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THE AUTHORSHIP OF DEUTERONOMY.

INTRODUCTION.

§1. APOLOGY FOR W RITING.

If an apology were needed for calling in question the con-
clusion of those scholars who deny that Moses was the author
of the Book of Deuteronomy, it is furnished by these scholars
themselves. They constantly insist that men of thought should
hold their most cherished convictions subject to revision. They
denounce as unreasoning traditionalists those who, rejecting
further investigation, cling tenaciously to old beliefs. They
are the last men, therefore, who should object to any fresh re-ex-
amination of their own conclusions. They would thus be imi-
tating those whose unwillingness to hear them excites their dis-
pleasure. In no conclusion are these scholars more confident;
than in the one just mentioned; and if I shall appear to them
exceedingly rash in publishing at this late date an attempt to
show that it is erroneous, they are still bound by their own
principles not to condemn me without a hearing. If I shall not
advance anything new, I may at least place old arguments- and
evidences in a form somewhat new; and I may be able to point
cut some defects in their work that have hitherto escaped their
notice. I have a right, therefore, to expect among the most in-
terested and appreciative of my readers those whose opinions
I am constrained to combat—provided only that my work shall
prove worthy the attention of serious men. I did not enter
upon it hastily, but after an earnest study of the whole field of
controversy for many years.

§2. HIGHER CRITICISM DEFINED.

The process by which the scholars referred to in the pre-
ceding section have reached their conclusions, is commonly
styled The Higher Criticism. This title distinguishes it

1i1
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from “Textual Criticism,” or the discovery and correction of
clerical errors in the original text. Strictly defined, higher
criticism is the art of ascertaining the authorship, date, credibil-
ity and literary characteristics of written documents. It is a
legitimate art, and it has been employed by Biblical scholars
ever since the need of such investigations began to be realized.
Only, however, within the last hundred years has it borne this
title> Previously both the textual and the higher criticism
were known under the common title, “Biblical Criticism.” In
scarcely needs to be added that the exclusive use of the title
Higher Criticism for that application of it which seeks to
revolutionize established beliefs in reference to the Bible, is
erroneous: as is also the tacit claim of some advocates of these
revolutionary efforts to the exclusive title of higher critics.’
All confusion in the use of these terms will be avoided if the
definition just given is kept in mind.

This definition will be better understood if we add to it
a statement of the method in which the inquiries of the art are
properly conducted. This method is well defined by Prof. W.
Robertson Smith in these words: “The ordinary laws of evi-
dence and good sense must be our guides. For the transmission
of the Bible is not duo to a continued miracle, but to a watch-
ful Providence ruling the ordinary means by which all ancient
books have been handed down. And finally, when we have

It is defined by Prof. W. H. Green in these words: “Properly
speaking, it is an inquiry into the origin and character of the writings
to which it is applied. It seeks to ascertain by all suitable means
the authors by whom, the time at which, the circumstances under
which, and the design with which they were produced” (Higher
Crit. of Pent., Preface, v.). He omits credibility, and the literary
characteristics.

2 Johann Gotfried Eichhorn, author of a very learned Introduc-
tion to the Old Testament, was the first to use the new title, about
the close of the eighteenth century. He accepted the analytical
theory of the Pentateuch, so far as it had been elaborated, but, like
Jean Astruc, who wrote a few years earlier, and who is usually cred-
ited with first propounding that theory, he held to the Mosaic au-
thorship.

3 W. L. Baxter says of these: “Their more proper designation
would be, Imaginationist Critics: they are higher than others, solely
through building their critical castles in the air. instead of on terra
firma” (Sanctuary and Sacrifice: A Reply to Wellhausen, viii.).
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worked our way back through the long centuries which separate
us from the age of Revelation, we must, as we have already
seen, study each writing and make it speak for itself on the
common principles of sound exegesis” (O. 7., 18). In other
words, the method is to employ the laws of evidence by which
oilier questions of fact are determined, to do this with “good
sense,” and, when the meaning of the text is to be settled, to
interpret, it “on the common principles of sound exegesis.”
When Prof. C. A. Briggs says, “The higher criticism is exact
and thorough in its methods” (Bib. Study, 104), he speaks
truly of these methods when properly defined and applied; but
it is unfortunately true that the most exact and thorough
methods may, in unskillful hands, or in the hands of men with
sinister designs, be employed with disastrous results. Any
method of procedure which proposes to apply the laws of evi-
dence, may, by misapplication of those laws, lead to erroneous
and unjust decisions. Our courts of justice bear constant wit-
ness to this fact. Any procedure in which “good sense,” as
Professor Smith expresses it, is to be our guide, may, by the
lack of good sense on our part, guide us astray. Common sense
is a very uncommon commodity, and not less so among men of
great learning than among their less fortunate fellows. And
as to “the principles of sound exegesis,” the scarcity of the
scholars who can steadily command and employ these is start-
lingly attested by the pages of countless commentaries on the
various books of the Bible.

From these remarks it naturally follows that higher crit-
icism, however correct the principles by which it seeks to be
guided, is, in practice, an extremely variable quantity—so va-
riable as to include the writings of extreme rationalists on the
one hand and the most conservative of Biblical scholars on the
other. From these premises there springs again the inference
that those who have adopted the conclusions of certain critics
should not be so confident of their correctness as to practically
assume their infallibility. We hear much of “assured results,”
but there are none so assured as to be exempt from revision.
The real issue between the two great parties to the criticism of
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the Pentateuch lies here. It is the question, which of the two
have employed aright, and do employ aright, the laws of evi-
dence, the maxims of common sense, and the principles of a
sound exegesis.

By what title these two parties should be distinguished, is
as yet an unsettled question. As we have stated above, the party
who favor the analysis have usually styled themselves critics,
and their opponents traditionalists; but this is manifestly un-
just to the latter; for while there are traditionalists on both
sides—that is, men who accept what has been taught by their
predecessors without investigation on their own part—yet it
can not be denied that the leaders of this party have been as
independent and as scholarly in their investigations as their
opponents—Thomas Hartwell Horne not less so than S. R.
Driver. Again, the analytical party have styled their system
modern and scientific, whereas the system which opposes it is
equally modem in its argumentation, and whether it is less sci-
entific or not is the question in dispute. Prof. James Robertson,
in his Early Religion of Israel, employed the titles “Biblical”
and “Antibiblical;” but the more conservative school on the
other side claim to be equally Biblical, in that they claim to have
discovered the real significance of the Bible. Professor Briggs
has employed, in his more recent writings, the titles “Critical”
and “Anticritical;” but this is to assume that his party alone
is critical. If we had, on the analytical side, only the unbeliev-
ing originators of the system, the difficulty would disappear,
and the distinction of rationalistic, or unbelieving, and believing
criticism would be appropriate and exact; but the difficulty is
to find distinguishing terms which will include on that side
both the radical and the evangelical wings of which it is com
posed. On the whole, it appears to the present author that the
distinction is meet fairly preserved by the terms destructive
and conservative. By common consent the unbelieving critics
are styled destructive, seeing that they would destroy the whole
superstructure of Biblical faith. But the so-called evangelical
wing seek to destroy belief in the principal part of Old Testa-
ment history as it has come down to us, and consequently their
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criticism is also destructive to a large extent. These two dis-
tinguishing terms are for these reasons employed in the body
of this work.

§3. THE ANALYTICAL THEORY OF THE PENTATEUCH.

It is with the application of higher criticism to the Book
of Deuteronomy that we are especially concerned in this work.
As a result of the labors of a century on the part of a succession
of writers, mostly German rationalists, a theory of the origin
and structure of the Pentateuch has been evolved which meets
with the general approval of those who demy that Moses was
its author.® This theory is styled the analytical theory, be-
cause of the peculiar analysis of the Pentateuch which it in-
volves. The authorship and date of Deuteronomy is one of the
subjects involved in this analysis, and this renders it important
to present here a brief outline of the theory to which easy ref-
erence may be had in reading the following pages.

It is claimed by the advocates of this theory that the Book
of Deuteronomy, or at least the legislative portion of it (chap-
ters xil.-xxvi.), was the first book of the Pentateuch to come
into existence. It was first brought into public notice in the
eighteenth year of the reign of Josiah, king of Judah, and it
alone was the book found by the high priest Hilkiah, when he
was cleansing the temple, as described in the twenty-second
chapter of II. Kings. This was in the year 621 B. C., or about
eight hundred years after the death of Moses.” The book had
been written but a short time when it was thus found. Critics
vary in judgment as to the exact time, but all agree that it had
been composed within the previous seventy-five years. These

4For a brief historical sketch of this theory, the reader is re-
ferred to Wellhausen’s article, “Pentateuch,” in Encyc. Brit.; to Bis-
sell's Origin and Structure of the Pentateuch, 42-83; or to either of
two hand-books, Radical Criticism, by Prof. Francis R. Beattie, of the
Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Louisville, Kg.; and The Elements
gf Higher Criticism, by Prof. A. C. Zenos, of McCormick Theological
eminary, Chicago.

5 This opinion was first suggested by De Wette in the year 1817.
(Wellhausen, Encyc. Brit.; Art. “Pentateuch.”)
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years were occupied by the idolatrous reigns of Manasseh and
Amon, and the first eighteen years of Josiah.

The more radical critics hold that no writing at all came
down from the time of Moses, unless it was the Decalogue in
a much briefer form than we now have it.° The more conserva-
tive class think that the document described in Ex. xxiv. 1-11
as being written by Moses, consecrated by blood, and called
“The Book of the Covenant,” was really written by Moses. It
contained the legislation found in Ex. xx.-xxiii. With these
exceptions, all who have accepted the analytical theory agree
that Moses wrote no part of the Pentateuch. The conception
of Moses as an author and lawgiver, which has prevailed among
the Jews and Christians alike for so many centuries, is a delu-
sion which has been dispelled by the critical investigations of
the nineteenth century.

While all this is held as to Moses, it is not denied that
some of the writing which is now found in the Pentateuch came
into existence before the date of Deuteronomy. In the ninth
century B. C., about the time of Elijah and Elisha, or possibly
in the eighth, about the time of Amos and Hosea (the exact
time is unsettled), there came into existence two historical docu-
ments which contributed to the final formation of the Penta-
teuch. One of these was written in the northern kingdom, as
appears from its more frequent references to persons and places
among the ten tribes. It was an attempt at a history of early
times, beginning with creation and ending with the death of
Joshua. It contained such traditions of those times as had come
down orally to the time of its author, and possibly some written
document of an earlier period. Its author habitually used the
Hebrew name Elohim for God, on account of which he is known
as the Elohistic writer, and is referred to briefly in critical
writing as E. About the same time, some think earlier and
some think later, a similar, but independent, document ap-

6Thus Kuenen says: “It need not be repeated here that Moses
bequeathed no book of the law to the tribes of Israel. Certainly nothing
more was committed to writing by him or in his time than the ‘ten
words’ in their original form” (The Religion of Israel, I1. 7).
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peared in the kingdom of Judah, covering the same period of
time, containing the stories afloat among the old people of the
southern kingdom, and written by an author who uniformly
called God Jehovah. He is called the Jehovistic writer, or
briefly, J. The stories in the two were to some extent the same.
with variations resulting from oral transmission, but each con-
tained some stories not found in the other. It is not pretended
that we have any historical account of either of these books, or
that any ancient writer, either Biblical or secular, makes any
allusion to their existence. It is only claimed that the fact of
their existence is traceable in portions of our Pentateuch that
were copied from them.

