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.been a verylloose and inconsistent writer, variable in style,!

.inaccurate in statement and illogical-in his reasonings and

.Moses was. there is too mch to admire -in the Great Law Give'
’ W

- .question presents, therefore, I shall endeavor to render one

The Consistences of the In6Gbnsistences of the Pentateuch.

R PY o WSS

:
i

If Moses wrote the Pentateuch, then Moses must have

withall a very poor geographer. All these I do not believe 1

$0 pild upon his back the difficulties.which the Pentateuchall

phase of the question consistent, which regarding Moses as

an suthor is involved in inconsistences.

Let us consider first some of the evidences. of the |
comparative lateness of the .Pentateuch .as we hav-have it ,and

second, give some of the evidences.establishing the differeny

|

detes of the different documents. One. of the strangest fac .s
f

that. confront us is._this,.that, supposing the ceremonial. lay
was compiled and prescribed as an authoritative code for Is-
rael befoz;e the conquest, we would naturally look for.and exg
peet the code to eembinue to be authoritative for Israel in

the fulurejwe would also expset this to preclude subsequent

revelations and preclude the power of the Prophetis frgm abroy
gating _



@
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it -or» instituting new laws, but we are surprised to find the
very opposite true and in accepting candidly ghe conclusion
that the law was not given at one time, we remove the apparen

discordance between the severalpprts of the Old Testament, A

I believe that the law was written and inforced mainly and gp

Nations.

Let us suppose that the Pentateuch came to us from
hand of Moses and read Lev. I7 and see- how this law tallies

Israel’s actionms through all the Judges and Kings i In LevIT7:

chapter it appears as a perpetual law that no annimal can bei

during the Judges and Hings. The popular sorship gives us
such places of worship as Shhcham, Bethdl, Ramah, Gibeon an

A |
and this free access to God is totally incompatable with thg

+ﬂ

statuteé of the second code. This popularyis not an offsp

s

of the Lev. code, for we do not find any realizing =smse 0f .

the inaccessibility of deho vah confined as he would be undef




the_Lev....laws t.0 nne sanctuarye. ~They worship-Him--f{reely-every

@

ehere—from Dan to Beer;3hgba. - This {f4nished -Pentateuch —§

| . whieh was. written. after Ezrehs time pnd for a specific purposg
then .in. demand. If writien .earlier-it-was-not surely .

enforced. before. Josiah and I .am .2lso sure thet it s_p,mceptswre

not ooeyed-by-David-or-Solomon--and the Levi. harshne'ggs wa.s-»-'»
- ‘1
I

1

-never executed in- the Temple -0f -Sotomen-Fhough -God recognized
the -validity of the-Temple -#ith-his visivle pregenas.. If 1

Pentateuch was .in existence_at or immediately after Moses® {if

re

ets before and of the eighth ceniury B. C. never speak of ay
written-law of Moses-and demy--any- #itual law as binding upon | *
theig actions. - I mmconvinced that- the Hebrews before thy

exile wers gequainted with & two-Told Torah, a priestly and aj

es

pFopb&t 57 Torah. The prophetE ToT¥h WoS Mmostljoral. Sometiy

God demandad the prophet to-write-His.word as in Jerzmiah

nothing to do with wsorks..  Forgivness of sin is shown by i

cont inued favor-of God. when—the peopie sinned-they -8t tem t-'




7 ,.

}l Cozenant wiih-Israel was the. Ten.Coamandments; seelst. Kings,—
- B Chapt., 9-.-22 , Deut. 5th. CGhapt. 5 2--22—~ -The Prophets -]
l - #oukd--keep: Israel clean; the-Priests-would-de¥ive..Israeh and._
they did: ~ Thiy 'pollmted the sanctuary-and d-4d- voilence to - Ir
i

- law; -Zepl. B3rd- Chept-+#, The Priestly Torel-was-legsl—and- |

ey

ritual, while- the-Prophets’.Toral was spiritual and.lacked .the :

) )

