only 700 words but then I made it 1000° words long and they wrote back abtcut wanting it
1500 words. It was published on the front page of the paper as an editoral but unsigned. Norman
Jerome recognized it as he recognized the style as mine. I# Mr. Eppard and I had written it to-
gether he would not have been able to pick out the paragraphs I wrote and the ones Mr. Eppard

did but what is even more if the reader had never seen or wriiiten read either of our writiags,
then to try to pick out the individual paragraphs would be impossible. To tell what his style is
and what my style is #s going quite a bit farther and it is merely pointing out something that
you can't take for granted. Asterec's idea is that we have evidence of the styles here in the

fact of the names,

Pent. #28

Asterec took the names as a clue and then he figureé from that what other clues might be and he
figured that God took things in a very systematic way and he thought he ncticed a sort of style
that went ahead in a 1, 2, 3 order and when he came to the next chapter he thought it just went
along like a story. Asterec, if was thebnly man in the higher criticism, we would not even need
to discuss the higher critieism but there was a German named $eemn who born Just about the time
Asterec wrote his book and this German wrote a book in which he presented substantially this
same view --Eithorn and you will find among people who know little about the higher criticism
Asterec will be mentioned a dozen times to Eithorn mentioned once and if studied very much they
are apt to mehtion them about equally. Actually noone metited Asterec's book but Eithorn's ok
was Just like setting a fire +to dry grass. It spread so papidly. ZEithorn said that he had
never seen Asterec's book or heard anything about it until after his own book came out--iAsterec's
bbook wzs 30 years before, few people had said anything about it; Asterec's book was in French,
Eithorn's in German and so there is no reason in the world to think that Eithorn is telling a’
lie. Eithorn may have easily done it on his wwn initative =znd if so 1782 is the real date of

the beginning of the higher criticism instead of 1753 but it is important that you remember 1753

D\
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1783 Eithorn woote his first*Introduction to the OT and it went like wild fire. Cues. 3f student

and I don't care if you remember§}?82 or not. 1753 is considered the date for the beginning.
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was not
ot a br;llant scholar and the reason for that was thht he wrote too

interestingly. That
1y at is probably one of the big reasons it carrkd so interestingly and the b
d e book
which he wrote hed wide spread interest. Eitr N

orn is the ideal one to get credit for it, I thi
although Asterec had an idea of it, It lead to weédespread interest all over and ke is considered
great in the writing of it. It is important to comnsider Asterec's date, There was little attent
tion paid tc Asterec's book and you can readily believe it might disappear with out much affect
on the world if Eithorn presented about the same ldeas about 30 years later and so then we asume
they began with Asterec. The name of Asterec is today probably a dozen times Detter known in
connection with the hicher criticism than the nsme of #ithorn-- he gets the credit or the blame

for all develPment of the higher criticism which has affected all ~he religious world and thus

it is impordant to realize that we nktice that Asterec did not deciade the Mosaic authorship of the

Pentateuch.
Eihorn is the next one we will deal with completely. Here we have &a very strange

thing--guite opposite to the usual course cf events--usually the CGermans write in heady letters
but Eithorn's style aroused interest all over Germany and Eithorn was a very brillant German
professor in a German Un. Gottingen , the provinece of Hanover and the story that leads to thuat
is interesting. The duke cf Hanover st one time wa: made king of Eagland and for over a century
the Duke alZo reigned as king of England znd it was during this period that he wrote--in fact, in
1782 when his introduction came out the-king-wee the Duke of Hanpver was Gecrge the third ana the
US kad just won its indefendence that yesr from England. In that year 1782, Eichhcrn published

a book, Intpo. to the 0.T. He had a drilliant mind, a great studeat of the Bivle and Oriental

L")

languages, a student of literature and cf histcry. He used to lecture 24 hours a woek covering
varicus oriental languages,many different types of Biblical languages anc the history of literatur
and general history and a tremendous field he covered and a man coveriig all oi that of course
could net possibly do a thorouch exact detalled work and therefore there are those who spesax
slightingly of Eichhorn and though his work wasn't as exact as it might have been, it was vy

no means a superficial type of work and he was quite an energetic sortof fellow ana he cldimed

‘o have worked out these ideas himself. Of course it is so similar to Astruc's idea that it
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might make a person wonder. The important thing is that he wrote these ideas in a manner tnat
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would draw at*ention from all of Germany; everybody was reading it aad everyone was either for it
or against. One who was tremeadously interested in it was the philosopher Goethe anu he accepted
s$he whole theory and was all in favor of it and within 20 years a man made the statementv tnal

all would =ccept the idea--that Genesis was made up of the two documents--The one that uses the
name of Elohim and the one that uses the name--Jehovah. His ideas were very similar to Astruc's--
he velieved that Moses wrote the Pent. and Astruc in his early writiags never even suggested any-
thing else but that Astruc wrote the Pent. and to the end of his day he never came out with any
other position. Before the last edition of his Introduction was published, there were others who
nad aenied thet Moses was the writer of the Pent. And in this last edition he didn't speak as
positively on this as the first. Ee did modify his view a little wad admitted the possibility

of someone else having writica the book. Eichhorn only applied his method to Genesis ana dida't
£0 on intc the rezt of the Fent. He considered that Moses compiled the book from these differeat
sodces and thus that the book is made up of these two early sources with a certain amount of
extra material made up of other sources.

# 29 He pointed out that one that uses Jehovah coula be taken out and looked at as a
complete story and there was a complete story in the other except that there were a few pdaces
where it was =2 little rough but on the whole they both made a tolerably good story. 0f course
if there were just gfew interpolations--thLis documentary theory of the origin of the dook of Gen.

was or kame to be a very important factor in German scholarship through Eichhorn's work. Of

htm

course we must recognize that it was not merely through his excellent writing that Eichhorn gainea
such a greal reputation. The theory was not guite asm novel ®¥ %m¥¥l EE in Astruc’s day ana the
book came to people that were more interested in_theories of that type because by this time
scholarship in Germany was trying to analyiie the sources. They were trying to tell about all

the ancient classics--as to how much did Cicero write and what parts did he actually copy and what
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parts dia someone else zdd. They were dividing up the Illiad of Homer and saia how this part came

from this period and this %l part from anoth-r period. It was guite the the thing at that time
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~to try and find out in various writings all the documents znd how they were put together. That

being the case, it seemed quite natural to do the same thing to the Bible and so they took up

this book of Eickhorn with great interest., Now today that is not a common method of studying

ancient writinegs. If that sort of method were advanced todsy, peopple would say thzt is was an
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Sinteresting idez but do you have proof enough to tell if these sources are all right. If you
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took ofile of the addresses of President mf Roosevelt gave, you would find in thst address which he
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gave, there might be subjects written by five difierent people. He had different men working ocut
these speeches and another would taske these seperate speerches znd fit them together and then
Roosevelt himself would «o over it and the result was a compositi work of many men and not simply
the work of one individual but for anyone to think that they could go into that work and could
recognize what the various divisions were and who wrote this or that, would displsy a tremendous
amount of knowledee. 3Someone who knews Rooseveltsadvisers well might be in a position to do a
pretty good Jjob on it. If you had heard Judge Rosenman make a good many speeches, you would
take a sentence of his and say that sounds exactly like Rossevelt znd here is a phrase etc. ana
you thus could tske out phrases snd sentecnes which would remiand you of Roesevelt bvut if you have
not heard them, ¥mx if you weren't liveing with them, you would not be in a very strcag position
to do this and of course that is the position that we are in regarding all these ancient aocuments.
Many of them no doubt are composites but when it comes to adding them up and telling what comes
from this orghat scurce, we have those sources to compare with and it would take a tremdous amount
of knowledge and of guesswork and modern scholars do not feel very gualified to do this. In that
day it was the ceneral feeling that they could do that and therefore the theory of Eichhorn was
very readily accepted.

d. Arguments for Fartition: Now I wamt tc mention the arzuments that Eichhorn mentioned -
that he tried to prove that he could makes these divisions and show the basis on whibh he made it.
é%hese er-uments are of great importance, not only to zhww us what Eichhorn did but because they

L]
Eu@ the standard arguments used today by those who hold to the hisher criticism. It is very im-
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gortant that we get what these arguments =re since we will be studyine them the rest of the sem-
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1. Argument for divine names. Thoneh this was chaneed somewhat later we will see

hat Fichhorn argued. The feeling that God says this and God says that and the other thine and

Pgntateuch

fou find the name of God all the way through and from Gen. 1:1-2:4, you have a continuous document

datro

Yich spesks of God in this way. But after that you have Jehovsh God for a way. And the reason
hat Jehovah-God is used is simply to tie the two sections together but then you will find Jehovah
ways and God for = ways and this is a clue to what the two documen*s were. Now in Eichhorn's

iew this was of far greater importance than today. It was extremely important in that aay ana

as been right down through in the development of the higher ciritical view. So¢ it is & valid
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uestion--can we divide it up this way? Does this give us a solid basis for making a aivision.?

hgpﬂ

ere werepeople in days of Eichhorn that refused to accept it and they said thzt name of Goa



Pentateuch # 29 (cont.) -56-

was used to mean a great force and God as the great Crestor and when Jehovan s used it was

used in reference to the relation of God with His people and so they said you have a different
reason why one name is used and then another and that explanation works out very well in ch. 1
and ch. 2 and 3 because that is the way it is used but does this explanation work for the rest

of the book?- we will look at thzt later on. There are many phases of it ana it is important for
us now to realize what the claim is--Divine names are used.

2. Continuous narrative--You can read the passages in Gen. which use the name God ana
go right straight through and get the whole story. You can have & story that is connected and
you don't have any great gaps and you &o right straight through and you can do the s&ame Yning
where the name Jehovah is used. It isn't as thoough you just had a section that used the Name
God and just as trowgh just in a certain part. He thought the story of Abraham and Isaac came fro
the Jehovah writer and the story of Jacod and Joseph came for the God writer. They thought that
both these stories were given a good bit in both the documents. Now this arsument from continuous
narrative is a very interesting one and =& very important arsgument. If you could go through
Roosevelt's speech and you could pick out sentences that you thouszht were characteristic of
Judge Rosenman and then arrange those sentences a2n1d it showed a continuation--you could say that
Rosenman wrote a speech but if you found Rosenman's style only in the first paragraph anda not in
the last part, your ar-ument wonld be tremendously lessened.

3. Parallel Passages (Therc is nobdy todasy that holds the view of Eighhorn today ana so ther
is no use our spending a month on something that no one hold: today but we have to know what ne
believed so we can properly evaluate his evidence. We have to get his strength ana weakness.)
This is an argument that requires a great deal of study to make a fair judgment thereon. You take
these various stories and both seem to tell the samqfhing in different words. You have the story

of creation of man in both--1it isn't only that they are told in parallel and continucus but that
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hey tell the same thing.

# 30 There is the story of Abraham that lied about his wife and another tells about going to
lie
land of tke Philistines and there he told a mXfm about his wife and through God's marvelous inter-
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vention he got her back. Did one story tell it this way and other and once you get that attitude

you are getting beyond what Astruc said. He held that Moses had written it all, but that the same
stoey is written iwice by two different anthoos --one stor 1 j i

t : Y says that he went to Philistis and
-\another to Egypt etc. you pretty soon have a contradiction if it is the same event. You are not
Seetting to the place where a parallelism is a mistake--we have to examine this with extreme care.

EYou could have two accounts. Cf. Pauls account of his conversion in Acts--no proof of parallel
documents--aren't they simply detsils which are stressed for the occasion.

macraelib.ibri.or
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We could go on and zive you the history of higher criticism under asbout 20 main heads but I think
that it will be a little clearer to you to divided these hezds into other hesds and keep the
these larger ones in mind. IV--The Higher Criticism of the Pentatemuch. A. The Importance of
this period--Change B. (Astruc's Clue) make that 1. B--the early Documentary Theory. Under
that 1--Astrue's Clue. 2. Eichhcrn. 3. Fmx Arcuments for Partition. A. Divine Names--that in
itself would not prove different dccuments. The arrangement of names may be a clue ana an
interesting thing and an unusual thing to use a certain Name for quite a period anu then another
name for quite a period--that in itself does not prove different documeats. I was prepariag
some S. S. Lesson Topics recently--I said the birth of Jesus, Jesus being His Ministry, the
temptation of Jesus, Christ explains the Sabbath, Christ does this and that--when I got through
about a dozen lessons I noticed that I had four or five using the Name Jesus and then four or
five using the Name Christ and then maybe four or five using Jesus again and it is easy to see
how one would come to do -that. Either Name is all right to use of Him and you might have &
special reason for doing so. You migh®t be more like to speak of the baptisim of Jesus than the
baptisim of Christ but then when you think of Him in that position of the Anointed One of God
and whe He has done for us, we naturally call Him Christ. In many cases it doesn't occur to
you to call Him one of the other--either name is a good handle and one fits as well as another.
Once you have used One Name for even perhaps an unconcious reascn, you are much more apt to go
on using that Name for a while unles you have a particular reason to crange to the other. 1In
Russia I understand that they will use may be six names and mix them all 4p--they think it is
2c0d to have variety but to me it is confusing. Whhn they have four people in a room =nd each
name has about six parts and they use anyomne of tre six names for the four pecple--in English
we are more spt to use one name ofr a while and then switch to another name for a while. It
would be very natural to hear in my home to hear my wife speaking to me in two or three differ-
ent waygin five minutes but it might be that she wes speaking about me tqﬁifferent pecple. She
might speak to me and call me by my first name and then answer the phone ans say Dr. MacRae but
it would be apt to pe to different occasions. 3She wouldn't crainarily switch. This use of

divine Names is not unusual--we all do it =nd it is not at all unaaturzsl tc use one name for

a while and then switch to another name for a while--the use ¢of the names in themselves o not

prove different documents but it is & sugresticn and it is worth seeing if one could consistenilly
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work out comething that would give evidence as to}he various scources from which the material

hed been taken. There is never anything wrong in following up any such truth and finding out



http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Pentateuch # # (cont.) -58-
out 't is only a clue and not a proof unless it 1s butressed by other aevidence. t is Jjust
lixe the way that many people divide the books of the Bible. They woula say look here--hLere
Hear ye Priests
is the book of Micah--Hear C Israel, then it says.ﬂHear Ye Pecple--cut of the seven chapters
three of them bYegin that way. Now they say--the book of Micah id divided into three parts
and each part begins with Hear ye--there itc no proof for this at all on thiz basis but when you
look into the divisions further and see the unity in each there is a section of two chapters,
then three chepters and then two chapters and that each of these has a certain unity within
and then you can say thst here is a natural division of the book into three parts and that here
is a clue and that sugeests it. On the other hand there are people that divide the book éade
of Isaiah because of a certain phrase and yet when you look into them, you will find that
there is no oasis. The divine name is at best only a clue angPerhpps worthy of consiaeraticn.
# 31 The use of these names is not a proof but a good clue. It needs further evidence but
it is by no means a proof. No. 2 is the evidenceof continuance deeumenits narratives. The reason
I'm glad to have this as no. 2 instead of no. 3 is because it fits with no. 1. It is in other
words a subsiduary evicence which may be of importance but is not a proof. If no. 3 can be
proven it is a proéf --no. 1 is merely a clue but & valuable one. You cannot say that if he
uses documents it must make & continuous narrative. That cannot be said. If it does make a
narrative
continuous evidenee that is very interesting additional evidence. You may have the same story
told twéce and then the evidence only told once. You might takeone of Roosevaddt's sppeeches
and by taking out sentences here andthere jyou could get almost all that ne said practically.
Then you could take another speech and do the same but then you couldn't put the two together.
Thereis apt thk be repetition for anything that is facts but trying instead to drive them home.
You can about pick out enough to provikde a continuous repetition and from it you can get a con-
tinuous narrative. We need to examine it to aee# if it works out exactly as they say it does.
If it does work as they say it doesn't scem that it proves the point necessarily. If it doesn't
work it does not mean it doesnot prove the point. It is an intereéting point but it seems by
far the weakest of the four. There are some striking evidences that it might work out but we're
not saying it will work out. It was said that the Elohim sections form a regularly consiructed
and continuous narrstive without any apparent conflicts or capss In the Jehovah section it was
affirmed even less so as they were not sure if it would make a whole story or not. The third
argument is from prallel passages and this argument is in connection with something which Moses

is sppposed to have written. It is used with the theory in connection with the unknown writer
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and the argument says this thing is repeated twice here. Itis easy to say a thing once and
then say it over again to drive it home. A prallel passage that says adbout the same thing in
other words and you find about the same thing in anything that anyone ever says in a speech. If
you have aparallel passage in the sense thatljou have the same thing tcld twice then there is no
sense in telling it twice. Then it goes beyond proving simply the kind of documents that Moses
would use. It could be a lack of understanding on the part of whoever combined them. IN the
NT we have three storiesof the temptation of Jesus and in these three stories the order of the
Temptation is different. If someone was writing a @dikfe of Christ and felt that ne should put
all three in and then you read each one and they are each in a different order and then you
could say that that man believed he was tempted in three different ways and of course we coula
say thzt such a thing might have occured but I don't think that many think that way abutt it.

If you have parallel passages which differ with each other ana which are inconsisteat and yet
the same story it would make you think thzt the person who put them together did not know much
about it. It is not merely the case of using evidences--it is the case of using them in an
incorrect way. This goes beyond Eithorn and says there are actual mistakes in the material.
The view that is held to day that Gen. L;1 and 2;3 gives the Elohists idea of the creation and
that 2:4 following gives the Jehovists idea of the creation implies that there asre two different
contradictory stories here and if that is the case you can already say that we have the contre-
dictory idea of how Mgses arranged it. The argument from p=rallel passages is much meore vital
an argument than any others wet have looked at. Now we ask if we have two stories of Creation.
There may ba a reason for giving repetition and different aspects of the same passage. If it
could be done in an ordinary tslk it could be done in a book which Moses wrote. If you have
different parallet passages it would in some way seem that these are in some way inconsistent
with each other. I find that many paaces I go I have many ask if there are coatradictory stories
of creation. If you don't have two contradictory stories and it is just the telling of the
story twice with the different aspects you might to stress. When you come to the Flood you mig-
find in ch. 6, v. 8 we have a passage in which the name of Jehovah is used and in this passage
in which the name of Moses is used we have an account of the increasing of wickedness in the worlk
Then the rest of the ch. uses the name God instead of Jehovan., Look in your Béble at Genesis 6.
Is the name Jehovah always used in Ch. 6, v. 1-87 Tt is nota mixed mssszge. Is that an argumen!
against God being Jehovah? We would say it is not. It is descriptive of certain individuals

and these individuals are not well spoken of in the ch. Speaking of the Sons of God would cerbea
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certainly mean that it would be the same--the Sons of Jehovah. The next instance in the next

verses wher we have any other name than God. Jehovah is not the correct pronounciation and

you can look in your Heorew Bible and tell from that. Something abut Lord in capitals--LORD.

32

When you find the letters in capital like this it is in the Hebrew and Jehovah is one

way to pronounce it. Is this a section that always uses the word Jehovah for Goal we found in
v. 2 the case of God used in that word. It is speaking fo this class of pedple rather than of
something that God does and so. What is the nexi instance for the use of some ofher name after
v. 2 other than Jehovah? Is v. 4 an argument against its being a Jehovah pussage? Is it the
smme as 2--the Sons ofGod? look and you will see it is about the same as in v. 3. It is
Jehovah again. In your Authorized Version the representation is Jehovah--they put either Lord
in capitals or God in capitals and it does seem that it would be better if they would be consis-
tent and use eithe- one or the other @ll the time. They have it here Lord instead of God but
that is purely the whim of the translaters. The Hebrew has Jehovah exactly as the other. There
is an appsrent case in the English Bible where it doesn't fit as being a Jehovan passa.e but due
to the whim of the translators it is an inconsistency on their part. Capital God is the sane
as LORD and whenever you read it you should say caps so anyone will know. We can say v. 1-8
use the word Jehovah consistently for God ana in v. 9 we read that Noah walked with God and that
is not in caps--that is God in relation to an individual and to one of the leaders andit has the
word Elohim and it is not either God or Jehovah written in Caps. Then you have again in ¥, 11
again in v. 12 and in v. 13. Heee is a ch. in which the first @ verses and the name Jehovah

is used consistently for God and the next ones use the name of Elohim for God and consistently.
You find the document tells about the wickedness in the earth and Jehovah's williag purpose to
destroy and then you look at the next part . Verses 11-13 you repeat what you have in 1-7,
There is a repetition--is such a repetition impossible? He told the story at length here--he
told it fully and then leads up to Noah, he introduces Nohh and then he tells of the things
that happen in the formation of the ark. It is common in any literature to tell a t ing at lengt
and then to tell it briefly or the other way around. This does not prove they are two different
documents but the fact that you have the change is definitaly the argument in favor of the other.
It is the argument of which 1f you get enough of them and they stand the test, they will stand.
It is by no means a conclusive proof but an indication. There is nc statement that the writer ia

using the word Jehovah did not know the name of God. Our English just turns it around and Elchim
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build the ark and to go into it and take his family with him. Notice 14 descrives the ark ana
tells hig what the ark is to be "ike and in 17 he tells how the flood is going to come upon the
earth and all in the earth will die and he makes the Covenant with Noah &nd in 19 and 20 he is
told how he is to bring some of every kind of animal inte the ark. Then in ch. 7 you have the
word Jehovah usgd again and in v. 1 and v. 5 and there Noah is told to go intoc the Ark and take
his family and every variety of animal with kim. You notice that the passage c¢f how to make the
ark 1s not repeated and thus theee is not a complete repetition and it does nct repeat adout the
covenant veing made with Noah so it is not a complete repetition there either but it does repeat
the command to bring animals in end it is easy to see the same thought and command.
Pent. #33
In ch. 6, v. 21 he was told to take food into the ark and there is nothing about that in ch. 7.
So then everyt{ing is not repeated by any means but there are parallels to some extent so the
argument
erdinenee of parallel passagesif they were absolutely the same in Matthew is for absolute repeti-
tion but it can't be that. A certain amount of paralleling you can find in anything and you
won't find absolute ford for word repetition and the question is if it is enough to prove differ-
ent documents. I mantioned yesterday about Abreham--one is an Elohim passage, one a Jehovah pass-
age and are the same stories told twice? Are there two different dvents or just what, we ask.
What you decide on th:-t will determine what you think about that special evidence. The_4th
argument is the least tangible of the four and yet the most important of the book. Thés one
is argued from the differences in style. You might say style, diction, ildeals and aims.
This fourth argument really includes the first argument after all. Different names for God is
an evidence but it is not a sufficient evidence. The question is along with other arguments do
we have other evidences? 1Is there evidence of the diversity of style? Take Gen. 1 and you read
it and you find that He did certain things in the morning, and the evening and it was one day. et
You have a sort of table there and so on 1, 2, 3 &in ch. 2 and 4 cn you don't hzave that method of
tabular. If you find every time that the name of Elohim is used there is a tabular method.of
presentation. If you had the different presentation, you would probably ssgy that here is a diff-
erent style , a different approach, a different method of speéﬁng. In ch. 1 it speaks of "beasts
in the field, and in ch. 2 it speaks of "Beasts in the air." If everywhere you have Elohim you
have beasts of the field spoken of anddeverywhere you have Jehovah you have Beasts of the air,

that would seem to srow several peculiaritiesof the style of trst writer, would it not? In the
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3rd Ch. you repeatedly have the word create used and in the second one you have the formed
one used and then you have created man and #ﬁﬁﬁh in one place and then in another you have
male and felmale znd use the different expressions and different ways of saying the things.
I could use certzin terminology one minute and the next use some other and that still would
not prove anything so the question is if you can teke all the Jehovah passages through and
find the style to be similar to that of this section and then taxe the Elohim passage through
and find a s*yle similar to that passace and if you find that thebne wro sgys Elchim always
says male and female and then if you find the names of the expreesions thzt are consistently
used along with the names and their change and thea you would have a basis for your argument.
The argument fromthe viewbf the diction and view point of style ana so on. Thaﬁ}s the most
important of ‘ne four but it is probably the hardest to takehold of. You cannot discuss thre
evidences pro and con if you don't know what it is snd therefore we want to get exactly what
the higher criticism is and how it developed. You take a man in the goverament and you ask
what you think of that man--you can meesure him and you czn make certain judgments by Jjust
looking at him but it 1s most impcrtant for the zovernment to know what his vackground is and
what his history and experience has teen. ¥Xkx I kave known when one man saw another man ana
cid what he thoueght of as a Jjoke to the other man and the other man was absolutely unmoved 9
it and thought what sort of mean znd sour fellow is that and finally he called him names zna
tien proceeds to tell how sour he is on the world. Then asnother felluw tells him, Dia you
know that his little noy was killed in an anutb-accident last month ana cnly then could he
understand why the other fedlow wasn't in a mood for lamghter ana of course he felt very much
ashamed of himself for having taken the attitude which ke did. His attitude might have been
entirely justified if trere had not been this cause behind it to explain why the other man was
that way. Thet might not excuse the other man's attitude, but it will be betier understooud
and so in connection with this higher criticism. It is something bhhat has moved along and
shows upon it the marks through which it has gone and if = percon is going to understand it

in order %o bYe able tc deal with it reascnably, he must have some idea of tre nrosress shrough
which 1t has gone and to know what it is like today. So it ic important that we ~et an ides
of kow it czme tc be what it is and what stagrs 1t passed through and not so interested now so
mich is thés thing true cr false but this is based upon these aresaments and this viewpoint and

in sofar as these arguments are valid or not, they will stand or fall. That is very important

if we are to understand tke subesequent phases of it and see how it developed into a force which,
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is & force, which I Yelieve has done more #&han any other force to destroy the faith in the
3ible in the world today. It is tre basic reason for turning away the people of God. The
first step that you mszke to turn away from the Scripture and tc take whkst is gcod and what is
bad, the step leads logically to unbtelief and knccks the very foundstion of any successful
attempt to be a witness for Christ. This forces is one of the greatest forces in the last
twec centuries thst hes caused srostasy in this day zand any surrender that we make in any de-
tail is extremsly dangerous and 1Y is *aught *odzy in nearly =11 of our great seminaries like
Princeton, Yale, Drew, Colgate-Rochester and taught as definite and true and a person is Just
beside himself if he doesn't accept it. Cne cannot take cppose this without knowing something
gbout it =nd how it came to be what it is. Just to know hcw strong ana weak these zrguments
are th:t have produced this strong crisis in the world today aad so at this poiat I am nét
trying to giv- evigence proving th-t Eichhorn was right or wrong. I am trying to show you
what Fichhorn believed and what arguments he used. He believed, at least to the last edition
of his book that Moses was the zuthor of the Pentatcuch, but it is rather hard to find a copy
of thzt last edition, because in general he hela that Moses was the zuthor and compiled the
bock out of documents and I believe thzt Moses had documents which he used but to say that he
juet took a section of this and a2 section of that which requires a good deal of prcof before
anyone has the right t¢ dogmatigally tec sgy is true. To say *that these documents which he took
this way and which ke arranged this way, we cannot *tell what is in this documn~nt =znd that, it
would take = tremedcus vart of ahbility tc recocnize the fact as to what belengs in each. So

