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PREFACE TO THE NINTH EDITION.

—_—

IN the present edition the Bibliography, and, where necessary,
the references, have been brought up to date ; the paragraph on
Is. 221", in view of recent excgesis, has been rewritten, and
occasionally also a slight improvement has been introduced
elsewhere ; while some other matter (including a note on the
value of the Divine names as a criterion of authorship in
the Pentateuch), for which space could not be found in the
body of the volume, has been collected in the new Addenda
(p. xxv ff.).
S. R. DRIVER.

Seplember, 1913.



PREFACE TO THE EIGHTH EDITION.

THE aim of the present volume is to furnish an account, at once
descriptive and historical, of the Literature of the Old Testament.
It is not, I ought perhaps to explain, an Introduction to the
Theology, or to the History, or even to the Study, of the Old
Testament : in any of these cases, the treatment and contents
would both have been very different. It is an Introduction to
the Literature of the Old Testament ; and what I conceived this
to include was an account of the contents and structure of the
several books, together with such an indication of their general
character and aim as I could find room for in the space at my
disposal.* [xiii] The treatment of the material has been deter-
mined by the character of the different books. The contents of
the prophetical and poetical books, for instance, which are
less generally known than the history, properly so called, have
been stated more fully than those of the historical books: the
legislative parts of the Pentateuch have also been described with
tolerable fulness. A comparative study of the writings of the Old
Testament is indispensable, if their relation to one another is
to be rightly apprehended: accordingly the literary and other
characteristics which connect, or distinguish, as the case may be,
particular groups of writings have been indicated with some care.
Distinctive types of style prevail in different parts of the Old
Testainent ; and as these—apart from the interest independently
attaching to them—have frequently a bearing upon questions
of date or authorship, or throw light upon the influences under

* The Theology of the Old Testament forms the subject of a separate
volume in the present series, which has been entrusted to the competent
hands of Professor A. B. Davidson, of the New College, Edinburgh.

m
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which particular books (or parts of books) were composed, 1
have been at pains to illustrate them as fully as space permitted.
Especial care has been bestowed upon the lists of expressions
characteristic of different writers. It was impossible to avoid
altogether the introduction of Hcbrew words ; nor indeed, as the
needs of Hebrew students could not with fairness be entirely
neglected, was it even desirable to do so; but an endeavour has
been made, by translation, to make the manner in which they are
used intelligible to the English reader.

Combpleteness has not been attainable. Sometimes, indeed,
the grounds for a conclusion have been stated with approximate
completeness ; but generally it has been found impossible to
mention more than the more salient or important ones. This
is especially the case in the analysis of the Hexateuch. A full
statement and discussion of the grounds for this belongs to a
Commentary. Very often, however, it is believed, when the
relation of different passages to each other has been pointed out
briefly, a comparative study by the reader will suggest to him
additional grounds for the conclusion indicated. A word should
also be said on the method followed. A strict inductive method
would have required a given conclusion to be preceded by an
[xiv] enumeration of all the facts upon which it depends. This
would have been impossible within the limits at the writer'’s
disposal, as well as tedious. The method pursued has thus often
been to assume (on grounds not fully stated, but which have
satisfied the author) the conclusion to be established, and to point
to particular salient facts, which exemplify it or presuppose its truth.
The argument in the majority of cases is cumulative—a species of
argument which is often both the strongest and also the most
difficult to exhaust within reasonable compass.

In the critical study of the Old Testament, there is an im-
portant distinction, which should be kept in mind. It is that of
degrees of probability. The probability of a conclusion depends
upon the nature of the grounds on which it rests; and some
conclusions reached by critics of the Old Testament are for this
reason more probable than others: the facts at our disposal
being in the former case more numerous and decisive than in
the latter. It is necessary to call attention to this difference,
because writers who seek to maintain the traditional view of the
structure of the Old Testament sometimes point to conclusions
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which, from the nature of the case, are uncertain, or are pro-
pounded avowedly as provisional, with the view of discrediting
all, as though they rested upon a similar foundation. But this is
very far from being the case. It has been no part of my object
to represent conclusions as more certain than is authorized by
the facts upon which they depend ; and I have striven (as I hope
successfully) to convey to the reader the differences in this
respect of which I am sensible myself. Where the premises
satisfy me, I have expressed myself without hesitation or doubt ;
where the dafa do not justify (so far as I can judge) a confident
conclusion, I have indicated this by some qualifying phrase. I
desire what I have just said to be applied in particular to the
analysis of the Hexateuch. That the “Priests’ Code” formed
a clearly defined document, distinct from the rest of the Hexa-
teuch, appears to me to be more than sufficiently established by
a multitude of convergent indications; and I have nowhere
signified any doubt on this conclusion. On the other hand, in
the remainder of the narrative of Gen.-Numbers and of Joshua,
though there are facts which satisfy me that this also is not
homogeneous, I believe that the analysis (from the nature of
[xv] the criteria on which it depends) is frequently uncertain,*
and will, perhaps, always continue so. Accordingly, as regards
“JE,” as I have more than once remarked, I do not desire to
lay equal stress upon all the particulars of the analysis, or to
be supposed to hold that the line of demarcation between its
component parts is at every point as clear and certain as it is
between P and other parts of the Hexateuch.

Another point necessary to be borne in mind is that many
results can only be approximate. Even where there is no ques-
tion of the author, we can sometimes determine the date within
only comparatively wide limits (e.g. Nahum); and even where
the limits are narrower, there may still be room for difference of
opinion, on account of the different aspects of a passage which
most strongly impress different critics (e.g. in some of the
acknowledged prophecies of Isaiah). Elsewhere, again, grounds
may exist sufficient to justify the negative conclusion, that a
writing does not belong to a particular age or author, but not

* See pp. 16, 17, 19, 39, 116f., &c. The same admission is constantly

made by Wellhausen, Kuenen, and other critics : see, for instance, p. xi of
the edition of Genesis by Kautzsch and Socin, mentioned below, p. 14.
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definite enough to fix positively the age to which it does belong,
except within broad and general limits. In all such cases we
must be content with approximate results.

It is in the endeavour to reach definite conclusions upon the
basis either of imperfect data, or of indications reasonably sus-
ceptible of divergent interpretations, that the principal disagree-
ments between critics have their origin. Language is sometimes
used implying that critics are in a state of internecine conflict
with one another, or that their conclusions are “in a condition
of perpetual flux.”* Such statements are not in accordance
with the facts. There is a large area on which the dafa are
clear: here, accordingly, critics are agreed, and their conclusions
are not likely to be ever reversed. And this area includes many
of the most important results which criticism has reached. There
is an area beyond this, where the dafa are complicated or am-
biguous ; and here it is not more than natural that independent
judges should differ. Perhaps future study may reduce this
margin of uncertainty. I make no claim to have admitted into
the present volume only those conclusions on which all critics
are agreed ; for naturally [xvi] I have followed the guidance of
my own judgment as to what was probable or not; but where
alternative views appeared to me to be tenable, or where the
opinion towards which I inclined only partially satisfied me, I
have been careful to indicate this to the reader. I have, morc-
over, made it my aim to avoid speculation upon slight and
doubtful data ; or, at least, if I have been unable absolutely to
avoid it, I have stated distinctly of what nature the data are.