At a still later period, but how late no one pretends to say,
except that it was earlier than the writing of Deuteronomy, a
third writer took these two books of E and J in hand, and
combined them into one, by copying first from one and then
from the other, as he thought best, though sometimes, when he
was doubtful as to which of two stories was to be preferred,
copying both. Occasionally he added something of his own.
He is called a redactor, the German term for editor, and for the
sake of brevity is usually referred to as R. The resulting docu-
ment is called JE, and it is supposed that, as a natural result
of the compilation, the two older documents passed out of use,
and soon perished. The document JE was therefore the only
historical book in existence among the Israelites previous to the
date of Deuteronomy.

The principal reason for holding that the Book of Deu-
teronomy came into existence as above described, and that none
of the other three books of law existed earlier, is the revolu-
tion in worship effected by King Josiah under the influence of
this book. It is alleged that, previous to Hilkiah’s discovery
every man was at liberty to build an altar and offer sacrifices
where he saw fit, and that all the sacrificial altars that were
erected, as Jeremiah expresses it, “on every high hill and un-
der every green tree,” wore entirely legitimate when the wor-
ship was rendered to Jehovah. Many of these places of wor-
ship, however, had been consecrated by the Canaanites to the



X TABLE OF CONTENTS.

worship of Baal and other deities, and the Israelites were con-
stantly enticed by the associations of place, and other considera-
tions, to fall into idolatry. It therefore occurred to the writer
or writers of Deuteronomy to compose a book in the name of
Moses which would pronounce worship at all such places unlaw-
ful, and would concentrate all the sacrifices at the altar in front
of the temple in Jerusalem. In this way idolatry would be sup-
pressed, and the priesthood of the central sanctuary would be
exalted and enriched. The fact that King Josiah, believing
the book to be from Moses, enforced this regulation, proves by
its success the wisdom of this device.

Thus far, it is to be remembered, neither of the law-books,
Exodus, Leviticus or Numbers, had been written; but between
the time of Deuteronomy and the beginning of the Babylonian
captivity, a priestly law was written containing the regulations
now found in chapters xvii-xxii. of the Book of Leviticus.
It is called the law of Holiness, and it is designated by the let-
ter H. We now see that when Judah was led captive into Baby-
lon, they had in hand the legal part of the Book of Deuter-
onomy, six chapters of Leviticus, and the historical book JE,
but no other part of the Pentateuch.

About the close of the Babylonian exile another book was
Written which contained both history and law. It covered his-
torically the same period of time which had been covered by
J and E, but it introduced much new matter. The first chapter
of Genesis was now composed, the author J having begun his
book with the second chapter. Many other parts of Genesis
were also first written by this author, together with the main
body of the Books of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers. He
was a priest, and he is referred to under the letter P. He wrote
about one thousand years after the death of Moses.

But the Pentateuch was not yet completed. The docu-
ments JE, D, H and P, out of which it was vet to be compiled,
existed separately. The task of compiling them into one fell
to the lot of another redactor or editor, who, at or soon after
the close of the exile, took in hand the preceding books, and
compiled from them the Pentateuch as we now have it, adding,
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however, here and there, some matter of his own. This book
of the law of Moses was read to the people by Ezra, as described
in the eighth chapter of Nehemiah, and this reading was its
first publication to the world.

As was said above, it is not claimed that there is any his-
torical account of these various documents, or that any ancient
writing contains the faintest allusion to their existence. But it
is claimed that the fact of their separate existence and subse-
quent combination can be demonstrated by separating them now-
according to their several peculiarities of style and subject-
matter. This has been done, and the several documents have
been published in separate form. So exact is the process, that
in many instances a single short sentence, or a clause of a sen-
tence, is assigned, one part to J, one to E, and another to P.
The reader will find this analysis set forth to the eye in colors
representing the several sources of the text, in Bissell’s Genesis
in Colors, and in the various volumes of the Polychrome Bible.
The several documents are also printed separately in Docu-
ments of the Hexateuch, by W. E. Addis; and in two works by
Prof. Benjamin W. Bacon, of Yale, entitled Genesis of Genesis,
and Exodus. This analysis will not be considered on its merits
in the following pages, because it bears only remotely on cur
subject, and also because in a work entitled The Unity of Gene-
sis, the last work that came from the prolific pen of the lamented
Prof. William Henry Green, of Princeton, the analytical theory
is thoroughly exposed as contrary to the facts in the case. To
argue the question again would be a work of supererogation; at
least, until some formal reply shall be made to Professor Green.

There are certain important results which attend the
theory, and constitute an essential part of it, that are to be
stated next.

Should we grant all that has been thus far stated, and yet
maintain that all of these supposed writers were divinely in-
spired so as to write with historical reliability, we could still
maintain the authenticity of Old Testament history. But such
inspiration is denied. Miraculous aid of any kind is denied
by radical critics, and inspiration that guards historical narra-
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tives from error is denied by all. Consequently the theory
throws a mist of uncertainty over the whole of the historical
writings of the Old Testament, and most positively discredits
a very large portion of it.

We may state first, as a specific result, that the first ten
chapters of Genesis are altogether legendary or mythical. The
first two chapters are not, as they appear to be, a history of the
creation of the universe and the formation of this earth as an
abode for man; but they are two contradictory accounts, one
presenting the author P’s conception, and the other J’s, while
both are very far away from describing the reality. The story
of the fall is a fable, and it falsely represents the change which
took place in man. This change was an upward movement, as
the theory of evolution demands. There was no fall of man.
The stories of Cain and Abel are equally imaginary, and that
of the flood, though self-consistent throughout as it stands, is
resolved into two contradictory accounts of some local disaster
in the valley of the Euphrates, one written by J and the other
by P. The account of the confusion of tongues, and the conse-
quent dispersion of the human race, is an idle attempt to ex-
plain by a miracle that which came about in a natural way.

As to the rest of Genesis, the stories of Abraham, Isaac,
Jacob and Joseph are also unreal with the radical critics, who
in general deny that any of these men had a real existence.
They are mythical heroes, such as were conjured up in the
imaginations of the early heathen nations when trying to trace
their primitive history. Thus the whole of the Book of Genesis
passes away before the mind of the critic, except as its marvel-
ous narratives may be used for illustrations. The more con-
servative critics retain the belief that these patriarchs had a
real existence, but they hesitate to accept the details of much
that is written respecting them. They accept some and reject,
the rest according to each man’s individual judgment

With the radicals, the Israelites were never in bondage to
the Egyptians, as described in the Book of Exodus and repeated
so constantly in the later books of the Old Testament; but they
were a desert tribe, and in the course of their wanderings they



TABLE OF CONTENTS. xiii

settled on. the border of Egypt and incurred Egyptian hostil-
ity. The story of deliverance from the Egyptians is therefore
wholly false, as is also that of the visit to Mount Sinai and the
giving of the law. All the miracles in the wilderness are de-
nied, and it is claimed that the tabernacle in the wilderness
never had an existence, the account of it being an imaginary
story spun from the brain of P, with Solomon’s temple as
its model.

The conservatives admit that Isracl was in bondage, but
they hold that the stories of the ten plagues are exaggerated ac-
counts of natural events. The passage of the Red Sea they
strip of all its miraculous incidents, and the law given at Mount
Sinai contained nothing more than the little “book of the cove-
nant” now found in Ex. xx.-xxiii. The laws in Leviticus were
not given there as is declared both at the beginning and the
end of that book, neither were those which are scattered through
the Book of Numbers given by Moses. As to the Book of
Deuteronomy, we have already seen how its contents are re-
garded by all these critics, both radical and conservative; for
there is no material difference of opinion among them on
this matter.

We now see what is made of the Pentateuch, if this theory
is true. The question is sometimes raised, What difference
does it make whether Moses or some other man wrote the Pen-
tateuch? If this means whether Moses wrote it, or some other
man who lived at a time to possess correct information, the dif-
ference might be immaterial. But this is not the question. It
is, whether Moses is its author, or several unknown men who
lived from seven hundred to one thousand years after Moses,
and who had no means of correct knowledge. In other words,
the question is, whether it came from a man who was the chief
actor in much the greater part of its events, and could therefore
give an authentic account of them, or from a set of men re-
moved many centuries from the events, whose source of infor-
mation was nothing better than a hoary tradition, and who have
actually given us nothing that is certainly real history.
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Another consequence which is a part of the theory is yet
to be mentioned. It has been observed by those the least fa-
miliar with the new critical literature that it speaks no longer
of the Pentateuch, but of the Hexateuch. This is because the
Book of Joshua is involved with the Pentateuch in the same
supposition as to dates and authorship. It will be remembered
that J and E, the first writers, extended their narratives from
Adam to the death of Joshua. P also did the same. The Greek
translators of the Old Testament, who were the first to divide
the Pentateuch into separate books, and to give them their
Greek names, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deu-
teronomy, made the mistake of supposing that these constituted
one original book of early history and law, and that the Book
of Joshua was a later production. From this mistake origi-
nated the title ‘“Pentateuch,” signifying five books. But the
critics have detected this mistake. They have found that the
original work in the hands of Ezra, called the book of the law
of Moses, instead of closing with Deuteronomy, extended to the
close of what we call the Book of Joshua, and that Hexateuch
(a work of six books), and not Pentateuch, is the correct title.
The Book of Joshua is with them wholly unhistorical. It false-
ly represents the conquest of Canaan by the Israelites. It is
not true that Joshua invaded the land with a great army, cross-
ing the Jordan by a stupendous miracle, and subduing the tribes
of Canaan in two decisive campaigns. It is not true that he
divided the land among the tribes, as described in the latter
part of the book. All these accounts are inventions of later
ages. The true account of the invasion is that very imperfect-
ly given in the early chapters of the Book of Judges; and this
is interpreted to mean that one tribe at a time, or two tribes
acting together, invaded Canaan, and, after many vicissitudes,
finally obtained lodgment among a people much more civilized
and enlightened than themselves.