- ceremonial -ism of the—priestSe--—ue —-

~ - - — Now -the Pentateuch-as we hawve -it I.believe is a-fus jon

of these. two. Torahs .and_came. in._force.as one during the refoma

! i'

| tion era. of Ezra. and to. reconcile them it was called Masaic. .
U as. the. Psalms are called Davidic and.the. Proberbs Solomonie.

| .
g! I have been.striving briefly to show that the Penta-

teuchw as late in its *ssue, -that it- had no place in the histogy
of Israel befors the exile and gs a~systew did not goverw Is—

I

! pdel up to the fimg 6F Ezra. ~ O more poimt and I am done w1"

|
|
L

thise— - —— . R s %

i
The Pentateuch is not.a-Law Book but .2 cemposit.histpry

1
i withr-certain codes of lay in ite. - - e e - - -
i i
il o - ' There are three codest~ - -

———-The—first, is -in Ex. 2I- 23-and-was givemr -oirHorebd i;

- The second the law of Deut. Chapts. I2- to 26 = 1
This is largely a repe’o:r.t:.on of the first and covers the seme ‘

- — - - -

e
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I |

i ground_except the Charge.of Treason in-Ex.-22,~=28- . This- Cod

I
I

| presupposes -2 system of .civil- judges, see-Daui --I6--18.

|
" _The. third the Lev...legislationi-— - . R

1 — — .- This is quite. dist.inet .and-.deals wiih the sanctuary.
' three codes were all Mosaic they -were all—giwven-mn-the--short-——

l
]
!
|
|
j
|
end the Prédésthood« - Now it is conclusive -that--if-these. -
space -0f- forty years.—- But—we- are sure-that God-did -not—deal- ”

|

|

!

| with His prgople under-the prophets by this ritual law.-— His~
mmmd.m& quite- dif fﬁrellt._mThL&_thwd.J&v was not a.part. of

!

i Lsrael?s movements -in -the &ifiderness. - In- Ex. 33- 7. which- is

non-lev. the. tent is outside of the -camp. The. Lev. account o

1
\
|
this does not oceur till chapter- 40. In Numbers chapt. -10 }
il the~Tev. aceount puts the drelrin the midst, serses II to 28~ ;

i 0of the line of march. --In-verse-33 to- 36-the arch went before-
This can dnlg' be-explained-on thesuposition that the first-is.

Levs -in its account, the- other histerical. The Lev. accquat

was- avidently written -after- Bzra when the city had grown arou d

i
the temple- end it no longer stood aparts —

Lot s now look at~some of the more specific proofs
6f tHe Tetemess™ of the Pentatewch. ~In Genesis 36 = 31 we Teaq
2 1ist of Kings who reigned in Edom beforé thére reigned a King

z

e *
T

1

in Israel. N



groun.ci_exce.pt
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Thi-s -evidently- betrays—-a—date- -subsequent~+o-the introduction- o-
-Monarchy- into Isreel--and-carriers us-down to- Saul 5 at least -
44 not- to--David.- - -A~person-contending for the authorship -of !
Moses f£or- Genesis..could.say that this was an interpolat ionT_ _
but—-+t-his- easy way of escaping- will -not--stend the-highest-tests
of—reason.— - W-e-might also -suppose-that-Moses-ras-endowed- —
wji—t-h—pr ophetical-sight-, and-saw the history—of Israed-down—-

to~-David-or-Saul.-—-But—I -connbdt- accept this. Anot her -proed

that it _was written_in Canman .is t.hj_s,__gn Hebrew. t.he_ _common._ _

phrase for * Wesiward? is\?Se.awgard “.and for-* Soutlward® 1is.
|
- -Negeb*- which meens -parts-0f land and was & district South o}

i
Judsh. ~These “expressions could only be formed in-Paljstine, |
yet they were used in Exeddus 27, at Sinai, where the sea did '
1

liley West ¥nd neg%.b South . Ailotherproo“ is that the Pentateuc

ot

o ——— — o — e ——— — W e e e e e— - o

i
dlsplay a better khowledge of Pza.le.;’t.lns> than it does of the E

— : - -4
!