Polemical references, with very few exceptions, I have avoided.
It must not, however, be thought that, because I do not more
frequently discuss divergent opinions, I am therefore unacquainted
with them. I have been especially carcful to acquaint myself
with the views of Keil, and of other writers on the traditional
side. I have also constantly, both before and since writing the
present volume, followed closely the course of archaological
research ; and I am aware of no instance in which its results are
opposed to the conclusions which I have expressed. Upon no

* It may not be superfluous to remark that both the principles and the
results of the critical study of the Old Testament are often seriously mis-
represented, especially on the part of writers opposed to it, including even
such as might from their position be supposed to be well informed.
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occasion have I adopted what may be termed a critical as
opposed to a conservative position, without weighing fully the
arguments advanced in support of the latter, and satisfying
myself that they were untenable.

Naturally a work like the present is founded largely on the
labours of previous scholars. Since Gesenius, in the early years
of this century, inaugurated a new epoch in the study of Hebrew,
there has been a succession of scholars, of the highest and most
varied ability, who have been fascinated by the literature of
ancient Israel, and have dedicated their lives to its elucidation.
Each has contributed of his best: and those who come after
stand upon the vantage-ground won for them by their pre
decessors. In exegesis and textual criticism, not less than in
literary criticism, there has been a steady advance.* The Zis-
torical significance of different parts of the Old Testament—the
aim and drift of individual prophecies, for instance, or the
relation to one another of parallel groups of laws—has been far
more carefully observed than was formerly the case. While in
fairness to myself I think it right to state that my volume
embodies the results of much independent work,—for I accept
conclusions, not on the authority of the critic who affirms them,
but because I have satisfied myself, by personal study, that the
grounds alleged in their support are adequate,—I desire at the
same time to acknowledge gratefully my [xvii] indebtedness to
those who have preceded me, and facilitated my labours. The
references will generally indicate who the authorities are that
have been principally of service to me; naturally they vary in
different parts of the Old Testament.

It does not fall within the scope of the present volume to
deal with either the Theology or the History of the Old Testa-
ment, as such: nevertheless a few words may be permitted on
them here.

It is impossible to doubt that the main conclusions of critics
with reference to the authorship of the books of the Old Testa-
ment rest upon reasonings the cogency of which cannot be

* The progress in the two former may be measured approximately by the
Revised Version, or (in some respects, more adequately) by the notes in the
‘‘ Variorum Bible” of Eyre & Spottiswoode, See also most of the English
Commentaries, mentioned in this volume, written since about 18go (and
some written before, as Cheyne’s Isaiak, and Psalms).
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denied without denying the ordinary principles by which history
is judged and evidence estimated. Nor can it be doubted that
the same conclusions, upon any neutral field of investigation,
would have been accepted without hesitation by all conversant
with the subject: they are opposed in the present instance by
some theologians, only because they are supposed to conflict
with the requirements of the Christian faith. But the history of
astronomy, geology, and, more recently, of biology,* supplies a
warning that the conclusions which satisfy the common un-
biassed and unsophisticated reason of mankind prevail in the
end. The price at which alone the traditional view can be main-
tained is too high.t Were the difficulties which beset it isolated
or occasional, the case, it is true, would be different: it could
then, for instance, be reasonably argued that a fuller knowledge
of the times might afford the clue that would solve them. But
the phenomena which the traditional view fails to explain are too
numerous for such a solution to be admissible ; they recur so
systematically that some cause or causes, for which that view
makes no allowance, must be postulated to account for them.
The hypothesis of glosses and marginal additions is a superficial
remedy : the fundamental distinctions upon which the main con-
clusions of critics depend remain untouched.}

The truth, however, is that apprehensions of the character
[xviii] just indicated are unfounded. It is not the case that
critical conclusions, such as those expressed in the present
volume, are in conflict either with the Christian creeds or with
the articles of the Christian faith. Those conclusions affect
not the fact of revelation, but only its form. They help to
determine the stages through which it passed, the different
phases which it assumed, and the process by which the record
of it was built up. They do not touch either the authority or
the inspiration of the Scriptures of the Old Testament. They

* Comp. the luminous and able treatment of this subject, on its theological
side, by the late lamented Aubrey L. Moore in Science and the Fasitk (1889),
esp. pp. xi-xlvii, and pp. 163-235.

+ Of course there are many points at which tradition is not affected by
criticism. I allude naturally to those in which the case is different.

1 The same may be said of Bishop Ellicott’s *‘ rectified traditional view.”
The distinctions referred to, it ought to be understood, in works written in
defence of the traditional position, are, as a uley very imperfectly stated,
even where they are not ignored altogether. o
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imply no change in respect to the Divine attributes revealed in
the Old Testament ; no change in the lessons of human duty to
be derived from it ; no change as to the general position (apart
from the interpretation of particular passages) that the Old
Testament points forward prophetically to Christ.* That both
the rcligion of Israel itself, and the record of its history embodied
in the Old Testament, are the work of men whose hearts have
been touched, and minds illumined, in different degrees,i by
the Spirit of God, is manifest:} but the recognition of this truth
does not decide the question of the author by whom, or the date
at which, particular parts of the Old Testament were committed
to writing ; nor does it determine the precise literary character
of a given narrative or book. No part of the Bible, nor even
the Bible as a whole, is a logically articulated system of theology :
the Bible is a “library,” showing how men variously gifted by the
Spirit of God cast the truth which they received into many dif-
ferent literary forms, as genius permitted or occasion demanded,
—into poetry of various kinds, sometimes national, sometimes
individual, sometimes even developing a truth in a form ap-
proaching that of the drama; into prophetical [xix] discourses,
suggested mostly by some incident of the national life; into
proverbs, prompted by the observation of life and manners; into
laws, prescribing rules for the civil and religious government of
the nation ; into narratives, sometimes relating to a distant or
a nearer past, sometimes autobiographical; and (to include the
New Testament) into letters, designed, in the first instance, to
meet the needs of particular churches or individuals. It is-
probable that every form of literary composition known to the

* Comp. Prof. Sanday’s words in 7%e Oracles of God (1891), p. 7—a volume
which, with its counsels of wisdom and sobriety, I would gladly, if I might,
adopt as the Preface to my own. See also the admirable work of Prof.
A. F. Kirkpatrick, Z4e Divine Library of the Old Testament.

1 I say, in different degrees; for no one would attribute to the authors of
some of the Proverbs, or of the Books of Esther or Ecclesiastes, the same
degree of spiritual perception displayed e.g. in Isa. 40-66, or in the Psalms.