The theory, then, if true, robs the first six books of the
Bible of authenticity, and puts their several authors on a lower
level than that of ancient heathen historians by separating them
many centuries further from the events which they pretend to
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record. To the critics themselves this makes the Hexateuch
a much more precious work than it was when they gave it
credit; for they are never tired, at least the “evangelical” wing,
of repeating the assertion of this increased preciousness. How-
ever difficult it is to account for this, I suppose that we must
credit them with tolling the truth; but with the great mass of
believers in Christ and the Bible the feeling must ever be the
reverse of this. They feel now, and will forever feel, the utmost
disgust for a set of books with the pretenses made in these, that
are after all nothing more than these critics represent them
to be.

§4. THE SUSPICIOUS SOURCES OF THIS THEORY.

Before we consider the evidences for and against this
theory, it is proper that we note some prima-facie considera-
tions which cast upon it a cloud of suspicion.

Those who have wrought it out were unbelievers, and were
moved in their labors by hostility to the Bible and the Christian
religion. Especially is this true of the two scholars to whom,
above all others, the present form of the theory owes its com-
pletion and defense, A. Kuenon, now deceased, and Julius Well-
hausen, who is still living.” They unhesitatingly reject as in-
credible all accounts of supernatural events, including those
connected with the career of Christ. These statements are free-
ly admitted by the advocates of the theory, and some of them
strive, as best they can, to ward off the suspicion thence aris-

"In the introduction to his Religion of Israel, Kuenen says: “For us the
Israelitish is one of these religions (the ‘principal religions’), nothing less, but
also nothing more” (p. 5). “As soon as it began to be clear that the testimony of
Israel’s sacred books could not stand the test of a searching inquiry; as soon as
it appeared that they were least trustworthy just in those places where their
accounts seemed to afford the most unequivocal proof of the truth of
supernaturalism— from that moment, especially in connection with all the
other motives which lead to the rejection of supernaturalism, its fall was an
assured fact” (p. 11f.). “The representation of Israel’s early history presented to
us in the books named after Moses and Joshua, must be rejected as in its
entirety impossible. Prejudice alone can deny that the miracles related in the
same writings must be rejected at the same time” (P. 22).
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ing. W. Robertson Smith acknowledges his own indebtedness
to these two scholars in the following two sentences: “The first
to attempt a connected history of the religion of Israel on the
premises of the newer criticism was Professor Kuenen, the
value of whose writings is admitted by candid inquirers of every
school.” “Taken as a whole, the writings of Wellhausen are the
most notable contribution to the historical study of the Old Tes-
tament since the great work of Ewald, and almost every part of
the present lectures owes something to them” (Prophets, 12,
13). Professor Briggs makes a similar acknowledgment, and
seeks to guard against its effect: “We should not allow our-
selves to be influenced by the circumstance that the majority of
the scholars who have been engaged in these researches have been
rationalistic or semi-rationalistic in their religious opinions;
and that they have employed the methods and style peculiar
to the Gorman scholarship of our century. Whatever may have
been the motives and influences that led to these investigations,
the questions we have to determine are: (1) What are the
facts in the case, and (2) do the theories account for the facts
(Bib. Study, 212). But it is vain to attempt to allay suspicion
by such remarks as these. When the enemies of the Bible in-
vent and propagate theories in the direct effort to destroy faith
in the Bible, the friends of the Book must necessarily be suspi-
cious of them; for such men would not be satisfied with their
own works did they not believe that the Bible is discredited
by them.

Prof. W. H. Green expresses himself on this point, with
his usual calmness, in the following words: “It is noteworthy
that the partition hypotheses in all their forms have been elab-
orated from the beginning in the interest of unbelief. The un-
friendly animus of an opponent does not indeed absolve us from
patiently and candidly examining his arguments, and accepting
whatever facts he may adduce, though we are not bound to re-
ceive his perverted interpretations of them. Nevertheless, we
can not intelligently nor safely overlook the palpable bias
against the supernatural which has infected the critical theories
which we have been reviewing, from first to last. All the
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acknowledged leaders of the movement have, without exception,
scouted the reality of miracles and prophecy and immediate di-
vine revelation in their genuine and evangelical sense. Their
theories are all inwrought with naturalistic presuppositions
which can not be disentangled from them without their falling
to pieces” (H. C. of P., 157).

When the armies of one nation surrender to those of an-
other it is usually understood that the latter has won its cause.

So, if the army of the Lord shall surrender to the enemies of the
Bible in respect to the nature of the Bible itself, it is inevitable
that the onlooking world will take it that the cause of unbelief
has triumphed. It should also be said in this connection, that
the same rationalistic scholars who have evolved the analytical
theory of the Pentateuch have espoused all of the old infidel ob-
jections to the various books of the Old Testament, and have
made these important parts of their argument in favor of the
analysis. Their triumph, therefore, would be the triumph of
infidelity in its oldest and most radical forms. If it is able to
triumph thus, let it be so; but let no man who hopes for salva-
tion in Christ surrender to the enemy unless he shall be com-
pelled to do so after exhausting all the resources of evidence and
logic within his reach. That the analytical theory of the Penta-
teuch originated with and has been developed by the enemies of
the Bible, while it does not indeed necessarily prove it to be
false, establishes a strong logical presumption that it is so, and
demands of believers that they continue to combat it until their
last weapon shall have been used in vain.

§5. THE UNBELIEVING TENDENCY OF THIS THEORY.

If the actual tendency of accepting the theory in question
is toward unbelief in the Christian religion, this fact is the
strongest, possible vindication of such a work as the present.
That the theory is at least dangerous in this respect, is acknowl-
edged by one of its most able advocates, Prof. Andrew Har-
per, in the following words: “The debate concerning the crit-
ical views of the Old Testament has reached a stage at which
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it is no longer confined to professed teachers and students of
the Old Testament. It has filtered down, through magazines
first, and then through newspapers, into the public mind, and
opinions are becoming current concerning the results of criti-
cism which are so partial and ill-informed that they can not but
produce evil results of a formidable kind in the near future.”
Again, after stating his own conclusions with respect to Deu-
teronomy, he says: “They have been reached after a careful
consideration of the evidence on both sides, and are stated here
not altogether without regret. . . . For, as Robertson Smith,
has well said, ‘to the ordinary believer the Bible is precious as
the practical rule of faith and love in which God still speaks
directly to his heart. No criticism can be otherwise than hurt-
ful to faith if it shakes the confidence with which the simple
Christian turns to his Bible, assured that he can receive every
message which it brings to his soul as a message from God him-
self.” Now, though it can be demonstrated that the view of
Scripture which permits of such conclusions as those stated
above is quite compatible with this believing confidence, there
can be little doubt that Christian people will for a time find
great difficulty in accepting this assurance. The transition
from the old view of inspiration, so complete, comprehensible
and effective as it is, to the newer and less definite doctrine,
can not fail to be trying, and the introduction of it here can not
but be a disturbing influence which it would have been greatly
preferable to avoid” (Com., 2, 34). Such utterances as these,
so candid and yet so reluctantly made, imply the consciousness
of a danger much greater than they express. The actual results
have been even more serious than these thoughtful men appre-
hended. J. J. Lias, one of the ablest writers on this subject in
Great Britain, says in his Principles of Biblical Criticism:
“A statement has been widely circulated in the public press
that the number of persons in Germany who this year (1893)
declared themselves to be of no religion is fourteen times as
great as in 1871. Is there no connection between this fact and
the manner in which German criticism has treated the Bible?”
(216, note).
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This necessary tendency of the theory in question will re-
ceive further notice in the body of this work, when we come to
speak of its bearing on the assertions of Jesus and his apostles.
It is but just to say, however, before leaving the subject at pres-
ent, that many scholars, especially in Great Britain and Amer-
ica, have accepted the analytical theory without accepting the
sweeping denial of all miracles which is common among its orig-
inators. But this makes the evil tendency inherent in the
theory itself all the more dangerous from the common habit
among men of accepting injurious teaching from ap-
parent friends of the truth much more readily than from
avowed enemies. On this point Professor Green very justly
says: “It is only recently that there has been an attempt at
compromise on the part of certain believing scholars, who are
disposed to accept these critical theories and endeavor to har-
monize them with the Christian faith. But the inherent vice in
these systems can not be eradicated. The inevitable result has
been to lower the Christian faith to the level of these perverted
theories instead of lifting the latter up to the level of a Chris-
tian standard.”

§6.RELATION- OF DEUTERONOMY TO THIS THEORY.

The alleged late date and unknown authorship of the Book
of Deuteronomy are so involved in this theory of the Penta-
teuch as a part of it, that the disproof thereof would shatter the
whole superstructure. This is apparent when we remember
that the theory assumes the pre-existence of the documents J
and E in order to account for historical allusions, in Deuter-
onomy. If, then, this last, book is thrown back to the time of
Moses, it necessarily carries back with it these preceding docu-
ments, and thus the whole scheme is broken to pieces: for it
is inconceivable that J and E were written before the time of
Moses. Prof. Andrew Harper indirectly admits this when he
says: “Deuteronomy has been the key of the position, the cen-
ter of the conflict, in the battle which has been waged so hotly
as to the growth of religion in Israel. The attack on the views
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hitherto so generally held within the church in regard to that
matter has rested more upon the character and the date of Deu-
teronomy than upon anything else” (Com., 2). It is for this
reason, chiefly, that the authorship of this book has been se-
lected as the subject of this volume. While it is a matter of im-
portance in itself to know the authorship of a book so invaluable,
its importance is greatly enhanced by the consideration that in
settling this question we virtually settle the same respecting the
other books of the Pentateuch. It would argue, perhaps, an
extreme of self-confidence were the author to express the convic-
tion that what he has said will settle this question, for doubtless
the time and labor to be expended ere the critical superstructure
of a century’s growth can be undermined and demolished, a-:
the present author believes it certainly will be, are likely to be
somewhat commensurate with those by which it was built up.
The conflict hitherto has been chiefly that between the warring
factions among the advanced critics themselves; hereafter it
will be between the united advocates of the finally accepted
theory and the friends of the Bible as it is. It is for the pur-
pose of taking an humble part in this conflict that this volume
is presented to the public.

§7. Plan of This Work.

The natural order in which to discuss the authorship of
a book is to begin with the claim set up in the book itself, and
consider first the internal evidences for and against it This
would have been the order of the present discussion but for the
fact that certain prepossessions have taken hold of the mind?
of many, and until these are removed a favorable consideration
of this evidence would be well-nigh impossible. It therefore
seemed to the author wiser to begin with the arguments and evi-
dences which have been arrayed on the negative side of the'
question, and to divide the discussion into two parts, of which
Part 1. is a consideration of the grounds on which the Mosaic
authorship is denied, and Part II. a presentation of those on
which it is affirmed.
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Even with this beginning we might have been expected to
consider first the internal evidence against the Mosaic author-
ship, but there stands in the forefront of the negative position
the assumption mentioned in a previous section (3, p. vii) as
to the actual origin of the book, and this takes precedence of
all other considerations. Our discussion begins, therefore,
with what the adverse critics have said with reference to- the
hook discovered by the priest Hilkiah, as recorded in the twen-
ty-second chapter of II. Kings.