# 34 we don't have any obiections to szying that Moses used documents but I would be skeptical
arcut anyone baine gble te =gy this came from this decument znd this other came from that cne--
if that were teine presented today, we wouz'd say, he doesn't know. He wasn't there and is there
surficiant preef--mgybe be i3 right a2nd moybe is wrong but it domem*t m ke a great deal difi-
erence anywsy, but it did make sz grest deal of difference because it was the fouadatioa sznd in
crder to understand that thiang it is vital that we know the sort of arguments tnat are usec.

an you be sure thzt whenever yui come acrces a difrerent name, it is one document una when you
come acrost snother azme it means another document. Thzt in itself would not prove anything
though i* might be a clue zand you cculd teke the separkte sections znd put them together and
see what rou hove zand if you find ths* they give rou a ccnnected story with no bad breaks, you
may say that it looks likely thzt you have complete documents znd if you find thet the same

steries ere told, th-il would be a further proof. If you found that in this section he uses a
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a certain style znd *his mxd ftkix scction ancther sort of a style, we would khave pretty scod
evidence thzt Eichhorn con’c divide the books up into varicus dccuments zac aivide it up into
the twe main suorces trhat Moses used. If that was the view that was takern today, we we:lu take
8 lonz time studying thzt view but nobody today Hclieves Zichhorn's view .na his is oxl; the
fouai-*ion. And we wt to see why they don't accept Eickhorn's view. Of course the recscn
was, at leagbne of the rezsons 13 that it didn't worlt cut nearly as simply as it sounas. Thes€
pvidences from styles correspond somewhat with the use of the names but not exactly and you
find pretty soon , can we make the division here or here? Here is a phrase thzt is usea in Gex.
1 and it should be up here and this othe phrase should be down there and pretty soon you huve
all these divisions being moved around in order to take care of =11 this and then we find in
continuous document, we will find E document says that the God that everythinc was good and then
we see that everythine was evil: how did that come about? All that is told about is found in
the J document and how do you now find a cood world that God made all of 2 suddea filled with
wickedness. There must be something missine here and so you find questions about your con-
tinuous document theory and then you look at tre parallel passarses and see ahout Abraham in
Eeypt lies about his wife and with the Philistines he tells ahout =2 lie--why couldn't thre thing
happen twice. We certainly make a mistake more than once. ILL. of having an account of the
first world-war and the scond world-war end someone micht look at these two szccounts and say
tris is actually one war and somelow it is cotten divided up into two world wars. In Doth

of them Eneland, France, America and Russia on one side and Germanan tthe other ana the
President of the U.S. takes a lead as to the final say in both wars. There are various
countries on the other side but the head of the German nation is picked out as the leaaing
tarset to represent the evil of the other side--that was Emperor Wilhelm in the last war ana
Hitler in the past war. Different names but the same authority ana same situation. Then you
find in 1915 at the beginnine of the first world war you find that a German named Graf Spee

was off the coast of S.Mm. and the British fougBt them there and the Graf Spee went daown to

the bottom with the ships and now at the beginnins of the second world war you find the bdattle
of ferman ships aeainst British and there is only on principal differente. In the first war
fraf Spee was the Captain of the fleet and in the past war G-af Spee was the name of the

principal ship. In the first World War the British ouns sunk the ships of the Germans =nd in
the second world war the Germans scuttled their ships. These minor differences actually show

you have the same authority--two different versions of the same authority. That would be a
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pretty rood proof that there was only one war with just two aifferent accounts and it is re-
markable the number of similarities that one can find in different things and this arzument of
parallel passages is well worthy of consideration but which is not necessarily & proof.

4. TFurther Development of the Documentary Theory--we mean that development which came
immediately thereafter.

a. Its Extension through the Pentateuch. ZEichhorn thought this related only to the
book of Genesis znd the first two chaptersiof Exodus but othersccontinued the method rieht on
through the Pentateich. They said the divine names do not serve as a division anymore after
the beginnine of Exodus because it is nearly always Jehoveh and God is rarely used but as you
get on into the Pent. you will come across passages which soulld very much like the first ch. of
Gen. He did this and that and he saw that it was zood and it was evening and morning, the third
day--it was 2 statistical enumeration it would sound like. In the E document we have the list

of the kines of Edom and how long they lived and we zet to lev. and you find that ;ou are to
teke the animal and this with the gall, this with the tail, and you take another animal and
vou sacrifice this with = tail, caul, and it sounds like the same sort of style as we found in
the first part of Genesis. So they said that this probably fits together with the other.
Naturally when you start doing this through the Pentateuch, you bvegin to wonder whether Moses
was the author. Moses might have taken documents to tell you what happened centuries before
his time and put them tosgether and compiled them, but did he take thatIWhich happened in his
own day end put them torether--these must have been done later if it can be taken on throughout
the Pent. Yes, the people said that Moses could have had different scribes writing and then
he put them together hut no one held to that very lone. They soon said that it came later than
Pis day. So there came a weakeninc of the faith of Mosesic authorship.

b. Ex. 6:3--a denial of Mosesic amthorship. I have looked at various books recently which
ﬁresent the higher criticism and they =~ive you Astruc and Eichhorn's view and then they will
present Ex. €:3 as an arc-ument and I have not yet located who statted building an arsument
on that reference. It is an argument used by all the higher critics and came soon after
Eichhorn to be of considerable importance. "Andkx I sppeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac ana unto
Jacob as E1 Shaddai. but by my name Jehovah I was not known to them." By this name I was not
know to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. It palinly contradicts it doesn't it. I am Jehovah ana by

that name I wasn't known to them. The name God is used all the way through Gen. How about
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the Jehovahistic document that called Him Jehovah rieht from the very beginnine. Here is a
flat contradiction is it not. Certainly this is two different writers that had two different
ideas a~d tkhought the name Jehovsh began at the very beginnineg--not only does this seem to
show that Moses misht not have written 1t but they both ccntradict each other ana here the
armument is not the habit of whether you like to use the name Goa or Jehovah. If that is the
meaning of this verse why couldn't ﬁhe man thet put these two documents together see that these
two won'd contradict each othert?
# 35 That is one big difficulty is this very thing and other interpretations have been
sugegested for this verse by conservatives who exaplin how it can be that this can hzve bdeen
said to Moses 3nd how the name Jehovah wasn't said before to Moses. We will look into that
later on. It is one of the ar—uments helds most tenaciously to this day. If I were to say to
you that I met Mrs. Field over in Europe one time and I said to her, what do you think of so aid
so and she said I went to the post-office to ask for the mail and they said there was no mail
down there form Mrs. Field--suppose that I were to tell a story like that. ™ow maybe someone
were to ask me tf Mrs. Field was married yet and I would say no, but she met her husband =
couple of years lster --that would Ye a flat contradiction. Fere I addressed her by that name
and vet she wasn't married z2nd didn't even know her husband =nd you would come to the conclusion
that thst wasn't ber name at the time. In this this case, if God ssys to Moses, Abrgham and
Jacob did 1ot know the name Jehovah and yet if Moses writes in the %own where Abraham says I
worship Jehovah, you certainly would be flatly contradicting yourself. If you interpret the
ve-se the way the critics interpret the verse, you have a ¥I¥at contradiction and shows the man
who woote it as an utter false if one story or if in documents: therefore conservatives feel
that the verse should be interpreted in a different way--nct that they didn't know the name but
they don't know that characteristic which is highly stressed in that name of Jehovah but knew
that characteristic which is stressed in E1 Shaddai. There zre four or five sugzestions thuat
are made for the interpretation of this verse but it is very difficult to see how the critical
interpretation is risht--not only does it make out that Moses was an utter fool, out whoever
put the documents toesether is made out as an utter fool. On the direct interpretation it mekes
Moses an utter fool »ut also anyone that combined the documents as a fool also. It is not a
conclusive argument Eﬂy any means bnt it'is important to know that it is an argument that was
accepted by critics a century aco and today the arsument is accepted by 60 to 70% of the

theoloezical students of the world and by liberal men--I would say accept it %95 as true.
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0f course that is not true of Eichhorn and Astruc's view, because thejrs have been developea
and modified greatly but this particular arsument is held on tenaciously. So it is impcrtant
to mention =2t this point but now we mentioned

c. Ilgen —- It is just & 1ittle bit difficult to know whether to put Ilgen here or in the
mext division. He is a fieure which is rather a transition character so I mention him here.

Astruc

This man had less influence than XZaxmm had or Eichhorn and it is very fmportant that you be
familiar with both of these men¥ If you foreet the name of Iglen I will not feel so badly
because his importance at the time was not ereat and his bookss was not considered ereat but
it dces show how his th oey was developed. Ileen was a prof. at Univ. of ____ in fermany and
wrote a baok in 1792 which he called The Documents of the Archives of the Temple of Jeruszlem
in théir Original Form was a Contribution to the Corroboration of History =zna Religion and
Thoucsht--they used lons titlese in that day. This book of his is almost impossible to find
anywhere and the book had very.very 1ittle influence. Critics look hﬁck and ssy what a wonder-
ful mind Ilgen and the thins that makes him woaderful is the way he went in the direction of
the hisher criticszl view. He said that this matter of Eighhorn is very good but he weat on to
say that he fisured that it wasn't a unit--he said the first section made up the E and then

there were five sections which made up the E and the first J is two sections. He aidn't say

anything about a 2na J so he probably thought they would get a 2nd J so you have more than one

Cwriter. It begins to confuse the clear simpdicity of Eichhorn gnd Astruc's view and when Ilgen

came to ch. 2 he szid he didn't think that part was J at all but that Jehovah had been stuck

in tkere later and written later in but should have really been God and so he chaneed it around
a sreat deal from the arraneement which Eichhorn and instead of having two main documents, he
had three main ones and a number os subsidiary ones. It is simply an indication of the facts
that when you start this method of dividineg up into documents you have the right to divide it
np into mcre documentw and that is an ar~ument which is ereat ly weskened. If you prove that
here are two documents that are combined it is pretty strones argument but if you find the same
evidence to break up the first into smaller ones, you begin to worder just how sure one could
be and how far one conld memixk zo. I-len took a step in this complexity. He saw the same
arguments that Bichhorn used could be used to break the documents intoc smaller porticns and

that is why I questioned whether to put Iclen here or not.



http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Pentateuch # 35 (cont.) -€9-
C. Thés I will call From Eichhorn to Graf.

This is a lone period of criticism in the field because there were a number of important
developments during this time but Eichhor laid the fonndation and Graf laid the foundaticn of
the theory as held today by nearly all scholars.

1. The Frasment Hypothesis: Now you might think thzt Iglen was making it a good deal of
a business of frasments. There were other scholars at this time who set forth various forms
of Eichhorn's view. Of course conservatives were denying Eichhorn's view ana the great mass
of the En~lish speaking world was not much affected by it at th=zt time--nor a -reat part o1 the
German church thoursh the universities were greatly affected. Now the founder of the theory
was g Scotsman--a Rom. Cath. priest--Alexander Debdes. Actually he says, theres are a lot of
documents and a great meny small sections which were gathered together by the compiler and he
not only took the Pentateuch but also hdded Jeshua to it and made it the Hexateuch out the
Pentateuch is a word that is given up by the unbeliever. Your liberal dictionaries uader
Pent. simply tell you to look under Hexateuch and all this was divided up into these small
sections and it was supposedly in the time of Solomon that it was put together. Some of the
sections misht go back to the time of Moses and we can't be sure of just two main documents.
This reduced it to areument to absugdum and now he was followed by a German called Vatcher.
He wrote & book in 1P05 in which he went pamarsraph by paracraph and ke divided up sometimes
the sections in as sm21l as half verses, and sometimes a whole chapter and made 2ll these variou:
documents.

# 36  He said thst all of these different fracments and that a compiler perhaps in the
time of Solomon uut all these things to~ether and made up the Pentateuch and he includes
Joshua therein. He says that Gen. has 38 fragments and other books of the Pent. he divided up
similarly thourh perheps he went to extreme. Hartman in 1831 presented the same idea. In
this period from 1800 to 1835 it came to be (uite gemarally held by critical scholarship, this
frarmentary idea that it was a lot of different small writings that were compiled together.
There is a unity to it and & plan and a definite arrangement and there are refereences in
one part to another part and fits together into a logtcal complete unit and it is much easier
to velieve that one man wrote that, since it all fitsx to-ether into a unit, than to believe
there wer~ a lot of separate documents and so #oday, there is no scholar but who would consider

the fragmentary theory as ridiculous but it is the development that originally came from the

documentary theory and it is strange th:t the view held today 1is more similar to the fraementary
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theory than the holders realize. The fracmentary theory, Wm. H. Greene czllxs the Document
Theory Hypothesis of or e man. It was the taking of these ar-uments and taking them on fur-
ther. It is the same sort of thing that someone has presented in relation to the history of

the U.S. in the middle of the last centu-y. Southern states said they entered the union vol-
untarily and have a right to withdraw from it voluntairly. The north said, No, the union once
formed is a permanent thing and they have no right to secede from it and so a bunch of them
seceded and made a confederacy but before the war was anywhere mmy near over, the states began
to become dissatisfied with the Confederate govt. and they began to secede from them and so

the trincipal carries on and you have no permanent coordinstion at all. There is nothing
dependable or unified and it is a principal th=t helved in the end of the war as it did. There
wonld be no fiehtin~ strength £x if they did~'t stand together. 1In this case, the Documentary
theory firures that you can d vide it up, and it is one thineg to have evidence to show that
there 1s reason to mske a division but it must also show that there is reason for stop making

a division. You have to stow that there is = reason to stop at that point and that these are
the documents and are not to be divided up into a whole lot of little documents. TYou just aon't
#et a unit by retting a whole lot of little documents. A man may read a lot of different
documents. There are a few books written that way but it is easy to recognize when th#é is
done. There was a "reat reaction asainst the hypothesis theory obut before we =zo on to nan. 3

I want to insert a different line of logic--# 2. De Wette--he was a brilliant German scholar
born in 1780. He read and wrote a great deal on higher criticism and had a very great influence
but something that had the greztest influence was something he did while only 25. He wrote

a book at that age which was entirely novel and yet which is sccepted By all critics today.

That theory was that the documents that Josiah found in the temple was the book of Deuteronomy--
at least the main section of the book. Of course some had said that this was all put tosether
by the time of Hezekiah. said that by the time of Solomon. Josish was much later than
Solomon, &ven beins later than Hezekiah and so here is a section of the Pent. which comes at

end of the history way at the time of Josiah accordine to DE Wette and he bases it not upon
literary dzewme arguments but upon historical arsguments. It is the beginning of the application
of historical arruments. This ar-ument and theory is spoken of by all critics as the great
master stroke in the understanding of the Pentateuch. He made out that the book of Deuteronomy

is the book which was found in the temple by Josiah and was written at that time and not before.
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Review--the outstandine difference is that the first chapter reads like a stastical statement
while the 2nd, 3rd and 4th reads like a story. Just look at the repetitions in the first chapte
and it is like a table. Cf. v. 3, v. 5, v€, v. 8 ,9, 11, 13 and so on. You have six days
and fod said, tells what he said, how the thing happened--it is a table and enumeration--it
is like a stastical arrancement. Is that a difference of style and does that necessarily show
a different author. Why couldn't the same perscn write a stastical table. I could say in
1940 we had so many students from the 8outh, so many from the northeast; the next year and
so forth and repeat the same phrase and give a statéstical enumeration and then I could describe
some experiences that I had and it would be all an entirely different stydéd&. There is a
marked difference in style between Gen. 1 and Gen. 2-4 and no one should think of denying that.
The guestion is, is it so different that it would indicate a different author and that is a
question ghich cannot be answered immediately. If you find evidence thzt the author always
writes in a certain wey and that the author always deals in another way, you could point out
that is one &lways spesks in this stastical way and this other always %alks in this more in-
teresting narrative way but ordinarily you might think that both styles could be used by the
same man depending upon the subject matter. We have to 2o on and look at further materisl
before we can be certain of our answer whether this difference in style would indicate a
different suthor or not. IThere are one or two thines that perhaps I should stress a little
mere about this frasmentary hypothesis before we 2o on to notice partimalarly DeWette. This
hypothesis is cuite a natural development of the documentary theory. The arguments used for
the doc. theory, the last two of them naturally went on to produce the fraementary theory. It
is éxactly the same argument that is used. Now the documents if they prove that there should be
divisions, should prove where to stop at the point of division. If they go too far they destroy
the proof and validity. ILL. of what the man once said about Daniel in the lion's aen. He
said that those dens there in Babylonia were bies caves in the earth--the entrance was sealed
up with an airticht seal, so it is perfectly silly to say that Daniel was able to live =all
night there becavse even if the lions didn't get him he would have perished because of the lack
of air. That proves that Daniel couldn't live as well as the lions. Often you will find that
an argument proves too much. People will bmase arsuments on doctrinal matters and often they
will prove wx%% k® much téo much and the arsument becomes absurd. Our first two arguments did

not do that. We have the names of God and that might prove two documents thoueh not necessarily
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That might be a clue as to two documents but it wonldn't prove it necessairly and has to be
combined with other areuments. Now the second argument about parallel passages mizht prove
somethine. If you find the same thing told twice you mieht say that there are two accuments
but of course this is not proved conclusively simply from that. I am sure that any of yuu
could teke my lectures and pick out and find that the whole thing could be put into some 20
minutes--1 repeat practically everything mise I say two or three times because it is necessary
to cet it across to et them over. Very often I will repeat within five or ten minutes some-
thine that I hafe already said--that doesn't prove a different author and there is a purpose
in repeating the same thing and then I might say things that are similsar but aren't quite the
same--they are parallel. You have to use this arsument with care. Now they take this doc-
ument and Ileen had two E and one is called tre first J and he made it out as thouch he
exvected another docnment but this was taken on. You have to have a définite stoppine place
and the same thineg is true about sty'e. Yon mast have sufficient cther evidence that would
show tkat this wculd prove another author. Wm. Hen. CGreen--ILet every word be compared with
each other, srammatical construction znd so forth and let it be compared and noted as differ-
ence in diction =nd style and let the parallel be paraded as showing differeint guthcrship
and 1é& this 2ll co0 on and it wou’d not be difficnlt at all to show that each page came from
a different suthor. The cuestion is--does it o tothat extreme and it is eas; to go to that
extreme and those who used this hypothesis did xi: tiis extreme and they aivided Genesis up
as well as the other books of the Pent. into & sreat many small fragments =zna combinea them

o)

H

said they were combined at the time of Solomon or Josiah or some later time of the Israelite
kinsdom. This theovy was not long accepted znd it never was widely eccepted outside of the
scholars but it is so unnatural andunreal. It is based upon the assumption that there was

2 great body of writings about the Mosesic and aﬂf&-losesic writings of which we have no

more evidence. We have no reason to think theee were fifty different writers writine about
Moses and about Abrsham and so on. We weculd think that some cther of these documents wonld
be remainineg or eeferences thereto. It would be easy to take Macbeth and Hamlet and look

at the differences--one deals with Scotland and the other deals with Denmark snd note the
difference in backeround--the characters sre cuite different and you might say thst two
dif‘erent authors must have written thesc tuwo difterent plays but when you got throush I don't

think that yon wonld find anybody that thousht two different authors wrote them thoggh}here
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are some who wonld say that Sakespeare didn't write either one of them. Why don't they say
one man wrote Hamlet and the other was written by scmeone else. Both are such a tremenaous
work of art that it is enouesh to give one mazn undyyine credit--why not spread the credit out
a lit*le and zive it to two men. The fact of the matter is thsat we aon't have that many men
who are capable of writine such material. It is far easier to believe that one man like
Shakespeare wrote a dozen orea‘* classics than it is to believe that a dozen men workea on these
12 classics of whom we have never heard anything and we don't have any eviaence for such a
large number of writers writing all these different things and of course if we did, =£ll these
different fragments put tosether would 1ot produce this orderly work but just a body of
disconnected ancedotes or a hertogeneous miscelleny. If you took three stpries of Sherlock
Holmes, I am sure that you would recosnize 211 the stories by Conan Doyle--there is a
3imhxlaritx9f approach znd then there are differences and someone micht try to make out different
suthors but the unity is far ereater than the differences. In the Pent. there is a ereat unity
of structure and a similarity of different parts such as has resulted in 2 very strong reaction
arainst this fraementary hypothesis. Thet dcesn't mema that the method is wrong but the method
misht be used to extreme and still be ~ight and vet it raises a rreat question about the validit
about the fact whken it is carried to such s terrific extremem as this frasmentary hypothesis.
2. This does not effect the main body of the study of Genesis because no. 2 doesn't deal
with Cfenesis. DeWette did but only to =2 small extent. It comes chronolowically at this time
so I think we shou'd consider DeWette somemore. He was a very precocious scholar, and at the
are of 25 he was adle to write books that influenced scholarship up to the present usy. Then
writers say that in years later he didn't come tp to the promise of his earlier years. Later
cn he went on writine and doing important studies, many of them on the N.T. but the thing for
which he is most remembered is tre very first thine he ever wrote--in 1805 he presented a
strong case for the book of Deut. was written at the time of King Josish and was found in the
temple as described in II Kines 22. Is there any objection to finding the book of Deut. in
the temple at the time of Josiah? Not only is there no objection but I think that we mist sgy
that it is undoubtedly the sase, that it was found at that time. Was it just the book of
Deut. that was found or the whole Pentl He sa;d that they found it there and read it through
t;icp in one day and therefore it could nct have been the Pent. Some people could read very
rapidly a~d I zm not sure Just how much evidence that we have for havine read the book throush

cne day. We can't be so sure as to how long this wss--they read enough of it to see what it
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was undoubtedly so I don't think that his evidence that only Deut. was founa is at all con-
clusive at all. I wculd say that Deut. was definitely included in what was found but whether
the whole Pent. was found there that day or just the book of Deut. and they proceeded to carry
it out and later on they found the rest of the Pent. where it had been foreotten durins the
wicked reien of Manesseh--so they found the official copy there in the temple. That doesn't
say that there miecht not have been many other copies with the people and the kineg did not

know about it, and when they found the official copy trhere in the temple the king was so
impressed over it that it caused a revival in the land. Perhaps the whole Pent. was found
and maybe Deut. only but why did he insist on just the book of Deut. In the revival which
Josiah proceeded to bring about, there are things specifically mentioned in Deut. and connects
right up with things that he did. So there is no question as to Deut. being included in that
which he found and I don't think anyone before DeWette's time haa guestioned but that Deut.
was included. The new step of DeWette was to say that Deut. was written at that time and

for that purpose--especially the 12th chapter because there oecause there Moses commanas that
they should not worship in every place in thg&and where they take a notion to out are to wor-
ship in one place and to offer their burnt offerines in the one place where the Lord shall
ehoose. The outstanding thing which Josigh did, amonz many other things, was to get ria of
the high places where the people were sacrificing upon the hills in various places. There was
Gebea where Solomon had had a egreat sacrifice and the Lord appeared there to offer him wisdom
and that was after Solomon had sacrificed in this hich place here a few miles from Jerusalem.
Josish destroyed these hish places and caused all to worship in the temple after that. Josiah
put an end to the worship of the hosts of heaven and this is commaned in Deut. 12. DeWette
says that this priests in the temple didn't 1ite the idea that people were offering sacrifices
elsewhere and taking away their tithesm and so they would mske it against the law to worship
eny place else so they made out that they found this great ancient book. When they did that,
the king tired to do away with all these other places and that meant that sll the sacrifices
would be brousght to one place and so it was a mighty good thing for the priests and so historic-
ally you can see why such a book was cotten up an@&hus he thought he proved his point for the

priest's sake.