Country Southeast . In Numbers 2I, I4 is a quotation ;rom [4

— e — i ——— F —— - —— —r—— A s o esameme

Book of Wars, which is citing the conquest of Israel, Moses

- — e — - - - - e e ——

’ wyould not cite this?! In Genesis, I4-I4'as far as Dan,"

| - — - .

‘Judges I8-29 the first name of the city was Lalsh. This would

a——— - -

ihfer that Genesis was written subsequent to the Judges.

| e on e °
|
|
|
|
|

Let us- , secondly examine as far as present data will

? ’
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| a1low- the- dates of the- sepegrete documents-which we assume as |

! conclusive, the Pentateuch. is. composed. -

)

A— As a -student ,dependent 1argemp6n. the researches..of spac-- E;
@

i ialists for information, whom shall T .accept?  The Church e

1

i

L athers, Jusephus, Philo noy only-as8ribe the-Pentateuch Lo, —

i

|
|
I

|

|

| Moses-bub also -Job, cand they--effirm that the Pentateuch @Bg— ‘
destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar and by Ezra. was i raculously *
!

l restored. -Shall I accept shis oz shall I bow to-the dictem...

of learned and patdent scholars who, for one hundred-and fifty

‘the Pefit dtB8Udh? I £MNK Feason answers for me to aceapt the 7

years- have been studying the guestiond of the--authorship 0% - —

b

exemine into the dats of the most important Bocument D, which zl

o~ - - .
stands for the Deute"&omi‘c Code and comprisss Chapter I3 to 20 |

—

I‘ latter. ASsuming the documentary hypothesis as true let us
!

|

|

— - e - —— -

{ In the reign 0% Josiah 620 B. C. a book is found in,
the temple by the High Priest Hilkieh and upon the revelations |

of this book—Jasiash-institutes a reform. This book. was noi.

the Pentateuch because Jeremiah, the Prophet at the time quote

this €éde and-is -4in All- spirit with it., but shows no..knowled -I

)

l
l

I
ll of the Lev. code or of the Pentateuch as in existence. More-
'\ over it w&s o short that Shapha& could read it aloud before

the King, see 2nd. Hings, 22- I0 and all of it before the -




%/

peopley it was,-mmoreover .in the form of a Cobenant. . . - _

Finally its contents-may fairly belinferred from

2nd. Kings,. 23,- I to 24, whicli described. the..reforms Josiah '
pledged himself to carry out. If we exanine these reforms

we find the following exact -comparisons and requirements of !

the Deut. Code:- - - — -

-II Kings, XXIII,-- 7Y--- carriers-out Deut. XXEIT--7-- -Fol|

» n u 9 . . - XXVIII- 9 y

B N u 10 " L8 XXVIII.-IO “;

. 8 [ II. » Yo% XXVII . 3
o u I4 - B8 XXVI . 21 FdL.;

" u " 21 u " v XXVI 5 .®

" v 24 » n v _XXVITI. II |

-~ ﬁ_i.s concluded- from the- abovae-{that the- beok-found
was--the Beut~ Gode -and that its injunctions—had-been-negiect '

ed -so far-back as Joshua, for which neglect they were to--suf-j

fer the wrath of God. In Deut. 4~ 38 * To give the land XXX[XX
|
as it. is this day$ also the use of Dam for Laish would pbunt

to- & post--Mosaic period. But the general characier-of the-
tegislation -is—adapbed to, & people uded to & city and village
life

, this would point to-a period after the conquest.

