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their proper absolute and relative order of time and in their
proper place. Any expert mathematician will tell you, that
to do such a thing is practically impossible without a knowl-
edge of the facts such as could be drawn alone from contem-
porary and reliable records. When we consider that there
are nine distinct lines of kings in the countries mentioned,
and that there are several hundred kings in all, and that the
length of the reigns of the kings could be determined only
from the most accurate records, the chance of anyone who
did not have access to reliable sources to get a record as
exact as that preserved for us in the Hebrew Scriptures
would be so small that no mathematician on earth could
calculate it.

0. The proper names and laws and customs of the time
of Abraham are such as are met with in the extra-biblical
records from the time of Hammurabi, of whom Abraham,
according to Gen. xiv was a contemporary.™

10. The proper names and customs of the story of Jos-
eph harmonize with the time when Joseph is said to have
been in Egypt.™

11. The proper names of the Samaria ostraka and the
names and events recorded on the Moabite stone agree with
the biblical records of the time of Ahab.™

12. Moreover, the kinds of foreign words embedded in
the different documients of the Old Testament argue strongly
for the genuineness and for the accurate transmisssion of
this original text. Thus, the first chapters of Genesis con-
tain proper and common names of Sumerian or Babylonian
origin,” and the Pentateuch has many Egyptian words.™
In the time of Solomon, whose mother had been the wife

™ See my article in the Bible Student for 1904 In reading the

article please bear in mind that the proof was never revised by the
author,

™ See Pinches: The Old Testoment, ete. p. 240-207,

8 See Lyon in Harpard Review for 1011, p. 136,

" Eg. Adam, Abel, Abraham, Arioch; and \n2, omn, #va (= Su-
merian ba-ru(?)), M N2 (in sense of “form™).

'h;a E.g. Ramases, Pithom, On, Potiphar, Asenath; I'B. ®025 N2 nar,
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of Uriah the Hittite and whose commerce included pro-
ducts from all countries, and whose empire extended from
the Euphrates to the borders of Egypt, we find in the nar-
rative, words of Hittite, Indian and Assyrian origin.”™ In
the documents from the 8th to the 6th century we find pre-
dominantly foreign words of Syrian, Assyrian and Baby-
lonian character.® And in the records from the 6th cen-
tury to the end we find Babylonian, Persian, and a few Greek
words,®

13. The Old Testament documents claim that records
were written by Moses,*” by Joshua,® by Deborah,* by a
young man of Succoth,* by Samuel,* by David,* and either
by, or in the days of, all the kings of Israel and Judah
from Solomon to Zedekiah. For thousands of years be-
fore the time of Moses, the Egyptians on the south-
ward of Palestine and the Babylonians on the east had
been writing documents similar in form and content to
those found in the Pentateuch. For thousands of years
before Moses, the Babylonians had been making expedi-
tions and carrying their culture to the coasts of the Med-
iterranean. For hundreds of years before his time, kings
of Egypt had been raiding Palestine, and her merchants
?:I'-ITJ;, ping and p999 have their nearest analogies in Armenian,
the closest of the Indo-Europeans to the ancient Hittites (See Meyer
in Eneyclopedia Brittanica, art. “Persia”). The names for apes and
elephants (1. Kings xi. 22) are of Indian origin 3n =iba (Burnouf Sons-
krit Dict. p. 89),9p =Kapi, (id. p. 140). And 537 and png, 30 and
baymecame from the Assyro-Babylonian (or from the Sumerian through
the Babylonian).

8 F g Hazael, Benhadad, Tiglath-Pileser, Merodach-Baladan, Bel,
Webo, Tartan, Rabshakeh.

81 E g. Zerubbabbel, Sheshbazzar, Sanballat, and many names of offi-
cers, offices, and things,

82 Thus, JE in Ex. xvii. 14, xxxii. 32, xxiv. 12, xxxiv. 17; D in Deut.
% 4, iv. I3, V. 19, X. 2, xxviil. 61, xxxi, g, 22; P in Num. xxxiii. 2,
Ex. xxxix. 30.