_$ 38

The book was found in the temple and Josiah adopted the book and carried it on and they s:y that

they know when Deuteronomy was written but any thing that is written out it must come later on
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than the bock of Josiah and that is the great suggestion which ismade by and has

been accepted by practicaly =al1l British scholars ever since. There is & difficulty in it as
you immediately see for the believing man to say t'at Deut. was written Jjust at that time.

That wonld be true especially if the priest wrote it and pretended he found it ana Deut. has

so much in it about decineg goo#, it wonld then make the man out to ve aterrible hypocrite. It
would then be a great moral difficulty to think that thepriest wrote it ana then if you try

to cet around that by saying someone else wrote it and the man who found it did not realize it.
Then they would say it was not just for the purpose of getting more tithes forlthe priest but
they knew it would be a good thing for the land and so it was just a white lie, Jjust a pious
front to tell the king it was an old book when actually it had just been written. If you think
this of a book that is as good a book as Deut. is Jjust written, then you can see wrong in most
all thines and become = real cynic on life. Peopte have tried to say that someone wrote the
book and it got in there in some way and it was just written then but the priest did not know
it. The big problem is the moral problem--could a man who committed a fraud write such a cood
book as the book of Deut.? If not,just how did it work out? It is & difficulty but one which
the critical scholars think can be worked out in some way. Ques. about why it should be a moral
problem at all. Then a book such as Deut. and to obey the Lord and all the terrible things that
will happen if you don't would be hard to write and have it be just =z fraud. Ques. We shall
study the moral problem later on but at present we want to know Jjust what its development was
in the higher criticism. In 1805 it was presented and it was one of the few things held oy the
higher critics then. There are some critics who are altering the view on this point now though.
Some say th=zt Deut. is much later than that. and then some say the book was written at a much
earlier time. Ques. The one specific command about the worship in one place you do not find
stressed in Exodus, lev. and Numbers. The other things ére stressed about equélly. 1807 he
thousht the whole Pentateuch was unhistorical. " Some crites say that you don't learn anything
about Abraham, NSah, etc, but you learn alot about the people who made up these stories in their
own times. Not all the s$eries criticss have gone to such an extreme but some of them have.
Fumber 3 is the strong reaction against number 1 and this is a re ction which carried for 50
years &nd in 1823 a brilliant younz German scholar wrote a book against the _ __ . hypotheses.
This man was named Hygen Ewald. He was one of the%utstanding Biblical schoars of the 19th cent
ury. He wrote many works which had a great influence. Some peophe thought that he had such

an influgence that it went to his head and he got the word that he conld say what tre_fact was
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on anythine. He expected the people to take just what he said and that wonld lead to the tend
of having rim say things without thinking them through as much as he should. He did make many
statements which were carefully thousht through and carefully studied and the great influence he
had was based upon his great ability and his tremenduous amount of work. This work he wrote

in 1f23 wes very unusual in that is had a short name --"The Composition of Genesis, Critically
Investigated." This was very remarkable for those days. He attacked the fragment theory very
stronsly. A book like Genesis with such a marked unity in it would hardly have come into exis-
tance simply through & great many writings having been put together in the way the fragment hy-
rotheses sug-ests. He opposed strongly the dividing up into little sections all these varicus
parts. He gave some illustrations from Arabic literature in which you find repetitions in a
ereater way. He felt Genesis as a whole was a unit. He book was one then used greatly to put
an end to the fragment hypothesis. Some scholars had held this theory but it had never held
any control outside of the ranks of the leadXing scholars. We are interested now in looking at
the development from the criticism. Ewald is a man who was a critic and he wes not convinced
the wrole book was written by Genesis-Moses, it was an old book but he did think it had a mark-
ed unity and this fragment hypotheses wa; impossible. In the next seven years Ewald was in-
fluenced by others to take up the view that Genesis had a great amount of unity in it bdHut
there were a great many sections in it that were added later and so there began what was called
the supplement hypotheses was the established view of scholagship among the critics regarding
the Pent. for 50 years. The supplement hypotheses gives an idea of exactly what it is. The
document hypotheses was hepe at the E document which has the name Elohim and here is the J
document which has the name Jehovah for God and these two documents, they took a part of this
and a part of this and that and so they got then two original complete stories and the E docu-
ment gives a complete story and the J documente gives a fairly complete story but not as much
so as the E document. Somecame to hold this view in England and some in #merica and by many

in Germany. The E document here is the foundation--they call it the . It is of
Genesis --the God section and then in Ex. 6:3 it says that His name Jehovah was notknown before
this time. So we heve the original document supplemented 4Ei:;2 individual writer who spoke
6 f God as Jehovah. This view was held for about 50 yea s--there was a Biblical scholar named
Blake who was one of themain writers on this--an evangelical Christian who was greatdy im-

pressed with the advantage of this view over the view of the frag. hypotheses and he adopted

this view to a great extent while holding the great Biblical doctrine. There were some who
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did not adopt any of the views--Hentzenberg, for instance, who was a great writer in the midale
of the century and who insisted on the Mosaic authorship of the entire Pentateuch and who took

a conservative view point and Keil was another great conservative writer. Beak wa- an evangeli

cal Christian who thought &s much as he could of the critical theory and then went on from there

Pentateuch #39

This was held by many critical scholars but then we can o on from there. In 1823 Ewald
strongly attacked the frag. hypotheses and then we notice later on that he gives his arproval
in general. Any book that gives an account, historical, of the rites of the higher criticism
gives much to sgy the supp. hypotheses But recently they have little to say about it--having
almost ignored:sit. They take the original document and they take sections of various things
and put them 211 toeether and make them all cdose, Whether Moses uid it or whether someone
else did it, it is done. In your supr. hyp. you have one story you may call E if you want to
and it is the story which uses the name Elohim --the Gron? is perhaps better. Then the Jehovis
or the more recent critics call him ﬁhe Jahwist. This men took this ®lohim and he knserted
stories here and here and here and so you get that which has a different style¥rom the original
Elohist because the Jehovist inserted it. The Elohist makes a contimuous document and iss-
gives the whole history and Jehovists insertions are extra and you don't have to say the Je-
hovist theory makes a complete one. That was the trouble with theoriginal douument theory--

it was easy to see how the God sections made a complete story but there is the next with no ex-
planation in between. Some say the writer took the Jehovist theory and put it all in anaothers
say that only parts wewe put in. There were many scholars that wrote various variations of this
theory. 1823 until exactly 1878 this great majority of critical scholars held the supp. hypoth-
esss. It was established as explanation which scholarship saw to be the true answer to the prod
lem--how did the Pentateuch come into existance? There was a story of it written in the days of
Solomon ,» perhaps even as early as the time of Saul. Whether earlier or later there was the _
E story---a story which made a complete narrative and a story which has a unified style and
nses the name God al) through until it comes to Gen. 6:3 and from then on uses the name of
Jehovah. This complete story is a unit and then the Jehovist makes an insertion. It is a
beautiful simple theory of howit came into existance and it gains the acceptance of the schodarl
world. PFor 50 yezrs it was held by most of the scholars. Of course along with it at that time

there were conservative scholars who said there was nothing to it. Keil, Hanzenberg, and vari-
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jous other writers who said there was nothine tec it. Nourtz wrote one of the fullest reputation
of it--one thst is pointed to today as being a very excellent reputation 6flit all. Scme do not
mention it =211 all and others mention is occasionally. After he had written it he later gave
up this view. It is not as bad as it sounds. He abondoned the idea trat Mcses wrote it but he
thought it was put together in the next generation. That is not such a great difference--far
different than the view that some have that it was in the days of David or Saul. I think
Fourtz is mondemned far beyond what he deserves. We are not going tnto the history of the
conservative opposers of this . We have mentioned that there were very few in America who
knew much about this theory --a few of the unitarians and some of that type who were much in—
terested but trat is all. The rank and file of the American church knew little about it ana
had 1ittle connection with it. Princeton Sem. was strongly opposing it all through this tinme.
In Bngland the Church of England was dead against it and it was not taught in any school. Any
person would not be ordained in the Church of England who believed any such theory . TheCh. of
Eng. unitedly believed in the Mosaic authorship of it. Bal- Some of the mem were quite radicii
and did not believe at 211 in supernatural religion. They szaid the book had come into 3eing
throurh this natural process. Blake was an evancselical Ch-istian who tried to take a.mediﬁi;ﬂ
view and he felt he could not defend the view against the great onshgfht that faced him in the
criticism and so he would sive in on somepoints and maintain others. He was considered a
medaiating theologizan and thouglhi ccneidered an evangelical man was thiag tzking this supplaaert
ary view eznd took it that somecne else wrcte the E docuw~iiv crnd the other editions were put in
later on and so hence Blake was pretty well accepted by the critics and his books were accepted
by them and sc these theories received easy acceptance into conservative circles. And doubtless
if Blekes works had been translated into Englésh they would have won ereat recognition if it
were not for the church of England which forbade such theories and insisting that Moses was the
author of the Pent. Some of the more radical sholars wounldn't even?iooked at during thzt time.
Blake would be more the type that would make it easy for the theory tc come in since he was so
evange lical--the book was translated but since there was so much opposition to it, it didn't
get very far. The first real sign of interest in this came from a bishop in the church of
England name Calenso--he is not particularly important in the story of the criticism but his
story is worth notineg. He was an English mathamatician and his books were textbooks in high

schools and colleges for years. Calenso went into the church of Enegland and became a missionary
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to Natal in South Africa. Now how much he knew about the Gospel I don't know but he went aown
there to be a missionary and doubtless was very sincere to present the views of the church of
England and when he got down there he started telling the Zulus that Adam dia so and so. ana
when they asked him if that were true he didn't know and began to wonder. Insteaa of the
bishop converting the Zulus the Zulus converted the bishop. When I was at the 18 International
Congress of Orientalists in 1931 I met a man who told me that as a young boy he heard a mis-
sionary sermon and decided that he would like to be a missionary and he trained towards that
end and teook everything that would be useful for working in India and when he got through the
university he went over to India and when he got over there he began talking about akemmi eternal
life and when peopde there asked him if he were sure and he wasn't sure about it and then he
wasn't sure about tre deity of Christ and then he deciéed there was nothine to these old fashion-
pd views so he left them and gave up his work as s missionary and took up teach?j:hxone of the
colleeses at Oxford and he told me that practically every American thht came to take extra work
took it under him =nd he was training the next generation of missionaries--this was 1931 and
te told me he was eetting 2 1ittle tired of teaching there and wondered if I could help in
America but I haven't as yet. Bishop Calenso was a very charming man and would be the type to
atteact you--he stayed in Natal and helped out in the humanitarian ways. He knew if you really
wanted to get the facts on anything you went to German books--if you want to study Frezmnch,
ferman books are the best. The Bermans are most of the founders in these sciences ana so it
was natural that he should go to(he German sources for the Pentateuch and he studied the
supplement theory and he saw what was forbidden in England and saw how the Pent. came into
existence and being a man of very inguiring mind, he wrote a series of books on the Pent. in
order to show that the E material was late and undependable. He tried to prove what the German
scholars had said was #arliest, he said contained inconsistencies and absuddities =znd has
parallels within themselves and it raised the ire of the Chruch of Englsnd and he was tried and
his books condemned and not to be allowed in Ensgland. But under the peculiar constitution of
the Church of England he was allowed to continue as bishop.

# 40. There was 2 bishop 20 years aeo over here in America that denied the t~uthgof the
Bible but there was nothines that one could do about. The Bishop of Birmingham now denies the
very foundations of the Bible and the Arch-bishop of Canterbury fumes against him and tells
him how wicked it is, but the Chmmch of England today has more freedom practically than any

other church in the world. You can hold almost any view you want and they can't do anything to,
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So you have a great combination of views today. In that day you had a control that kept these
views from comine into the church and from being ordained but once ordained they couldn®t do

mich sbout Calenso except send another bishop that taueht differently. What he said didn't seem
to do much to the people of Englend evcept to get the people angry with him dbut in Germany the
people hegzn question the supplementary documentx and they accepted what he ss2id about the E
document and of conrse there weren't many in Germany that could read his writing and it was

very difficult to show how mch influnee it really had but now days it is guite customary to
point back to Calenso %z as one of the bis leaders in the higher critical tield. The early
writers said that the J document was a lot of stories which cculd have easily been drawn up later
but the E cives you detailed documents =nd tells how they travelled from place to place and

lists the kinegs and it would sound like detaited information and therefore must be early whmile
the other sounds as though it were drawn up later. He went into Gen. 1 ana said that it

sounded detailed at first but it says light and then sun and and how coula you have light without
the sun. He says this sounds quite late. His arsuments weren't partioularly important but his
attitude of not criticizing the J document but the original--it was this that had a certain
effect and this was very important--it was the result that scholarship had reached after quite
some times. Ewald, who had much to do with starting it began to see difficulties,

# 4. The Crystalization Hypothesis--this is not nearly as igportant as the Suppleméent
Eypothesis because only a few held it, comparatively. It was advanced by Ewald in 1843. Ewald
had never directly advanced the supplemént theory but hed given his approval to it and had stood
for a far greater unity of Genesis than thre the frasment theory and he said that it can't just
be 2 mass of fraesments. He sgys you take the E documents and yocu have all these caps and vou
speak of man beins good and tren suddenly beineg bad so he says that it presupposes gaps and
thinegs which have not been said. He said you have four basic accounts. Then you have a
supplementer who drew those as the large part of the E documents and inserted them here and
here, etc. Then a century or two later the J writer comes in and put certain insertions into
this and then another E writer puts insertions in to this and later on Deut. is written and
united with the rest so instead of one simple supplementation you have sort of the iaea of
an oyster getting different additions to it. That is to get around the statements that seem

to presuppose statements that are already in. It is a clever way of trying to get arouna the

difficultiés but was nct accepted Very widely so we do not spend a great deal of time on it.
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# 5. The Modified Document Hypothesis which is far more important than the Crystalization
Hypothesis thongh at the time the latter seemed the more importent. It is very important
that we set in mind the man that presented this. Hupfeld published his book in 1853 ana this
book which he published in 1853--this supplementation business dcesn't work at all. He saia,
if vou take the J material which is said to be supplemented into the E material ana the E_
materizl has the name God and the J has Jehovah and E is tabular--so he says you don't have
supplementary material at all but two documents so he ealled this E2 which he took out oi El
so now you have three documents. E is the original document, then there is the second E
which is mostly Gen. 20 to the end and then there is the J and of course the fourth is Deut.
He goes back to the old document theory and he didn't get too much attention since the Supp.
Theory was already too well established and yet today =211 the critics believe that Hupfeld
was right so he is very important.

Ypu have these varions Theories and some of them seem easy to adopt but there are rreat
difficulties so that they didn't work thougr Ewald tried to make it work. He made a series of
supplements and tre-e we e some thet followed Ewald (Min. 11-end is quite indistinct.)

# 41 --You orieinally had two main documents accordine to the theory and ncw you have Iour
main documents. FHupfeld presented his idea in 1853--this gives you pro-ress of the idea--He
came alon= with the modified document hypothesis which was very complicated and not so many
acceuted it thoush of course there were some. Hupfeld made ¢ eat use of the redactor-- He
wo1'ld constantly say thzt the redactor when he put these documents together made a change.

Fe said that wen this redactor put these various documents together he woula gut scme smooth
seatence in shich would mske the transition--.hen you ar% Joining the J document to E--you
doa't just say Jehovah and then 5God but Jehovah#God and that is quite reasonable in thsat
particular place because the name Jehovah-Gdd is not used much in the Bible outside the

2nd or 3rd ch. of Genesis. In the beginning of the mmm documents you find the two combined he
pointed out--he says you put the two names together at that poiht. That is what a man would
naturally do in these documents, He then said tkst redactor wonld sometimes kdd some word or
sentence--1like in one place hermight put down male and female and in another place he might put

man and woman--He might change the Name of God to JPhoVahQKB)
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He could easily chanee the name from God to Jercvzh or vice versa to make it "o more smoothly.

Also we need to recognize that the redacotor who combined these docgments naturally made changes

{n them and thus you cannot say it is Jjust exactly the way it was written. Ygu can't sagy this

is part of the E document and that part of the J document and so on like that. Tren if the re-

dactor made such changes then it obscures the proof that there ever were any such documents.

1t makes it harder to vrove where one ends and the other degins . Ques. ab;gtft?s sup;lementary

e

theory. As to the exact order in which they were combined I am not sure if iikxnxi? was positive

on that as there were others later who advanced various views about it. There were others later
Hupfeld

who advanced their viewss about the documents. ¥wkgx pointed out that the J and E documents were

not too much Alikeand either one o the other was combined and so they would say there was a

redactor who would combine them and so there was g redactor that comoined them. Then another
redactor combined that with this and later still another redactor combined this with Deut.

So you have a differnt group of redactors that combined that which was written yuite late but
the importent to notice now is that the first document is still the E document dut a large
portion of the E, which all critics before had said was part of the E documeht, Hupfeld had
pulled cut of it and made a second E document--that makes yon wonder right away why others
aidn't do this long before. Another thing about it is that aqotker element which he tokk, includ
pametically all the portions of Genesis, after Gen. 20, so yocu havethe first E document running
up tc Gen. 20 =znd then from there on we have the second E document. 1In the first yon might have
Isaatc ~rew up and married and then he died and then all the rest of the story of Isaac might

be found in another document. So your E. document right through the last two-thirds of Genesis
is just an occasional sentence, except for the one chapter with the list of the kings ot Eaom,
and the chapter of the burial of Sarah. But you seer now ®hat the effect this all has on our
origingl four aresuments. You say we have two big documents-- E and J --You then say that E
tells the whele story without interupption end you don't deed J--if you can say that , you caﬂt
segy it as fully anymore when you tzke it out of the E section =nu makes it the whole thing very
fraementary and your second E doesn't even begin with Creztion but starts in the miaale ot the
story of Abrahmm, so you can say that J is = complete story but it always was reccsnised as

a continuous. So the argument of complete documents is cut to a great extent by makemg it into
mere douument--the more aocuments you have the less evidence you have. Now with the first
arenment ahout Divine Names, you sav when one name appears that is one document and when another

Name appears it is another, but if you find thst the names over lap you will find it much more



http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Pentateuch # 41 (cont.) -83-
difficult to prove. The effectiveness of your areument is cut down by applying the Bupfela
theory. The argument of parallel passages would be one to perhaps ieaﬁ one to think in aif-
ferent documents--if you say this story and this story are the same thing and then you find
another versten, you figure you have three copies ot the same thing. Then you have the arsument
of style and you have perhaps a lone enouch section which you can compare ana see if it zll hangs
together--but when you divide up into two sections you have a more difficult time to prove your
case. If I eive you a book here to compare with ancther you might do pretty well in proving
the same or a different author wrote, but it just have a few sections-because the smaller the
section the more difficult to prove anythines from style, unless you are sureyou have a book
that he wrote in the first place but we don't have anythine like that for Moses. So Hupfpldg
ideas seemed to weaken the areument. But then came along a very importent change.

€. The Rise of the Development=1 Hyrothesis: Except for the one fact that Deut. was a
historical areument alleeed to come from thetime of Josiah --all the arguments up to this time
of the critics have been based upon literary matter--it has been divided up into documents
but on the literary basis it is said that the E document was the earliest. There were some
36%5%%53. mostly followers of Haegel's philosophy who tried to explahn things that have happened
largely on philosophical principalsSo they figured out that the simple was first ana then the
complex came afterwards so they proceeded to study the Pent. on the ideas of the simple laws
and then thqpore complex so they said when you look at the laws of the E document you will fina
that they are simple in form--thou shalt not do this etc. Do not seethe a goat in his mother's
milk and a lot of little simple things--they said that was more primitive type of law but as you
#0 on you £et more involved but as you eet alonz you get more involved and you have a develop-
mwnt of theﬂaw so they studied the law to get the develppemtn of it. One of the earliest to
advance a theory along this line was Reuss of the Univ. of Stroudsourg. He gave his lecttires
in 1833 but didn't publish them until 1R79. He told how 40 years before he had been telling
the same things that were brought out as supvosedly -ew, but at least it was the heginning of thi
movement., Now one of his followers in 1835, Vacke, zave similar treories and they received a
1ittle more attention and then in 1861, Prof. Kunen, prof; of Univ., of Liden told ahout the
development of the Pent. He was studyineg through the law and tryineg to locate, what he thought
was different developments of the law and now there came along one whose name is of great
importance and his name was Beaf in 18€5 which he published a book of great importance. Prof.

Graf said that the idea that you have the E document with all the elaborate laws of the priests
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and all the elabroate details of ordinances--jyou have these simple forms of law--he maae out-
this was written first and so he sald that everybody agreeda thzat E was iz first docuwcat
and then the second E. micht be next but Deut. was the last one--No he says, they are not the
last laws but the fiqs%?;nes. Peogle said that this sounded very reasonable to say that these
complicated laws of the tabernacle aﬁaf%he:éaw of Moses and the compicated law is that of
the exile--you cannot separate these laws from the E. document because E1 has the same sort
of style in it--this man lived so lonz and so and so-1,2,3,4, and all that goes with this
little minutia of the tabernacle--You can't take that apart from that since they are all one
document. It is impossible to say that this is the 1last thing and Kunen in 1869--I was at
Liden and saw his pictire--it was the same town where Mr. John Robinson stayed when bidding
the Pil-~ims good bye. In that great Unive-sity there Abraham Kunen wrote a book in which
he said Graf is right and so he saidhow opposite this was , and so it reversed the whole
line of the critical world up to this time. TFor a 100 years everybody had agreed that the
E document was the foundation and so there comes a place in personalities andgo all this
that was so minutely written and detailed, they thought they would call the P document after
after the duties of the priest mentioned there. The E1 is now called P. One time 2t them end
of a year I asked en an examination about the J and I ~ot an answer that was very fi=ze in
explaining the P. (Min. 10-15 are very difficult to understand.)
43
Now we have P, E, J and D and now the order is J, E, F, D. P is now near the time of the
e~ile rather than back at the time of Moses. P is at the time of Jehosaphat and axax D at the
time of Josiah and that is the wgy that it is accepted by practically all scholars toaay
except Prof. Prifrer today of Harvard. (Something must be wrong with the transc iber again-
record Min. 1-12 ard quite indistinct.). Phiffere separates some of P and puts it

&s earlier but I don't know of any others that do that--he makes an 8 document.

and astruc

After Ex. 6:3 they call it all of J. You remember that Eichhorn confined them-

selveﬁyo the first part of the Pent. You remember in £x. 6:3 he says that

by the name of Jehovah He was not known up to that time. Only in the first

part of Genesis will you find the argument of divine names holding up emen in

a smell way. after Ex. 6:3 the name of Jehoveh is used almost entirely.

Soone after this time along came & very brilliant manp called Wellhausep
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He was a maen like Eichhoem, who was brilliant but he had an unusual way of
getting things over to the people. He didn't write in thrat long tedious style
thet you have to read over so much before you get enything--he had a great st y1¢
that was easy to read and in the year 1878 he wrote & book of the history of
highef} criticism, and this book that he wrote spread all over Germany and it
“was read very widely indeed, not only 1in Germany but in Zngland and the U.S.
It is still called the Graf-Wellhausen theory--Graf begat the idea of putting
these docukents late but few people could grasp what he was getting at, but
Nellheusen succeeded in popularizing the the theories. He was a brillient

men with & brillient mind, the the theory is still very tensciously held

though of course there sre modifications of it. DBarton, the great prof. of
i{n Penna. made the statement thet there was no doubt zbout the existence

of the great documents, J7 E, P and D and Dr. allbright of the Univ. of John
Hopkins in the review of Allis's book on the Books of loses, said there was
no question about the existence of these grzsat documents. (¥in. 7-12 are
quite indistinct).

£4 I hed to rush a good deal last time we met so we would come to a stopping place
for the higher criticism and recent developments we will leave until later because that
which we have been looking proseeded to a certain stage and then has remained quite static.
Wellhemsen's view since 1870 has remained about the same with very tew modifications. There
are a lot more modifications in the last 30 years than there was in the previous 4u but
the modifications have remained individual and consequently it is one of the greatest forces
in our ecivilization today and it woul& be impossible to say how much harm it has done even
to this day. It has affected people's attitude towards the New and 0ld Testaments and
affected their attitude towards the sathority of the Lord Jesus Chriat and towards Christian
ethics. That is why 1t 1s so important that we understand exactly what it is and 1t is
possible for a person to go out and expose the liquor traffic and say how bad it is, and
amongst ignornatty people you get a long ways in this type of tirade but if you are going
to deal with intelligent people you would have to show them why it 18 bad to use alcololic
drinks and we might even point out some mof the outstanding men that used alcohol temperately
and today and out and out stand with ignor:nt people, you would get much further than if you

would try to reason such a thing out, but such an attitude is like to boomeran



http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Pentateuch # 44 (cont.) -86-
In the end usually people find that you attitude in certain respects is unressonable and then
in the end they figure that you are wrong in everything--and particualarly this is true
in this field because of the men that believe it, and think they have proved it as much
so as though saying the world were m round. And someone who doubts it is just as much out
of date as one who believes that the world is flat and hence fs necessary for anyone going
into Christian service to know what is wrong and what is right about it--what it strong
and weak points are and it is only in this way that any effective testimony can be set up
against it. And so I am very anxious thsat we have a reasonable attitude towards how it beran
and what is the best method of withstanding it and to know it came that many intelligent
people withstood it for a while and then came to the conclusion that it was the only
correct attitude to have towards it and how the whole approach was fundamentally wrong.
We were looking at # 5 and # 6 and I want to review what that is.