In representing the positions and arguments which I con-
trovert, I have not usually stated them in my own words, lest
I might be suspected of misrepresenting them, and lest I should
in some instances unwittingly do so; but I have quoted freely
from representative authors. In pursuing this course, I have
token pains to follow on every leading issue the line of argu-
mentation pursued by that scholar on the other side who seemed
to present the case with the greatest force; and where it ap-
peared important I have appended foot-notes referring for con-
firmation to other authors. If this method shall appear to any
reader a more personal form of controversy than courtesy
might suggest, I beg him to consider that it gives more di-
rectness and piquancy to discussion; and not to forget that
when an author places himself before the public as an antago-
nist of established and cherished beliefs, he voluntarily exposes
himself to direct attack. If, in this somewhat personal contro-
versy, I have at any time overstepped the bounds of courtesy,
I offer as my apology the indignation which must ever stir the
breast of a friend of the Bible when he sees it assailed by ar-
guments so shallow and sophistical as to be unworthy of their
authors. And if at any time I have indulged in lightness, it
should be remembered that ridicule, when justly administered,
is a most proper and effective weapon in the defense of truth.

§8. AUTHORITIES AND ABBREVIATIONS.

a. List of works chiefly consulted in preparing this vol-
ume:
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The Prophets of Israel: W. Robertson Smith.

Old Testament in the Jewish Church: same author; sec-
ond edition.

Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament: S.
R. Driver; sixth, edition.

International Critical Commentary: Deuteronomy: same
author.

Expositor’s Bible: Deuteronomy: Andrew Harper.

The Documents of the Hexateuch: W. E. Addis.
International  Critical Commentary: Judges: George E,
Moore.

The Canon of the Old Testament: Herbert E. Ryle.

The Expositor’s Bible: Isaiah: George Adam Smith.
Biblical Study: Charles A. Briggs.

Higher Criticism of the Hexateuch: same author.

The Prophecies of Isaiah: T. K. Cheyne.

Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges: Hosea: same
author.

Polychrome Bible: Isaiah: same author.

Polychrome Bible: Joshua: W. II. Bennett.

Polychrome Bible: Judges: George E. Moore.

Articles “Israel” and “Pentateuch,” in Encyclopedia Brit-
annica: ninth edition: Julius Wellhausen.

Prolegomena to Old Testament: same author.

The Religion of Israel: Abraham Kuenen.

The Oracles of God: W. Sanday.

Triple Tradition of the Exodus: Benj. W. Bacon.

The Unity of Genesis: William Henry Green.

Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch: same author.

The Pentateuch: Its Origin and Structure: E. C. Bissell.
Lex Mosaica: Essays by Twelve Eminent Scholars of
Great Britain.

Sanctuary and Sacrifice: W. L. Baxter.

Principles of Biblical Criticism: J. J. Lias.

Early Religion of Israel: James Robertson.

Prophecy and History in Reference to the Messiah: Alfred
Edersheim.
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Did Moses Write the Pentateuch after A1l: J?. E. Spen-
cer.

Inspiration of the Old Testament: Alfred Cave.

The Veracity of the Hexateuch: S. C. Bartlett.

The Higher Critics Criticised: Rufus P. Stabbing, and
H. L. Hastings.

The Ancient, Hebrew Tradition: Fritz Hommel.

a. Abbreviations used in citing books in, the preceding list
that are most frequently referred to:

In connection with the name of W. Robertson Smith,
Prophets stands for “The Prophets of Israel;” O. T.—“Old
Testament in the Jewish Church.”

In connection with the name of S. R. Driver. /nt.—"In-
troduction to Old Testament Literature;” Com.—“‘Commen-
tary on Deuteronomy.”

In connection with Andrew Harper, Com.—‘Commentary
on Deuteronomy.”

In connection with. W. E. Addis, D. of H—"“Documents
of the Hexateuch.”

In connection with Charles A. Briggs, Bib. Study—Bib-
lical Study;” II. C. of II.—“Higher Criticism of the Hecxa-
teuch.”

In connection with T. K. Cheyne, Isaiah—The Prophe-
cies of Isaiah;” Hosea—"“Commentary on Hosea;” Pol. Isaiah
—"“Isaiah in the Polychrome Bible.”

Encyc. Brit—"Encyclopedia Britannica;” FEncyc. Bib.—
“Encyclopedia Biblica;” Lex M.—“Lex Mosaica.”

In connection with W. II. Green, II. C. of P.—"“Higher
Criticism of the Pentateuch.”

In connection with W. L. Baxter, Sane, and Sac.—Sanc-
tuary and Sacrifice.”

In connection with Alfred Edersheim. P. and H—
“Prophecy and History in Reference to the Messiah.”

In connection with Alfred Cave, I. O. T.—"Inspiration
of the Old Testament.”
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PART ONE
EVIDENCES FOR THE LATE DATE.

§1. EVIDENCE FROM THE ACCOUNT OF HILKIAH'S DISCOVERY.

There is nothing on which destructive critics are more
fully agreed, or more confident in their convictions, than that
the book found in the temple by the priest Hilkiah, as described
in the twenty-second chapter of II. Kings, was the legal part
of the Book of Deuteronomy; and that this was the first time
that a book of law existed in Israel. This conclusion is argued
with great confidence from the account of the book given in the
chapter named and the chapter following. 1 regard the second
chapter of Ryle’s Canon of the Old Testament as the strongest
and clearest presentation of this line of argument known to
me, and he shall be my guide in the discussion of it. Professor
Ryle introduces the discussion with the following paragraph:

It is not till the year 621 B. C., the eighteenth year of the reign
of King Josiah, that the history of Israel presents us with the first
instance of a book which was regarded by all—king, priests, proph-
ets and people alike—as invested not only with sanctity, but also
with supreme authority in all matters of religion and conduct

(p.47.)
To avoid misunderstanding on the part of readers not fa-

miliar with the subject, I should remark that the author does
not here mean to deny the previous existence of the conjectural
documents J and E of the critics, which, according to the an-
alytical theory, had been written from one to two hundred years
earlier; but these documents, according to hypothesis, were his-
torical in their contents, and not books of law. (See Int,
p ix.).

Before entering upon his argument, Professor Ryle makes
another statement as to the appreciation which was at once
accorded the book, in the following paragraph:



2 AUTHORSHIP OF.

In this familiar scene, “the book of the law” stands in the posi-
tion of Canonical Scripture. It is recognized as containing the
words of the Lord (xxii. 18, 19). Its authority is undisputed and
indisputable. On the strength of its words the most sweeping meas-
ures are carried out by the king and accepted by the people. The
whole narrative, so graphically told by one who was possibly a con-
temporary of the events he describes, breathes the conviction that
the homage paid to “the book” was nothing more than its just due
(p. 48).

These words we must not forget, for they have a potent
bearing on the arguments by which the author proceeds to sup-
port his first proposition.

To the minds of all scholars opposed to destructive criti-
cism, these words are perfectly acceptable; and all the results
of finding the book are precisely what should be expected. For
if, as they believe, and as the Scriptures assert, the whole Pen-
tateuch had been in existence since the clays of Moses, it would
have disappeared from public view during the long reign of
Manasseh, who abolished the religion which it inculcated,
turned the temple of Jehovah into a heathen pantheon, prac-
ticed every idolatrous rite known to the pagan tribes around
him, and shed innocent blood from one end of Jerusalem to
the other. It would have been as much as the life of any Jew
was worth during that period to have possessed a copy of the
divine law and sought to propagate its teaching. And that pe-
riod had lasted, though not in its greatest darkness, for seventy-
five years, including the fifty-five of Manasseh’s reign, the two
of his son Amon, and the first eighteen of Josiah. Josiah him-
self, being the son of Amon and grandson of Manasseh, had en
joyed during their lifetime no opportunity to see the book of
the law, or to learn anything of its contents. It was only after
his father’s death, when he was eight years old, that men and
women of faith who had lived through the period of apostasy,
and who remembered some of the contents of the law of Moses,
had an opportunity to impart to his young mind what they
themselves remembered of the word of God. That some such
knowledge was imparted to him is evident, from the fact that
in the eighth year of his reign “he began to seek after the God
of his father David;” and in the twelfth year of the same “he
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began to purge Jerusalem and Judah from the high places, and
the Asherim, and the graven images, and the molten images”
(II.  Chron. xxxiv. 3). At this time he had undoubtedly
learned that Israel once had a law; that under the leadership
of his grandfather they had departed from it; and that it was
his duty to lead the people back to it. He knew from what
worship his grandfather had departed, and knew that idolatry
in all its forms was unlawful in Israel. He was well prepared
then, should the book of the law be put into his hands, to re-
ceive it as the ancient law of his God and his country, and to
give it the reverence which it deserved.

Again, when Hilkiah found the book of the law in the
temple, he found it just where it ought to have been; and the
finding caused no surprise, unless it was because it had not
perished while the temple was so grossly defiled. For an
express provision of the law required that the Book of Deute-
ronomy should be kept in the temple “by the side of the ark of
the covenant” (Deut. xxxi. 24-26). And though we find no ex-
press command like this in regard to the preservation of the
other portions of the Pentateuch, we may infer with full con-
fidence that, if they existed, the priests and Levites realized
that they must be kept in the same place of security.

With all this agree perfectly the words of Hilkiah when
he handed the book to Shaphan, the scribe or secretary of the
king. He said, “I have found the book of the law in the house
of Jehovah” (II. Kings xxii. 8). This is the style of one to
whom the title of the book was familiar. He did not say, “a
book containing the law of Jehovah;” nor, “a book which ap-
peareth to be the law of Jehovah;” but, “the book of the law
of Jehovah.” It is not the language of one to whom the book
was a new thing, but that of one to whom it was perfectly well
known, but had been in some sense lost.

The words, “l1 have found the book,” do not necessarily
imply that it had been hidden, although it may have been. It
may be that some faithful priest, at the beginning of Manas-
seh’s desecration of the temple, had hidden it to prevent its de-
struction, and that in thoroughly cleansing the walls and flour
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of the temple its hiding-place was disclosed; but the words may
be as well accounted for if, after the long time in which it was
exposed to destruction, he found it where it had been kept ever
since the erection of the temple. The agents of Manasseh, not-
withstanding their hatred of the book and its contents, may
have permitted it to remain in its place, because in that place
it was out of the reach of the people and in their own posses-
sion. The history which it contained might have served as a
motive for leaving it undisturbed so long as the worship which
it enjoined was being effectually suppressed.

Finally, when the book was read to the king, then by the
prophetess Huldah, and then by the king himself to the people,
the consternation and alarm which its threatenings excited are
precisely such as would naturally occur if the book was known
to be the old law-book of the nation given by God through
Moses; but they are unnatural, and even incredible, on any
other hypothesis.