88 Josh, viil. 32, xviil. 4, xxiv. 26,

8 Tud. v. 14

8 Tudges viil, 14.

871 Sam, x, 25

82 Sam, xi. 14, 15.
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and travellers had been frequenting her ports and inland
cities and leaving the records of their transactions in
their tales and autobiographies. The Tel-el-Amarna let-
ters, written from every part of Palestine and Syria, show
that writing in cuneiform was practised everywhere in these
countries 200 years before the time of Moses. And the
tablets from Taanach, Gezer, and elsewhere show that such
writings were still made as late as 600 B. C. Various docu-
ments in Phenician, Aramaic, Hittite, Cypriote, Cretan,
Moabite, Minaean, Sabean, and Hebrew, from 1000 B. C.
to 400 B. C., show that during all this period documents of
various kinds were in use among the nations of Western
Asia in, and on every side of, Palestine. The character of
the documents shows also that there must have been a gen-
eral diffusion among the people of the ability to read and
write. In view of all these facts, the sang froid with
which these modern Germans and their followers affirm that
writings could not have been produced among the Hebrews
till 800 or goo B.C. passes belief. Against the express and
reiterated statements of the biblical records that writing was
in use among the Hebrews from Moses downward, sup-
ported as these statements are by all the direct evidence of
the documents of all the surrounding nations, they set up
their opinion—an opinion that receives no support from the
documents, until they have been arbitrarily amended and
interpreted in order to bring them into harmony with the
@ priori opinions which on the face of them the documents
themselves clearly condemn.

That the Hebrew of the text may have been written
as early as the time of the Exodus is proven, (1) by the
Hebrew words embedded in the Tel-el-Amarna Letters:
(2) by the proper names in the Egyptian lists of places
conquered in Palestine; and (3) by the proper names of
the Hammurabi period.*

) *? Bohl, Die Sprache der Amarnabriefe; W. Max Miller, Die Pgl-
astinaliste Thutmosis III; Clay, Light on the OT from Babylon. p.
147; and Ranke, Early Babylonian Personal Names.
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II. EVIDENCE FROM ANALOGY

The testimony supplied by the history of the transmission
of the text of other ancient documents, supported as it is
by what we know of the transmission of the text of the
Old Testament for the last 2000 years, justifies the pre-
sumption that the copies of the Old Testament text existent
2000 years ago had in like manner been transmitted from
their originals. Thus—

I. The fragments of classical writers found in the
papyri of Egypt when compared with modern printed edi-
tions based on manuscripts, many of which are not a thous-
and years old show that, with few important variations, the
classical authors have been correctly transmitted for 2000
to 2500 years. In the fragments of 150 lines from Homer
in the papyri from Oxyrynchus, the Fayum and Hibeh,
edited by Grenfell, Hunt, and others, many lines are ex-
actly the same as in the edition of Munro Allen. Most of
the variants are merely slight such as adding », or putting ¢
for ei. In the two fragments of Herodotus, from the end
of the 3rd century A. D., published in the Oxyrynchus
Papyri, there is no variant from Dietsch’s edition, though
there are a few minor variations from Stein’s edition.

2. The building inscriptions of Nabunaid refer to the
fact .that certain temples had been built by Hammurabi,
who reigned over Babylon 1500 years before his time, say-
ing that he had found the temens or foundation stones of
Hammurabi. In the copies of records of Hammurabi which
were made about 650 B. C. for the library of Ashurbanipal,
king of Assyria, and preserved in Nineveh, mention is made
of the founding of these temples.*

89 See the Keilinschriftliche Bibkiothek 11, 11, o1 and King's Letlers
of Hamvmurabi, p. 181-3 An inscription of Hammurabi in Sumerian
says among other things: “When Shamash gave unto him Shumer and
Accad to rule and entrusted their sceptre to his hands, then did (Ham-
murabi) build for Shamash, the lord who is the protector of his life,
the temple Ebabbar, his beloved temple, in Larsam, the city of his
rule” (King: Inseriptions of Hommurabi, p. 182.) In another in-

scription we read: “Hammurabi, the mighty king, the king of Baby-
lon, king of the four quarters of the world. hath built Ebabbar, the
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3. The library of Ashurbanipal at Ninevah had thou-
sands of documents that were copies of originals going
back hundreds, and in some cases thousands, of years before
his time,”

4. Some parts of the Egyptian Book of the Dead were
in use in the same form for nearly 4000 years.”

5. Scores of duplicates and triplicates among the
Asyrian, Babylonian, and Egyptian, documents show that
from 2000 B.C. down to the year 400 B. C. copies of doc-
uments were often made with absolute exactness and gen-
erally with substantial accuracy.”