# 5. The Modified Document Hypothesis--the original had two documents and then the
writer fixed it up so it would make a continuous narrative, but if it does make a continuous
narrative it is pretty good evidence that you have two distinct narraktfwes and then you
compare them both. Now the minute you follow Hupfeld and divide one of these up, your
documents are all smaller and the amounf and material you have to work on, of course is far
smaller and therefore much harder to préve what the contention is. anfeld put forth his
theory in 1833. ‘the people thought that the Supplement Theory was much better and they
thought that any more than two documents wmas too complicated., But Hupfeld is important
because of the way in which his theory fits in with the Developmental Hypothesis. Here
then we the case where tow different theories have ccme together and we noticed how some
scholars argued for thaif theory on the basis of style ete., while another group at this
same time tried to show the development of the law and how it got more and more complicatked,
especially with the law and how itbegan with reql simple laws and gradually got more complex.
It was the apprlication of the theory of evolution to the theory of the Pentateuch. We
noticed Gieke and Kuenen, and then Graf in 186° made the first big step in this
diredtion and we noticed how in 1865 that he took these laws and switched them right
around to fit this ideas. All these previcus scholars had held that the E doecument came
first but then he put th e E last. Of ecourse they were not holding all this as separate

documents but as supplementation. Now Hupfeld had divided E into two parts, of which B!
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would be the first, then comes EZ2 then comes J and then comes D. And now Graf says that
the laws in this El are the most complicated and go with the detailed accounts of

the tabernacle and the genealoglies and here was the most complex form heing put first

by seholars who were interested in the literary style and here along comes Graf and

cuts the theory right in half. He mmde 32 as the latest writings and of course anything
that was stastical would naturally go together sueh as Gen 1-3 with Lev, 1-3. When Graf
presented this, the people thought this was rather fantastic. Along came Kunen and wrote
a book proving that all of El was late and eompletely reversed what was thought before this.
Of course this was quite a change in mind, and the older scholars simply couldn't see it
made it out as simply fantastic. But the younger seholars under the influence of evolution
which was coming more and more to the fore and they thought that it was vefy reasonable.
Then in 1878 Wellhausen wrote his great History of Israel, and in this he wrote not only
all these facts but in a very enjoyable German style. One of our greatest commentators

of the N.T. was the late Prof. Zahn and was called one of the greatest scholars by Harnack
but sometimes you will bezin a sentence at the top of the page and find then the end at
the bottom. I have often had to breask one of his sentences up into five or six English
ones to get any smnse out of it at all., It is a struggle to figure out just what it means.
And a scholar thinks it is worth the trouble to get the material by laboring though such
writing but Wellhausen didn't write that way, but he wrote it so well and so forceful so
that all could read it and in 1578 his work spread like wilfire as Eichhorn's had done
pefore and just as in this case Graf work wasn't popular, nor was Astruc's work popular

in the day of Eichhorn.

_# 45 Wellhausen didn't present something that was any different f-om what already had
peen presented but he put it into sueh popular language that all execept the very old
scholars accepted it--it was very widely accepted by practiclly all and then he was in-
vited to write the article for Israel in the Ency. Brit. in r*ngland and his influence
extended not only all over the British Isles but over the United States and so the theory
is often called the Wellhausen Theory since he popularized it, He was a great Arabic
scholar and N.T. scholar--it wounld be more accurate to eall it the Craf-Wellhausen theory
since it really was Graf that msde the important disdovery, but it would still be more

accurate if it were called the Hupfeld-Emmen-Graf-Wellhausen theory and the influence of
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it has been very great up to this time--so great that I am going to put in another heading.
D. The Graf-Wellhausen Hypotresis: oummarizing the material ot this we will mention.
Astruc had an A and B document and various names were given but in the course of Years
systemadic names were applied to them and are held to this day. I remember once I asked
in an examination--Give the characteristics of the P document and I got back a very excellent
discription of the J document--such an answer is not worth anything--it was a case where
his knowledge was all confused and of course of very little use to him. If you began
discussing the matter with someone who was studying it and you used the wrong terminology,
he would conclude that you knew absolutely nothing about the matter. You have to use
the accepted terninaiigﬂhnd and so I think that it is very important that all ¢f you know
what is the E, J,P, and D documents and what makes them distinct, etc. If we are talking
asbout the earlier ones, £ document covers something entirely different from what Hupfeld
thought of as El-—the 2nd E we know what you mean, and tren from Wellhausen's dey on we
know that the 2nd E is referred to as ® and the longer B--Gen. 1-19 and most of the
portions of Excdus--we are used to call it not E but P. <Then there was a slight change
in time and now the order is 7, kK, D, and P. The big change is taking what used to be
T and putting it last and meking it P; this is established and certain and some say to
this day that by simply reading P, you can pick out what a late and corrupt style it uses
and it is obvious that it was written a long time after the other documents and noting
how complex everything was; but they forget that over sixty years or longer they use to
have this very same material as early. This terminology is very useful beeause it has
different waye in which it can be interpreted. This letter P standes for Priestly and
is the document that tells about the tabernacle and what the priest had to do. D is the
Deuternomic material. J represents ‘Jchovah or ______is the characteristic divine name of
this document and that is why we call it the J document. Elohim is the charcteristiec of
the second as well as the P document bdbut in addition, the J document is thought to have
developed in Judea and the E document to have developed in Ephraim, in the northern kingdonm.
That is the general idea of how these document developed; Now al)of this is accepted '
in most universities that teach anything about the Bible today--aceepted just the same way
that they accept that the world is round and practically ail semenaries that are over 20
years old teach it. Practically all agree what is in P--the stastics and precise details

compose this document and is cuite distinct from the narrative portion. Is this sufficiently
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different to suggest a different writer or is it simply different becanse of the style

of material that is being used. That there is a difference in style, there is no question,
If you should go through the Pent. and pick out the stastieal portions you probably would
come out with 3/4 of what the P. document but couldn't the same wnyter have used both kinds
of style when dealing with different material? The D document is exhortation and to do
what God wants you to do, and why you should be true to God and thus they will live. Il1l.
of when I use to meet over in our house and when we would come across something that was
important I would put it on the dictaphone and though my wife wamh't there she eould always
tell when I would put it on the dictaphone--the style and tone was different, because here
was something that I wanted to keep in more permanent form. Exhortation is always going
to be different when getting someone to de something, and quite distinct from telling a
story, and you occasionally find in the first eight books of the Bible and so it isn't very
difficult to tell what is the D material. But when you come to J and E there is not quite
the distinetion. They both are narration and both tell what occurred. One uesed the name
Jehovah and the other Elohim but there are places where neither name is used. You will
find critics differing as to what belongs in J and what belongs in E but it is recognized
that the style 1s‘so similar, that without the names it is extremely difficult to teidl

the difference. Here these two are so close together that you can hardly tell what is J
and what 1s E and is utterly different from the P document. It used to be that they
thought there was a good deal of differenee between J and B, but in the last sixty years,
scholarship has come to the coneclusion that you can't tell the difference between

J and ¥ --it simply shows that just becaunse scholars should agrees on a thing doesn't prove
that it 18 necessarily right. I was greatly imcressed when I was taking some work in
botany and geology--though all the profs would agree that evolution was true and you would
ask them just what work they had done--they might say that they specialized in the
circulation of a leaf and there are a thousand different specialities they could and did
work in, but they had never worked on the whole and therefore could speak from only a
limited experience.

# 46_  All they knew was what someone else had said in a class or what they had read in

a book and the great sweeping statements that they make rests upon actually just what two

or three people have said, so that the econsensus of opimion really doesn't mean so much

as Just how much has a person really worked in the field and found out for himself the
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premise. Rnd here you have two or three people writing and everyone else is convinced by
their writings. There is one exception--Dr. Phieffer of Harvard --he takes the J document
and cuts out a portion of it which he maikes it the 8 document and it is another small
modification which is part of the great thewvy that is accepted by most scholars.

1. The Rise of the Theory. Tris we have already discussed.

2. The Spread of the Theory--in 1878 is the vital date of the spread of the Wellhausen
theory. After that it was taken up b scholars all over the world. We might note W.
Robertson Smith, a bdbrilliant young Scotsman who was raised in fine Christian home; he went
over to Germany and there little by little he had been changed in his viewpoint and in 1881
in Aberdeen, Scotland he gave a series of lectures on the rise of the religion of Szmixain
Israel, in which he presented the Wellhausen theovy and people thought that this was the
answer to it all and though there‘were some that didn't like and brought charges against
him--they expelled him from his proffesorship there in Aberdeen--he was then taken up by
Cambridge University and later he bacme editor of the Ency. Britt. and his influence was
many times what it had been before and he was one of the great forces that camsed the
belief to be accepted widely. Today in most Scotch universities the higher critical view
is presented ss that which is certain and definite. I remember in Germany meeting a man
from Scotland that was over there and he mentioned that that in Scotland when they got
the Wellhausen theory they preached it the rest of their lives--here in Germany was a sad
condition becanse the students would hear it all and then they would go out and preach the
old fashioned evangelical teachings. The result is that though Germany was the birth of
the higher criticism , it has not had the influence that it had in the English speaking world

and there has been a larger body of evangelical Christians in Germany than there has been
in Great Britain, and I think that one of the big reasons is that it has been taken over
bodily by the English Speaking World and it has come to be almost a mark of intelligenece
here by aecepting this. Various leaders in Oxford, Cembridge, Union and other places took
up the theory and it was very widely taught and though there have been a few valiant opposers
of it, the majority of the scholarly world has been won over by it and the majority have
accepted the theory. The reason is that it has united three different things. It broke the
shagkels of the older belief of the Supernatural in the Bible--it seemed to give a good re-

ason for not holding to this anthority. (2) The whole thsory was presented in a very
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reasonable way and the (3)--it is united the early partitions with the idea of evolution.
It became an integral part in the theory of evolation and so we go to no. 3.

3. The development of the Laws: According to the theory it is that the laws devloped
from the Xkm most simple to the most complex and so in the end you don't have something that
God has given and we must aceept it. Note the development of the priesthood. In the
J and E documents we have no mention of the priesthood--t at is of the separate priesthood.
When you get into your sepa?ate narratives, it gets a good deal herder, becmmse there seem
to be references to different priests but they are isolated refrences and might be the work
of a redactor that came later on. In the D. document you have exhoration and people are
exhorted to do what tre priests have commanded, so in Deut. you have a Leviteal priesthood.
Now any mxitaxt Levite could be a priest but that is only an infrence. TYou don't have
detailed instrmctions for the priest but why should you.ILL. of a U.S. Senator and the
details that would be important in a certain connection, and the feet is that mmch is
mentioned concerning the priesthood, but not the details, but when you get inte the P
document you find details mentioned and what particular duties etc. Is this all a
development in history or is it an evolution, or is it because of the particular sections
of the Pent. In J and E there is not much mentioned about the priestheod but in D there
is a lot of reference to the priesthood but in P is where the details are given.

Then there is the matter of the offerings--in J and E offerings are spoken about in a very
general way, but then when you get into Deut. you find certain offerings specified. There
is a certsink detail about the offerings but not very much mentioned, but when you get into
the P documents, it roes into minute detail and should be done with each and they try to
show the definite development there--now is there this development and how are we going

to explain it.

_F 47 FNow comes the question of sacrifice. At first Abrahmm could offer it here
and there and in J and E you can sacrifice just anywhere but in P there was a central
place and so you proceed from the general to the specific--i1t assumes the central place,
they claim about the D document--is the explanation that at first God was rather lax and
let them meet wheremver they pleased and then He became strict when they had their own land
or is the explanation that it is an evolutionary aspect--you see that the problem is a

1ittle more complex than the other two stages and there are many other stages that might
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be mentioned but these three are the most outstanding and it is very important that you
should be familiar with them. _

4, Summary of the arguments--what is the situation today. You pick up Phiffer, and
he just takes it for granted that this is the way it is with no questions asked. Today
they Jjust for granted that all scholars believe in the higher critical theory and simply
assume it all. The older books will often give the argument for believing it. We might
distinguish between the arguments for partition from the arguments --do we have different
documents? You can't arguem for earlier and later documents until you have proved that we
have them. We might mention the arguments--divine names, parallel passages, continuous
narrative and diversity of style and then i1f you have the partition and you have the idea
that here are four different documents.

B. Arguments for order--Discrepencies. We find the law given to Moses on Mt. Sinal

and then we have it given at another time and so that might prove that someone else wrote
another portion of the law. Discrppencies are a strong proof that there are these various
arguments.

2. Laws of Progress--if they have logical progress--priests, offerings and
altars.

3. TViolation ot laws that had no proof of existence. Abraham may do something
against a law and then God blesses him; is the reason that the law was unknown at that day?
ILL. of driving on the right side and the left-hand side of the road.

4. ZLaws that apply to a particular period and this applies pparticulerly to
the bock of Deuteronomy.

Discrepencies certainly are an argument for develppment and naturally it came up
as to when these things came into existence. We have mentioned the laws of progress.
When you zet you E document it is slightly more spiritual, not so much anthropormorphisim
--there is supposed to be a rise in the concept of the attitude towards God.

(This whole record is rather indistinect and difficult to understand.)



" http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Pentateuch # 48 | -93-

Here we see how in one place the sacrifices were to be done in one place and then we see
how Solomon went up to Gibeah and God rebuked him for it--when he went up there, God instead
rebuking him commeﬁded fgx him and gave him his chocie of what he wanted; if the law of
Deut. had already been given at this earlier time and not at the time of Josiah, how did
this come about? I am just simply presenting the argument and a few of the examples--I
trust that all of you realize what the answer is to this simple question. When the Bible
says that Solomon sacrificed a 100,000 sheep, that he didn't take a knife himself and

slay all those sheep himself, but it means that he gave the sacrifice and demanded that it
be given and doubtless there were individuals that did thé work and it doesn't say who they
were and there 1s no contradiction here in this particular case, as to who was to do the
actual sacrificing. FNow in that particular case it simply doesn't stand to reason that

he sounld do all of that; it wounld have to have done by others and we have no right to say
that Solomon disobeyed in that particular case. Youn see the argument is not that the law
was broken--bad people bresk laws, dbut when you find a good person who is praised doing |
things that are atrongly condemned in the law, it is a pretty good argument that that
particular law has not yet been given--that it is something that comes later. So this
argament of violation of laws becamse of non-existence is one of the very strongest of the
arguments of the Righer critieism of the Pent. and is éno which we will oxaninq at length
in due season.

. 4. 'the Appropriate sections tor a particular period, I have already mentioned, how this
app'ies specifically to the bock of Deut. It is not nearly so easy to say of J, E, D and P
that this particular passage fits with a particular time but in Deut. in ch. 12 they are
specifically told not to sacrifice just anywhere but are to bring their sacrifices to Jerus-
alem, or to the place where God selects to put His name there--you read about Josiah after
he found the book that was in the temple went out and destroyed the high places and ordered
them all to sacrifice in Jerusalem and in Deut. you have many false and evil practices
condemned and in II Kings you have many of these very same specifi¢ things mentioned as
what Josiah put down. So Josiah's reform and Deut. fit closely together--there is no
question about that. Does that mean that Deut. was written at that time or does it mean that
it have a peculiar fitness for that time, though written long before that time? That cannot

be answered categoically without looking into the evidenece but there are other things in the
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book which fit much better for things that happened long before the time of Josiah and these
things that fit the time of Josiah could very well have fitted an earlier time qnd so
various details of this have to be looked into. The thing that I want to be sure about

now is that you know what the critical theory is. There are = great many people talking !
about it who don't know what it is and most of the theological students simply take the -
wvhole theory for granted, Jjust the same way as they take it that the earth 15 round and
most institutions that teach anything about the Bible teach this the same =28 saying Washington
was the first president of the U.S. Consequently the great bulk of students simply tske

it all as facts and your ministry is apt to be inclinded towards the most ignorant people
and whatever country of the world you are in, you are going to find people going back to
these views and if you immediately show them that you have no idea what it is , you might
have a very fine argument against some phase of it, but in the course of show to the person
that you thought it was utter nonsense, you naturally would have no influence on the man.

It is vital that we know exactly what the theory is and know something of how it developed.
If you get everything from this point on in the course, and yet you don't know what is the
J, E or P document, I would say that your time is utterly wasted and in such a case I

would have to sive you a grade less than 65. That is why we have spent so much time dis-
cussing what the theory is and how it came to be and there are a 1000 other details that
might be learned about it, but if you know exactly where we have come so far and know
exactly how the theory developed, and what the principal arguments are--if you know that,
then you are in a position to investigate and see whether they are valid or not. To
distinguish between J and E is very difficult but the cther documents are very easy to
distinguish between. What do we mean when we mention the P document. 1Is it that which tells
about the fall of Man--people may differ as to where J ends and E begins but there is not

a critieal scholar anywhere that wonld have any question about the difference between

J and P. %here is very little question in their sight where P ends or begins. You might
pick a book that differs radically with another book as to where J and E begin or end but
then on P you probably would find all egreeing as to where it ended and began. Inia an
important thing to know thst J and E are easily destinguished but it doesn't have nearly

the weight unless you brought in the argument about P having been written late. We will

hope and trust that everyone has the material up to this date, becsuse it is essential if
wish to understand the material that is still to be given
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in them and say this belongs to the J document, and then take all of the passages that have
Elohim and take that as being either from the B or P document. TYou can do it to a very
large extent but you cannot do it consistently--if you do that, then some of your otﬁar
argaments fall through. For instance in the story of the flood--of course there is no

® document before Gen. 20 but in the story of the flood you have the J document and you
have the P doecument and you separate the sections that have Jehovah and Elchim in them

and each has a complete story paralleling the other story--if that is the case, you should
have one name used in one story and the other name used in the oth;r and then you find that
when you get all this done, you ﬁill findi that the names don't work out just right. In
Gen. 7:9 in the J story of the flood you find Elohim used and therefore one critic says
that this originally was Jehovah and it has been changed to Elohim. Another says a redactor
put this iqpecanse ve. 7-9 have to be inJ to paraidlél the B aeccount. In vs. 1€ of the ch.?
you are in the middle of the P story and there you find the name Jehovah. In 7:13-16

is the story of Pjare to be parallel to the J accounts. In the selfsame day Nosh and his
family entered into the ark with the animals after their kind. Note the statistical nature
of this passage--they that went in went male and female; in Gen. 2 it says man and his wife.
It uses Elohim end then it uses Jehovah, and so the critics claim that this has been inserted
by someone else--now you see that is not carrying the theory through consistently. If you
can change g word where you want to or change this phrase; it makes it pretty difficult to
say that this is a solid criterion to base any theory on. Cf. ch. 14:22--you have another
instance of this . Also in ch. 17 we have Elohim used repeatedly and so we would say that
this was in the P section, and yet at the beginning of it we read the Name of Jehovah and
says that He appeared to them. It wounld seem that Jehovah must be a mistake here--you don't
make the change here at the beginning of the story but after you have introduced your story.
Fow in c¢h. 20 }ou have the story of Abrahem and Abimelech, the name of God, Elohim is used
right through, until you get to v. 18 and then Jehovah is used. If it had changed in ch.
21, there is a different story and another indident told, but here is part of the story
that you Jjust had--it uses the name of Jehovah all of a sudden. We might explain it this
way--we are talking with an outsider who doesn't know the covenant relationship and it was
quite natural to use the name of God but when you come to the last verse, you come across

the close care of God over Abraham and what He had done for Abrsham and it is very natural
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that the covenant name should be used. Here a redactor came in they probably would say and
it. We have a book in the librhry on the Hexateuch and then all the inconsistencies he
just hes a redactor come in and change it to fit. It is interesting to nofe how often these
changes are made--now there are gquite a few changes where J and E are not used consistently,
they simply have this redaztoidress it up. Cf. Wm. H. Greene on p. 221 and his discussion
of the Divine Names.

_$ 50 -- I do not think that this is a good book to put into the hands of someone
that doesn't know snything about the arguments. It often will discuss individual points and
do them very well, but I think that someone that has well in mind the material that we have
covered thus far would get a great deal out of th- study of this bock. There is not a great
deal of shifting between J and E, and there are individuals that have different theories

but the arguments remain sbout the same as the Graf-Wellhausen theory was put forth. I
don't think that you would find much change in the theory even in the last fifty years. In
Gen. and the early part of Exodus I think we ecan dogmatically say that a redactor, if the
theory is true, that a redactor has had to change it at many points, but when you get down
to such arguments how can you be certain of anything.

5. That within the documents you find other names used. You will have a long
section of just one name used and then another--why on earth would the names be used in this
way--it is beecause the redactor took different passages from different documents, but
that statement doesn't necessarily follow, because there are other names that are sometimes
used. The J document always spoke of Jacob and the P document always spoke of Israel; you
might e¢all that the characteristic feature. You have the story of the Jacob and as he
comes back from Padanaram we find that God appeared to Jacob and that God told Jacobdb that
his name would no longer be Jacob but Israsel and after that sometimes he is ealled Israel
and so-etimes he is ealled Jacob, and after that change of 32:23--from there on you have

Jécob nsed and also Ierael; in tact Jacob is used a good deal more thaﬁ Jarael, even though
before this time he is told that he would be no longer known as Jacob but as Israel. In
ch. 37L 1 we read Jacob but in v. 3 Israel is used; in v. 13 the name Israel is used and
then in v. 34 it mentione that Jacob rent his clothes and put his sack-cloth upon him. You

have both Jacoo and Israel is nsed--sometimes one name is used and sometimes the other.
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You have Jacob used before and afterwards. There are cther proper names of God used in a
gimilar fashion and an attempt has been made to divide up into documents the use of the
name of Israel and Jacob and the P and J documents do not use this consistently. You find
the alteration in these different documents. In America we are perhaps more accustomed to
using one name and nsing it steadily instead of switching back and forth with the use of
names but in many other cultures you will find that they will use one name for a while
and then use another name for awhile. Dr. Buswell gives the example of people referring
to him as Dr. Buswell; his wife always calls him Oliver but when talking with children they
might re{gr to him as Uncle Bus--Mrs. Buswell might say to me that Oliver will be here to-
morrow and then she may answer the phone and say Dr. Buswell is not in town todey and then
might turn to a great nephew and say Uncle Buz is not in today and the same person might use
three different names, and depending upon the circumstances, it would be perfectly silly to
use another name in that certain connection; yet there might be other times when all the
names could have been used with perfect reason and you don't have to prove that there has
to be a reason for the use of the name in every case, but sometimes it is used simply as
a handle--and once you are used to using one name, you are likely to keep on using that
name until you have a definte reason for changing it. ILL. of a certain faculty member
calling me Allan for a while and thenchanging to Dr. MacRae after awhile--they simply make.
the shift and then stick to the change. In certain other cultures it is different. ILL.
of reading novele. They will usgpaybe six names and then it goes on to say
Alexdrina says to Ivan and Icovich answers--and perhaps in a one page three or four different
names might be used to describe the same person. They seem to have the feeling about not
repeating words Just as I don't lii‘e use common words many times. We have a feeling against
using common adjectives repeatedly and they seem to rather jar us, but in speaking of an
individual we will usnally ih= use the same name: bﬁt the Russians seem to feel that way
about names. It has a great deal to do with the particular culture that is being spoken
about. The Hebrew is near to us than to the Russian but farther away from us to lead to
the idea that it represents different documents. It is a very interesting matter--this
matter of the use of names.

6. A Similar use of Divine Names in the Koran-—now anyonelwho knows the history of
religzions in a small way--1s an alleged revelation of Mohammed, and is the writing of onsﬁwﬂﬂ,,—

[
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writer and these sermons are written down and were written on separate sheets of paper and
;iter his death these various sheets were gathered up and put into notes and they arranged
them aecording to length and the order is not very chronological or logical order.

# 51--And it is interesting to note that Mohammed uses different names for God, Lord,
etc. but no one says that you can divide the Koran up into documents. ILL. of once talking
with a missionary from India and if was right after lord Halifax had been made amhassador
to the Unidéd States and we were speaking about what Halifax h=d done, and he pointed out
that he wasn't considered a man of any special ability; yet he is considered to be one of
the outstanding viceroys that India ever had. He said he had never heard qf thati, even though
I pointed out that he was the one that made Ghandi back down on his word--he used another ‘
name to refer to the same man, and 28 board of education he still had another name, and the
odd thing about it was that moat of the British seemed £o forget that this was the same
man--the brilliant viceroy of India--he was then promoted to Lord Halifax and lost a good
deal of his prestige. sShortly before the Revolutdonary War you might read ahouﬁLord Kitten
and he was such a great leader and then his name was bhangad to Lord Chaplain--he opposed
the id~a of overcoming the colonles over by force--it is quite confusing these changes,
and I think it is done over in China somewhat also. In the Bible I feel that the changes
in names cannot be totaliy explained on our use of names here and 1sn't‘sufficinnt criteria
on which to build up an argument. of division of the Bible.