We may also remark, in addition, that every single act of
the reformation which resulted from the discovery of this book
would just as naturally and certainly have resulted had the
took been the whole Pentateuch, as if it had been only the legal
portion of the Book of Deuteronomy. What, then, can be the
motive for denying that it was the whole Pentateuch, and by
what course of reasoning is that denial supported? Professor
Kyle undertakes to formally answer this question, and I copy
his argument in full:

When we inquire what this “book of the law” comprised, the
evidence at our disposal is quite sufficiently explicit to direct us to a
reply. Even apart from the knowledge which we now possess of the
structure of the Pentateuch, there never was much probability in the
supposition that the book discovered by Hilkiah was identical with
the whole Jewish “Torah,” our Pentateuch. The narrative does not
suggest so considerable a work. Its contents were quickly perused
and readily grasped. Being read aloud, it at once left distinct im-
pressions upon questions of national duty. Its dimensions could not
have been very large nor its precepts very technical. The complex
character of the Pentateuch fails to satisfy the requirements of the
picture. Perhaps, too (although the argument is hardly one to be
pressed), as it appears that only a single roll of the Law was found,

it may not unfairly be remarked that the whole Torah was never
likely to be contained in one roll; but that, if a single roll contained
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any portion of the Pentateuch, it was most probably the Deutero-
nomic portion of it; for the Book of Deuteronomy, of all the com-
ponent elements of the Pentateuch, presents the most unmistakable
appearance of having once formed a compact independent work (p.
48f).

The question here raised is vital in this discussion; that is,
it is vital as respects the analytical theory. With those who
credit the Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy, it is immaterial
whether the book was the whole Pentateuch or Deuteronomy
alone; but with the other party it is absolutely essential to show
that it was not the whole Pentateuch, because it is an essential
part of their theory that much the greater part of the Penta-
teuch had not been written when this book was found. For this
reason nearly every writer in favor of the theory makes some
attempt at argument on this point.

The first point of argument in the preceding extract is
that the book was read in too short a time, and that it left im-
pressions too distinct for the whole Pentateuch. In making
this argument the professor draws on his imagination; for there
is nothing said in the text about the time consumed in the read-
ing. Mr. Addis goes further still. He says: “It would have
been a sheer impossibility to read the Pentateuch, or even the
legal portions of the Pentateuch, through aloud, in one day;
much less could it have been read twice in one day.” He says
further that “the kernel of Deuteronomy (i e., Deut. iv. 45
to xxvi., or possibly xii. to xxvi; xxvii. 9, 10;
xxviii. 9-13) exactly meets the required conditions. It could be
read through aloud in between three and four hours at most”
(D. of H., 1xxv.).

Doubtless Mr. Addis is right in asserting that the portions
of Deuteronomy which he selects as the probable contents of the
book could be read through in between three and four hours;
but, in order to reduce the time to this limit, he has to assume
that the book contained only the chapters and verses which he
cites. If it was the whole Book of Deuteronomy, it would have
required six hours to read it through, and to have read it twice
in one day would have filled the day from sun to sun. But
Shaphan read it once to himself; he read it. to the king once;
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But, while freely admitting, and even insisting, that Hosea
had a quarrel with the calves, our professor sees no evidence
in this that Hosea had any knowledge of the law. He says:
“If the prophecy of Hosea stood alone, it would be reasonable
to think that this attack on the images of the popular religion
was simply based on the Second Commandment.” So it
would, and so it does. “But,” says Smith, “when we con-
trast it with the absolute silence of the earlier prophets, we
can hardly accept this explanation as adequate” (176). He
ought to have said. The absolute silence of Robertson Smith;
for, as I have plainly showed above, he is absolutely silent in
regard to all those passages in Amos in which the latter calls
the people to come to Bethel and transgress, to Gilgal and
multiply transgression, etc. Amos speaks plainly enough, and
often enough in his own book, but he is gagged and made ab-
solutely silent on this point in. W. Robertson Smith’s Proph-
ets of Israel.

Persisting in this denial, he says on the next page (177) :

Hosea does not condemn the worship of the calves, because idols
are forbidden by the law; he excludes the calves from the sphere of
true religion, because the worship which they receive has no affinity
to the true attitude of Israel to Jehovah.

If Professor Smith were still alive, it would be pertinent
to ask him how he knows all this. Where in the Book of Ho-
sea does he give the latter reason for excluding the calves?
And when we find a prophet of Jehovah who knew the second
commandment of the law, as he admits that Hosea did, de-
nouncing the worship of idols, how can he dare to say that the
prophet does not condemn this worship because it is forbid-
den by the law? The truth is that neither he nor any other
man who ever lived has known, or could know, that it is sin-
ful to worship Jehovah under the symbol of calves, without
a law forbidding it. Roman Catholics have not learned that
it is wrong to worship Christ by bowing before a crucifix, even
though they have been reading for a thousand years the ex-
press prohibition of such worship in the Scriptures.
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This denial is not only irrational in itself, but it is incon-
sistent with what Hosea says of the law. In the beginning
of his special denunciation of this sinful worship, he says: “My
people are destroyed: because thou hast rejected knowledge, I
will also reject thee, that thou shalt be no more priest to me:
seeing thou hast forgotten the law of thy God, I also will for-
get thy children” (iv. 6). Here the knowledge which they
lacked, the knowledge which they had rejected, is proved by
the collocation of the clauses to be the knowledge of the law
of their God; and the charge, “Thou hast forgotten the law
of thy God,” shows that they had formerly known it. A few
verses below he adds: “They shall commit whoredom, and shall
not increase: because they have left off to take heed to Jeho-
vah” (verse 10). They had ceased to take heed to Jehovah
by forgetting and rejecting the knowledge of his law. Words
could not make it plainer that they had formerly known the
law of God. Again, speaking for God, he says: “I desire
mercy, and not sacrifice; and knowledge of God more than
burnt offerings” (vi. C). The first clause of this sentence,
as is proved by the parallel in the second, is an example of
the well-known hebraism of an absolute negative where the rel-
ative is meant; and it means, “I desire mercy more than sac-
rifice.” He desires sacrifice, and he desires burnt offerings;
but he esteems mercy toward their fellow men, and knowledge
of himself, more highly than either. This is also the teach-
ing of Christ, who adopted these words of Hosea on two dif
ferent occasions (Matt. ix. 13; xii. 7). But the knowledge
of God, without which they would have no incentive to mercy,
was derived only from his law, another proof that they had

once possessed the law, but had rejected and forgotten it.

Finally Hosea, speaking in the name of Jehovah, covers the
whole ground by the well-known words: “Because Ephraim
hath multiplied altars to sin, altars have been unto him to sin.
Though I write for him my law in ten thousand precepts, they
are counted as a strange thing” (viii. 11, 12). Here is an
unquestionable reference to written law; and the clause “they
are counted as a strange thing,” is equivalent to the rejecting
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and the forgetting of the law in the previous citations. This clause,
moreover, being expressed in the present tense, shows that the writing
spoken of had already taken place. The first clause, then, can not mean,
“though I should write my law.” Neither can the clause mean, “though I
am writing my law.” It is a law which had been written. The alternative
rendering in the margin of the Revised Version brings out this thought.
“I wrote for him the ten thousand things of my law, but they are
counted as a strange thing.” The connection of this sentence with the
preceding, “Because Ephraim hath multiplied altars to sin, altars have
been unto him to sin,” shows that the sin of these altars is the one
chiefly referred to as counting the written law a strange thing.

The position taken by the destructive critics is so completely
overthrown by the evidence in these passages, that they have taxed
their ingenuity to the uttermost in seeking to attach to them a different
meaning. The Hebrew word rendered “law” is torah; and we are
gravely told that in these early prophets it means, not a written law, but
the oral teaching of the prophets. “Torah,” says ’Robertson Smith, “is
the living prophetic word.” And again he says: “The torah is not yet a
finished and complete system, booked and reduced to a code, but a
living word in the mouth of the prophets” (O. T., 300)."® But where was
this “living word in the mouth of the prophets,” by which the calf-
worship had been so severely condemned? Just three prophets had
figured in Israel

'® 'With this Kuenen agrees, but he modifies the thought by adding:
“Nothing hinders us from even assuming that they had also in view collections
of laws and admonitions to which a higher antiquity or even a Mosaic origin
was attributed” (Rel. of Israel, 1. 56). Wellhausen differs from Kuenen at this
point. He says: “It is certain that Moses was the founder of the Torah;” but he
explains it by adding: “In fact, it can be shown that throughout the whole of the
older period the Torah was no finished legislative code, but consisted entirely
of the oral decisions and instructions of the priests” (Israel,” Encyc. Brit., p.
409, c. 2). He escapes the absurdity of referring it to prophets, when there were
none before Amos and Hosea to promulgate laws, but in doing so he stands
against his fellow critics, who deny that there was a regular priesthood in “the
older period” of which he speaks.
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since the calves were set up; and with reference to them Pro-
fessor Smith has already dug away the ground from under his
own feet, by saying that Elijah and Elisha had no quarrel with
the calf-worship, and that Amos said nothing against it.
Where, then, is the torah, the “living word in the mouth of the
prophets,” to which Hosea appeals? It vanishes into thin air
as soon as you make the inquiry.

On another page (303) Professor Smith says that when
Hosea says to the priests, “Thou hast forgotten the torah of
thy God” (Has. iv. 6), it “can not fairly be doubted that the
torah which the priests have forgotten is the Mosaic torah;”
but he still denies that it was written. He says, “It is simple
matter of fact that the prophets do not refer to a written torah
as the basis of their teaching, and we have seen that they abso-
lutely deny the existence of a binding ritual law” (302). But
if Hosea appealed to a torah in his denunciation of the calf
worship, whether a “living word in the mouth of the proph-
ets,” or a traditional torah transmitted orally from Moses,
this torah must of necessity have been more or less of a ritual
character, in that it condemned the worship of the calves. The
light or the wrong of worshiping Jehovah, or any other god,
under the symbol of calves, is a question of ritual, and noth-
ing else. Unwittingly, then, in the very act of affirming that
the prophets “absolutely deny the existence of a binding rit-
ual law,” our critics prove that they recognized one. Such
is the self-contradiction in which this form of criticism re-
peatedly involves itself.

While Smith, in common with his German teachers, thus
boldly denies that the prophets refer to a written torah as the
basis of their teaching, here comes Prof. T. K. Cheyne, more
radical in some respects than he, to flatly contradict him. In
his introduction to the Book of Hosea (Cambridge Bible for
Schools), he makes the following statements:

All that is certain in regard to Hosea’s relation to the law, is what
he tells us himself; viz.: that laws with a sanction which- though
ignored by the northern Israelites, he himself recognized as divine,
were in course of being written down (viii. 12). Our present text
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makes him even say that the divine precepts might be reckoned by
myriads, but this would not apply even to our present Pentateuch, and
we should probably correct ribbo, “myriad,” into dibhre, “words” (of
my law). There may, of course, either have been various small law-
books, or one large one; we can not determine this point from the
Book of Hosea (36, 37).