1 So, for instance, Riehm, himself a critic, speaking of the Pentateuch as
a record of revelation, remarks on the ¢ immediate impression” of this
character which it makes, and continues: “ Every one who so reads the
Pentateuch as to allow its contents to work upon his spirit, must receive the
impression that a consciousness of God such as is here expressed cannot be
derived from flesh and blood ” (Eim/eitung, § 28, ** Der Pentateuch als Offen:

barungsurkunde ).
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ancient Hebrews was utilised as a vehicle of Divine truth, and is
represented in the Old Testament.* Hence the character of a
particular part of the Old Testament cannot be decided by an
@ priori argument as regards what it mus/ be; it can only be
determined by an application of the canons of evidence and
probability universally employed in historical or literary investi
gation. None of the historians of the Bible claim supernatural
enlightenment for the materials of their narrative :} it is reason-
able, therefore, to conclude that these were derived by them
from such human sources as were at the disposal of each par-
ticular writer ; in some cases from a writer’s own personal know-
ledge, in others from earlier documentary sources, in others,
especially in those relating to a distant past, from popular
tradition. It was the function of inspiration to guide the indi-
vidual writer in the choice and disposition of his material, and in
his use of it for the inculcation of special lessons. And in the
production of some parts of the Old Testament different hands
co-operated, and have left traces of their work more or less
clearly discernible. The whole is subordinated to the con-
trolling agency of the Spirit of God, causing the Scriptures of
the Old Testament to be profitable [xx] *for teaching, for
reproof, for correction, for instruction, which is in righteous-
ness”: but under this presiding influence scope is left for the
exercise, in different modes and ways, of the faculties ordinarily

*Mohvuepds xal wohvrpdrws wdhat & Oeds NaNfoas Tois warpdoww év
rois wpogrfracs, Heb. 1. On the manifold Voice of God as heard in the Old
Testament, the writer may be permitted to refer to the sixth of his Sermorns
on Subjects connected with the OT. (1892). In the seventh Sermon in the
same volume he has developed more fully the view taken by him of Inspiration
(cf. the Contemp. Review, Feb. 1890, p. 229f.). He has pleasure also, in
the same connexion, in referring to the very lucid and helpful * Bampton
Lectures” for 1893 (ed. 3, 1896) on Inspiration, by his colleague, Prof.
Sanday, especially Lectures ii.-v.

+ The preface to St. Luke’s Gospel (Luke 1!-%) is instructive in this
respect.  St. Luke only claims for his narrative that he has used in its com-
position the care and research of an ordinary historian. Comp. Sanday,
Oracles of God, pp. 72-75: *‘In all that relates to the Revelation of God
and of His Will, the writers [of the Bible] assert for themselves a definite
inspiration ; they claim to speak with an authority higher than their own.
But in regard to the narrative of events, and to processes of literary com-
position, there is nothing so exceptional about them as to exempt them from
t}:e egnditious to which other works would be exposed at the same place and
time. .
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employed in literary composition. There is a human factor in
the Bible, which, though quickened and sustained by the inform-
ing Spirit, is never wholly absorbed or neutralized by it; and
the limits of its operation cannot be ascertained by an arbitrary
& priori determination of the methods of inspiration ; the only
means by which they can be ascertained is by an assiduous
and comprehensive study of the facts presented by the Old
Testament itself.*

* Two principles, once recognized, will be found to solve nearly all the
difficulties which, upon the traditional view of the historical books of the Old
Testament, are insuperable, viz.—(1) that in many parts of these books we
have before us fraditions, in which the original representation has been
insensibly modified, and sometimes (especially in the later books) coloured by
the associations of the age in which the author recording it lived ; (2) that
some freedom was used by ancient historians in placing speeches or dis-
courses in the mouths of historical characters., In some cases, no doubt,
such speeches agreed substantially with what was actually said ; but often
they merely develop at length, in the style and manner of the narrator, what
was handed down only as a compendious report, or what was deemed to be
consonant with the temper and aim of a given character on a particular
occasion. No satisfactory conclusions with respect to the Old Testament
will be arrived at without due account being taken of these two principles.
Should it be feared that the first of these principles, if admitted, might
imperil the foundations of the Christian faith, it is to be pointed out that the
records of the New Testament were produced under very different historical
conditions ; that while in the Old Testament, for example, there are
instances in which we can have no assurance that an event was recorded
until many centuries after its occurrence, in the New Testament the interval
4t most is not more than 30-50 years, Viewed in the light of the unique
personality of Christ, as depicted both in the common tradition embodied in
the Synoptic Gospels and in the personal reminiscences underlying the fourth
Gospel, and also as presupposed by the united testimony of the Apostolic
writers belonging almost to the same generation, the circumstances are such
as to forbid the supposition that the facts of our Lord’s life on which the
fundamental truths of Christianity depend can have been the growth of mere
tradition, or are anything else than strictly historical. The same canon of
historical criticism which authorizes the assumption of tradition in the Old
Testament, forbids it—except within the narrowest limits, as in some of the
divergences apparent between the parallel narratives of the Gospels—in the
case of the New Testament.

It is an error to suppose, as appears sometimes to be done, that topo-
graphical exploration, or the testimony of Inscriptions, supplies a refutation
of critical conclusions respecting the books of the Old Testament. The
Biblical records possess exactly that degree of historical and topographical
accuracy which would be expected from the circumstances under which all
reasonable critics hold that they were composed. The original sources of

b
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[xxi] It 1s objected, however, that some of the conclusions
of critics respecting the Old Testament are incompatible with
the authority of our blessed Lord, and that in loyalty to Him
we are precluded from accepting them. That our Lord appealed
to the Old Testament as the record of a revelation in the past,
and as pointing forward to Himself, is undoubted; but these
aspects of the Old Testament are perfectly consistent with a
critical view of its structure and growth. That our Lord in so
appealing to it designed to pronounce a verdict on the author-
ship and age of its different parts, and to foreclose all future
inquiry into these subjects, is an assumption for which no suffi-
cient ground can be alleged. Had such been His aim, it would
have been out of harmony with the entire method and tenor of
His teaching. In no single instance, so far as we are aware,
did He anticipate the results of scientific inquiry or historical
research. The aim of His teaching was a religious one ; it was
to set before men the pattern of a perfect life, to move them to
imitate it, to bring them to Himself. He accepted, as the basis
of His teaching, the opinions respecting the Old Testament
current around Him: He assumed, in His allusions to it, the
premises which His opponents recognised, and which could not
have been questioned (even had it been necessary to question
them) without raising issues for which the time was not yet ripe,
and which, had they been raised, would have interfered seriously
with the paramount purpose of His life.* There is no record of
Samuel and Kings, for instance, being the work of men familiar with
Palestine, describe localities there with precision: the chronology, being
(in many cases) added subsequently, is in several respects in irreconcilable
conflict with contemporary Inscriptions (cf. Sanday, Z.c. p. 9 ; or the note in
the writer’s Jsaiak, p. 13). Mr. Girdlestone, in Zhe Foundations of the
Bible (1890), partly from an inexact knowledge of the facts, partly through
misapprehension of what critics really hold, employs himself largely in
beating the air,

* On Ps. 110, see the note, p. 384 f.; and especially the discussion of our
Lord’s reference to this Psalm in the seventh of Mr. Gore’s ‘‘ Bampton
Lectures.” It does not seem requisite for the present purpose, as, indeed,
within the limits of a Preface it would not be possible, to consider whether
our Lord, as man, possessed all knowledge, or whether a limitation in this, as
in other respects,—though not, of course, of such a kind as to render Him
fallible as a teacher,—was involved in that gracious act of condescension, in
virtue of which He was willing *““in all things to be made like unto His
brethren » (Heb. 2'). On this subject a reference to the sixth of the
Lectures just mentioned must suffice. The questions touched upon in the
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the question, whether a particular portion of the Old Testament
was written by Moses, or David, or Isaiah, having been ever
submitted to [xxii] Him; and had it been so submitted, we
have no means of knowing what His answer would have been.
The purposes for which our Lord appealed to the Old Testa-
ment, its prophetic significance, and the spiritual lessons
deducible from it, are not, as has been already remarked above,
affected by critical inquiries.* Criticism in the hands of Chris-
tian scholars does not banish or destroy the inspiration of the
Old Testament ; it presupposes it ; it seeks only to determine
the conditions under which it operates, and the literary forms
through which it manifests itself ; and it thus helps us to frame
truer conceptions of the methods which it has pleased God to
employ in revealing Himself to His ancient people. of Israel,
and in preparing the way for the fuller manifestation of Himself
in Christ Jesus.