The documents of the Hexadiux is in two volumes. The second is Lryver froam the book
of Genesis and that is in the Westminister Commentary series . [The third is Skinner.Ms
That is in the Inter. Critical Comm. series. The next is Dryver's Lit. of the OT. William
Henry Green--Uaiiy of the Book of Geuesis. Any of these verses whll tell you which document
Genesis 6-9

is from J. and which is from P and so the first thing is to get them in mind and have them
before you on paper so you know where they are. Make a list of the matters described.
List the verses under the title of each. Note matters given in only one of the two.
(Most of the record 8-10 is assignment.) Note tle arguments found in these books in con-
nection with the different views of each., Note the points of strength or weakness as to
aocument tvheory. Use Adais as this is the easiest way to deal with the last part of it.

You will need the books for the first references to see which verses a'e in each and you

willl need the second one to see the argﬁments whith they will give. You can get the e "
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which are only similar and we have of course today, coincidences--different
events ocourring that are quite similar and I gave you a number of instances
of that. Then we noticed in the story of the flood which is said that it

1s two parallel accounts put together, interwoven, that you have qﬁood

many parallels that are put there for literary expression and in certain
portions of it you don't have simply two parallels but six or seven and
other portions you don't have any at all. Consequently when you separate

them you don't have two complete documents but you have vital ani?mportant

gaps and you will have two or three times told over some event. Incident-
ally in our examination of this, we noticed that that arguments for #Aixixzx
division --that a place where it says God, according to them though it
really would belong in snother document, yet they say that a redactor has
changed it and therefore and then in places where it is said that it is
characteristic of one writer and some of the verses are so mixed with the
criteria that they have to say that a redactor wrote these verses. To give
the story of the division of the flood, it sounds at first very formidable
but when you look at the minute points, even though differing xx in its
purpose --that this story parallels the story that is in the Bible and

not only Jjust the J or P story--that is the Babylonian account. It takes
both to maeke the parallel to the Babylonian story. The copies which we
have of it comex from around 600 B.C. but they come from a long epic, and
portions of it have been found as early as 3000 B.C, and so it is quite
definitely accepted by scholars that our story of the flood 1is part of an
epic which was written around 2000 B.C. This would be &bout the time of
Abraham and it would be entirely possible for the events of the flood to
be remembered up to the time, even though khey would have become quite con#
fueed in the Babylonian epic and the main events are are common but J &and

E must to be taken together. The matter of naming things is something

else I should mention. It is & misunderstanding if we say that the recason

that it is called Babel is beeause there the tongues were confounded--makes
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wa:ﬁére was a fellow that didn't care anything about it, but he thought *hat was the
the thing to do. Mrs. Robert D Wilson used to get so discusted while at Princeton. She
came from rather an aristocratic family in the south and when Woodrow Wilson czme there as
a teacher first, she sort of intrcduced Mrs. Wilson to the town and helped in her in a -reat
many things--then Mrs. W. Wildon moved to *he White House znd then there came to town the
widow of Grover Cleveland. It would seem from then on that at least 50 sslesman would come
"o the house and always their big arsument would be that Mrs. Clevelana cought one of these
or Mrs. Wilson, and that was the big thing-.

You come to a class and tf the teacher can prove that scholarship believes this sbout
the Pent. it certzinly is more acceptable to the averzge stuaent. At Wellsey College
every student has to take Bible in which the higher criticism is presented and put down
very uoemstically as if it were absolutely so and final--there is no iatimation that there
is even znother view some of the students told me last suumer--this is simply what scholars
Lave discovered. It is Just as certain to them as that the world is xpound or 2 plus 2
meke 4, or that the theory of evolution is true. --that J, E, P, and D exsisted as separate
entities before they were combined by the various redactors. This alleged concensus of
scholarship is not 2 vzlid srgument. All the world may believe something end it may be
utterly wrong. 1 found in connection with evoluticn, while in college, *that all the
professors «f botany, gecloey. biolosy--they were convinced that these were the facts and
they would lay it down so dogmatically--sco I would ask them just what phase they Lad done
their graduate work in--what wgs their partiuclar field of sceintific study znd I woula
fina that tre botanist was interested in the life-system of the leaf and how the aifferent
products in the leaf worked together to form the green matter in it, or where certain plants
srew—-and I found that praétically everyone of the scientists with whom I camgin contact was
working in some field of science that had absolutely nothing to do with the matter of ev-
clution, whether it was true or false so the majority by far were basing all their work on
an alleged conception of scholarship, which was the conclusion of a very very few men and
these had simply taken w!' at was ~iven to them from books and statements given them. The
number of men that have actkbally done firethand work in evolution is very very small, and

it is very easy for other to simply tske over what someone else says into their field. 1In
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the U. of Penn. sometime ago I noticed a good 11l. of how easy this is to do. There was
a prof, there who was highly noted in studies relsted to the 0.T. Ee used to give courses
in gome particu’ar book of the 0.T. each ye:zr and it would stimbating to hewring--he would
take up the archeological, or linguistic =vidence znd varicus ways of finding out what
this book meant , he would turn to the critical theory and turn to J, F etc. and show there
was nothing to it and e would simply ridudule these theories and he ~o1ld show that these
that these theories didn't hold up with the particular book he was taking up. But when
he would refer to other books in which he wasn't duing first Yand study, he wonld turn
to the standard critical books and see what they said ahout the situation. He would simply
say what does Driver, or Phiffer say and that was the last word--but the particular took
in which he was working, he would tear into the criticism and he could easily see that the
theory didn't work out with the facts they were trying to present.

a. This agremement was never perfect--all through the 19th century some hela toc the
supplementary theory end at the end c¢f the century--there has never been a quasion of
J and P but there are ‘remendous differences in mind where J and E begin or end. There is
no exact conceneus of opinion on that--some have even written that E never existed and in
the last 50 years there have been quite a number of crrtical ximd scholars who have advanced
individual theories for the arrangements of the books--therbes which have not found accept-
ation by others but which have adopted the same zeneral methcd.

b. This conseneus shows not the truth of the hypééhesis but a most defensible form--
Ziven that there sre such documents--that there asre two main ones, P and JE and then the
attempt was made--are there more evidences to put in 1t in P or in JE and do such evidences
make a unified document and are they divided in such & wpy that they are two pargllels? It
shows not the truth &f the hypothesis and that is the best way you can think of it. The name
God is changed to Lord and the name of the lord is changed to God, etc. He has made this
alteration or that is what happrned. This division varied widely until 1878 and then the

theory came into development and it is interesting thet among the many definite
view points
#83 It then disappeared after a few years and yeu get a few here and there that fit in

0
with the theory and it was accurately adapted and they hadvgreat influence on the defeloping
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of the theory and their viewpoint was adopted as final.

d. is one which I .ish we could spend some minutes on but I think we can bearly
mention it. Archeological studies have had changes to disrupt the form of unity. Peof.
Spisser Eave a lecture in Crosser Sem. and the one introduc€ing him said ------ snd then
about 15 of our students went into the auditorium and he gsve one illustration, and then
another, and another, etc, and he went right thru that way and then he ended up with the
words a"out the freedom from error in the OT end then the one or two alleged errors in the
0f and it seems to our students to be fairly easily answered and that is how he finished his
message. This idea was done by one cf the foremost Palestian archeoldgists. He was akked
to present the present attitude of archeclogy and hebegan with talking a little about the
development of the Tentateuch and he told much of their understanding of the OT and there
was the great intelligence of these men mentioned. After telling about their great intellig-
ence and their wonder ful brains, he went on to say thathe thought the higher criticism had
been attacked and it was the type that had not shown many beains and theattack had been
very wegk and it was rather minimized end as though it did not amount to much and thea he
went on to say that in recent years there had come to light a great deal of archeological
material. Then he went ahead and spent s long time giving archeological evidences angof the
statements of accuracy in the OT and sections which had been greatly doubted and then he
ended up with '4hat is our conclusion regarding this?! What about this great debt we owe to
th great minds that originated this? You must not be thought to differ from it. I11, of
talking with a man in Jerusalme some years ago and he mentioned something about {holding to th
theory and he knew there had come great changes in the view point regaruing it and it was the
effect of archeological evidence upon it and the attempt is to hold to the theory of evidence
to the contrary. They could change the particular points where it is affected but the places
ehZ where there is no archeological change then that interferes &and it is twisted with the
thread of archeological evidence and they a-e twisting it in many different ways so the consen
sus of criticism has been very greatly broken up and they have tried to maintein that theory
and at all changes there is the specific evidence to show that there is such a theory to be
had at this point and at this point there is such unanamity to ditard this theory. Mention
of the Philosorhical Society in Phila. in 1929 and in this address he spoke of archeology
growing in statement after statement based on this theme here. Some of it would come after

the J document, amany centuries after the Genesis and you would wonder if the amthor of J
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would have any correct way to £t information. There was even evidence of accuracdy in the
P document. FHe concluded the efidence of the accuracy of these statements. He said thesd
stories mist have been handed down by the word of mouth until the time when there were the
different documents taken together., They look at the theory and they put-them together.
Consequently they come to us from the very events described and they seem to make the contra-
dictions in the different documents and actuelly they are not alike and they are adtually not
reliable and there ars bcoks on the definitions of Bible history and it is by Prof. and
he has done much archeological work in Palestine and in this book he goes throwgh Joshua and
Judges and this shows the statement of it. It is in the book of Joshue and Judges and that
is the document of JE and it i{s the JE material from Joshua and Judges and it shows how
Palestine is going to stay &t the different places and it goes back to the accuracy and he
sayss I don't pay any attention to 1t and he seys that is the real reason and it is tas arch-
eological evidence from the sccuracy of the statements and the F document, he sgys, is so
late that it is pure accident. Your archeologiccl evidence pays no attention to the fact if
it is P and JB and it is a statement of the OT and the sfatemenf and the grch. evidence fits
together. So ther~ were two types of archeologidts. Therer is something which contradicts
and then causes the answer to be no but there is this attitude of skepticism and that is what
took possession yeare ego of our great universities and our theologicel seminaries. They try
to shov evidence 7if they are accurate in one point or another and that is in the process of
the different documents and it is after the time of the events alleged to the time and they
are topnotch in our universities and they are given forth as something that is most true
and the scholars have caused the guestions to take place and they put what agrees with the
Bible in a footnote and if there is sométhing they doln't quite see how it fits then they take
it as an evidence of inaccuracy although examinaticn shows there is no real contradiction be-

t@een the arguments of the ercheological evidence and the Biblical discoveries.
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ft has nothing to do with the statements they jumped at and believed to 9o true. There
were a great many statements made by archeologists and they still aid not relate to them
and they are consequently from the view point and they add to it expecting to find the
evidence to fit in with it. TYou fina it is different and there is difference there but as
for finding evidence against it s finding the evidence which is there. No. 6 is the opinion
that we have now examined ezch of the four arguments --we can say there is a comdination of
all of the arguments which existed separately and there is material added to prove the hy-
potheses but not all the arguments together prove the hypotheses. The various documents are
part of a wide spread movement and on the part of the OT it has persisted in its union and
so you have the wide advantages and it is importaht as to what the last one is and next in
36 we have what they tzke care of. It goes from one stage to another and thus we see how the
ideas come to pass. They go from one idea to another until they reach the cawe which they
suggest. There will be different ideas in the next stage and they are durable documents and
they do very much stand and they are what God said of them. We ask then if it is a naturel
development. Every few years people go through different stages and they have different ones
for president, etc. Iix fex nabherx asbhigxsbhdegx We have the two hypothesis and then Graf
and Wellh:zusen combined the two and it is very important to see how they combined and what
is the importance of each,

Vi. The Developmental Hypothesis. In the different documents we see a development going
from one stage to =mnother stage and thus we see how these idezas came into existence. Do
we believe in one God and Mhhntainer of the Universe, because He revealed himself in that
way and He told us in His Revelation that is what He is, or do we believe in that because
men have gone thkamzk through a gradual time of devdlopment until they have reached this ides.
Of course if that be the case then we might as well go on. Do the alleged documents as
they stend present an explanation on natural grounds for the existence of the Bible and
for the religion of Bible. Did all this come into existence because God said this was
the truth and *hese sre the facts or did it come into existence because men did this and
that, and different ones held different views and they came into =2 clash of ideas and out
of it emerged a synthesis of various viewpoints? 1Is it a natural development as to how

it came sbout. You can easily show how the Constitution of the U.S. came abowt through 2
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process and development--you can show how people got the idea of getting together about

every four years from allthe different states and they go through = form of casting their
electoral ballots, but everyone knows before how they are going to vote--you cen see that
was the result of the founders of this republic who %hought the ordinary man didn't know
enough to pick the president of the U.S. and so they said let the people get together and
people from every destrict get together and elect one in whom they have confidence and
these will get together and they will declde who should be president--so we have the
electorsl college. The thing had not odeeh golng four years before it lost its velidity.
They were voting fer men, not because of their skill in knowing who to vote for, but for
thoge who had promised to vote for John Adams, of Thomas Jeg#ferson as Presfident of the U.S.
Some pecple thought that it was so ridiculous in Calif. 1916 -the candidate for President
lost out largely Yecamse they didn't vote for the dmmm republican eltorates and people
there didn't like the men who were running for electors --it is a natural development

but has been continued as an emptx{orm for 150 years. That is true of all institutions--
they develop this form and that form, 2nd natumally there are many things in religion
which are purély a development ut is the whole Bible such a develppment? Did the teachings
of the Bible come into exlstence that way?! or was it not revealed of God? FEow could such
a development occur and give us the wonderful results that we have in the Bible? The
Graf-Wellhausen theory gives an explanation of how it may have occurred and satisfied

many that it was only a purely human development and that it wasn't a divine revelation

at all. If the argument of partition is absolutely invalidizx, then you might say thst

it was a waste c¢f time to look into the argument for develcpment at z11. On the other
hand there 1s sufficient material in connection with the argument for partition *o have lead
many infallible people to lead people in that direction and consequently we cannot say
that their argument is iavalldid, because there is a great desl of material thsot is valid,
but we do say that the evidence is not sufficient that we can take the Pent. dnd divide it
up into documents, and say that this existed in such and such a year and that we know the
limite of each cne-~I say that we do nct have evidence enouzh to do that. EHowever, if
someone is able to come and show ycu evidence that there has been this document, =znd this

one--which one would be the earliest--J. The critics sgy there are all these documents.
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If they said that there was great probability of it--then for us tc szy thzt there is nok
probability of it ‘s a much harder thing to do--you have not proved your case--suppose they
should say that and then tha* they would say that these documents looked =z: though they
would fit into the developmental theory--it would be a pretty strong argumetti. ILL. of
someone showing'you a hook that were descriptions of the state ¢f Penna. and there are

two distinct ones which were a combination mf ik and made two books and say that you
didn't believe it so he would begin to show you that one gave the situation aroudd 1840 and
and the seccad was the situation around 1940--here is a statement about an akpfield--you
would know that wasn't written in 1840 .

# 85 **And then in the other one you might read that at this road walk 20 steps and
turn left and you will find the under-ground reilrcad, you would szy that todzy nodody
would be looking for the under-ground reilrcad station--thus slaves e@scaped from the
scuth, going irom onc Lome to another and kept in hiding during the day since they dia
this at night--today that would Just e & mention of & historic site, but it agesn't say that
about it that couldn't have happened in 1840. About 1840-1850 slaves were kept there in
hiding but if going out there to the station ftoday someone would just say it is a little
historic sight and it does not say that this is where there used to be a phase of the under-
grcénd r.r. and it does not say that you turn to the right at that marker but at the house.
The situation was at the time of the underground rr and it was different from the time of
airplanes. To examine the evidence you loock at the details and if you had evidencecof that
type and if the evidence is correct then it shows the type. It looks like an evidence that
could greatly strengthen bdbut you could divide it up into two documents and that is the claim
that they have here and the claim is that the documents as divided show a progress from
early ideas to later ideas. They reflect an early period and they reflect z more edvanced
pveriod. That idea is not made as much of in the books as you might expct but in jopular
presentation it is dwelt on & good bit and as regards insitutions it is made much of in the
books. So here you see the relatiom to the partition theory and it is interesting to see
whzt the devlopment is --if it is fairly well provableand fits in with the development, then
it strengthens the idea and then it is known there is actually such a partition and so after

the critics difide these up, do they then have documents which show a progression from the
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primitive to the advanced. Do they show the evolution of religio ? In my opiqnion it is

the idea of combination with the idea of development which caused the preservation of the

‘higher criticism and brought out the resuffl that in the last 60 years this has been tenaciou:

held to with other classical bocks and it is an approech given up and here the question is
if it is Ged's revelhticn and does Hereveal His will to us or is it a natural development?
it is that part most popular in presentation but is not most stressed in the scholarly books
and that we will take up as b. Arguments in the development as reg:-rds religious ideas.

The cne has primiti-e ideas, the next less so, etc. The next is of the most advanced ideas.
It is a very common ideae about the OT and the OT teaches of the Goa of wrath and spoken
of as the Thunder God of Sinai and that is the Godof the OT and the NT has the God oflove.
Many say they are interested in the God of the NT and hot the Thunder God of the OT and it
ie very easy to show the difference. All can be taken to fit with the ones in the NE and
ignore the ones of the OT and take just the ones thet fit with that, etc. YYu cen then
show a perfect development from the one or theother. He is = wonderful God whose mercy

and kindnees endures forever. There is a God who does 1ot desert His people even though
they sin against Hin but He follows them with loving care. God is Just as tender in the

OT as in the NT andin the NT there Is an abuddance of statements also that tell of the
wrath of God eand tells of the terrible fate for those who reject God and it is stronger
than anything contained in the OT and proportionately there are Jjust as many of them. It
is very commonly taught and 2ll modernists may educate them to this and they try to get
acrose this evolutién of the OT to the high in the NT. There was no such thing if you look
at the facts and both of them present a God of love and mercy and both present a Godof
Justice and wrath also. IN the case of these documenis--is it a question cfteking out in
the OT the statements that present a God of wmath andputting them in the early documents
and not of lovel? No. that 1s not the particular view point which is taken but theclaim is
that in this document we have anthropornorthism snd we have God followed on ve'y human
terms--He walks in the Garden, He forme man out cf the dust of the earth, etc. “e does all
of these things using very human like terminology in all of the things we road about Him.
Then comes the F document, and God speaks and there is light; God creates and the high, lofty
idea 1s given but nothing of this gross, physicsal approach. So there is the advance in this
and that is the 1dea widely believed. It is not so much stressed in the scholarly books as

you might expect but they stress the argument from religious institution. Driver's intro.
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speaks of itas & wonderfully clear intro. on the bocks of the OT and it is 50 years old.
Fifer is only 10 years old and hy not a book 50 years old instead of 107 The one written
50 years ago has more in mind the answering of conservative objections and the one written
10 yrs. ago has little change in its view point. It simply thinks the conservatives are
out of consideration and consequently we don't come head on in dealing with them so much.
It assumes thet everything is correct as they take the view and that is harder to reach
as there is no place to take ahold ofit. It is easier to study thecriticism in the early
stages cf it--the beginning. After it Las become so certain of its supremecy then it does
not need to try to prove it to anyone. Driver says in p. 9 where he is not yet telling
us there is a J document and an ¥ document but he is simply trying to show there is a very
different attitude in the two sections--ch. 1 and 2 and so he says in ch. 2 instead &f
speaking or creating as in ch. 1 God fashion® and gives the man thebreath oflife, Hesetis
end closes up--closed up the flesh. 4All of these are taken from ch. 2 and in ch. 3 He
walks in the Gardne in the cdol of the day and so we have these statements in the flood
story and in the J story He shut them in. Driver takes up the argument again in Driver
on p. 120 but therd is a peculiarity that his argumentations are highly anthmorphic andhe
takes Jehcveh not only as the prophets generally as expressing human resolutions and swayed
by human emotions but as performing sensible acts--he means acts of a physical type and
some illudtrations in J's narrative from Gen. 2-3 and 7-8 were taken about. There are the
different expressions. All human like terms used of Cod. These instances are not confined
to the childhood of theworld but we find that He comes down to see the fwBer built by men.
He goes from visible to invisible form and He meets Mcses and He takes off the chariot wheel:
of the Egyptian and does tha mean that J thinks God came along and pulled off the wheels one
b one. Istha* J's concept? He is grieved, He repents, He is angry, etc. All of these
terms are used of God in the J document. P. 128 tells of the P document and no angels er
dreams are mentioned by him bt he does speak of God as appearing to mea c¢ndof going up
from them but he gbves no further description of His appezrance. Usually his revelation
takes'the form of God sitply speaking to man and only in the supreme revelation at Sinai and
at the tent meeting is He described here as being manifest in the form of light and fire.
He 1s speaking there to Moses as man to man end that the people may recognize Eim. Wrath

also proceeds forth from Him. The anthropothic expressions show God to be grf%ed and they
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are nct given entirely to J or any one definite one. Anthromorphic expressions are rare.
So the purpdse is unmistakeable--it may be he can speak of God more circumspectly than other
writers and that is interesting that He cannot use all of these primitive terms and they
say they can speak of God mee strictly and they ask how can they show the devekopment.
A prophet might be that way and a priest that way, etd.
Fentateuch 86
primitive

Fe was using what you might say was very firmetiéve language. However, 1 did not
think he meant that there was a little thing wp in my head reaching out for this thing
or for that thing but he got the ideas across to me perhaps better than a psychologist would
who might have expressed ordiliness and knowledge in the words of five syllables. One might
have given it in abstract psychological language as he doubtless wou'd beforea group of
learned men. The other presented the idea in a popular way and in popular lectures--one
used one terminology and the other used another sort. Taking them alone you could say the
one talking about the little kink has a primitive idea and thatcomes back frocm the childhood
of the race. Theother one comes from the 20th century. That is the general idea of these
documents--J is the early primitive view point about God and P is the advanced. That is not
Just what P seid. Being a priest he may spesk more circumspectly than others andthat gives
away the whole argument for development. We are not interested so much at the mom ent iif
it was a prophet or a priest that wrote the certain section but ws to what was its develop-
ment. Does it show any sort of development? Does it grow from primitive ideas to more
advanced ideas? P material consists moatly of geneological material, statistically materisl,
notation of precise regulations for performance of sacrifice. This sort of material makes
up at least 9/10th of themsterial thecrtics give to the P document. In that material would
you eypect anthromerphic terms about God? Where would that sort of language come out about
God? Driver says P contains some anthrdmorphic material. T does deal with a certain amoutn
of narrative material which is put in the F document. To ma%e it connected throughout they
put in the documen*s here and there. In them you have a few anthromorphisms. He does nct
say theyare lacking 211 together but they are there. You would expect them to be there under
the circumstances. If you are going to use this sort of language about God, it is natural
to use it in & story ancthat is what the JE material 1s. It is almost entirely accounts of
events. In the P materisl it would be unnatural to rzve that sort of materisl. What is

the division of P and JE actually? There is not much reason for that sort of material in
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this. The same thing epplies to some extent to J 4nd when God exhorts they repple to cbey
the law ond when they do what God has given them as their law and you don't expect much
anthromorphic matérial in trat sort oftalk. Not unless the exhorter stops to tell a story
or an incidmnt and in that case it would be natural to tell how God determined to do this

or that. It is rart of the J or E document and so naturally you cannot expect in what is
considered to be the E document to havethat sort of material. In thatl gonnection it is intex
esting to reed a bit further as to what Driver says.about the P document's attitude. P is
advanced and aghstract and you twould think in these advanced days they would think thru
theproblems of theology but that wou'd be when they would be interested in understanding
the problems of the universe. P would be when they would be interested in the development
of their own little group perhaps. It is Justified by the fact that man was made in the
imege of Ged and where od you fird that statement in the P document? The statements in
Gen. 1 are of God saw and God sald and they are gite as anthromorphic as the statements in
Gen. 2. The language cf the Fsalms is largely anthromorphic and hhe hands, gect, etc, of
r§od are referred to. We understand these expressions as figurative and he sazys you will
find the great blessing of No. 6:24 as He will make Hys face to shing upon thee and lifte
up His face upon thee and this is surely anthromorphic to refer to the faceof God as well

as to a part of His hend, foot, etc. TYet that is given to F by the critics and it is true
that the J document said tha' Moses was to le* Cod 's face be seen znd the Hebrew word is
not for back in this particular case and where it spegks ofGod and to put your sins behind
His back and it 18 a specific word used for back and in that case it is the Lord @fhorgoﬁ
what means after. It is that which is behind and it mgy be described in the afterglow of
theglory of the Divine presence. It is the way it would be interpreted if it contained enoug
of the P phrases end then it would be necessary to put it in the P document. I think our
Eng. translation of that passage is a little crude and the Hebrew certainly does not require
it. Carpenter also gives these arguments on p. 26 95-96. Driverdoes not put the stress
that ie apt to be made in a college class on this point of going from the primitive to the
modern. He dods not put the stress on it because the facts do not clearly work out thafway.
They all put their stress on the argument from religious institutions which is a mach more

involved argument than this idea that you have ddevelopment idea of God fromthe primitive

to the advanced. Carpenter says on p. 95 that the action of and mankind according te
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J is marked by definite human characteristics and according to Jthe formetion of man is
accomplished by making him out of mounds of dirt--plods of the ground. " That is reading
into the phrases to say the least and it is much more than the version requires and "blow
in his nostrils living breath.” It makes it sound much more primitive this way. We are
similarily prepared to visit Sodom and Gomorah and inspect the guilty eities and see if
they are relly as wicked as they seem. They are apprehensive lest the man who has become
a: one of us should gain the power to live forever and He made man on the earth. He condes-
cends to prove himself in the right and there is g more advanced stage to be made by the
angel of the Lord &r Elohim aad the angel of the Lord usually fits theX document as they

say the word Jehovah there is a mistake and substituted for the original word of God.
That is in the E and not in the P but God sends the angel of God and the more advanced
stage is conceived by the angel of . Thén he goes on to say that none of these re-
presentations occur in P andit is full of Eebrew for generations. With the DMne manner
in which it opans the Creative utterance comes forth of itself and the external facts match
the inner thoughts. Elohim said "Let there e 1light" and light was. MNen-rises—in—ebedtence
to~the bord--rightly did the Psalmist seize on this mark of the Divine activity and it was
done. Accordingly in his pa 't with man, Elohih is in His inter course with man andnP
gives it different stages and it evades d and to some extent E. I, modern language it may
be said that his representation may be more abstract and then he goes on to say that it
is natural to loock for parallel phenomenon and there are certain
17