It is morally certain that so radical a critic as Cheyne is
known to be, would not have made this admission in opposi-
tion to his fellow critics had he not been constrained to do so
by the evidence in the case.

It will be observed, however, that in making this conces-
sion, Professor Cheyne is by no means willing to concede that
the written law-book referred to by Hosea could have been our
Pentateuch; and his reason for holding that it was not, is curi-
ous enough. It is, that the exact term “myriads” could not
apply to our present Pentateuch. I suppose that no one pre-
tends that in its literal sense it could; but when Hosea speaks
of God’s law as being written in ten thousand precepts, where
is the simpleton who ever supposed that he used the numeral
literally? But, further, if this huge numeral could not ap-
ply to the precepts of the Pentateuch, what about the pre-
cepts in his “various small law-books”? Had they as many
written precepts as we find in our present Pentateuch? No
critic will answer yes. Then, why try to cut off the head of
the Pentateuch with a knife which, in the very attempt, cuts
off the critic’s own head?

4. Isaiah. In further proof that “the theology of the proph-
ets before Ezekiel has no place for the system of priestly sac-
rifice and ritual,” Prof. Robertson Smith quotes a well-known
passage in the first chapter of Isaiah; and he quotes it as fol-
lows:

“What are your many sacrifices to me, saith Jehovah: I delight not
in the blood of bullocks, and lambs, and he-goats. When ye come to
see my face, who hath asked this at your hands, to tread my courts?
Bring no more vain oblations . . . my soul hateth your new moons
and your feasts; they are a burden upon me; I am weary to bear
them”™—Isa. i. 11, seq. (O. T., 293).

Quoted thus, Isaiah would prove not merely that he had
no place for the priestly sacrifice and ritual, but that Jehovah
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hated such, things, and rebuked the people for presenting them
—that he forbade such worshipers to “tread his courts.” This
is to prove too much; for on another page the same author says
that the prophets have “no objection to sacrifice and ritual in
the abstract;” they only deny that God has enjoined sacrifice
(294).

But in thus quoting the passage, a part is omitted where
the dots are printed, which, if copied, would prove, by the same
line of argument, that Jehovah also hated the Sabbath. It
reads: “Incense is an abomination to me; new moon and sab-
bath, the calling of assemblies—I can not away with iniquity
and the solemn meeting.” Whatever may be thought of the
new moon holy day here mentioned, and of the solemn meet-
ings referred to, no sane man can believe that Isaiah, in the
name of Jehovah, held the Sabbath to be an abomination.

Furthermore, this quotation stops too soon. It leaves out
the words: “And when ye spread forth your hands, I will hide
my face from you: yea, when you make many prayers, [ will
not hear” Did Jehovah hate prayer? And was prayer
one of the ritual observances for which the early prophets had
“no place in their theology”? So it would seem if there
i° any sense in the use which Robertson' Smith, in common with
his fellow critics, makes of this passage. But the climax of
misquotation and misapplication is reached in omitting the last
clause of Isaiah’s philippic, which explains all that precedes:
“Your hands are full of blood!” This is the reason which
Jehovah himself gives why the sacrifices, the incense, the new
moon holy days, the sabbath, the solemn meetings and the
prayers of that people, were an abomination to him. The
same is true to-day, and it ever has been. If a church were
crowded today with worshipers whose hands were full of blood,
every prayer they could offer, and every hymn they could sing,
would be as abominable as were those denounced by Isaiah.
It is therefore a fearful abomination to employ these words
of the prophet as if the specified acts of worship, when rightly
rendered from clean hands and pure hearts, were hateful to
Jehovah. It is high time that this perversion of Jehovah’s
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words, first invented by the enemies of the Bible, were aban-
doned by those who profess to be its friends.

Immediately after quoting this passage in his own way, to-
gether with one from Amos, which we have noticed, Robertson
Smith says: “It is sometimes argued that such passages mean
only that Jehovah will not accept the sacrifices of the wicked,
and that they are quite consistent with a belief that sacrifice
and ritual are a necessary accompaniment of true religion.
But there are other texts which absolutely exclude such a view.”
We shall examine these other texts.

5. Micah. The first of these which remains to be noticed
is the oft-quoted passage in Micah, which Professor Smith in-
troduces thus:

Micah declares that Jehovah does not require sacrifice. He asks
nothing of his people but “to do justly, and love mercy, and walk
humbly with their God”—Mic. vi. 8 (ib., 294).

We shall best understand the passage by having the whole
of it before the eye at once: “Wherewith shall I come before
Jehovah, and bow myself before the high God? Shall 1 come
before him with burnt offerings, and with calves a year old?
Will Jehovah be pleased with thousands of rams, or with ten
thousands of rivers of oil? Shall I give my firstborn for my
transgression, the fruit of my body for the sin of my soul?
He hath shewed thee, O man, what is good; and what doth
Jehovah require of thee, but to do justly, and to love mercy,
and to walk humbly with thy God?” (Mic. vi. 6-8).

The four questions here expounded by the prophet require
negative answers. They all point to the one end brought out
in the last, the removal of “my transgression,” the “sin of my
soul.” The one point of inquiry is, when I come before Jeho-
vah to obtain his favor, will I secure it by burnt offerings?
Will the offering of even a thousand rams secure it? Will
offerings of oil secure it, even if I offer ten thousand rivers
of it? Having failed with all of these, can I secure it by
offering my firstborn? The answer is, No. And this is the
answer, whether we think that the Levitical law was in force
at the time or not. No man of intelligence over lived under
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that law who would have answered otherwise. Only the su-
perstitious and hypocritical under the Levitical law ever pre-
tended that God’s favor to men depended on the multitude of
his sacrifices, 01- their costliness. The law itself precluded
any such pretense by prescribing as the sin-offering, whether
for the sins of an individual, or those of the whole people, only
a single victim, and this most usually only a lamb or a kid. It
was also made perfectly plain by the law that even by these
a man’s sins could not be removed. The sinner was required
to bring the victim to the altar, lay his hand upon its head, con-
fess his sin, and slay the victim; and without these he knew
that the offering would be ineffective (Lev. iv. 27-vi. 7).
Seeing, then, that under the full sway of the Levitical law
these questions would be pertinent, and would be answered in
the negative, it is absurd to use them as proof that the Levit-
ical law was not yet in existence.

To this conclusive reasoning we are able to add demonstra-
tion; for it is admitted by all the negative critics that the
law in Deuteronomy recognizes the ritual of sacrifice, and even
restricts the offering of sacrifices to the altar at the central sanc-
tuary; but the author of that law employs almost the identi-
cal words of Micah when he demands: “And now, Israel, what
doth Jehovah thy God require of thee, but to fear Jehovah thy
God, to walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to serve
Jehovah thy God with all thy heart and all thy soul, to keep
the commandments of Jehovah, and his statutes, which I com-
mand thee this day for thy good?” (Deut. x. 12, 13). Does
the Deuteronomist, then, whosoever he may be, exclude here
the sacrifices which he elsewhere enjoins? or does he include
them in walking in Jehovah’s ways, serving him, and keeping
his statutes? There is only one answer. And how could
a man, if he lived under the Levitical law, “walk humbly with
his God,” as Micah requires, without offering such sacrifices
as God’s law required of him? A neglect of these would be
pride and rebellion. On the other hand, offering a thousand
rams, or ten thousand rivers of oil, if it were possible, would
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be a piece of vainglory, while offering his firstborn would be
heathenism.

This method of perverting the Scriptures would have a
parallel, if one should argue that Jesus, in saying, “Not every
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the king-
dom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father who
is in heaven,” excludes the ordinance of baptism from his re-
quirements. It. would be a stupid fellow indeed who would
not see that we do the will of our Father in heaven in part by
being baptized. So the Jew walked humbly with his God
by offering without fail for his sins the sacrifices appointed.

6. Last of all we come to the prophet Jeremiah. He is
constantly quoted by negative critics as denying that God ap-
pointed sacrifice when he led Israel out of Egypt. Thus Rob-
ertson Smith (O. T, 294) :

Jeremiah vii. 21, seq., says in express words, “Put your burnt
offerings to your sacrifices, and eat flesh. For I spake not to your
fathers, and gave them no command in the day that I brought them
out of Egypt concerning burnt offerings or sacrifices. But this thing

I commanded them, Obey my voice, and I will be your God, and ye
shall be my people, etc. (Comp. Isa. xliii. 23, seq.)

Commenting further on this and similar passages, Smith

says:

This does not prove that they (the prophets) have any objection
to sacrifice and ritual in the abstract. But they deny that these things
are of positive divine institution, or have any part in the scheme on
which Jehovah’s grace is administered in Israel. Jehovah, they say.
has not enjoined sacrifice. This does not imply that he has never
accepted sacrifice, or that ritual service is absolutely wrong. But it is
at least mere form, which does not purchase any favor from Jehovah,
and might be given up without offense. It is impossible to give a
flatter contradiction to the traditional theory that the Levitical system
was enacted in the wilderness (ib., 295).

(1) If this is the real position of the prophets, it is most
unaccountable; for if Jehovah had never enjoined sacrifice in
his service, how could it be supposed by the prophets, or by
any sane person, that it could be acceptable—that the daily
slaughter of innocent victims, and frequent holocausts in which
thousands of animals were slain and burned, making the house
of God, as some irreverent skeptics have expressed it, a verita-
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ble slaughter-house, could be accepted by him at any time or
under any circumstances? Such will-worship would have
been met by every true prophet of God with the rebuke which
Isaiah administered to the hypocrites whose hands were full of
blood, and who yet had the impudence to bring a multitude of
sacrifices into the temple. “Who,” says the indignant proph-
et, “hath required this at your hands, to trample my courts?”
(Isa. 1. 10-15). And how could Solomon, without rebuke,
have erected his costly and splendid temple, whose every ap-
pointment was arranged with reference to the offering of sacri-
fices, if God had never enjoined sacrifice as a part of his wor-
ship? The position is absurd in the highest degree; and if
Jeremiah assumed it, he is either guilty of absurdity himself,
or he charges it upon the whole host of Israelite worshipers
from the beginning to the end.

(2) Again, if Jeremiah, or any of the prophets, is to be
thus understood, then they deny what all of our critics except
the most radical admit, the divine origin of the “book of the
covenant.” For in that book we have this well-known divine
enactment: “An altar of earth thou shalt make unto me, and
shalt sacrifice thereon thy burnt offerings, and thy peace offer-
ings, thy sheep and thine oxen: in every place where I record
my name | will come unto thee and I will bless thee. And
if thou make me an altar of stone, thou shalt not build it of
hewn stones: for if thou lift up thy tool upon it, thou hast
polluted it” (Ex. xx. 24, 25). Here is a positive enactment
of sacrifice, accompanied by precise directions as to the kind of
altar on which they could be acceptably offered. Jeremiah, if
he could have had the motive, could not have had the daring
to unite with our modern critics in denying that God had thus
legislated.