Ist. Sawn’l.-is-as-ignorant of this Code or the Lev. code as ’i




N

” litsle child, which.-he was. The simplicity of his temple_ _ .
| duties as a-boy are in -strangs contrasts to the ceramonial .ism
and-prgiestly offices.of Lev. IR

- - Lf we rea% carafully the Code of Deut- chepter I2 —
.and the following the story of the refonn of Josiah as related-

in -2nd. Xings, 22 chapier-wz2 learn at once ihe -nature of the —

revelation. Josiah’s whole energies were, expended in destroy-
ing the .Bamoth.or local sarctuaries and .altars.and concentrating
the worship--at Jerusalem, this demandfor the destruction.of thg

pleces of worship was made -on the basis that—these shrines —

f were .0f-a Canaanitikh ordging. and that they corrupted the peorc

4

| ple. This +%ruly was a radieal inovation, for as we pointed i ]

out in starting we found the Book of the Covenant sancbioping.

popular worship every where. Altars dedicated to the popular
worship dotted the country everywhere and they 4ere never L
desamed of as illegal. The langudge in Deut. I6, 2I is very
plain ¥ Thou shalt not plant thee an Ashersh or any -kind of
tree beside the Alé,'ba( of the Yahweh thy God which thou shalt -

ma ke  Thee, neit-hér shalt thou set up eny pillar ( maccebah)-

| wihiclr Yahwelr, thy-God hateth®s See-also Lev. 26, I This is

a striet prohibitiom and yet in Isiah I9, IO he prays fo
Macecebah in the land of Egypt. 'This is conclusive, it se

m o

r
2m




l to me. that even Isieah was.wholly unacquainted with this Code ‘i
F

and its prohibitions, and.if.this be so our document D cannot ’

E

‘~ be older than Isiah’s time .and hence .it. is. quite. probable. !

i it appeared shortly after the seventh century. -Of -the date off

il the doecument. P» I have no conclusion to @ffer, I am convinced |

from its internal evidence .of.its.lateness and following this

1
i
i
|
1
|
%
\
|

. would- @almost. lead me to coleclude that it.was-laier than any

i ‘other. As -an illustration we ase impressed -vith the .style.

of the document- . It.s lofty religeous. ideas,-it.s.anthrope- |

i ]
; morphic conceptions are very ss--frequent than-document D i
il .

I its monotheism; its absence of anchponisms ,.all. these woukd

lead us- to infer its very late date, for if evohution in.

thought . diction and Style are evident anywhare in history

|
of pzoples ihey are patent here. There-cen be no question §
)

[ U O YR WSS p——

about the .introduction of the law. it embodies. -It-was -during§
i

-but just when it originated I have no = |
:

=

the time of ¥Wzrs

?

opinion. even. .- There 1is strong evidence Jor makingit

A . ol
post exRilic-or at least afier the code D, fop am analysis -0f

Deut. II- G reveals thhe J. E. narative of Nnmbers I6,but

= the absence of tha.document P containing the story of Kor.éh._
On the other hand thz2re are passagzss in Deut. which seem unm [

!
‘ takeably to point to-quotations from the Lev. code P. There -
; E
l

xo@

|



! is no- dount that -J-and E are older than Dy for mrch of the lattgr

i . .
| is quotation, often verbatim from one or. both of the former.
§ Both of these. documents, J and E. assume-a friendly attitude +o

} local -sanctuaries -and no ev-idence -convineessmawethat it was in -
i1

existence .before the Conquest. .As a .narative conbined it

e ¥

£

E

| . |
| £its.best the agésof the great Prophets-Amos, ISish &-and -
| corresponds exactly with Assyrian period ; ‘850 40--722-B+-6-; -|
i

-frvhich— document- is- the—olkder-of J. and E. I do net know. JIf Geng

sis the 2 chapter fourth -verse-and the following is @ny indi-— ~—

- catdion of the -style and thought ofd for -the saue reason that

I gave J older-than P, L wc?uld~ put it older then E, how muc..th |

do not kmew. Good authorities say about fifty years. I need

| not point oui the internal evidences for their late date, ‘iior» .
they are pumerous end cohclusive, for myself at least. What -
ever.period thess documents finally fall in,_however late they|
mayobe &~ the mere fatt of date if it only be true does not ¢

rob the bible of its miesty for me. I know that it is -

God’s Word, He used it .to teach.his people, it teaches them=

still and- T find it sufficient to sabisfy my deepest tkirst. |

I— II