In P He only speaks but there are many, mapy cases where it says "God spoke" and "God

said" and we ask what does this mean? As the critics divide up the story they start with
the P document and they have the 1list of the sons of Israel and then they Jump to ch. 6, v.
2 "And God spoke to Moses and said to him, I am ."  He merely spoke and He did not
appear. That is the J document. The next verse says, "I am and I appear to Abraham,
Issac, and Jacob."2t makesyou wonder if Carpenter read one verse further before he wrote
that sentence. Hejuat speaks and He does not appe=zr. I thought I would get a hasty view
of this statement Carpenter said and he refers to the fact that wherethe critics begin the
P document, it begins with "And God said," and so he says He does not even appear. ¥n J

He speaks cut of the burning bush and in Young's concordance I looked up the word "appeer."
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This 1s the English word , Appe=, azad in the Hebrew it represents that He was seen but’
there may be other cases that I did not look for at this particular time and I found it

18 often used, "Your men shall appear tefore God", your tribe before God, etc. I noticed

a few of them. In Ex., Lev., and Numbers the word is used altogether sbout 20 times of

God. In Ex. 3:2 in the J document, Fx. 3:16 "appeared to his fathers"; Ex. 4:1; 4:5 and
they all seid he appeared. In Ch, 8 v. 3 we see He says that Ee ap eared. In ch. 16v, v.10
and it is still the P document. In 9:4 God appeared and it is still P. Lev. 9:6; 9:23
16:22 and Num. 14:10 (J doc.) and 16:19 ha: Him in P again. Num. 16:42; 20:6 in P. He
appears more often in the P then in the J although it occurs in both of them and one starts
with "od appearing out of the burning bush and as the critics divide it it is just "aAnd

God said" so He says in the one case there is the much loftier conception. Yarrative materia
is rut in the one and the one that seems to have the amphormotic representation uswally goes
in nabrative material anyway. It often Erabs a statement out of P this way. Dr, Eilis in
his teaching of this matter used to ssy that he hal two aims in his study of the Pent. critic
ism --thefirst was to lead students to trust theBible and the second was to lead them to
distrust the critics. You find that when these arguments are presented the man is looking
for evidence and he is apt to do what anyone would do and that is to go into a subject with
a presupposition. He is apt to twist things around to fit. The facts cften given in
support of the critical argument often have to be twisted around and in case after case this
is true and when they are taken out you reduce the number of ¥ital arguments that have to be
dealt with--the view of the P is that it is not anthromorphic andit is not based on the fact
that out of the 3ible is taken the narrative material and what is left includes very little
narrative material and it might seem to be anthromorphic. Ques. He tells how He appeared
in the burning bush. Ques. about how reader s will know that He is anth. It sgys He does
not even appear but there is no validity of that statement as He does appear more often in
P than in J. In P there are statements of their seeing the glory of God and there is more
in J however as there is far more naraative in J. Tre argument for development in the
form it is most commonly known would relate to religious ideas as most people would know
nothing of the argument as it regards religlous inéitution and as it regards the ideas it

is that we have primitive ideas in the documents and advanced ideas in thelater documents.

As we noticed yesterday the only difference between the documents in this regard is the dlaim
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that they are anth. in expression and in descripticns of God in the early documents and they
are lacking in B and E. There is no difference alleged between E and P in this regard but
the s‘ress is laid on the differecace between JE and P and J and E hzve the anth. descriptio
God takes off the chariot wheel, overwhelmes the Egyptians in the sea, walks in the Carden,
etc. In P no such expressiténs. In P God simply speaks and it is done. There is a much
loftier idea of God in P and P is mostly geneology ,» etc, and comparatively little narrativ
ana we don't expect to find anth. but occasionaly we do find in P what is as much anth.
az uznywhere else. (8-9 is repetition.) P is actually relating to the mteriel and there is
no evidence as is claimed. This 1s not the thing stressed in the scholarly arguments on thi
point and the argument stressing the religious and secular institutions is what is stressed
here. EReligious ideas are not discussed principaelly. P and E dig¢gscuss the great religious
concepts and there is no discussion of them in P. P hgs the 1list of Kings. If you proceed
from the simple and rudimentary you expect the more advanced man with a loftier idea would
think that. It just hangs together that the document with most of the narrative material
given has laid down mest of the specific material. We must look at the argument thsatis
really stressed--the one from religious imstitutions and from the particular laws given
and in these laws you see a development and an evolution which shows it goes from the
simplest to the more complex and in these laws we will make c--the argument as developed
as the place for sacrifice and there is nothing stressed more in the argument for the devel-
ment than the claim relating the plzce ol sacrifice. It goes from the primitive to the
more advanced. Samll(l)--situxﬁtion as regording Mosaic sacriféce and it deals naturally
with matters of law and it is comparison of codes of law in which we are interested. ‘lhe
question regarding the attitude of the documents of the law before Sinal is asked. I J
and E you sacrifice here, there and everywhere. In P itis restricted strictly to the place
God selects. The temple is mentioned espedially as the place that God chooses. P has all
the complex rules of the priest, etc. It is the question of what happened before Moses,
Deut.does not say what did and so they deal with J and E. On p. 82 you have giite a bit

of discussion of this subject and what is the view regarding pre-mosaic sacrificel.

#88 Accofding to the J document Cain and ibel offered their offering’to God and we find
these various sacrifices in J and in E and not in P and what about P--does he give them in

the different places? In B eh he says there are no offerings made and there we can see the
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difference. In that section of the flood three are given tc J. I mekes no offering on

the section when the flood are over. It is interezting thet when you take the accounts of
Abraham, Isa:c and Jacob, you will find that if you leave cut a few geneologies and list

the kings and you will find that about 907 of the material is given to either J ¢r E and
there is practically nothing else given. Fully 90% is material given to J and E. That
includes the altars they ™uilt and the sacrifices and conseqently there is none in P. In

the story of the flood we have repetition in all the incidents of the flood and the bringing
up of the structure to give a2 viaid picture of it as the wa$ters descend upon the eartikh

and the waters dry up and Noah comes down and he makes a sacrifice. God makes His promise
and the covenant is made. You give cne to J and the other to P and so you h:ve a development
there and even though Jacob, Isaac, etc, move through the land, they do not make an cffering
there. No sacrifice was legitimate that was made at the Divine command. <*he sacrifice of

P is not the spontaneous offering of man to his maker but the express ordanance of God him-
self. Not until the tab. was bullt was there a place actually prepared where sacrifice could
be made. Not until Aaron and his sons were consecrated could sacrifices be properly ziven.
Ho where in the T document dces it say there was any before. There is no such statement but
it is only a case where you put all the sacrifices in J. lhere is a progress in the pre-
mosaic picture in J and E and they had sacrifices in various places while P did not. Then
others say that according to P the-e could not have been any sacrifices until all of these
thines were done but still there is nc such statement. (2)--the law of J and E. In J

and E there could be sacrifice most anywhere. Abraham did it here, and here and here. Noah
idd it way cver there in Arat and they all did at different places. Ex. 20~-24 is permitted
to sacrifice anywherr 1t does not have to be restricted to one place and here they are at
Sinal. The Lord says to Moses, "Thus shall ye say that ye have seen I have telked vith you
from Heaven. *e shzll not make gods of silver and neither shall ye meze gods of gold and

an altar of earth shslt thou make unto me and thou sholt sacrifice thercon thy burnt offering
~ }{.1 pLats 03 p biie § 2 cosd ny g e
and thy sheep and thy ox shalt *hou offer to mema_da and in any placerI shall come unto thee
and I shall bless thee and if thou wilt make me an altar of stone, thou shalt not ma“e it of
hewn stone for if thou 1ift up thy tool upon it, thou shelt mlute 1t. " There is the luw

of the zl1tna in Y and £ and it is tke only law of the sltar. They sacrifice then any place.

It is not resticted to one place. What was the commend given to Moses right after the Ten
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Gommandments. The Lord said to Moses, "Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel--

1
same quct. M"In all places where theu-shed$ record my name, and I willcome unto thee =znd

I will bless thee" and they say they can sacrifice any place where %i:y-recordahis name
and it is not restricted to any one place. Is that what it says here? 4i-wili-m Restrict
ions are to be given and the altar is to be built of earth andif or cstone, ofunhewn stone.
"In all places where I record my name, I will come unto thee end I will bless thee." A4s
you read cn you see how Moses want up into the mt. and God gave him specific instructions
about making a building, etc. and this was not an altar of human worth but a brazen altar
end what a contradiction. Can they be the seme document? Is it possible that you can
have a book in whicaone time He says to build an altar of earth and another time He says
to build zn altar of bronze--is that not possible? As we have it, we have the Israelites
coming to Sinai and God giving them the 10 commandments, *hen Moses goes up into the
mountain, it tskes a long time Lo build the tabernacle and of course they are progressing
and of course they wouldn't keep returning to Sinai every month to sacrifice--they are
traveling here and there--it would seem that it would be only neturzl to at first for

God to give a restrictive idea about the sacrfices, but that the full dethils would be
siven later--it stands perfectly reasonable as it stands. When you get over to Deut.

you find there in the 12th ch. he is discussing there what they are to do after they get
in the promised land and he tells them to destroy to al' the places where the nations
serfe their gods, and they are to ~o where God shall ehoose. there they shall go. He

is sayinc there must be a sharp brealr between idol sacrifice and that to God--they are
not to do as the R.C. do where they take over the heathen temples and take over many of
the heathen rites and ceremonies by simply changing the name and they make as slight a
change as possible zund they they bring them into the fold of the church. He is telling
them here not to do that. Fe is telling them to have something distinct but they are to
gerve God in the place th-t He shall choose. The whole emphasis in Deut. 12 is not to
thlme over the Canaanite places of «orship but to make a clean break. The view of the
critics is of course is that the book of Deut. was written at the time of Josiah, when
all the priestq‘n the land wanted the altars to Ye destroyed in the land so they could

et more income--therefore they wrote the book of Deut. and therefore also pawned off the

ook for the people, ana thus all the income would come into the peiests. They say that
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this conflicts with JE --but the only law that conflicts with +*his is Ex, 20:24 and it is
siven at the be-innine of the wilderness journey at Sinai, where naturally they would not
have one place and they are there moving about. In principle there is no aifference
between it, and the command given by Moses does not contradict, because of the circumstances
in which the people of Israel find themselves.

# 89 **The law of these detailed re ulations would refer to the people as stationed in
one place. Right here there is another interesting point that comes in this connection
which easily can be considered under the matter of having one place to dwell and that is
the matter of asylum. According to the reconstruction of eritics, the law was given there
at the time of Josish to do away with the altars scattered around the land. That would
make certain dislocations--what was to happen to all these who were to c=zre for these
altars--were they to £0 on relief. Deut. says that the lLevites could come into the ome
central place-~they don't have to stay scattered about. So they say that is an attempt
to alleviate the condition of these peop'e, whose altars were destroyed. They also say
that as lone as there were =zltars scattered throughout the land, during that period. there
was a possibility that when a person was in danzer of his 1life on account of accidentally
killing someone else the other person, relative mizht try and kill him naturally, and
he needed s place where he could be safe from the blood vensgeance, they say that in this
situation he conld ~o to the altar and he would be safe. There at the altar ke could not
be injured. However, once these altars are done away with, then people who got into
difficulty, there wonld be nothing for them to do for safety and trerefore it is now
necessary for something to be done for protection for them. So it is necessary to establish
cities of refuge for these people. A new matter is introduce., which are cities of refuse
at this time; then they say in D and P you have the cities of refuse mentioned--don't you
see the development there. This is the claim of the asylum.

The law relating to is—-that of Deut. is clear enought. Deut. 19:1-13--read from
Addison's D document. (Min. 4-6) Now you see the law in Deut. According to the
critical reconstruction, this is given here in D to make up for the loss «f an asylum
becanse of the altars that are to be destroved and only one place left for sacrifice.

That is the critical theory of it of course.
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As the Israelites are preparing to go into the land of Palestine. Moses in his final
address to them, is laying down before them their situation recarding the establishment
of these cities of refure and showine them what they are for. That seems reasonable from
the Biblical point of view. -—-that you would have cities of refuge described and mes
mentioned in Deut. and not mentioned in Exodus. How could they set along in the wilderness
without any cities of refuge or Sinai? Weren't they necessary tc be told about this so
that 40 years later they would know all about it. after all that generation haa died and
new one had been raised up? There is no reason ws the Bible stands why they should even
he mentioned. There is no reason for it b@t when they conguered Trans-Jordan then Moses
established these cities of refuge there. They are not even all named by Moses but are
nomemd in latter part of Joshua. That is the way it stands in the Bible and that is the
lorical but the critics add that this is an evidence th=zt Deut. was written at the time
of Josigh--when you do mway with the -ltars scattered throuchout the land and make the
reople come to Jerusalem, then you have to have cities of refuge, but vefore that th-re
were no cities cof refuge--no JE material mentions this but they must flee to the altar
and let us now look at JE and see how explicitly it tells us that these alhérs are the
asylum to which they can flee and be safe. Cf. Ex. 21:13,14--He that smiteth a man so
that he die shall surely be put to death and God will appoint a place whither he shall
flee--see how it contradicts. He doesn't even mention the cities of refuge. The law
that the critics tell us--that in the time of Josiah they were safe if they fled to the
altar. After Josiah they appointed these places of refuse, and there they would be safe
until the hiech priest and then they ~o back and a lone period of time elapses--they have
been zllowed to live a veriod of time--but if they have intended to kill, then they can't
stay in the cities of refuge but they are cast out and killed. But before that, of course
you have a sitnation where ;ou have a man who murders another --ycu can teke care of him
but here is another man th:-t doesn't murder anyone. so he can 2o and cling to the altar
and he will be perfectly safe,because no one would dare touch him while he is han-ing on
the =ltar. So he hangs on there for the next 20 years ana so is safe--that doesn't —ake
sanse. DBut then he says that a place will be set apart where he can flee and be safe,

but when he goes onm and says, that if they should cope presumptously upon his neishbor,
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he shall be put to death. The most natural interpretation of the story would be th-t
if a person who has accideatly killed someone, he wil) be protected but if you find out

not

that it was, a: accid@nte “hey are to kill him even if clinging to the altar. It is

A
~0t saying that the altars are the ~lace of the asylum, but rather that a place will

be avpointed whithe- he shall flee. Was it not important that they tell us where the

v lace is--are they going to have to wait forty years to find out what is going to happen
to those who accidently killed someone during those forty years--why don't you get those
cities of refuge appointed right there since all the people were there.

# 90 -- He may make some special plan for those to be protected but there wzs no
point to telling them 40 years ghead of time as to where the plece was that He wantea
for cities of refuge. It is not reasonsble inference at all1 that they would stay
clinging on to the altar, and not get any sleep or eat at all, but that is s umed in
all critical bocks.~--that the law of JE is that the altar is the asglum for the person
who has committed murder acclidentally -nd when the gltars are done awey with then are
the cities of refuge dcne mm given. If there was a sacred altar you would think, that
*he murderer wo'1ld naturally run there for protection, because he surely woula think
that re was safe there, but that wo:1ld put a responsibility on the ones in charge of
the altar to see if they are guilty or nct. In 2 country behind the iron curtain they
to run to the U.S. consulate since they are a lct safer there than in a church. To say
this proves that the altar was set aside as an asylum as long as you had the altar,
you wou1ld have nc nced for the clities of refuge. In the Middle Agzes, the churches tiied
to proéect the innoncent at sny time, but that doesn't mean that it was the law of the
Middle Ages, that the innoncent would stay in the church and thus be safe while the one
whc wes guilty would be cast out and punished. Even when you had cities of refuge, I
can well imegine, 1f there was some sacred place in the neighborhood, and here was a
man in danger of his life,--the ax had slipped and the other person was about to kill
him, I think that te wo1’d ran to the nearest sacred thing and grad on toc it--mgybe
he wo1ldn't even know where the cities of refuge were but the first thing that would

enter his mind wonld be some sacred place, even here from the altar a murderer was to

be teken away end be killed. He coldn't claim any saféty, just because of scme sacredness.
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There is nothing that can protect him, but to say to take him frem that sltar, =nd say
that is the seme thing as appointing a place--that is inference is it not? This is

just cne of treir many arguments. The allegation is gotten from this--there is not any
such statement that the altar is the esppointed place. When they set near Canaan He does
appcint 2 place and it is perfectly reasonable as it stands. jgf:?jaﬁ?wouldn't have had
=ny right to go to a2 city of refuge~-he saw thot his life was in danger =nda went to this
sacred place. Solomon had Joab takeqfway from the altar and killed. He didn't think of
him as perfectly sefe end nof ahle to touch him. If you went tc the mountains and they
pursudd wou they would kill you if they caught you but if there was something that was
near trzt everyone considered very very sccred, meny people would not even have the strength
to run to the mountains--they wecn'd take the first thing that ceme in their mind. Many
wouldn't know how to live in them if they gect there. The argument is one stricily one of
inference. It is not specific. As these stand, xmiy they are perfectly reasonable. Eere
in Sinai one could run off and die. Perhaps some did commit a murder and escape clear
back to Egypt, but most people co:ldn't ao that. There in the camp—-he wguld grab the
most sacred thing that he oould find, even if it was the altar--that was abt to protect
him even if he was a murderer. Does {nat meanz that he is goiag to appoint a place
immediately or does it not mean that this is a general law that he is setting down for

the future when they get scattered out over an area. In Num. 35:9-14% you have the law

of P in this matter. (Min. 93-10) You have the law given here in Num. and in Deut. you
have Moses telling the pecple and the language of the two differs from when the Lord tells
Moses and when ki he tells the people. Carpenter says here that a modification is given
in case of homicide. Ex. 21:14 --the old law is dropped without reserve he says--Gca
will appoint a place where people can flee i1f they kill somecuc unawares. That is not
dwopped. And if a murderes is caught, he is to be killed--he is nct dropped. Is this

all a contradiction--it would hardly seem so as it stgnds. I have given you jouur

assignment in Dr. Allis' book--the first three chapters.
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The zssignmemt is glready ~ssthed. I* s §n the © hooks of Moses by xllis and the first
c¢h, and the third ch. is inclded. For ihur. is to get thoroughly the other half of the 3rd
ch  fairly well snd look over the 'ast he'f and then get a good idea of ch. 2, Thelast time
we were discussing still the ergument for development as relat~d to the plaoce ot sacrifice and
we rrtice that the cl=aim of the critics is that the JE code permits sacritice anywhere. <The
JE quotes say nothines ahamt where we can socrifice., The initiztive is with Gnd as to whe=~ #hn;
cen gacrifice ond it does not say jist where. It would mean tnat sacrifice is nol resiricted
to Justone pl-ce then but theres is no teacning anywher-insiha sScripture tnat out of all the
vlaces no wher- is sald thal Jusl tler~ can it Te doné. %his does not mean that this is some-
thine thatis required by God's holiness but it means that it is something thatGod wished to have
done when they entered into the landof Palestine. When you go in there, Be gaid, after the Lord
has given you peace from the ward, then you are to sacrifice only the place which Hechooses out
of all the tribes. The command is somethines that is given for a particular time and a particula
place. It is true that the Jews have taken thecommand andcarrked it on and acted as though there

is no pl=ce where you could sacrifice except in J

erusalem and thus they discontinued sacrifice
when Jeruaalem was destroyed. This was not stated in the Scripture and it is celearly tausht
they sacrificed in othe places except when the Jew came into Palestine. The Bible teaching as
it stands is that the patriarchs sacrificied to God as they felt called upon to do here and
there snd earlier had they done this also. W¥hen they came into the land of Palestine, Uod cam-
manded that there they should have all their sacrifices done in one place and it is easy to see
the reason for it would be to keep them ¥rom dividing up into sections and to breaking up into
little units each with its own devotion to separate sacrifice and it was to stress the unit of
the nation and their unity befiore God. There are many reasons why this wonld have to be and

we can see why f@od would desire this great dation to observe this siem of unity. This is after
they have come into the land and after God has given them p-ace around about. It is different
from saying that the teaching of theBible says thatonly at ene place is it permissable. This

is the command of E--Deut. the command of Moses to the people as theyare going tnto theland.
You look at the Lev. legislation fZiven prior to this time and it no wheres says you must sacrific
in Jjust oneplace and thereis no such command in P at all. It is of the legialation given beforc

that time but it assumes that the sacrifice is z unified institution and the general attitude

and spirit of the general legislation is that it is something which is done under direction
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and tims the Bible stands. They are in the

Pentateuch 91 (cont.)

:nd appointed for and that speaks of one thing

wilderness and all torether and camped ajcnt and ev-rrythine has its head quarters in its one

place and thecommands given for the wilderness journey would rather naturally assume that situ-

ation and the legislation is not given simply for the wilderness journey but it is given to

ouline the way they are to worship God and the way they are to serve him in the wilderness and

also in succeeding years and in succeddine years it is God's will that there should be the

sacrifice in the one place. There is no need to stress it in the wilderness as they are all

gathered together in the one community and its when they get scattered in the land of Palestine

and the wars are over and then they have peace and there is the tendency then for little isolat—

ed communities to develop and without mich connection with the rest and then it is important

thatit be stressed to the individuals who are to have the religious life centered in one place.

God will select out of all your places so as it stands it is most reasonable. It can be done
by taking this out and changing them and saying this comes from the J document but tthis comes
from the E document--621 BB: this from the P about 200 years later and from that arrangement
it does or does not say it £s from the specific places God selects and that is by no means a
worship form but it is with all these different high% places over the land where they were
having little separate places and where people came together to preform little groups and to
to their sacrifices and to disregard the temple in Jerusalem and then the P document comes

to the crticis 200 yrs. and serves the situation which P has alread ascribed. It is mot an
evolution from rudimentary things up to more edwu cultivated and lofty things--not at all. It
is sifply the claim of a historical development and the historical situation as the Bible stands
is at least as reasonable and with thzt connected is the claim of asylumand the claim is made
that as long as all over the land there was an altar there fror an asylum. It does not say

that aman who is unjustely accused is (it fades out from 9-10). The assugption that a matter

- with an assylum is connected with a construction of altars in the time of Josiah is to a large

extent something thatis read into the text 2znd a few words may fit into this assumption dut
it is no where stated. We go on to ---the argument for development as regarding the priest.
Tre claim of the critic is regarding the JE document, the heads of the families may sacrifice
and when it came to the time of Josiah, they introduced an innovation and they restricted sac-
rifice then to the Levites--they were the sacrifices--they were the priests ana they tell

priest
you in the books of the crtics that in JE there is no-pleee for sacrifice and the one who dors
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it is the head of the family. When you et on to €:21 there is the innovation as a strict
sacrifice to the one particular group and it is thetype of the Levites and Deut., they ssgy,
shows no distinction between specific priests and lLevites and there is no difference in 621 BC.
All the critical books will tell you this. When you get on 200 yrs. later to the time for the
P document, they have gone farther and established an organization for the hich priests and they
say the hish priest is of the sons of AAron and all priests must only be the ones to make the
sacrifice and sacrifice is strictly forbidded to the rest of the Levites. Some said they
had as mich risht to sacrifce as the sons of Aaron and they were all smitten dead as a result
of it. It is made up nearly a thougand years later in the P documelit in order to show they
want to restrict it to the sons of Aaron and that is the critical view regarding the sone of
Aaron and we ask if the Scriptural references support all that they have? It is true in the
time of Abraham sacrifitce was not resticted to the sons of Aaron or even to the tribe of Levi
in the time of Noah also. The idea of resticting it this way is something){ﬁZd to be introduced
as a specific thing and we ask if it is reasonable to think that when it was introduced to see
if it was restricted to Just these ones orwas it in general? Sacrifice was a custom we find. -
Pentateuch $92. They say that is the view of the P document--According to the JE the sacrifice
conld be performed at any place, just so it was in his name. They say that P gives no
scarifice until it 1s done at the one place and it is done by the Levites. P knows no sacrifice
until it is done by the sons of Aaron--that is their statement. It is very easy to get that
view. All you have to do is to take the passages that tell about sacrifices and put them

into the JE document in the early history--that is easy because in the beginning P consists
almost all of stastics and enumerations, lists of things that happened in 1, 2, 3, order

so as they divide it up, it igﬁatural thet P has nothing about sacrifice-~Read from Carpenter,
p. 83--the view of P is entirely different. In P in Gen. account Nohh mekes no thank-offering
when the peril of the flood is past. The place where it says that he did is put in the J
document. P tells about a covenant--the Babylonian story tells about both the sacrifice and
the covenént. Abrasham, Isaac and Jacob go through the land but they never commorate where

El Shaddai met them--they never do because all the statements that tel}}hey do are in the J
document, instead of beins allocated to the P document. Do you notice how much he reads

into the text. There is absolutely nothing to prove his statements here at all. If you take

the passages of sacrifice and put them in the J document. You take your stastics etc. ana
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a very little amount of narrative material--you have nothing about sacrifice in P and then you

say that P doesn't believe in sacrifice. That is connected with the argument of silence.