Eighteen years have elapsed since the first edition of the
present work was published, and the preceding preface written,
'ubstantially as it still stands. The favourable reception which the
volume has received has much exceeded what I had ventured
to anticipate ; and many gratifying indications have reached me
of the assistance which it has afforded to students of the Old
Testament, in other countries, as well as at home. It has been
a particular satisfaction to me to know that it has so largely won

present paragraph of the Preface are also thoughtfully handled by Bishop
Moorhouse in his volume entitled, 7%e Zeacking of Christ (1891), Sermons
i.and ii. And since this note was originally written, there have appeared two
essays, one by A. Plummer, D.D., in the Exposétor for July 1891, on ¢ The
Advance of Christ in Zog¢la,” the other Adn Inquiry into the Nature of our
Lord’s knowledge as man, by the Rev. W. S, Swayne, with a Preface by the
Bishop of Salisbury, each meriting calm and serious consideration. The
subject of our Lord’s attitude towards the Old Testament is also discussed
suggestively by J. Meinhold, /esus und das Alte Testament (1896).

* In support of this statement, the writer may be allowed to refer to his
Sermons on Subjects connected with the Old Testament (1892), to which is
prefixed a paper read by him at the Church Congress at Folkestone (1892),
‘“On the Permanent Moral and Devotional Value of the Old Testament for
the Christian Church.” For proof also that a spiritual appreciation of the
Old Testament is fully compatible with a critical view of it, see Cheyne’s
Commentary on the Psalms, and the Sermons on the Psalms in his 4ids /o
the Devout Study of Criticssm (1892), Kirkpatrick’s Doctrine of the Prophets,
Sanday’s ¢ Bampton Lectures ” (1893), etc. (cf. below, p. xvi).
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the approval of those who have been workers themselves upon
the same field, and who possess consequently a practical acquaint-
ance with the ground which it traverses. The study of the Old
Testament does not, however, stand still ; and since 1891 many
important books, or articles, dealing with different parts of it,
bave appeared. In the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th editions, such notices
of these works as seemed needful were incorporated in the
Addenda or elsewhere ; in the 5th edition (1894) an Appendix
of twenty-one pages (which was also published separately) was
added. Meanwhile it had been felt, by Prof. Kautzsch of Halle,
and other scholars whose judgment possessed weight, that the
lines upon which my Jutroduction was written were such as to
render it valuable even in Germany ; accordingly, in 1893, I was
invited to sanction its translation into German. The translation
was executed by the competent and practised hand of Prof.
J. W. Rothstein of Halle,—the translator of Prof. Robertson
Smith’s O/d Testament in the Jewisk Churck,—and appeared in
1896 : it embodicd naturally both the material collected in the
Appendix of the sth English edition, and also other improve-
ments. When a 6th English edition was called for, it secmed
to me that the new material had outgrown the limits of an
Appendix : accordingly the work was re-set, and the needful
additions were incorporated in the text. The 6th edition ap-
peared in 1897 ; and the 7th, practically unaltered, in 1898.
Since 1898 the 7th edition has been reprinted more than once;
but when, in Feb. 1909, I was told that the stock was exhausted,
I felt that the time had again come for revising the work more
thoroughly, and that I must include in it some account of the
literature on the subject which had appeared since 1897, It has
not, however, been found necessary this time to have the book
re-set; the needful alterations and additions have been all
introduced on the stercotyped plates. The substance of the
work remains as it was before, with merely occasional im-
provements in statement,® and the correction of a few mis-
prints. The principal and most numerous changes are those
that have been involved in bringing the bibliography up to
date, and in incorporating notices either of new facts that have
been discovered, or of new views that have been propounded,

* As pp. viii, ix »., 32 f., 38, 39, 161, 165 £., 170 ., 230, 256, 257 n., 271,
347, 423, 449 ., 460, 466 .
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since 1897.* My plan, especially in revising the bibliographies,
has generally been to find room for the new matter, by omitting
references to older and less accessible books, and naming in
their place such as were recent and more ready of access.f The
number of first-class books on the Old Testament, written in
English, has considerably increased since 1897, and it has natur-
ally been a great pleasure to me to mention these. If I have
rarely adopted the newer views alluded to, especially those which
postulate that the writings of the Prophets have in many places
been largely expanded by the additions of later hands, or which
aim at the restoration, at whatever cost of textual alteration,
of all poetical passages which do not conform to a presumed
metrical form, it is because I cannot satisfy myself that the
grounds for such often far-reaching conclusions are adequate.
Nevertheless, in spite of my own feeling with regard to the views
in question, I have deemed it only proper to notice and describe
them, so far as space permitted : for in a work dealing with the
many problems which the Literature of the Old Testament
presents, the student has a right to find some account of what
the best and ablest thinkers of the day are saying about them :
and even provisional or tentative solutions are not without their
value, as indicating the directions along which a subject may be
advantageously studied, and perhaps pointing the way towards
truer solutions in the future.

The progress which critical opinion has made during recent
years, especially in this country and in America, is remarkable.
At first even the slightest concessions were viewed with alarm ;
and though the same attitude is still maintained in some quarters,
it has on the whole been largely overcome. The cogency of the
reasonings upon which at least the broader and more important
critical conclusions rest, is seen to be irresistible ; and the truth
of what was urged above, that critical conclusions are not really
in conflict with the claims and truths of Christianity, has been
widely recognized. So far as the Anglican Church is concerned,
the Essay of Mr. (now Bishop) Gore in Zux Mundi was one of
the first indications of a change of front on the part of those who

* As pp. 1797., 184, 230, 245, 24b, 2731, 320%., 336, 337, 501x.,
514‘15y 546 Ny 548 7., 554 7.

+ The notes on pp. 255, 504 (all the small type), 513, have been re:
written (with additions) for the same purpose.
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were not, so to say, critics by profession. The sympathetie
review of the present work in the Guardian* was another sig-
nificant symptom of the changed times. Other indications are
not far to seek. In the Zxpositor, the Expository Times, the
Interpreter, and other theological periodicals, critical opinions
are openly advocated and discussed. Scotland, which in 1881
removed Prof. W. Robertson Smith from his chair at Aberdeen,
is now amongst the foremost to honour those upon whom it has
devolved to carry on and develop his teaching: his most cautious
and trusted téacher, the late Prof. A. B. Davidson, accepted in
all essentials the same view of the growth of the Old Testament,
which is expounded in the present volume.} In America, a
daily increasing number of the leading theological Professors
avow their adhesion to the critical cause. Inthe Roman Catholic
Church, the Abbé Loisy, and, in this country, Baron von Hiigel,
have urged that it is only the theological sense of Scripture which
was defined by the Council of Trent, and that consequently in its
critical and historical interpretation the theologian is free to follow
the best guidance which modern research has provided for him.}
Other learned and thoughtful Roman Catholic theologians, of
whom it may suffice to name here the eminent Dominican
scholar, Pere Lagrange,§ and Prof. Salvatore Minocchi,|| teach
openly critical conclusions ; and were it not for the disfavour
with which at present they are regarded at the Vatican, it is
beyond question that they would be widely accepted in the
Roman Church And to mention but three representative

* Nov. 18 and Dec. 2, 1891.

+ See his (posthumous) Z%eology of the OT. (1904), pp. 16-20.

