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3. From the above given array of evidence and especially
from the fact that the destructive critics themselves make
use of the traditional text in support of every theory which
they have broached, the conclusion is irresistible that the
textus receptus must be accepted in its prima facie conso-
nantal form as correct and reliable in all cases where there is
no irrefragable weight of outside evidence against it.

4. In view of the thoroughly established fact that the
vowel signs were not added to the consonantal text till about
6oo A.D., and that the vowel letters were subject to change
as late as the latest manuscripts, it results that all arguments
based on specific pointings must be abandoned, unless the
pointings can be proven from outside evidence to be cor-
rect.”

5. Inview of the exactness with which the proper names
of persons and places have been transmitted for 4000 years
and their general agreement in the parallel passages, the pre-
sumption is, that the names for God, also, have been rightly
transmitted. This presumption lays the burden of proof
upon the critics, who, in order to establish their theory, arbi-
trarily and without any direct evidence in their favor,
throw out Elohim from every place where it occurs in Gen.
ii. 3-iv, and Jehovah from many passages in other parts.”

preserved and which consequently exist merely in copies or copies of
copies. Such changes may be called minor in that they do not serious-
Iy affect the doctrines of the documents nor the general impression
and evident veracity of their statements as to geography, chronology,
and other historical matters.

® Thus, Wellhausen’s view in his Hisiory of Isrgel, p. 380, that
sakar “male” was in earlier times sokur and that sobur must be sub-
stituted for sabar in Ex. xxxiv. g, Deut. xv, 19, and 1 K. xi. 15 seq,
and sakar read in all so-called later documents, is purely subjective
and without any possible objective evidence in its favor. So, also, the
Dointing of 72M in Eee iii. 6 represents merely the exegesis of the
Massorites and not necessarily the intention of the original writer.
(LOT. 474). Objection to the arguments for the late date of Deuter-
onomy based on the use of nathan and ‘ase in il 12, would be suffi-
clently met by pointing sothen and "oz,

" The unjustifiable procedure of the critics with regard to the names
of God is further shown by the analogy of the Koran, where we find
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the same variety in the use of the words for Lord and God that we
meet with in the Pentateuch, This statement is based on a comparative
concordance of Allshe and reb, which I have prepared. It shows that
someé Suras use neither, some one or the other, and some both; and
this in all the kinds of variations that are found in the Pentateuch.

Finally, the analogy of the transmission of texts as shown
among the Egyptians, Babylonians, Assyrians, Persians,
Greeks, and Arabs, shows that there is a presumption against
the theory of the critics that the Hexateuch is the result of
the work of seventeen or more authors and redactors, com-
bining in an inexplicable and inextricable confusion, three
or four parallel accounts and four, or more, recensions of
laws representing widely different periods of time and de-
velopment.*

Princeton. Roeert Dick WiLson.

(To be continued)

88 The analogy of the great historical work of Herodotus and of
great works of fiction like Don Quirote, or Victor Hugo's Don Caesar,
15 convincing that duplicates such as are found in the Pentatench are
true to life, The biographies, also, of Thothmes IIT and Tiglath Pileser
I and Alexander and Caesar are as full of similar events as are those
of Abraham and Moses, Caesar’s accounts of his two voyages to
Britain and of his two bridges over the Rhine are beautiful examples
of them. Alexander was always consulting his mantis, “Lives of great
men all remind us”

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 17 No. 2 (1919)