The fact that a book has no reference to something, doesn't mean that the book doesn't believe

that it exists. The argument from silence is one which can ¥e very wrongly used. The matter

of silence in a book is one which you would expect the book to tell about. If we hagm a P

document, a complete one as originally written, and it told about all this as he says, and

no where did it tell about Abraham sacrificing in the land--but it does tell about his elaborate

relations with God, you wou'd wo-der why there was no mention about sacrifice. In this

instance the arsument from silence is & good argument, if you are sure that you have the whole
say that the document

P document-~but the critics themselves at point after point will1€oubtless told about this

or that but the redactor took it out. At point after point they assume that the documents

are not preserved in completeness. You will doubtless find many places where they will say

that such and such was lost from the original, and then to simply assume that sacrifice isn't

mentioned at all, after they admit it is not complete is a pretty big assumption. It is also

a pretty bies assumption when they say that no one was allowed to sacrifice any other place--

this argument from silence used wrongly enters into the whole argument of higher criticism

at point after point. The argument from silence if rightly used, is a very important form

of arqument. It is a difficult arsgument to use and you must be sure that you have all of the

evidence. Then according to the JE argument you have that no head of the family can sacrifice.

There are no priests--just anybedy sacrifices--it doesn't sgy. Just because it says that

thou shalt sacrifice, doesn't mean all are to sacrifice. He is talking to Israel as a whole

and may refer to it as a nation rather than individuals; in addition to that a person may

sacrifice somethine without he himself perfomming the sacrifice. Commands are given in

the P document--that the sac-ifices are restricted to the sons of Aaron, and yet individuals

are told to sacrifice in another connection. The priest performs the sacrifices but the

individual brines the sacrrifice--that is brings the animal--so to say that anybody can

sacrifice from this passare, is using the argument from silence in a way that is not va id.

It is assumed, becuase it doesn't say here, that the priests are the ones to do the actual

sacrificing, then anybody @n do it, and that is not stated here at all. There is an

interesting thing--in order to zet the different document, JE as the earlier, J in the
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middle and P later--to ~et the different codes oi law that way, you have to give the opook
of the covenant either to J or E. The earlier critics mostly gave it to J but woon after
the Wellrausen theory became well-established, they became pretty well agreed that it was
from E-- and the Book of the Covenant--Ex. 19-24 is most of it allocated to E--~that still
isn't JE. Right here in JE you find in 19:21 ff. , v. 24--right here in the E document,
that which contains the earliest primitive law--you have two mentions of Priests here. It
is so definttely allocated to E, but the critics say that though priests are mentioned here
we have no idea what they did. They don't notice I rsuess, that it says the priests thet
come near unto the Iord--they are definitely a religious organization that have reason to
come near to the Iord. It is clearly shown that there are priestg before the time of the
Levitical priesthood or the priest of Aaron. To say that these priests were not set apart
is a pretty biec assumption. It would sugeest that even among the Israelites in Esypt, there
were individuals who were priest among them, and as they came up through the wilderness there
were priest, though they might not have been particularly well selected--the matter of
sacrifice seems somewhat restricted even there. God says to Moses there in the wilderness
that He was going to regularize it so that the family of Aaron --they were to be set apart
to offer sacrifices but thks was not a new thing--it is even mentioned in JE as the critics
regoegnize it to be. The argument then that anybody could sacrifice is an argument from
silence, and it is an illi-imate argument from silence--JE doesn't say that anybody conld
sacrifice--there is no certainty about it. There is no reason why God couldn't set down
strict laws as to wh.conld sacrifice afterwards. He gives those commands later to Moses

in the mount and those are the P documents. When you come to the D document--what Moses
says just before they 20 into the land of Palestine, according to bhe Bible as it stands,
vou have a ereat difference between the D docu. and the P--the Levitic legislation. It

is what God gives to Moses and that which is weitten out for the priests for the oversight
of the religious life of the people--to be able to read the precise details and to apply it
properly while theywre in controdt of the people. Deut. is the orations that Moses gives to
the people as they draw near to the land of Palestine to prepare them for specific changes
which naturally take place when they cease to be a wondering people-- and become a people

spread over a wide area in Palestine, and to impress upon their minds matters which every
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individval should know, and not matters which are written down which should be looked up
by the prists. There is a big difference between the purpose and the outlook of Levitical
le-islation and that of Deut. There naturally wonldn't be the repetition that there are
in other portions--a difference in seleetion: according to the critical point of view,
Deut. comes at the time of Josiah, and at that time it is now laid down that priesthood is
restricted to the Levites.

_¥93 --- Deut. never enters into that prticular question. It does enter into where
sac~ifice 13 to be offered and of course it you are not to sacrifice anywhere except where
God chooses, then the question as to who sacrifices, is more or less an academic question--
as far as the people are concerned. TYou might say that here is a man who wants to make
a sacrifice-~and he goes hack of his house to make a sacrifice--the idea of Deut. is to
stop that--it is very important that they know to sacrifice at the temple--it wonld be per-
fectly obvious that you couldn't just walk into the temple and make & sacrifice--you would
have to do under the reculations that were there. The restriction of the place automatically
restricts the person. --there is no restriction in Deut. as to who was to sacrifice--there
is much therein as to where —-it isn't necessary that every individual in the land
"t as lon~ as it is restricted to one place, you just have to know where that place is
and who it is is only vital to those who are in charge of that place and that is exactly
what we find. He makes it definite--the Lord proved what He meant when he killed the
sons of Kdpth who thought they could sacrifice just any place--it is very reasonable that
it should be given Just as it has been. It shows why it is not necessary to eive it
in the orations of Deut. It always speaks of the priesStly Levities--all Levites are
equal and are on the same standing--It is not possible t9pake a thorough unmistakeable
study of everything that you are interested in, though it is very sood to meke a gmeral
study of a great many subjects and a thorough study of a few:; consequently for our present
purpose it is sufficient to look into Young's concordance and to see how these words,
Levite and priest are used in Deut. I read them there in their context and I found that
priest-Tevites are used only four timee--17:9; 18:1: 24:8, 2?&9—-and the critics say thsat
in Deut. there is no difference--so it means the Levitcal priests each time and there are

two additionsl places where it says the sons of Levi--but I found that priest is used also
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17:12, 18; 18:3, 19:17; 20:2; 26:3,4--You have eicsht times in Deut. where it speaks of

the priest. Then the priest is used a little more often then it is used with Levi and

so it is not a proper statement to say that Deut. always uses the Levitical priest and

to him they are 2ll the éame--at least not on the basis of philology. Al the Levites

which are priests and the matter comes up as to what do we mean by priest. No where in

the Bible does it tell us that a priest is a man who sacrifices. That is the great outstand-~
ing work of the priest--you misht say that about a secretary who writes notes down--sends
letters and yet yon will find a distinction in bushhess houses between a stenosrapher and
secretary--a secretary has some extra responsibi‘ities. A general secretary of an organization
doesn't just write letters--somes to be some specialized and hardly writes letters at all.
Then you will have traveling secretaries--it has quite a borad phase of meanin~+. A priest--
that word can apply properly to anyone that has a relgkémam position. It is used of

5f one who does various priestly tzsks and it nowhere says in the Bible that no body can

be a priest who works for the Lord, but %k it does #ay that no one should B= x sacrifice to
the Iord unless they are a priest--the sons of Aaron are the priesthood in that sense and

so it ¥s quite natural to see that priest is used in a special sense, though he had many
other duties than just to offer sacrifice. The book of Deut. nowhere says that only a
levitical--there is no mention whatever with the priests and connection with sacrifice.

You must perform your sacrifices where the Lord shall choose--it never spegks of the Levites
as sacrificine--the book of Deut. is not dealing with who should sacrifice, but rather

with the question of what should the people know that are zoing into the land of promise.

The people are told very specifically that they are to bring their sacrifice to the place
where the Io~d God shall checose for them, and naturally if you bring it to thet place.

vou will find that place fits it, but it is not necessary to co into that. In the Levitical
laws of course it is verr vital to #o into this which is very definitely stressed. 5o

the critics say that priesthood is limited to the priests of Levi, and sacrifice to the

sons of Aaron, but they rearrsnge it out of the order in which they are, even with no
evidence for so doing, and when you ecet through, it is an areument from silence--a legitimate
argament. It is do matically stated that Deut. does teach that--that all the Levites can

sacrifice--Carpenter goes into this a good deal. He insi#$s that the Levites are all
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equal in the book of Deut. He says that according to Deut. 10--all the Levites can
sacrifice. They say that it specifically recognizes Aaron and Eleazer as in the priest's
office. Deut. 10:6~- Tells ahout Eleazer taking Aaron's place when he died. At that
time the Lord separated the tribe of Ievi--nctice how equal they were. Don't you see
how all the Ievites can sacrifice, but it doesn't say a thing abont sacrificing. All
the sons of Aaron are Levites, but to spepsrate some from the t—ibe of Aaron to sacrifice,
that doesn't mean that all in the tribe could sacrifice. It uoesn't even mention sacrifice
and three verses apart, we have the mention of Aaron the priest and Eleszer succeeding him.
So to say that Deut here teaches that all Levites cz=n sacrifice, is to read into the text
which is something it doesn't say at all. That is a very important thing to recognize here.
# 94 The critical argument as presented sounds extremely strong but when you examine
the instances which they give you find a great many are not at all as represented. TYou
find that there really is no argument in a great many stk of them. The claim is made, eg.
that they cou'd not be the laws to sacrifice in one.place becanse Saul and his army sacrificed
the cattle out in the field of battle but the word which they translate sacrifice, whiéh
the A.V. translates kill--it is ueed even in Deut. 12. Even in that ch. it is used to mean
to kill at home--Deut. 12:21 if it is too far away to go to the sanctumpy--the word may de
used at a banguet or a feast, and that is not a case in point at =21l. We have noticed in

a good many cases in which men are not in any sense and naturally what they do doesn't

prove whether it was in accordance with the law or not--then we noticed there were commands

of God given under exceptional circumstances. They say how do you think Moses could give the
law to sacrifice in one place and then right in the boek of Judges, you find Manoah sacrificing
right out there in the field near his home--the angel brought the message and told him to

make the sacrifice. That was a specific command of God and an exceptional case. Naturally

it would tske precedence over any general principle. We know after the the removal of all
these there still remakmdd some definite difficulties, and when you take out 3/4 of the

cases which the critics give as proof--that there was no such law until the time of Josiah,
there still remhidn cases where this law doesn't seem to have been obeyed by godly men and it

is vital to have an answer. You do have a long period of history --a history in which there

are many emergency circumstances and you hase an exceptional situation in which other matters
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vhich were more important--that there be sacrifice rather than that the sacrifice be oberved
at x xpextut kimx recular place. We will read about this man and that man whose heart was
perfect and yet the high places were not taken away--you read about that until you come to
Josiah and you find that he did take away the high places, and of course they say this
proves there was no such law and the writer of Deut. insérted all these statements later
on, to mske it look like there was such a lww but the fact of it is that the kings

did not obey the law. The fact of it is the these services were kept up during this

long period and a strong attempt was put up to put them down, but it is easy to see how
that situation could have developed. It was not stressed a great deal and there were

%% other things that seemed more vital to those kings--and the fact that a person knows
the law doesn't mean that he is always going to follow it. It doesn't say in Deut. th=t
you are to worhsip only in Jerusalem but to sacrifice in the place that the Lord shall
choose, and the place which over the centuries they did worship was at Shiloh, but from
there the sons of Eli took it to battle and the Philistines took it--there is no further
mention of Shiloh and it would seem that during that next period of 40 or 50 years, the
land was so over-run by the Philistines, there was no particular place where they could
worship, and Samuel would go from place to place giviéng this and that little group the
Word of God. That was an unusudl situation and after that, they didn't get established
in one place until the time of Solomon--the temple was built in the days of Solomon.

The argument is that we don't find existence of this law until the time of Josiah, and
not before that time. On the assumption that Moses gave the Law 1t would be natural that
people wonld obey the Law. When you find instances where the leaders of the people dis-
obeyed the law and acted as though it didn't exist, that is a strong argument that this
law did not as yet exist and wasn't given until the time of Josish. The P document

comes from the time of the exile according to their argument. We have been discussing
whether or not there 1s development in the putting together of the law. You don't

find evidence from history that there was such a law. If we were discussing whether or
not the elaectoral college was a good thing for the U.S. or not--evidence on the history
of the U.S. from 1780 ff. wonld be very pertinent but in the colonial days it would not

meke any difference beczuse U.S. as a country did not even exist before that time.
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And the argument as to whether the laws of Deut. were used after the time of Moeses--naturally
that doesn't hold because you wouldn't be expected to obey the laws for Palestine before

they got to Palestine. Our preeent argument is about the Israziizi:e:ntering the Promised
Land, as given in their history of Judges, Ruth, Samuel and Kings--do we find evidance of
this law being in existence. The critic's claim is that this was not a law until a 1000
years after the time of Moses and therefore in this period before you find the leaders

cf the people ignoring and if the leaders were good, they wouldn't have ignored the law.

2. Who performed the sacrifices. I have not take the time of going into these argueménts
in full to present thkx the higher criticism. This is a very important argument, and is
fully taken up in Carpenter's book. You remember that he says that you actually don't have
the priesthood of the sons of Aaron during the time of Israelite history. You have it in
the P document given at the time of the exile and during the period before that just anybody
could sacrifice but it was not kept to the priests. They say the priesthood was open to
anybody snd from 621 B.C. on you have it restricted to the tribe of Levi and they had secured
for themselves the priestly functions. We notice that gvah doesn't necessarily mean sac-
rifice in the technical sense but it may refer to the killing of animals. We notice also
the word--cohen not used in the narrowest sense. That does not necessarily show one who
prerforms a sacrifice, though that is specifically what a cohen is. A secretary is one who
writes, but you have general secretaries of orgenizations that never wrote any short-hand st
all or used a typewriter but dictate all their letters and conduct business and manage things
and they are not secretaries in the technical sense. These words often have one specific
meaning and then they broaden out into a broader field.

" Priests”
f# 95 --3smrifizm is used for people who had other functions and it is even used of certain
official in the government sometimes. That is entirely natural because they were leaders
and had the say on various matters. If a person had lepmrosy he had to go to the priest,
He had authority over sanitation, health laws, whether a man mhad a right to be in the city
of refusge or not--had aunthority over quite a number of legal matters. There were a lot
things that were connected up with the priest's cffice and the word priest would quite

naturally come to be nsed of men who didn't khave this specific faction and consequently we

sometimes find the word cohen is used in = broader sense and doesn't mean that he was
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one officially in charge of the sacrifice.(hlnother thing we shoula remember--Priesthood of
Aaron and Fleazer is recognized in the dook of Deut--Deut. 10:6. It is sald to be all
about Levites and intended to come from 621 B.C., right there we have them recognized as
high-priests. You might say that is something that the P writer inserted later--but
the critics say that it comes from JE--how it got into Deut. is an interesting problem.
(¢)  All the persons that are sald to be giving the sacrifice are sald to be performing it.
Here they say you have the law that all sacrifice is to be done by the sons of Aaron and
yet you read in I Kings that Selomon went to Gibeon and there he perfommed sacrifices. It
was not in Jerusalem or the selcted pddce and Solomon himeelf perfommed the sacrifices.
We read in I Kings 3:3--you have an excuse given for Solomon in this regard. In this
time there the people sacrificed because there was no house built unto the Name of the Lord.
He did love the lLord but sacrificed in high places. There is a recognition that was not
the right thing to do. In all situatiens you find people with their particular faults and
short-comings; the temple is not yet built anyway. Cf. v. 4—-what could be more specific
than the bresking of the law of P than this., Here are sacrifices performed by the sons of
Asron and here it says that Solomon himself went--can D and P have been in existence if he
offered a 1800 burnt-offerings hpon the altar. The critics tell you there conldn't have
been any such law at that time, because you have here your history and shows Solomon utterly
isnoring the law, but of course when you read it a little more closely and you try to picture
Solomon offering 1000 burntefferings--that in the course of that afternoon he personally
killed a thousand cows, put them on the altar, and offered the sacrifice and set the fire
under-meath them --if he did all that in one afbternoon, he was a might strong felldw and a
very rapid worker. It is hardly sensible to think that Solomon did that te a 1000 cows and
in fact there is no reason to believe that he did it to one--that means that Solomon gave
the burnt-offerings and presented the anima’s. It means that he told the ones that were to
sacrifice here were the animals he would give fore his offering. So the person giving the
sacrifice is often spokenof as the person performing it and when you read that so and so
sacrificed, does that mean that the priests didn't perform their function of sacrificing.
It means that a person did as he should do--he made an offering and a person that gives

the offering is properly spoken of as offering a sacrificémxz even though someone else does
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the secrifice but it doesn't necessarily have to mention the fact as to who did the
particular service of sacrificing. You misght say that you pald your income tax yesterday.
You wouldn't ordinarily explain that an official of the government received it from you
etc.—~those details would not be mentioned. It would simply stand to reason with those
thousande of sacrifices--that there would have to be officials to do it, or there wouldn't
be any regularity about--in general it would stand to reason. It occurs to me there would
be one case in point--ILL. of desoibing the sin of Eli's sons --in I Sam.2:12--when any
man offered sacrifice, the priest would take partxff the meat, but it doesn't enter into
the question whether a priest or anyone cowld come into the place to sacrifice. I don't
think that you wo 1d find any place where people could come in and make their own sacrifices
but it is natural terminolgy--certainly no one would say that Solomon offered all these
animals individusally. There is no reason to assume that he offered any of the animals
personally. I Sam. 2:19--it doesn't say if Elkansh did the sacrificing there or not dut
it does tell us that Eli was right there. This tekes care of a good many of the
instances.

(d)==In the case of the altar, there are instances of godly leaders that did not take
a special effort to see that they had a priest of the house of Aaron to offer the sacrifice.
It wouldn't be necessary to mention--it is possible thatSamuel had a priest soing around
with him in his circuit who did the the outward sacrificing. But the impression you get
is that Samuel at least officiated. This was in the time of the Philistine supremacy
and under the circumstances it would be more important to have sasrifices than to be so worrie
about performing them in the right place. Man was magm not made for the Sabbath but the
Sabbath for man--the thing that is vital in both 0ld and New Testaments is the presenting
of God's truth that is vital and the particular matters of form and ceremony are under
normal circumstances to be preserved because they carry out the figuzge and present the
idea but they are not the vital thing. In the days of Samuel there is no evidence that
this particular law was stressed and when you don't have a law stressed for a time, it

would be gquite natural® that it would be forgééten and not have mmch attention paid to it.
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FINAL EXAMINATION IN PENTATEUCH

May 13, 1955, 2:00 p.m.
CEmrm

Time: Two hours. Plan your time so as to finish.

1.

Tell the nationallity, approximate date, and contri-
bution to the development of the critical theory of
each of the following:

a. Astruc g. Graf

b. Colenso h. Hupfela

c. DeWette i. '"Ibn Ezra
d. Eichorn J. Kuenen

e. Ewald k. Wellhausen
f. Geddes

Describe each of the main documents in the Critical
Theory of the 01d Testament as generally held about
1900, pointing out some specific passages it includes,
describing 1its style, and alleged viewpoints.

What is meant by the argument from history? Discuss
fully.

Fully discuss the argument from parallel passages,

Discuss the dating of the book of Deuteronomy.
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..... difficulty, but a very interesting book that was thrilling to many
ho read 1t, in the way in which it seemed to them to take the naturalistic
ttitude, evolutionary approach, and everything we hgve as a result of natural,
xdxamy ordinary, human development, and my mam means of it, to explain how the
entateuch came into existence. And Wellhausen and some of these German scholaps
'ho advance this theory were very thoroughﬂ-going rationalists, and they thought
verything comes into existence by purely natural circumstances. Now here is a
ook which all the Jews and Christians have believed for centuries to be the very
‘oundation of their xgxak religion. How did it come into existence? Well, by
latumal processes of human historical ...13.... And it sounds so interesting, so
asy. It is like when Darwin's theory broke on England. And people, instead of
'hinking that a thousand or a millian mExX® different things were depended each one
)y a separate ....2.... of the almighty God,-could imagine that from one little
,iny cell there had developed by a perfectly natural process, all this great variety
ind incidental features could show how everything came into existence along the
jay, it Just seemed to bhem to be the answer to the problem. And there was no nedd
f a God to establish, create, or direct it, because it was Just a natural process.
I%§ of course, the question is, where does thls natural process come from? Where
léanw'of us get our existence? There are great arguments for the existence of God
:ﬁ%ch need to be faced even apart from these theories, but it is one of the greatest

x
‘arces in the world for a badlief in God and God's plan, the existence of this wonder-

eu

Bibie, the Bible is here, where did it come from? And if you can account for it
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a purely naturalistic basis, and natural deBelopment, why that 1s very satisfac-

Well take the matter of, take our alphabet. Suppose somebody were to say to
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look at this wonderful Latin alphabet we use. Isn't it wonderful! A divine

-

ct

to us. God invented it and gave it to us. It came Pight from His hands. Well

b

eobdy else would oome along and say, Oh, is that so? Do you think our Latin alpha
is invented by God and writeen by Him, and handed to us? No, it is just a nat-

e
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%?1 development. He =% would say, Here, look at the Greek alphabet. Look ot our

.Iphabet. See how similar it 1s. The Greek 1s earlier. Ours is based on the Greek.
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fie Greeks brought it over to the Latins. The have alpha, beta, gamme, dedlta, we
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have a bc d e f g. How do we kax come to have a '¢c' where they have a gamma? How
do we come to have a 'g' later on? Well, it came overland through the Etruscans.
And the Etruscans didn't have a 'g' sound, they Jjust had a 'c' sound. So when they
took the alphabet instead of saying alpha, beta, gamma, they said, alpha, beta,
camma. And so they wrote the development from gam@a, and they pronounced it 'c¢',
andthen when the Latins took that over from them, they took over the 'c', wimn they
had a 'g' sound, and theye mExE was no 'g' left in the letters, and it was like the
'c', so they took the '¢' and put a line across the lower part and mmde a 'g'. And
I believe all scholars believe that's how our alphabet got established. The Latin
alphabet came from the Greek alphabet. Well, where did the Greek alphabet come fron
Well, it came from the Hebrew alfgphabet, Phoenician traders brﬁght it overland,
brought it over sea, and they kxmghk brought it to the Greeks. Well, the Hebrew
alphabet does not have any vodels in it. But the Greek and the Latin have voudels.
How did they get vowels? Well, because the Hebrew alphabet has the aleph sound
which is a gutteral which doesn't exist in Greekf/ their letters, aleph, beth,
gimmel, when they said aleph, they @EggﬂZQe first sound in the aleph which is that
gutteral ..... d5...... open the throat and say the 'a' and we don't have in our
language. The Greeks didn't have it, and the first thing they heard was the 'a’'
%pd so they thought, This stands for a vowel. And they way through a misunderstand-
éng of the Semitic abphabet wkia which had only consonants, they got some bowels,
%nd so you have letters for vowels, which the Hebrews didn't have. And you can
%race it through like a natural devélopmental process. Now somebody comes along
and says, this Latin alphabet 1s a divine gift to us, God gave it exactly as it

It would be wicked to change it in any way, becuase it 1is a divine gift to us.
would say that's preposterous. We know how it came into existmnce. We have

en its development. We understand it. Now in Mesoppotamia they didn't have

grrglsglabi/gsl nt@?enate

ones so the Babylonians built their temples out of brick. They could make the

lg‘bri

ick out of clay, they had no stmnes. Well, then they decided that's the way to

orship Marduk, you hage to have xmmxk something made with brick. So they'@ go

mactael

‘0 8 country where there was good building material and they'sd ¥ say, Oh mg, it

¥

ould be awful to worship Marduk with xxk stmes, you have to use brick. That's

tp

ﬁiat they were accustomed@ to using. And that way in every religion there have
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sprung up all kinds of customs which are based on purely acdidental circumstances.
There are all sorts of them. In every one of our denominations. In our habilts
of religous life, there kXhx are customgs which have developed from purely acci-
dental circumstances. We adapt to a certain situation. And then when the situa-
tion changes, we are used to that method and we keep on doing it xk& and we get
the idea some way that that is the way that things have to be. Like the milssionargés
gox daughter I heard of who came home on furlogghf and they were visiting on a farm,
and they said, Oh, we'll bring you some of the milk we got from the cow this morn-
ing. She didn't want any milk from a cow, she wanted milk £#x from a can. That's
what she was used to was milk from a can. She didn't want milk from a cow. That
was the accustomed way. She didn't want to change it. Well, is the Bible in that
category? A great part of what we have 1n life is, but is the Bible in that
catefory? There are things about it that are. The titles of the books. It is
ridiculous that we call the fourth book of the Bible, Numbers. Moses never called
it Mumbers. The Hebrews never called it Numbers. It is perfectly silly for us
to call it numbers. Just beaause it happens to hae two or three chapters that
have alot of Numbers in them. Many people fail to get the Treasmmes and the
value of this very interesting book becauee we call it Numbers, and they think it
és Just a bunc of statistics. And how perfectly silly it 1is that we take the
gﬁzmt, second, third, and fifth books, and we take their Greek words and trans-
%jterate them, and the averahe persond has no idea what youare talking about. And
:§hey are good titles, if only we translate them. And then we get to thim one
:ihere they have a terrible titel in the Greek, and we tmanslate it, so theh x=m