1 See the Abbé Loisy’s two instructive brochures, Les Ktudes Bibliques
(Amiens, 1894), and Les Mythes Chaldéens de la Création et du Déluge
{Amiens, 1892); and the Baron von Hiigel’s articles in the Dudlin Review,
Oct. 1894, April and Oct. 1895. Cf. the Academy, Oct. 17, 1896, p. 275 f.

§ Le Lévre des Juges (1906) ; and articles in the Revue Biblique, in 1896,
p. 381ff. (on Gen. 1), pp. 199 ff., 496 ff. (on inspiration), &e,

\| Storia des Salmi e dell’ idea Messianica, Firenze, 1904 ; 7 Salms tradotti
del Testo originale ¢ commentatsi®, Roma, 1905 ; Le Profesie 4 Isaia tradotte
¢ commentale, con una lettera del Card. Svampa, Bologna, 1907 ; La Genes:
con Discussione Criticke, Parte Prima (e. 1-11), Firenze, 1908 ; and other
works. See also Pére A. Condamin, Le Lévre d'Isaie (1905).

9 Comp. Houtin, La Question Bibligue ches les Catholics de France au
xéze si2ele (1902) ; Lagrange, Historical Criticism and the OT. (190s5);
Briggs and von Hilgel, Zke Fuapal Commission and the Pentateuck, 1906,
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names from among ourselves, Prof. Kirkpatrick, Prof. Sanday,
and Mr. (now Dr.) Ottley, Bampton Lecturer for 1897, all men
of cautious and well-balanced judgment, have signified, with the
reservations which, considering the nature of the subject-matter,
are only reasonable, but at the same time quite unambiguously,
their acceptance of the critical position.* Dr. Ottley, in particu-
lar, has demonstrated, what many had before been conscious of,
but had not developed upon the same comprehensive scale, the
entire compatibility of a critical position with the truest and
warmest spiritual perceptions, and with the fullest loyalty to
the Christian creed. In 1897 the Committee appointed to
report upon the subject by the Conference of Bishops of the
Anglican Communion, held at Lambeth in that year, while
naturally passing no verdict itself upon critical questions, affirmed
distinctly both the right and the duty “of the critical study
of every part of the Bible” on the part of those Christian
teachers and theologians who are capable of undertaking it”;
and anticipated no disparagement of Scripture, but rather ‘“an
increased and more vivid sense of the Divine revelation” con-
tained in it, from the careful and reverent application to it of
critical methods. Between 1898 and 1904 there appeared two
works, each paossessing a character of its own, and each an
ornament to English scholarship, but both alike representing
an avowedly critical standpoint, the Dictionary of the Bible,
edited by Dr. Hastings, and the Encyclopedia Biblica,t edited

* Kirkpatrick, Zhe Divine Library of the OT., 1891, p. 41 (cf. pp. 46, 99,
100, 108f., &c.) ; Sanday, Bampton Lectures for 1893, pp. 116, 121 f., and the
article BIBLE in Hastings’ Encyclopedia of Religion and Etkics, vol. ii. (forth-
coming) ; Ottley, Bampton Lectures for 1897. A full consideration of these
aspects of the subject is beyond the scope of the present volume ; but it can
hardly be doubted that to many minds the new historical setting in which
criticism places many parts of the Old Testament, and the correlation which
it establishes between the religious history of the Old Testament and the
principle of a *“ progressive revelation,” constitute a strong confirmation of
the truth of the critical position. On Prof. J. Robertson’s Early Religion of
Israel, comp. the review by C. G. Montefiore in the Jewssk Quarterly Review,
an. 1893, p. 302ff. The fact that the critical view of the literature and
history of the OT. may be presented in an extreme and vulnerable form, is
not evidence that it is unsound in itself, or that it cannot be presented with
such limitations as free it from reasonable objection.

+ The hypotheses too freely propounded in parts of this work do not
detract from the singularly fine scholarship, and masterly thoroughness,
which characterize it as a whole,
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by Prof. Cheyne and Dr. Sutherland Black. And the volumes
dealing with the Old Testament in the Century Bible, the first
of which appeared in 1903, and recent volumes of the Cambridge
Bible, to say nothing of the numerous /untroductions, and other
books dealing in one way or another with the Old Testament—
some of which (but by no means all) are mentioned in the biblio-
graphies in the present volume—testify eloquently to the daily
increasing acceptance of critical views among thinking men both
in this country and in America.

The consensus of so many acute and able scholars, of dif-
ferent countries, of different communions, trained independently
in different schools, and approaching the subject with different
theological and intellectual prepossessions, cannot, as some would
have us believe, rest upon illusion: it can rest only upon the
fact that, whatever margin of uncertainty there may be, within
which, as explained above, critics differ, there is an area within
which their conclusions are deduced, by sound and legitimate
logical processes, from a groundwork of solid fact. )

The attempt to refute the conclusions of criticism by means
of archaology has signally failed. The archaological discoveries
of recent years have indeed been of singular interest and value:
they have thrown a flood of light, sometimes as surprising as it
was unexpected, upon many a previously dark and unknown
region of antiquity. But, in spite of the ingenious hypotheses
which have been framed to prove the contrary, they have revealed
nothing which is in conflict with the generally accepted con-
clusions of critics.* I readily allow that there are some critics
who combine with their literary criticism of the Old Testament
an kistorical criticism which appears to me to be unreasonable
and extreme; and I am not prepared to say that isolated in-
stances do not exist, in which opinions expressed by one or
another of these critics may have to be reconsidered in the light
of recent discoveries ; but the idea that the monuments furnish
a refutation of the general critical position, is a pure illusion,
I have discussed the subject more fully elsewhere ; + but it may
be worth while to give one or two illustrations here. It has been
said by Prof. Sayce that the critical theory which makes the

* Comp. the remarks below, pp. 3f., 1531.
+ See pp. 145-151 of my essay on archaology as illustrating the Old
Testament in Hogarth's Authority and Archaology, sacred and profane (1899).
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Mosaic law posterior to the prophets is “based on two denials-~
that writing was used for literary purposes in the time of Moses,
and that a legal code was possible before the period of the Jewish
kings. The discovery of the Tel el-Amarna tablets,” dating from
¢. 1400 B.C., ““disproved the first assumption ; the discovery of the
Code of Hammurabi,” dating from ¢. 2100 B.C., * has disproved
the second.” But these two discoveries have in reality disproved
nothing of the kind. As a matter of fact, the assumption that
Moses could not write is zo¢ one of the premises on which the
critical theory of the Pentateuch depends. What critics deny is,
not that Moses might have left written materials behind him,
but that the exésting Pentateuck is his work : the relation of its
various parts to one another, and to the other historical books is,
they declare, inconsistent with such an opinion. This is a matter
upon which the Tel el-Amarna tablets have absolutely nothing
to say : their discovery has thus, in reality, no bearing whatever
upon the conclusions of critics respecting the structure or date
of the Pentateuch. The discovery of the Code of Hammurabi
has equally little bearing on the question of the date of the
Mosaic law. In the first place, as before, what critics deny is,
not that a legal code was, in the abstract, possible in Israel before
the period of the Jewish monarchy, but that the particular legal
codes contained in the Pentateuch were drawn up before that
period ; and they base this denial, not upon an & p7for7 idea that
no legislation was possible in Israel before the monarchy, but
from a comparison of the codes contained in the Pentateuch
with each other and with the history. If the results of this com-
parison should be to show that the codes in the Pentateuch are
none of them earlier than the Jewish monarchy, this conclusion
is entirely unaffected by the discovery of the Code of Hammurabi :
the influence of this code, as all admit, was wide and lasted long ;
the laws in the Pentateuch which may have been founded on it,
might thus have been codified at any period of the history :
granting that they were borrowed, directly or indirectly, from
Hammurabi, it does not in the least follow that they could have
been borrowed only in the age of Moses. Then, secondly, when
critics are said to “ place the prophets before the law,” what is
meant is the priestly law, the ceremonial regulations of P: no
critic doubts that the laws of JE (Ex. 21-23, &c.) are earlier
than the prophets. The resemblances between the code of Ham-
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murabi and the laws in the Pentateuch are, however, entirely
either with the civi/ and crimingl regulations of JE,* or (less
often) with those of Dt., and H (Lev. 20101112 1¢): there are
none with any of the ceremonial laws of P. Even supposing,
therefore, in spite of what has just been said, that the Code of
Hammurabi had a bearing on the date of some of the laws
of JE, Dt., and H, it is clear that it could have none on the date
of the laws of P, the only laws in the Pentateuch that are regarded
by critics as later than the prophets. Archzology has thus
refuted only the argument which Prof. Sayce has imaginatively
attributed to critics : the arguments which they really use, with,
of course, the entire position which depends upon them, it has
left absolutely untouched.