6. The wariants in these duplicates show clearly,
however, that differences of spelling, enumeration, and even
omissions and additions, etc., are no proof in themselves of
a difference in either age or authorship.”® Examples of the

temple of Shamash in the city of Larsam” (id. 183). Referring to
this temple Nabunaid says, that in his tenth year Shamash commanded
him to restore Ebarra. He says that he found the femen and plan of
the temple inscribed with the name of Hammurabi, “the old-time
king who, 700 years before Burnaburiash, Ebarra and its Zikurat upon
the old temen had built to Shamash, (KB, IIL IL 0. Col. L 54 IL
60, 1-32.)

% See Dennefeld: Babylonisch-assyrische Geburts-oming, p. 0. 3,
on the Entstehungszeit, Entstehungs-und Ueberlieferungsart des Origi-
nalwerkes; also, Hunger: Beckenwohrsogung bei den Babyloniern und
Assyriern, 11, 503 £,

# A tradition as old as the twelfth dynasty says that chapter XXX
B of the Book of the Dead was discovered by Herutataf the son of
Khufu in the reign of Menkaura, a king of the fourth dymasty. It
was cut in hieroglyphics and set under the feet of Thoth. This prayer
was still recited by the Egyptians in the Ptolemaic period and so must
have been in use for about four thousand years. See Budge: “The
Literature of the Egyptions, p. 50"

" Three of these duplicates may be seen in Strassmaier's J'Ncﬁnffm
von Cyrus and 14 in his Inschriften von Nebuchadonosor. See also
VASD. The five quadrililingual inscriptions of Darius on steles placed
along the Suez canal were duplicates, as were also his Egyptian in-
scriptions at El Khergeh, (See TSBA. V. 293 and Recweil de Trovour
VIL 1, IX. 131, XL 160).

"3 This appears most clearly and frequently from the various origi-
nals of the Behistun inscriptions as they appear in the four recensions
of which we possess one each in whole or in part in the Persian,
Susian, Babylonian, and Aramaic. These differences will be discussed
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different ways of spelling will be seen in the lists of Thoth-
mes III at Karnak. Thirty-five variants occur in 119
names.”™ In the 17 lines of tablet no. 321 of Strassmaier’s
Inschriften won Cyrus the duplicate copy gives eight var-
iants; one supplies an erosion, one an omission, one an ex-
planation, three are corrections, and two fuller writings,
One of the best exhibitions of duplicates and triplicates will
be found in Dennefeld’s Geburts-Omina. An intelligent
study of this masterly work might well be made a pro-
paedeutic to the study of textual criticism, illustrating as
it does from numerous contemporary documents all kinds
of copyists’ mistakes due to sight and sound.

7. Hundreds of bilingual inscriptions containing the
original Sumerian with its Assyrian translations some made
in the time of Hammurapi and some in the time of
Ashurbanipal, as well as the four recensions of the Be-
histun inscriptions, known to us, show that the kinds of
variations that we find between the Hebrew text and its
versions are to be found in them. As it does not impair
the general veracity of the former, so neither does it do so
for the Hebrew.™

8. If the original documents of the duplicates of the

more fully when we come to consider the book of Chronicles. Here
attention is called merely to the fact that the Babylonian copy of the
Aramaic varies frequently from its original in the enumerations, and
that the Babylonian and Aramaie recensions are much shorter than
the Persian and Susian. (See my review of the Sachau Papyrus in
this Revew. for 1914.)

82* See plates in W, Max Miller's Dhe Palistinaliste Thothmes II1.