(3) It is admitted by even the radical critics that Jere-
miah knew the Book of Deuteronomy, and believed that it was
God’s law by the hand of Moses. But to understand him as
denying the divine enactment of sacrifice, is to make him con-
tradict that book in which he believed, and the teaching of
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which he was zealously assisting King Josiah to enforce upon
the consciences of the people. For this book represents Mo-
ses in the last year of the wanderings as saying: “Unto the
place which Jehovah your God shall choose out of all your
tribes to put his name there, even unto his habitation shall
ye seek, and thither thou shalt come: and thither ye shall
bring your burnt offerings, and your sacrifices, and your tithes,
and the heave-offering of your hand, and your freewill offer-
ings, and the firstlings of your herd and of your flock™ (xii.
5, 6). Our critics are never weary of quoting this passage
when they are seeking to prove that it was the introduction
of a law never before known in Israel; but here they come
with the Book of Jeremiah in their hands—Jeremiah, who be-
lieved in the divine authority of this law, and whose book
they tell us is saturated with reminiscences from Deuteronomy
—and make him flatly deny the truth of this passage. Was
ever inconsistency more glaring or more inexcusable? Scien-
tific criticism!

(4) The absurdity of thus interpreting Jeremiah’s words
appears still more monstrous when we take into view some of
his own utterances on this subject in other passages. In xi.
3, 4, he expressly cites the covenant given at Mount Sinai in
these solemn words: “Thus saith Jehovah, the God of Israel:
Cursed be the than that heareth not the words of this cove-
nant, which I made with your fathers in the day that I brought
them forth out of the land of Egypt, out of the iron furnace,
saying, Obey my voice, and do them, according to all which
I command you: so shall ye be my people, and I will be your
God.” But one of the things commanded when this covenant
was made, was that they should erect an altar, as we have
quoted above, on which to offer sacrifices and burnt offerings.
In xiv. 11, 12, he says: “Jehovah said to me, Pray not for this
people for their good. When they fast, I will not hear their
cry; and when they offer burnt offering and oblation, 1 -will
not accept them: but I will consume them by the sword, and

ER]

by the famine, and by the pestilence.” Here it is clearly im-
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plied that but for the extreme wickedness of the people, on ac-
count of which they were to be no longer subjects for prayer,
and their burnt offerings and oblations would not be accepted,
all these acts of worship would be accepted; and it is just as
reasonable to say that fasting and prayer were not authorized
by God, as to say that sacrifices were not.

Finally, passing by several other passages having a sim-
ilar bearing, in xvii. 24-26 Jehovah promises, on condition that
the people “hearken to him,” that Jerusalem shall remain for-
ever, and he adds: “They shall come from the cities of Judah,
and from the cities round about Jerusalem, and from the land
of Benjamin, and from the lowland, and from the mountains,
and from the South, bringing burnt offerings, and sacrifices,
and oblations, and frankincense, and bringing sacrifices of
thanksgiving, unto the house of Jehovah.” Here the whole
round of Levitical sacrifices is described, and the fact that all
are to be zealously observed is the crowning blessing in a gra-
cious promise. Can we imagine Jehovah through the prophet
speaking thus of a ritual which he had never authorized, and
which, though observed in the right spirit, could secure no favor
at his hand?

What, then, is the meaning of Jeremiah in the passage so
confidently employed by the critics to prove that Jehovah had
never spoken to the fathers concerning such a service? If
men will but use the knowledge which they easily command
when they are not swayed by prepossessions, it is not far to
seek. It is found in that well-known Hebrew idiom by which,
in comparing two objects or courses of action, the universal
negative is used with the one that is inferior. A few ex-
amples of it may remind the intelligent reader of that which
he already knows, but is apt, on account of its difference from
our own usage, to forget. When Joseph had revealed him-
self to his guilty brethren, and was secking to comfort them,
he said: “Be not grieved, nor angry with yourselves that ye
sold me hither: for God did send me before you to preserve
life. . . . So now it was not you that sent me hither, but God”
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(Gen. xiv. 5-8). In Deut. v. 2, 3, Moses bays to the people:
“Jehovah our God made a covenant with us in Horeb. Jeho-
vah made not this covenant with our fathers, but with us, even
us, who are all of us here alive this day.” He means, Jeho-
vah made a covenant not with our fathers only, or specially,
but with us also. Jesus says: “Think not that I came to send
peace on earth. I came not to send peace, but a sword” (Matt.
Xx. 34). The people of Samaria say to the woman who had
met Jesus at the well: “Now we believe, not because of thy
speaking: for we have heard for ourselves, and we know that
this is indeed the Saviour of the world;” and yet it had just:
been said, “Many of the Samaritans believed on him because
of the word of the woman” (John iv. 39-42). They believed
finally, not because of her speaking alone. Paul says to the
Corinthians, “I was sent not to baptize, but to preach the gos-
pel” (I. Cor. i. 17y —not to baptize alone, or chiefly, but to
preach the gospel. He also says to Timothy: “Be no longer
a drinker of water, but use a little wine for thy stomach’s sake
and thine often infirmities” (I. Tim. v. 23). These are a few
examples of the idiom, and others are to be found in all parts
of the Scriptures. Instances of its use are determined, as in
the case of all other figurative language, by the nature of the
case, by the context, or by the known sentiments of the writer.

The passage under discussion in Jeremiah is an example
of this idiom; and the prophet means by it, “I spake not to
your fathers, nor commanded them in the day that I brought
them out of the land of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings or
sacrifices as their chief service; but this I commanded them as
the chief thing, saying, Hearken unto my voice, and I will
be your God, and ye shall be my people.” We are forced to
this conclusion, both by the sentiments of the prophet expressed
in the other passages quoted above, and by the context pre-
ceding this passage. The discourse in which our passage is
found begins with the chapter. It was delivered as the
prophet stood in the gate of the temple. He first de-
nounces the men of Judah for trusting to the temple of
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Jehovah, as false prophets had taught them, for security
against the disasters which he predicted; and tells them
that they are trusting in “lying words.”” He demands of
them, as their ground of safety, the abandonment of crimes
which they were committing; and with respect to the tem-
ple and its services, he indignantly demands: “Will ye
steal, and murder, and commit adultery, and swear falsely,
and burn incense to Baal, and walk after other gods, whom ye
have not known, and come and stand before me in this house
which is called by my name, and say, We are delivered; that
we may do all these abominations? Is this house which is called,
by my name become a den of robbers in your eyes?” Then he
reminds them of the destruction of Shiloh, where he caused
his name to dwell at the first, and he tells them: “I will do
unto the house which is called by my name, wherein ye trust,
and the place which I gave to you and to your fathers, as I
have done to Shiloh.” He then tells Jeremiah not to pray for
the people. Even now, since Josiah’s reformation had taken
place, and public idolatry had been suppressed, they were still
worshiping the heavenly bodies in secret. “The children
gather wood, and the fathers kindle the fire, and the women
knead the dough, to make cakes to the queen of heaven, and to
pour out drink-offerings to other gods, that they may provoke
me to anger.” It was in view of this hypocrisy that the prophet
declares in the name of Jehovah: “I spake not to your fathers,
nor commanded them in the day that I brought them out of the
land of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings and sacrifices: but
this I commanded them, saying, Hearken unto my voice, and
I will be your God, and ye shall be my people.” In view of
this context, and in view of the indisputable fact that both Jere-
miah and the people whom he addressed recognized as true what
is said of the “book of the covenant” and in Deuteronomy of
God’s commands in respect to sacrifice, why have our critics,
who are quick to recognize this idiom in other places, so blindly
failed to see it here? “There are none so blind as those who
will not see.”
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We have now examined all of the principal passages which
are used to prove that the pre-exilic prophets had no knowl-
edge of the Levitical law, and that all of them except Jeremiah
were ignorant of Deuteronomy; and we are seriously mistaken
if every unprejudiced reader will not agree that they furnish
no such proof. On the contrary, all of them, when fairly con-
strued, are in perfect harmony with such knowledge, some of
them presuppose it, and many passages which these critics have
overlooked bear positive testimony in its favor. So elaborate
and painstaking an attempt, to sustain a false assumption has
seldom proved so complete a failure.

§9. Evidence from Style.

In the early stage of destructive criticism its advocates
depended chiefly on peculiarities of style for determining the
relative ages of documents, and for distinguishing one writer
from another in composite documents. For the latter purpose
it is still almost their only reliance. But this method, called
literary criticism, has been abandoned to a large extent in
discussing such questions as the authorship and date of Deute-
ronomy. Its relegation to an inferior place is the result of
the many glaring exposures of its unreliability which have been
published by conservative scholars. These exposures have
recorded a decisive victory of conservatism, which may be taken
as a token of the victory yet to be won in the whole field of con-
troversy. Professor Driver, in his Introduction, shows the
effect upon himself of this victory, by minimizing the argument
from this source. He devotes but little more than four pages
to the subject, and nearly three of these are taken up with the
([notation of forty-one phrases characteristic of Deuteronomy.
It is not claimed, in reference to any of the forty-one, that
Moses could not have used it. Of many it is asserted that they
were adopted from the pre-existing document JE; but this is
only to acknowledge that they were adopted from what we now
read in the Book of Exodus, and it conforms with the Biblical
representation that this book was written before Deuteronomy.
Of the author of Deuteronomy he says:
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His power as an orator is shown in the long and stately periods
with which his work abounds: at the same time, the parenthetic treat-
ment which his subject often demands, always maintains its freshness,
and is never monotonous or prolix. In his command of a chaste and
persuasive eloquence, he stands unique among the writers of the Old
Testament (102).

What orator among all that graced the history of Israel is
more likely to have deserved this encomium than Moses, whose
training in all the learning of the Egyptians, and whose prac-
tice through forty years in the wilderness with people whom he
was almost daily addressing, gave him pre-eminent opportuni-
ties to acquire unique oratorical powers? It is not too much to
say that Driver abandons the argument from style as respects
the authorship of Deuteronomy."’

This completes our review of the evidences on which those
critics who deny the Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy depend
for their conclusion. If not exhaustive of these, numerically
considered, it is exhaustive, we modestly think, of their force
as a whole. The refutation will derive additional force from
the positive evidence for the Mosaic authorship which we shall
next present.