For another example of the fallacious use of the argument
from archeeology, I may refer to the note on Gen. 14 in the
Addenda to the 7th edition of my Genesis (1909), where it is
shown, by actual quotation of the words used, that the arguments
on which Prof. Saycet supposes Noldeke to have relied as
cstablishing the unhistorical character of Gen. 14, and which are
refuted by archezology, were zever used by him ; while the argu-
ments that he did use, and respecting which Prof. Sayce is silent,
are not touched by archzology at all! Elsewhere, again, Prof.
Sayce writes,} ‘“ Archeeology has vindicated the authenticity of
the letters that passcd betwcen Solomon and the Tyrian king
(2 Ch. 2%1)™: but as a matter of fact archazology has done
nothing of the kind : critics base their conclusion not upon the
premise that letters at this time were unknown as a means of
communication between onc king and another (which would,
of course, be at once refuted by archaology), but upon the
inlernal cvidence supplied by the letters themselves, which (1)
differ most remarkably from the letters stated in the ear/ier
narrative of Kings (1 K. 529) to have passed between the two
monarchs ; and (2) abound with idioms and ideas character-
istic of the Chronicler and his age, and with this evidence
archzology is in no manner of conflict. It would be easy to

* See the note on the Code of Hammurabi in the writer’s Commentary
on Exodus in the Camb. Bible (to appear shortly).

+ Monumental Facts, 1904, p. 54. Similarly Dr. Orr, Problem of the
O7. (1906), p. 411.

t Early History of the Hebrews (1897), p. 480.
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add to these examples. The fact is, while archzology has fre-
quently corroborated Biblical statements, of the truth of which
critics never doubted; such as Shishak’s invasion of Judah, the
existence of kings such as Omri, Ahab, Jehu, and Sargon, and
Sennacherib’s invasion of Judabh, it has overthrown no conclusion,
at variance with tradition, which has met with the general accept-
ance of critics: ¥ the cases in which it is alleged to have done
so, will be found, if examined, to depend simply on a misappre-
hension of the facts: either the argument, or conclusion, which
has been overthrown by archazology has not been used, or held,
by critics, or, if it has been used, or held, by critics, it has not
in reality been overthrown by archaology.t

S. R. D.
July 1909,

* Dr. Orr, more than once, places a false colour upon the facts. Thus
(0p. cit. p. 399) he writes, with reference to Is. 20!, *“ But who was Sargon?
This is the only place in which his name occurs in Scripture, or in all
literature. Ancient writers knew nothing of him. He was a mystery : some
did not hesitate to deny that he ever existed.” But who are the ‘“some”?
It is difficult to prove a negative : but Sargon’s name was first identified on the
monuments in 1847; and certainly none of the leading critics of the previous
decades questioned his existence : Eichhorn (1816), Gesenius (1821), Hitzig
(1833), Ewald, Propk.! i. 278 (1840), and Knobel (1843), all rightly divined
that he was a king who reigned between Shalmaneser and Sennacherib.
With regard, again, to the mention of the *‘land” or ‘‘kings” of the
‘¢ Hittites” in Josh. 14, 1 K. 10% %, 2 K, 75, F. W. Newman (1853), as cited
by Dr. Orr (p. 425), so far as the present writer has been able to discover, is
the one writer who has doubted the historical character of these allusions :
the leading critics of the period, Ewald, Gesck. 111. i. (1847) pp. 75, 231, and
Thenius on 2 K. 7° (1849), did not question it: until, therefore, more critics
are shown to have shared the doubt, the case remains one of those in which
an opinion accepted by critics generally has not been refuted by archzeology.

t See, further, below, pp. 3 dotfom, 4 t0p, with the books and articles there
referred to.
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ADDENDA.

P. 1. Add: O. Procksch, Die Genesis sibersetst und erklire, 1913 (the
first vol. of a new Commentary on the OT., edited by E. Sellin).

P. 2. Add: R. Kittel, Gesch. des Volkes Israel?, i. (1912), pp. 244-333,
337-385, 456-498; C. Steuernagel, Einleitung, 19123 G. B. Gray, 4
critical Introd. to the OT., 1913.

P. 2. On Eerdmans’ original and complicated thcory of the structure
of the Pentateuch,* which cuts across the current critical theory, and
is a bouleversement alike of that and of the traditional view, it may
suffice to refer to Skinner, Genesés, pp. xliif., 1xiv, 439; Holzinger, ZAZTIV.
1910, p. 245ff., 1911, p. 44 ff. ; Kittel, Gesch. I57.2 i. (1912), pp. 255f.,
357, 457 ». ; and the Addenda to the present writer’s Genesis (cd. 8: see
below, note on p. 3), p. XLif.

P. 3. In the 7th edition of my Genesis (1909), the Assyrian and Egyptian
shronology was revised, and various small alterations, chiefly on points of
archzology (not affecting the substance of the book), were made, due to the
advance of knowledge : several fresh notes were also added to the Addenda,
both then, and again (pp. XLII-XLIX) in the 8th edition (1911). Possessors
of any of the earlier editions of this Commentary can obtain from the
Publishers (for 1s.) a list both of the alterations made in the 7th edition, and
of the fresh Addenda introduced both in that and in the 8th edition.

P. 4. See further, on the critical study of the OT., A. A. Bevan on ¢ The
Historical methods of the OT.,” and S. A. Cook, “The present state ot
OT. Research,” in Cambridge Biblical Essays, edited by Dr. Swete, 1909 ;
Encycl. Britannica™ (1910), vol. iii. art. BIBLE, p. 849ff. (S. R. Driver,
Canon : growth and contents of the several books ; J. F. Stenning, Text and
Versions ; G. B. Gray, Textual Criticism, and Higher Criticism; S. R.
Driver, OT. Chronology, with synchronistic Table of dates); Zhe Higker
Criticism, Four Papers by S. R. Driver and A. F. Kirkpatrick (i. Claims
of Criticism on Clergy and Laity ; ii. The Inevitableness and Legitimacy of
Criticism ; iii. The OT. in the light of To-day; iv. The permanent Religious
Value of the OT.), 1912 (1s.) ; D. C. Simpson, Pentateuckal Criticism, 1913
(a lucid and helpful outline of the principles, history, and chief results of the
higher criticism of the Pentateuch, with an answer to some objections which
have been recently brought forward against it); C. ¥. Burney, Zxpositor,

* Alttest, Studien: 1. Die Komposition der Genesis, 1908; 11. Die
Vorgeschichte Israels, 1908; 1Il. Das Buck Exodus, 1910; . Das Buch

Leviticus, 1912,
xxv
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Feb. 1912, p. 97 fi. (exposure of the misconception underlying the supposition
of Sayce and others, that the allusions to Jewish ritual contained in the
Aramaic Papyri, discovered recently at Elephantine, are subversive of the
critical date of P); G. A. Cooke, the /[nlerpreter, July 1912, p. 380ff.
(““ Was Deuteronomy written in Cuneiform?” a criticism of Naville’s theory
that the early literature of Isracl was written in Babylonian).