& More than 2000 interlinear texts are mentioned in Bezold's Cota-
logue of the Cuneiform Texts in the Kouywnfik collection of the
British Musewm, Good examples are published in The Seven Tablels
of Creation by Prof. L. W. King, pp. 130-130, 180. On page 217 of
this same work will be found an example of a work in Sumerian con-
taining word for word explanations in Assyrian. Hundreds of such
texts have been found in the library of Kuyunjik (See Bezold's Cata-
fegue pp. 2010, 2002-2103). One of the most interesting of these bi-
lingual inscriptions is by Somsuilung, successor of Hammurabi, of
which there are two copies of the Sumerian original and two copies
of the Babylonian version, with slight variants in both originals and
versions, (See King: The Letters of Hommurabi, p. 108 f).
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Old Testament (making about one fifth of the whole)
were written in cuneiform script, most of the variations be-
tween them could be paralleled by the variations in the trans-
lations of the Assyrian from the Sumerian,”

III. THE AD HOMINEM ARGUMENT

But the strongest argument against the critics
from the textual point of view is the childlike simplicity with
which they appeal to that part of the text which happens to
suit their particular theory of Old Testament history, lit-
erature or religion. After having, in order to prove this
theory, cast out, without one item of evidence to support
them, hundreds of words from the prima facie text of the
documents, they proceed to point and interpret what re-
mains with as much assurance as if they had really proven
beyond all controversy that what they had arbitrarily cast
out was false and with as much presumption as if they had
actually proven that what they have retained is true. What
would a court do with a plaintiff that desired to have a doc-
ument admitted as evidence in support of his side of the
case, after the same plaintiff had charged that the document
was neither genuine, puthentic, nor historical? Would
the court not demand at least that the plaintiff should prove
beyond controversy that the parts of the documents that
the plaintiff desired to introduce as evidence were reliable, as
claimed? And since in almost every instance of such claim
the critics are unable to produce any proof—simply because
no such proof exists,—is it not obvious that they must be
debarred from introducing as evidence the parts that sup-
port their side, as long at least as they insist on denying
the evidence of the parts that support the defense? In short,

% Eg. the numerous synomyms in the parallel passages of Kings
and Chronicles may be compared to the rendering of DIM, in the
creation tablets, by ba-ni, ba-na-of, ip-Fe-it, and e-pu-uf, and BA-RU
by e-pu-uf, and ib-ta-ni, See the Creation of the World by Marduk in
Kings Seven Tablets of Creation, I. 130-130. On this subject the au-
thor of this article read a paper at the International Congress of
Orientalists in St. Louis in 1004. He hopes to be able to publish this
paper at an early date.
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no argument can be made against that part of the text
of the Old Testament which upholds the prima facie evi-
dence of the documents, which will not overthrow in a much
greater degree the text that the critics attempt to establish.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In view of this mass of evidence, analogy and admission,
the following conclusions seem to be justified: 1. The tra-
ditional text has in its favor in the case of the most im-
portant of the documents the claim to have been in its
original form written by, or for, certain definite persons
and to have been written in the places and at the times men-
tioned; and the possibility of their having been written as
claimed is supported by the outside evidence that writing
was then in vogue, that the literary forms in which the text
is written were then known, that the Hebrew language was
then in use, that scribes and copyists were then existent, that
the contents are in harmony with what is known of the
times when they claim to have been written.

2. The proof that the copies of the original documents
have been handed down with substantial correctness for
more than 2000 vears cannot be denied. That the copies
in existence 2000 years ago had been in like manner handed
down from the originals is not merely possible, but is ren-
dered probable by the analogies of Babylonian documents
now existing of which we have both originals and copies,
thousands of years apart, and of scores of papyri which
show when compared with our modern editions of the clas-
sics that only minor changes of the text have taken place
in more than 2000 years and especially by the scientific and
demonstrable accuracy with which the proper spelling of the
names of kings and of the numerous foreign terms embed-
ded in the Hebrew text have been transmitted to us.*

% By substantial ag used in the above statements we mean that the
text of the Old Testament and of the other documents have been
changed only in respect to those accidental matters which necessarily
accompany the transmission of all texts where originals have not been
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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)