" The reader who is curious to trace the arguments and illustrations by
which this citadel of the earlier critics has been stormed, is referred to the
following works: Edersheim’s History and Prophecy in Reference to the
Messiah, 261-263; Stanley Leathes’ Witness of the Old Testament to Christ,
282 ff.; Green’s Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch, 113-118; Bartlett’s
Veracity of the Hexateuch, 300-302; The Higher Critics Criticised, by H. L.
Hastings and R. P. Stebbins, Ixii., Ixiii.; 152-172.
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EVIDENCE FOR THE MOSAIC AUTHORSHIP.

I. INTERNAL, EVIDENCE.

§1. The Direct Testimony of the Writer.

It is a rule of evidence recognized in our courts of justice,
that the claim of authorship which any written document sots
forth within itself has a presumption in its favor. This pre-
sumption has such force that upon it alone the document must
be received as a genuine product of said author, unless the claim
is proved to be false. The burden of proof lies on him who
calls it in question. This is true of bank checks, notes of hand,
deeds to real estate, wills, and all such writings. It is equally
true of books. This presumption is the natural starting-point
for such a discussion as the present, but on the preceding pages
we have considered evidences by which certain critics have at-
tempted to set it aside. This reversal of the natural order
seemed prudent, as we have remarked in the Introduction (§7),
on account of the fact that the minds of many have been for a
generation preoccupied with the belief that the Mosaic author-
ship has been disproved. Having examined all of these evi-
dences which can be claimed as decisive in the case, and found
that none of them has the force claimed for it, and that many
have a bearing in the opposite direction, we now propose to set
forth in contrast with these the evidences which have led Bibli-
cal scholars in the past as in the present to believe that Moses
is the author of the book. We shall dwell first on explicit state-
ments of the book itself.

1. The first sentence of the book, which is evidently in-
tended as its title, reads thus: “These be the words which
Moses spake unto all Israel beyond Jordan in the wilderness,
in the Arabah over against Suph, between Paran and Tophel,
and Laban, and Hazeroth, and Di-zahab.” This represents

195
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the contents of the book as having been delivered orally to all
Israel by Moses. It also very definitely locates the place in
which this was done. Of the words defining the place we have
spoken fully in Part First, Section 6. The author next states
very definitely the time at which Moses began this oral com-
munication: “It came to pass in the fortieth year, in the elev-
enth month, on the first day of the month, that Moses spake
unto the children of Israel, according to all that Jehovah had
given him in commandment unto them.” In the next sentence
he again defines the place in different words, saying, “Beyond
Jordan, in the land of Moab, began Moses to declare this law.”
Then follows a discourse, beginning with verse 6, and ending
with the fourth chapter and fortieth verse.

These statements affirm nothing about committing the dis-
course to writing. They refer only to its oral delivery; but in
doing this they make Moses the author of what is written. On
this point they could not be more explicit. These prefatory
remarks may have been written after the discourse was; but
whether written before or after does not appear from the text.
Neither does it appear whether they were written by Moses
himself, or by another person; for although the third person
is used in speaking of Moses, this was the frequent custom of
ancient historians when speaking of themselves. In the speech
itself the first person is necessarily employed.

One thing more in these prefatory remarks demands our
attention. The words of Moses which follow are called a “law.”
““Moses began to declare this law” (verse 5). But in the first
discourse, while there are very solemn exhortations to keep
the laws which Moses had previously given, there are no laws
propounded. The discourse is historical, not legal. But the
second discourse is legal and not historical. These considera-
tions show that the expression “this law” is intended to in-
clude both; just as, in later- times, the whole Pentateuch, law
and history was called “the law.” The preface then affirms
the Mosaic authorship not merely of the first discourse, but
of that which follows. It includes, in reality, the contents of
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all the rest of the book as it existed at the time; and we should
understand it as including all as we now have it unless we
find good reason to suppose that some of it has been added
since.

2. Preface to the Second Discourse. At v. 1 a second dis-
course begins, and it closes at xxvi. 19. It is introduced by
prefatory statements in iv. 44-4-9, of which this is the first:
“And this is the law which Moses set before the children of
Isracl: these are the testimonies, and the statutes, and the
judgments, which Moses spake to the children of Israel,
when they came forth out of Egypt; beyond Jordan, over
against Beth-peor, in the land of Sihon king of the Amo-
rites, who dwelt at Heshbon, whom Moses and the chil-
dren of Israel smote, when they came forth out of Egypt.”
Here the expression, “And this is the law,” refers back
to the words, “Moses began to declare this law” (i. 5),
and 'means this also is the law; that is, a continuance
of the law which Moses set before Israel. It is further
defined here as containing “testimonies, statutes and judge-
ments.” This is the second declaration of the Mosaic author-
ship, and in compliance with it we are told that “Moses called
unto all Israel, and said to them, Hear, O Isracl, the statutes
and the judgments which I speak in your ears this day, that
ye may learn them, and observe to do them” (v. 1).

3. After the Close of the Second Discourse. Next after
this second discourse by Moses, directions are given for the
erection of great stones at Mt. Ebal, which were to be covered
with plaster, and in the plaster, while soft, were to be writ-
ten “all the words of this law;” and the singular ceremony of
pronouncing curses and blessings was there to be observed
(xxvii. 1-26). In the directions here given, Moses is three
times said to have been the principal speaker. First, “Moses
and the elders of Israel” command the people, saying, “Keep
all the commandment which I command you this day” (1);
second, “Moses and the priests the Levites” spake to all Israel,
3aying, “Keep silence, and hearken, O Israel” (9); and third,
“Moses charged the people the same day” (11). Thus the
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twenty-seventh chapter is ascribed to Moses three times. Then
the twenty-eighth chapter, which is a prophetic outline of the
history of Israel down to the Roman captivity, and on to the
present day, is a continuation of what he says in the twenty-
seventh.

4. In the Preface to the Covenant. The section including

chapters xxix. and xxx. is introduced with the statement, “These
are the words of the covenant which Jehovah commanded
Moses to make with the children of Israel in the land of Moab,
beside the covenant which he made with them in Horeb;” and
the words themselves are preceded by the statement, ‘“Moses
called unto all Isracl, and said to them.” Thus the contents
of these two chapters are explicitly ascribed to Moses, and the
thirty-first chapter opens with the statement, “And Moses went
and spake these words unto all Israel.” Then the next seven
verses of chapter xxxi. are occupied with what Moses said by
way of encouraging the people, and Joshua his successor.
5. Committing this Law to Writing. Thus far nothing has
been said in the book about committing its contents to writing.
All has been spoken by Moses, in the form of public addresses
to “all Israel.” Now we have the statement (xxxi. 9): “And
Moses wrote this law, and delivered it to the priests the sons
of Levi, who bore the ark of the covenant of Jehovah, and
unto all the elders of Israel.” This is immediately followed
by the command, “At the end of every seven years, in the set
time of the year of release, in the feast of tabernacles, when
all Israel is come to appear before Jehovah thy God in the
place which he shall choose, thou shalt read this law before
all Israel in their hearing.” Farther on in the same chapter
(24-2G) provision is made for the preservation of the book thus
written, and it is said: “And it came to pass, when Moses had
made an end of writing the words of this law in a book, until
they were finished, that Moses commanded the Levites, who
bore the ark of the covenant of Jehovah, saying, Take this book
of the law, and put it by the side of the ark of the covenant
of Jehovah your God, that it may be there for a witness against
thee.”
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We thus have the most explicit testimony of this book it-
self, that its contents up to the close of its thirty-first chapter
were first delivered orally to all Israel by Moses, and then
written by him in a book, and that this book was then deliv-
ered to the guardians of the most sacred symbol of Jehovah’s
presence, the ark of the covenant, as if it were of equal sanc-
tity, and to be preserved with equal vigilance. It is vain to
except any of the preceding contents, such as the first four
chapters, and ascribe to them a later origin, for the repeated
expression, “this law,” found in every part as we have seen,
like the links of a continuous chain binds all the parts in one.

6. In the Preface to the Song, and that to the Blessing.
We have already, in a previous section (§6, 4), called atten-
tion to the four explicit statements of the Mosaic authorship
of the “song of Moses” (xxxi. 19, 22, 30; xxxii. 44); and to
the one which asserts that he blessed the children of Israel
with the blessing contained in the thirty-third chapter (xxxiii.
1); and we have answered the arguments by which adverse
critics have tried to set this testimony aside. Nothing more
needs to be said on these points.

We have now reached the end of the book, with the excep-
tion of the account of the death of Moses, and some comments
on his career, all of which undoubtedly came from the pen of
some later writer or writers. A very small number of persons,
with extreme views of inspiration, have expressed the opinion
that Moses, by inspiration, wrote this account and these com-
ments; and destructive critics have sometimes cited this fact,
in order to throw discredit on the whole company of scholars
who believe in the Mosaic authorship. This is unworthy of
men claiming to be critics. We could as well retort by quot-
ing some of the silly opinions advanced by unskilled advocates
of their own theory, of which many can be found, and hold
their entire school responsible for these.

The reader is now better prepared to appreciate the oft-
repeated assertion that the Book of Deuteronomy does not
claim Moses as its author. No assertion could be more reck-
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less on the part of any man who has gathered up the book’s
account of itself; and the man who has not done this has no
right to make any assertion at all on the subject. Unless this
internal evidence shall be set aside by such proofs as have never
yet been brought forth, it must stand good before the bar of
enlightened opinion.

§2. Indirect Testimony of the Author.

The formal claim of authorship made in a document may
often be confirmed, or thrown into doubt, by remarks inciden-
tally made when the question of authorship is not in the au-
thor’s mind. A large number of such remarks, confirming the
formal claim which we have just considered, is found in the
Book of Deuteronomy. They consist in incidental allusions
to the fact that when the speeches and poems which make up
the body of the work were composed, the speaker and his audi-
tors had not yet crossed over into the promised land. There
are none of these in the first discourse, for the evident reason
that in it the speaker was reciting and commenting on past
events. But in the twenty-seven chapters which begin with
the sixth and end with the thirty-second, they are as numerous
as the chapters. They are not expressed in a stereotyped
formula, as if they had been inserted for effect. Once we have,
“In the land which ye go over to possess it” (vi. 1). Three
times we have, “When Jehovah thy God shall bring thee into
the land which he sware to thy fathers to give thee” (vi. 10;
vii. 1; xi. 29); twice, “That thou mayest go in and possess the
good land” (vi. 18; wviii. 1); once, “Thou art to pass over Jor-
dan this day” (ix. 1); once, “They shall go in and possess the
land” (x. 11); three times, “The land which thou goest in to
possess it” (xi. 10, 11; xxxii. 47); once, “When ye go over
Jordan and dwell in the land” (xii. 10); three times, “When
thou shalt come into the land” (xvii. 4; xviii. 9; xxvi. 1);
four times, “The land which Jehovah giveth thee to possess
it” (xix. 2; xxi. 1, 23; xxv. 19); twice, “On the day when
ye pass over Jordan” (xxvii. 2, 4); one “Jehovah thy God
will go over before thee” (xxxi. 3); twice; “Joshua shall go
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