P. 13 1. The question of the value of the Divine names as a criterion of
authorship has been raised recently with no small insistence, especially by
H. M. Wicner, Essays in Pentateuckal Criticism (Oberlin, Ohio, 1909),
p. 4., and J. Dahse, Zextkritische Materialien sur Hexateuchfrage (1912).
The subject is one on which considerable misconception is prevalent ; state-
ments being often made by controversial writers to the effect that the varying
use of the Divine names is the ““base” of the critical position, and the
“chief,” if not the sole ground on which the analysis of the entire (!)
Pentateuch rests, and that, as this ‘‘ base” has now been effectually under-
mined by ‘‘textual criticism,” the critical position itself, so far as the
Pentateuch (Hexateuch) is concerned, can no longer be maintained.* For
these reasons, a note on the subject here may not be out of place.

(1) It is, now, true that it was the varying use of the Divine names in’
Genesis which first attracted the notice of Astruc in 1753, and led him to the
conclusion that the book was of composite authorship. It is also true that it
was a useful clue to the early critics ; for further study soon taught them that
the differences in the Divine names were often accompanied by otker diffcr-
ences—differences of phrascology, of style, of representation, of theological
teaching, &c., all pointing to the same conclusion that the authors were
different. But the clue was followed too exclusively, with the result that critics
continued for long upon (partially) a false track: they recognized, viz.,
practically only fwo writers in Genesis, one who used the name ZElokim,
and another who used the name Yakwek (°‘ Jehovah,”—the modern ¢J”).
It was Hupfeld who, in 1853, in his Quellen der Genesis, first showed
definitely that (in addition to “J”) there were fwo writers in Genesis who,
though differing matcrially in other respects, both agreed in using Elokim.t
These two writers are those now generally known as “ E” and ¢ P.”

Historically, therefore, the varying use of the Divine names is a clue

which has proved most useful, though not one which could under all circum-
stances be relied on : it is no adsolute, or universal, criterion of authorship 3
as can readily be shown, it may often fail us, or be dispensed with, without
loss. It is still probably, for an ordinary rcader (as far as Ex. 6), the most con.

* Cf. Orr, Life of Faith, Sept. 29, 1909, p. 1097, where the *‘ chief
pillar ” of the analysis into J, E, D, P is stated to be *‘the varying use of the
names of God in Genesis” (cf. T%he Faith of a Christian, p.-23); Dahse, as
cited by Skinner, Expositor, April 1913, p. 293f.

1+ K. D. Ilgen, in 1798, was on the same track, but he did not pursue it
successfully. See further, on the history of the criticism of the Pentateuch,
the works mentioned below, p. 3; Carpenter and Harford, 7¢ Composition
of the Hexateuck (1902), chs, V., VIL, VIIL § iv. ; Kittel, Gesch.2i. § 22 (p.
244 f.) ; or, more briefly, D. C. Simpson, Penstatesuchal Criticism (1913), ch. 11,
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spicuous criterion foridistinguishing the documents ; and it is for this reason
a convenient criterion to point to, as marking the source to which a passage
belongs. But it is an entire mistake- to suppose that it is the sole or funda-
mental criterion, or even that it is the principal criterion, of diversify of
authorship, or that without it there would be no evidence of the composite
structure of the Pentateuch whatever.,

(2) For, as readers of the present volume will be aware, in the separation
of P from the rest of the Pent., Elokim is but one out of more than fifty
phraseological criteria alone (p. 131 ff.)—to say nothing of other criteria, of
style, representation, &c.—which point to the conclusion that the passages in
which they occur are by a different writer from the writer, or writers, of the
rest of the Pentateuch, Moreover, this criterion ceases wholly after Ex. 63,
Yahwek, not Elokim, being henceforth uniformly employed in the sections
assigned to P.  Thus, in regard to the separation of P from the rest of the
Pent., it is not the name ZElokim alone, but the fofality of distinctive features,
characteristic of a particular group of passages, which leads critics to assign
them to a separate source (“‘P”). The separation of P after Ex. 6? is just as
certain as it is before it ; and if the terms of Ex. 6° had been such as to allow
P to have used ‘“ Yahweh” before Ex. 63 as he uses it afterwards, the grounds
for the separation of P from JE before Ex. 62 would not have been appreci-
ably less strong than they are at present. There are, as it is, more than
twenty passages in Genesis in which Zlokim does not occur, but which never-
theless are assigned by critics without hesitation to P. But critics know, quite
as well as their opponents, that ‘“ Elohim> &y ##self is no absolute criterion
of P: for passages in which it occurs unaccompanied by any of the other
characteristic features just referred to are not assigned by them to P (cf. p. 13).

In the analysis of JE the case is different. In ‘‘JE” the constancy with
which in certain passages £lokim is used, while Yaiwek is used in other,
often contiguous passages (cf. p. 13), is certainly somewhat strongly sug-
gestive of diversity of authorship ; and the suspicion thus arising is confirmed
when it is found, as is frequently the case, that there are otker indications,
which suggest éndependently that the passages of JE in which Elokim is used
are by a different writer from those in which YaAwe#4 is used. But here also
the varying use of the Divine names is not an adso/ute criterion of authorship:
there are passages, esp. after Ex 313-1° (where E narrates the first introduction
of the name Yakwek), which are assigned by critics to E, although the name
used is Yakweh. In view of the smaller number of criteria distinguishing J
and E from each other, the varying use of the Divine names is of relatively
greater importance for the analysis of JE than it is for the separation of JE
from P; but it is a mistake, which no well-informed writer should make, to
represent it as the only criterion on which critics rely for the purpose.*

(3) In spite, however, of the facts being as they have been here described,

* Dahse is blamed by both Skinner (Zxpos., April 1913, p. 204 .) and
Sellin (see below), p. 138, for doing this (p. 116 ff.): he quotes, viz., from
Gunkel's Genesis a number of notes of the type, *The source is J, asis
shewn by Yakweh,” without any mention of the other criteria which follow,
in many of the instances cited, in the same sentence.