]
o
&know what it means. It is about the most absurd thing you could do. It is much

€
%mtter to callg it, Arithmoi, like the Greeks do, and then call Genesis, Beginnings,
%zd Exodus, @oing Out, Leviticus, Priestly Legistation, and Deuteronomy, Second Law.
%hy keep those words in tle Greek &hat have some meaning and then take the one that
;§0esn't and translate it into English and decelve people by it. We do all kinds
%ﬁ‘foolish things in our religion, and we do them in connection withar Bible. We
%o many of them. But the basis, the solid foundation, the book itself, as it

:f lgindted, did that come about by a natural human process of development, or is

g

here something whih God has given us, given it in the circumstances, given it under
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human conditions, and many things given in a certain way in relation to the evants
of the time, but nevertheless so given as to give us his meaning, His truth to us,
to fit the circumstances that shall come in all times, which is 1t? Well, the
criticism, prior to Graf, was amatter of considerable interest to a small group of
people who were greatly interested 1n this idea of literary partition, and sources,
very fasclnating after you get iInto it. But the rank and fileof people, it didn't
mean much to them. But not that Graf and Kuenen of Leiden, and Wellhausen, pERXX
presenting this theory, you took the o0ld source development #x idea, the old idea of
dividing into sourcee on a literary bases, and you combine 1t with the evolutilonary
theory so that you have an explanation on perfectly natural circumstances of how
this comes to be, and you rule out everything supernatural about it. And that was
very very attractive to a great many of the fadicals in Germany and in Holland, and
in France. Probably the consertvatives of @reat Britamn and America would have
indignantly repudiated what was advanced by these radicals were it not for the fact
that a few conservatives from these countries went over to Germany and studied& under
those great radicalé scholars, and adopted many of their views, and tried to combine
these views with a thoroughly Christian view on certain points, and then came
back and they said, Well,after all, we believe in Christ, we believe in the Gosped,
ge believe in the Virgin Birth{. Professor Briggs of Union Seminary,m&s a strong
geliever in the Virgin Birth,was one of the protagonists of the Graf Wellhausen
%heory, unforcked by the Presbyterian Church in the UBA, and their students were
érdered not to go to Union Seminary because of his views on the 0ld Testament, and
get he was a strong protagonist of his belief in the Virgin Birth. Well, it was
%en like that who adopbed some features of the higher criticism who brought it

@n and led others to accept it, and resulted in its gradual introduction into

lab

great Britain and into this country, and more and more 1t spread, and more and more
Fs)

Phose who accepted it went on to use the same methods in larger and larger sections
o)

2nd until the end 1t did away with the supernatural altogether, as far &8s having

ny books that God has given from whih we could take statements, until you get the

maerae

leo-Orthodox view in which statements doen't matter. You can take the whole book,

/

nd it 1s the most wonderful spiritual source of knowledge you've got, but you

htt

ont get any propositional gruth frm 1t. You don't get any statements you can say,
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this is a fact, beaause in kkm the religous world there are no facts. It is the
other side and we know nothing about 1t, except that it breaks through something
into our lives. Well, that is the way in which thls has had this k&x tremendous
influence, and there 1s nothing gained by our Jjust passing it aside and saying,
Oh, we don't believe that, we belleve in God. I think all that is true and good,
but I think there is a value for us to understand hawthis developed, and see 1its
beses, and see how strong some of its arguments can be made to appear, so that there
are people who have very sincerely been convinced that this is so 5easonable that
it must be true. Then I think we want to see wkz how reasonable-%;;t of it can
be made to appear, and then see that they are not actually reasonable at all, that
it is agalk the same old theory of the ....12.... of a beautiful theory by a gang of

.12, It is a beautiful theory. But let's get the facts and see where they fit
in. Well, now before we get the facts I want you to understand the theory and know
what it is. Mr Ribi?.........

AAM: Well, now, at that time, quite as early as that, to how great an extent
it was guarded, and as to how great an exbent he gave it....123...... , but it was
the idea of development by natural processes, tht idea very definitely, and certain-
ly the idea of going kmxkx from the simply to the complex. I mean, there is so
guhh in it that is in common with the evolutionary theroy, &nd the evolutionary
Eheory X% has bemn so big a feature through most of its history that my inclination
ﬁould be to guess that it was right from the start, but I just don't know. But we
%ave spoken then about kke Wellhausen's great book. Well, now that leads us, this
as C I bdlkeve we were talking about, wasn't it? From Eichorn to Graf. X=r

We'll go very briefly on xm D, The Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis. We'll sveak

/85IntroPentte

©f D very briefly for this reason. We won't take as long under D as on the others,
ecause we've already come up to d D and gilven you a brief idea of it, but of course
have only given you the bare outline yet. We want to see what the main features

e. Now under that for logical completion, we'll call number, The Rise, The rise

]

f the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesé&s, but that we've already discussed. I won't

maggaelilpibri.erg/Sydtabi

epeat it. Number 2 is 1ts spread. And under that Wellhausen' book 1s mentioned ax

WWHY

again because it was a ..143..., his book publihed in 1878. Ouestion:......
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nd of P1
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..... Well, this great book of Wellhausen had a tremendous effect on the spread of
brilliant

1t in Eruope and Germany and In France, I believe, and a 8Rxxzkiax Englishman
named, William Robertson Smith, studied in Germany. Smith was a very great scholar
a brilliant man, he was raised in a most orthodox and conservative Scottish back-
cround. He went over to Gemany and studled there. And he was at first greatly
shocked at the attitude of the radical schodlars wkix with whom he came in contact.
Gradually he baq@@e to know them as persons and found them very fine people, got %to
know them well, adopted their views, and went back to Scotaand speaking very piously
about many things, but strongly advocating the Graf-Wellhausen theory. And his
influence did a tremendous lot to carry these views in Great Britain. I believe
he was professor in Aberdeen University, and he was brought to trial for views, and
they had a grat church trial, convicted him of heresy, expelled him from the Univer-
sity, and so either Oxford, or Cambridge, I forget which, came to take him on, and
made him their professor, and he had twice the influence he had had before. He
was editory of two or three of the editions of the Encyclopedia Brittanica. He was
a very brilliant man. Dr. Allbright told the story he heard about him, he said/ tha
Robersson Smith had an attmost encyclopedic knowledge of manuscripts and texts and
all that sort of thing. He was interested in all these detalls of scholarshiv, and
hg said, one time he was at a party somewhere, and they saw him get ofver on the
égdes and there was an English squire, one of these men what was interested in fox-
h%ntihg and horse racing, and he wx saw Robertson Smith over in the cornédr with this

o4
f§110w, and some of them said, Oh, poor Smith, they said, Here he'd love to talk wit
(&)

t

pEople about the pedigree of N. T. manuscripts, or the development of the critical

Pe

tBeory and so on, and here he is talking with this squire that knows nothing but
c
f@x-hunting and horse racing, and is interested, not in the pedigree of manuscripts,
QO
3]
t§£ but the pedigree of race horses, and how bored Smith will be. And then they

(o))
looked over and they saw the two men talking very excitedly, and Smith was talking,

b

apd was so interested, and the other fellow had such an interested look on his face,
t%at they were quite surprised, and after a little when the party broke up they
ogerheard the squire and he said, You know, I've met a man that knows more about
ngse racing than I know. (laughter). The first time I kaxmxx ever have. And he

ggve it as an instance of the wide knowledge of this man, brilliant man, brilliant
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scholar, but a pernicious influence in the history of the world, because it was
his influence that introduced and widely spread/ that which the British world was
ready indignantly to reject, but it was his brilliant ma&nd that advanced it and
caused it to become widely accepted, and then of course there have been younger
men in Great Britain and some in this country, who have advanced it very strordy,
the older scholars, the critical scholars were holding to the supplement theory,
some of them gave 1t up, and came over, others of them held to it to the end of
their lives¥, but no younger fellows/. All the young men from that time adopted
the graf-Wellhausen theory. In 1900 you could say that all shholars, and by that
you meant all critical scholars, all scholars agreed that kxkxmx these chapters are
P and these are J and these are E and these are D, and that J 1is the earliest and
then E and then D and the P, the main essentials of the theory, and thousands of
the details, you could say in 1900, all critical scholars in the world agree uoon
it. That was held very very widely, and kxgxkrak taught as the established results
of modern scholars. Well, now, there are people today who will tell you the G-W
theory is completely out of date, other things have taken its place, but don't you
believe it ....5-... Professor Albright told me in Jerusalem in 1929, he said, there
are only two orthodox Wellhausenists in Germany, and the're not orthodox. That's
w@at he said. But that means that there is no longer any scholar of standing who
égll take everything in the G-W theory and say, all this is absolutély so. Everyone
é%ll change this or will change that, or change that. But they don't agree on what
ey change. And I think it 1s safe to say that 90 % of cfritical =xhmakrx scholars

Sate @h/ R

day accept at least 80 % of the teaching of the G-W theory. There has xxa rarely
the history of the world been a theory as extensive or as complex as this which
s been accepted by so manykgﬁpple for so long a time. And it 1s accepted today
the main. Dr. Albright will write a book which has very conservative statements
it, and he'll take this featare of the higher criticism and he'll kind of knock
, and this feature xma and slam it, and you'll read along, and you begin to think,

my, he dertainly doesn't hold it at all, and then he'll come to the conclusion

.mraelf.ibrigrg/&labghsinEoPe

d Bkt he'll say, however, of the facts of the existence of the Independent exis-

nce of the great document, J, E, D, and P, nobody could ever doubt that. That's

& wviy

e
the theory, that's the basis of the theory. And he will make a statement like that.
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Dr. Albright wrote a most amusing article, I thought, in The American Scholar

about twanty years ago. In this article he told about Graf, Kuenen, Wellhausen,
these great scholars, and the wonderful theories they advanced. And he told azm
about the conservatives who tried to answer them, he ridiculed them. Theilr answers
were B8111Y <« oT vomucs s o And then he said, However, it 1is strange that new discover-
les.xxxx%k® make it look as if in many regards, the great scholars were wrong, and
the conservaftives whom he poured such contempt upon, they were right afterd all

in many of their views. And then he goes ahead and for abdut twenty vages he gives
yol one archaeological evidence after another showing the dependability and vera-
city and the truth of the story I've told you. And then when he gets through with
it he says, what are the condlusions? The great conclusion is that we must never
forget the debt we owe to those great masters of scholarship, Kuenen and Graf and
Wellhausen. (daughter). And that is the attitude of the ctitical world today,
that they laid the foundation, and you can change a little here, and you can change
the color of one of the ....8.... here, you can move the chimney over three inches
this way or that, but the main basis of the building remains solid¢ and established
Of course, the average student today 1In a theological seminary, a liberal theologi-
cal seminary, or in a class in a university, will not have the evidences of it
presented to him to a great extent, because it is just taken for granted it is
f%rue. And there will be discussion of whether a certaln chmter betongs in J or P,
é;ut the basis of it 1is just taken for true. The person would be just as silly to
oubt this as to doubt the theory of evolution. I happen to run on to a manf in
he university of Pennsylvania a couple days ago and he was given a test in a

ourse he was taking there py one of their leading scholars in the University, and
. he course was in the history of ancient Israel, and they gave a list of questions
or the undergraduates, and then here's a question for the few graduate students

ho are in the class. Here was one of the questions. "What was the language

hébri.oég/Syﬂ’abUS:{;IntrgPentcz_ageuca/RE

hich was used in the original manuscripts which were used by the author of the

{_zliell

document? in preparing this material?" What was the language of the material

mac

hich he used? And he wanted a scholarly discussion of whether it was Amorite,

W

..9...., or what the language was. Which was used by the writer of the J

Attp:f4
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ocument? But that there was a J document, you see, that is just as plain as that
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theory of evolution is true. They Just don't question ﬁhat. Well, now, that's
the general attitude, and it i1s not necessary. It is foolish for you to preach
alot of sermons on it. It 1s foolish for you to go to alot of people that don't
know anything about it, and try to inform them. There'd@ be no sense in it. But e
for a man who is going to serve the Lord to have an understanding of it, to know
what its strong Ppoints are, and what its weahnesses are so that when the occasion
comes and it will come, 1if you are used to any extant in the Lord's service when
you come in contapct with people who have been tremendously influenced by the kxkemr
theory, and yet who are open and influenced by the gospel, to know a little of 1its
weakéness and strength, and be able to point out a feature here, and a feature theee
and ¥k may shake their failth in the etidence, and lead them to look into it and be
led to see the truth. Mr. Wigson?......

AAM: Well, Dr. Speiser at the U. of Pennsylvania happens to be the man who
gave the question about the J document I just referred to. He gave that last week.
My observation of him has been that he gives courses in Biblical books and he will
take the critical theory and he will show how all the details are utterly fantastic
and are wrong and the archaeologicalf evidence show that it is absolutely wrong
as flar as that book is concerned. But you ask a question about any other book, and
&e looks at the labest critical work to see whether it is tte J document of the E

%ocument, exactly what it 1is, and eccepts that as the flnal authority on the matter.

AD

Winless he ...... 11..... Now that's unless pe gets into a book like Genesis, which
Sis the basis of this theory, and there he's pretty apt to hold pretty tenaciou@%y
o the theory. I mean, he will occasionallymake a statement about this weak noint
r that weak point in tHBe theory, and if you put them all together, you get albt,

ut he'll make up for that by every now and then making a strong Ef declaration
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f belief in the main essentials of the kkexy theory. That is almost necessary if
man is going to maintdin his intellectual respectabllity today Zzmxkhkx among

ritical scholars. It is Just like in the evolutlonary theory. Dr. Albright wrote

&Craey,b ibriorg/

great book on From Stone Age to Christianity with alot of fine material in it

thh made the liberals very very angey. Out at the university of Chicage, they
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couldn't say a decent word. I had a friend who was on the staff there, and he was

at a meeting there where the book was reviewed, and Oh, he said, It was awful to
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hear the way those fellows just tore into Albright becausz he was so awfully con¥-
servative. That's their attitdde, alot of those people, toward Albright. But
somebody c-me out in a revidw of the book and said that Albright rejects the theory
of evolution, and Albright, he was hurt. He wrote an answer to that. He said,
How utterly preposterous. Why anybody that looked in hy book on page so and so,
he named about twenty pages, would see very clearly the force i put in the theory
of evolution. After all a man's got to maintain his éntellectual respectability.
Dr. Robert Dick Wilson was much impressed by an article in ...12 3/4.... on
being willing to be a fool for Christls sake, and 1t is a fact that in every field
of science and thought certain shibolleths get extablished which you have to hold
to be considered respectable, and a Christian, if these things are unChristian,
is considered as rather foolish Just because he doesn't believe by people who don't
know anything about them much, but who accept them because they are the accepted
thing. As Dr. Spelser himself said, The acamemic mind is very greatly overrated.
He said that when he was trying to park his car one day. (laughter) He saw where
the others had parded their cars. But it is a facg that there are prejudices and
attitudes among scholars which are Jjust part of human nature. There is many a man
who becomes pastor of a church, and he has the impression, I'll go in that church
%nd I'll present them the truth, and they will Jjust welcome it and rejoice in it,
%nd immediately he stepped on the toes of somebody's little prejudice on some point
%nd they get angry. And he's in difficulty. And he thinks, Oh my, this little
oint. They believe this way. I am going to give them the truth. And then they
111 accept it dmmediately. And pretty soon he gets thrown out on his ear, having
11d radical ideas. And if he would learn to know a little about human nature,
e would learn that =prr peonlé's prejudicex cannot be removed by simply a presen-

ation of truth. You are wise to take the big thiggs and stand on them, and on

org/syllaby¥b5IngroPegtategch

dittle unimportant things on which wou will find people with silly prejudices in

ibr,

:'his direction, and this, and this, and thls, and all kinds of directions, don't

elib

tpe on their toes. Try to ignore the things that are minor, but gradually lead

magcra

.eople on the minor things to the truth, but don't think that people are just if

I

gou give them the facés are going to accept them. People are Jjust not that way.
<

Pqpple are filled with prejudices, and that applies to great ma& scholars as well as
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Bibliography, PENT.TEUNH

NOTE: For rcferencec books rclated to the text of the Pentatcuch,
cte., the Bibliography for Advanced Hebrew should be consultied. For
referconce works in the field of introduction gmncral, the Bibliography
for 0ld Testament IntroductAion should be consulted. This list consists
of books of immediate referencc in this coursc

I. The Pentateuch as a wnole:

-Addis, ".B., Thc Documents of the Hexatepch (1898) --Standard
highcr eritical work following the '/,llhausen hypothesis.

-Allis, O0.T., The Pive Books of lfioses (1943) --3tandard rcfutation
of Documentary Developcment hypothesis. Hard to reed in spots-
much zood material.

-Briggs, C.A., The Higher friticism of the Hexateuch, American
eritic (1897)--chief valuc of book is that it introduces reader
to the views of a wide range of scholarship.

-Bissell, E. C., The Pentetcuch, its Origin amd Structure, (1885)
Older volume presenting general conservative view, hard reading
but well up-to-datec in the face of recent critical changes.

-Aglders, G.C.H., Short Introduction to the Pcntateuch, (1952),
Conscrvative with a tendenpy to concede things not necessarily
conceded {my opinion).

-Carpenter, J. B, & Harford, G., Composition of the Hoxatcusch (1902)
liuch like Addis [(sce above)

~Finn, A. H., The Unity of thc Pentateuch, (1926) fonscrvative work
with good style of argumentetion but dif ficult to read because
of the absurd manner of printing.

-Grecen, Wk H., Moscs and thec Prophets, (1882) Other works by same
author on othcr biblioaraphies. This is a critique of W.R.
3mith "The Prophets of Isracl". Viorthwhilc rcading.

-Kucnan, A. The Origin and Composition of the Hexateuch, (1886). One
of thc standard eritical works for historical reference.

-iiitehell, H.G. The Vlordl Beforec Abrgham (1901) Higher critic but
with a mucher better grasp of conservative argument than most
similar works.

-Porter, J. L., The Pentatcuch and the Gospels (1854) 4An cexecllent
little work showing the veractiy of the Pentateuch by the
Gospel usagce.

~3picrs, ., Agc_and Authorship of the Pentetcuch (n.d.) Povularly
written, conscrvative in forcc.
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I1.

III.

IV,

‘8-

~lliener, H.li., Bssays in Pentatcuchal fGriticism (1909)
———- Pentatcuchal 3tudics (1912)
Writtcn conservatively by & theolosically inelined barrister.-
Interesting style. (icner wrotce the artiecles on the Pentatcuch
for ISBE)

The Israclitish Zconomy of Pcntatcuchal times

~Cheyne, T.K., Traditions and Beliefs of Ancicnt Israel (1907),
Author & well knovn hifher ceritic--volumc shows how these items
are refleected in the Pentatecuch.

~-Frazer, J.G., Folk Lord in the 01d Testement, (3-vols and a l-vol
condensation) Gomparcs O.T. tradition{i) with comperative
economics.

-Pedcrson, Johannes, Isracl, Its Lifc and fulture, (1926) English
edition

(emphasizing the work of lioses)

~-Buber, li., Moscs: The Revelstion and the foverent, (1944) Inter-
esting prescntation with traditional Jewish view mingled
with a type of form criticism.

-Nehcr, A., Moses and the Vocation of the Jowish People, A1959-%nz.
edition) A vindication of the “real™ lioscs.

Pentatcueh and Archacology:

~Allbright, 'YI.P., The Archacology of Pelestine, (1932) Other artio-
les by the samec author short be wateched (read) with intercst.

-Kyle, i«G., Moses and thc ionuments (1920)
The Problcm of the Pontateuch (1920)
Botnh conserveative, scholarly works althouzh the author often
attonpts (my opinion) to prove too much from too littlec.

-Rowley, H.H., From Joscph to Joshua (1950) Txcursions to determinc
source of Israelitish faith and practice.

Detagiled 3tudics:

-Grecen, We H., The Unity of the Book of Genesis (1895), still
valuable today.

~Bunkel, J.F.Hl, Vnhet rcmains of the O0.T. (1928) Oral traditionist
and author of valuable commentary on Genesis.

-Harper, W.R., The Priestly Elcment in the 01d Testament, (1905),
all the intrisuc of P and the eriticel conclusions. JAuthor
not sound on basic principles in Pentateuch
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~Jack, J.!7., The Datc of thc Ixodus, (1925) Apgument for the carly
date bascd on internal cvidence from the Pentateuch

-cleh, A4.C. The fode of Deutcronomy, (1924)

Deuteronomy, thc framework to thz Gode (1932)

The "ork of the Chronicler, (1938)
Thorouzh ceritie, of intercest in this coursc beecausc of his
revision of previous agrecment oun Deuteronomy.

V. Gencral Information

-Robinson, H.U., ec. Record and Rovclation, (1938) Publication
of Socicty for 0ld Testament Study)

~Rowley, E.H., cd. The 0ld Testament and liodern Study (1952)
This and the previous volume arc collcetions of cassays largely
by liberal scholars and of g:neral interest in 0ld Testament
study.

~Urzuherdt, The Bible, Its Sturcturc and Purpose, n.d., five volumes
on the Pentateuch, of general interest.

(Biographical nature)

-Cheyne, T.K. Founders of 01d@ Testament Griticism, 3-vols. (1893)
intercsting sketches of liberals and conscrvatives alike.
(Note for interest his article on Saycec)

-Duff, 4. History of 0ld Testement Griticism, (1910), In reality,
a sktceh of Pentateuchal criticism, casy to rcad.

VI. Commentarics

In gcneral the commentarics of Keil and Delitsch present a unified
picturc from conscrvative viewpoint. Thosc in the Viestminster serics
g unified viewpoint from critical wicew. Best known of thesc is that of
Driver on Genesis (14th cd. 1943)

Of speeisl intercst: Pcentoateuch and Raschi's fommentary, Awm li.
3ilberman, cd., (1946) Herd to resd (thin peper) intcresting licdiseval
Jewish deta.




9

3

http/www. macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/55IntroPentateuch/README.htm

Driver, S. K., An Introduction to the Litersture of the Q. L. Edinburg 1913
Released as a Meridian Book, 1956. 9th edition

hAddis, W. E., The Documents of the Hexateuch. London Vol. I 1892. Vol. II, 1898

Carpenter & Harford, The Composition of the Hexateuch. London & New York 1902

Hastingg Dictionary of the Bible. New York, 1903. '"Genesis", H. E. Ryle
Skinner, John, Genesig in the ICC. New York 1925

Brightman,Edgar S., The Sources of The Hexateuch. Abingdon Press. New York, 1918

Pfeiffer, Robert H., Introduction to the 0ld Testement. Harper & Bros. New York, 1948

Bewer, J. A., The Literature of the Uld Testzment in its Historical Development.
Kevised ed. New York, 1948. (2nd ed, 1933) 3rd edition revised % enlarged by
Emil G. Kraeling, New York. Columbia University Press, 1962

Peake's Commentary on the Bible. Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1962. "Genesis" by

S. H. Hooke

Speiser, E. A., Genesis (The Anchor Bible Series) New York, 1964

Harrelson, Walter, Interpreting the O T. New York. 1964 (Holt,Reinhart & Winston)
Anderson, B.W., Understanding the Old Testament. Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1957, 1966

Eissfeldt, Otto, The Old Test ament - An Introduction (Eng. trans. by Peter R.
Ackroyd) Haroer & Row, New York. 1965

Weiser, Artur, The Old Testoment: Its Formetion and Development (text is thet of the
Fourth edition, 1957 with some minor revisions by the author) 1961

Kuhl, Curt, The Ql¢ Testament - Its Origins and Composition (Eng. trans by C. T. M.
Herrlott) John Knox Press, Richmmond, Vc.i 1953, 1961, 1962

Von Rad, Gerhard, Genesis. Trans by John H. Marks. Westminster Press, Phi3zdelvhis, 1961

Simpson, C. A., The Early Traditions of Israel (Basil Blackwell: Oxford) 1948

Holzinger H., Genesis in Kurzer Hand-Commentur zum Alten Testament. Herausgegeben,
von D. Karl Marti, 1898.

Fohrer, G., Einleitune in Das Alte Testament. Heidelberg, 1965

Noth, Martin, Uberlieferungsgeschichte Des Pentateuch. Stuttgart. 1948
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