¢
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Wiener and Dahse, like many other writers on the same side, especially such
as take their knowledge at second or third hand, are obsessed by the idea that
the Divine names are the mainstay of the critical position, Hence they strive
to show that the Divine names in Genesis are textually so uncertain that no
conclusions as to diversity of authorship can be founded upon them, and that,
consequently, the critical position, having no other support, must of necessity
fall throngh., The main facts, stated briefly, are these. In the standard text
of the LXX of Genesis (Swete’s edition), in about 50 passages—or (Skinner,
Expos., Sept. 1913, p. 272) in about 60 passages—out of some 320 occur-
rences altogether, and in isolated MSS, or groups of MSS, of the LXX in
many other passages,* with support in some cases from other ancient Versions, }
and in some cases also from a small number of IIeb, MSS,} a different Divine
name is found from that given in the existing Heb. text. These variants in
the LXX and other ancient Versions presuppose, it is argued, corresponding
variants in the ancient ITeb. MSS from which the ancient Versions were made,
—MSS older by many centuries than the oldest existing MSS of the Ileb.
text ;§ they are supported in some cases by Heb. MSS : and the facts, taken
altogether, it is alleged, render the Massoretic text so uncertain that no pre-
sumption of authorship can be built upon the varying use of the Divine names
in it, so that, this being its sole, or, at least, its ¢‘ chief” support, the critical
analysis of the entire Pentateuch at once falls through (see p. xxv1).

The argument attaches a very exaggerated value to the variants in the
LXX and other ancient Versions. Any one with a practical acquaintance
with the ancient Versions knows that if every variant from the Massoretic
text to be found in the ancient Versions, particularly in the LXX (which
differs much more frequently from the Mass. text than any of the other ancient
Versions), or in particular MSS of the LXX, were to be regarded as casting
doubt upon the reading of the Hebrew, the number of doubtful passages in
the OT. would indecd be extensive. But many precautions have to be taken
before we can safely infer from an ancient Version, esp. from the LXX, what
the text was which lay before the translators: it is rash in the extreme to
infer at once that because we find, for instance, God in the LXX where the
Mass. text has Yakweh, the text uscd by the translators had Elokim. To a

(g

* About 100 are cited in Dahse’s list.

+ The details, for LXX and Versions, are tabulated by Dahse, pp. §4-91.

¥ The details for Ileh. MSS are tabulated by Skinner, Expositor, July
1913, p. 33f. (with particulars following respecting the date and quality of
the MSS). Including 8 or 9 variants, consisting only in the oméssion of a
Divine name found in the Heb., there are about 21 cases, in which a variant
of LXX (or of MSS, or daughter-versions, of LXX) is supported by 1 or 2—
or once by 3—Heb. MSS, and about 18 cases in which one or more Heb,
MSS differ from the Mass. text independently.

§ The oldest dated MS of the Heb. text is the Petersburg MS of the
Prophets, of A.D. 916, Ginsburg (/ntrod. to the Heb. Bible, p. 469ff.)
describes a MS (Brit. Mus., Or. 4445), containing most of the Pent., which
he assigns to ¢. 820-850 A.D. ; but its text, he says (p. 470), is’dentical with
the present lextus recepius.
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Greek scribe feds and kUpios were virtually synonyms ; and the variation may
be nothing more than an error of transcription. But, apart from this, a very
large number of the variations between the LXX and the Mass. text are
obviously due to the freedom of the translators, who made no point of render-
ing uniformly word for word, as a modern translator would, as a rule, do, but
often rendered loosely or paraphrastically, accommodating, for instance, their
renderings to the context, substituting synonyms, making explanatory addi-
tions, &c. Excluding, now, renderings of this kind, which evidently do not
presuppose a different reading in the Heb., and looking only at the renderings
which appear really to point to a different reading in the Ideb., it must
still be remembered that, though the Hcbrew variants thus presupposed are
unquestionably often superior to the readings of the Mass. text, in the great
majority of cases they are as unquestionably inferior. No competent OT.
scholar would dispute this, Hence before a variant in the LXX or other
Version can be regarded as casting doubt on the Mass. text it must be shown
that it rcally comes into competition with it: in particular, it must be shown,
or at least made reasonably probable, (1) that the variant is not due to a
paraphrase or loose rendering on the part of the.translator, or to an error of
a transcriber, but that it really depends upon a various reading in the Heb.
MS used by the translator; and (2) that this various rcading in the Heb.
has substantial claims to be preferred to the Mass. text, as being the original
reading of the Hebrew. The chances of change in #ranslation into another
language are materially greater than the chances of change in Zranscription in
the same language ; hence, when the two readings differ, the Mass. text has
the presumption of being superior to the text apparently presupposed by a
Version until good reasons have been produced for its being regarded as
inferior, And the only ground on which it can be safely inferred that a reading
presupposed by a Version is more original than the Mass. text, is its Znzrinsic
superiority to the Mass. text,—in respect, that is, espccially, of suitability to the
context, or of grammar. By the substitution of one Divine name for another,
however, grammar is never affected, and suitability to the context is hardly ever
affected : hence, except in a zery few cases,* quite insufficient to invalidate
the general trustworthiness of the Mass. text, it is impossible to admit that in
the variants adduced by Wiener and Dahse the two conditions mentioned
above are satisfied, or that there are any sufficient reasons for holding that
they cast doubt upon the readings of the Mass. text.}

* See Skinner on Gen. 147 314%® (where the LXX omits, respectively,
Yahwek, the God of before Abrakam, and the God of their father).

+ See, further, on the precautions which have to be observed in deciding
whether the rendering of a Version may be regarded as a safe guide for the
correction of the Mass. text, Swete, ntroduction to the OT. in Greck, pp.
444, 445, or the present writer's Noles on Samuel, p. xxxix f. (ed. 2, 1913,
p. xxxviiif.) ; and cf. his Book of Jeremiak (1906), p. xxv (both the last-
mentioned works also contain frequent examples of what I think would be
generally regarded as legitimate and probable emendation of the Mass. text
with the help of the ancient Versions). See also Skinner’s discussion in the
Expositor, Sept. 1913, pp. 267-275, esp. pp. 272-275: ““The Mass. text is often
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(4) The most scholarly and comprehensive treatment of the textual
question is that of Dahse in his Zextkritische Materialien mentioned above,
in which he strives in particular to strengthen the grounds for the originality
of the variants in the LXX and other authorities. It is impossible here
either to summarize or criticize his arguments: excellent criticisms of them
will be found in the Newe Kirchliche Ztsckr. for Feb. 1913, pp. 119-148, by
E. Sellin (the excavator of Taanach and Jericho), in the Deutsche Lit.-seitung
for May 17, 1913, cols. 1222-7, by H. Gressmann, and by Dr. Skinner in
a series of articles on ‘‘The Divine Names in Genesis,” Expositor, April
to Sept. 1913 (comp. Kittel, Gesck. Is». i. (1912), p. 255f., on an art, of
Dahse, published in 1902). All these writers agree that Dahse’s arguments,
in spite of the skill and pains with which he has marshalled them, are incon-
clusive : Sellin, for instance, answers each of the two questions, Are Dahse’s
own hypotheses sufficiently established? and If they were sufficiently estab-
lished, would the dominant critical theory be overthrown, or even shaken?
in a decided negative. Skinner’s articles are a fine piece of comprehensive,
masterly, and judicial criticism, which it is matter of congratulation is to
appear shortly in a separate book. An outline—though the barest outline—
of the principal points dealt with by him may be given here : to readers who
may find technicalities difficult to follow, a perusal of pp. 289-297 in the
April No. of the Expositor, of pp. 23-32 in the July No., and of the article
in the September No., may be recommended.

In his first article (April), then, after some introductory remarks, ex-
plaining what the question at issue really is, and removing some current
misapprehensions respecting it, Dr. Skinner (p. 297fl.) proceeds to deal
with Dahse’s treatment of £/ Skaddai (* God Almighty”) in the Pentateuch.
The terms of Ex. 6% 3% (‘“And Elokim spake unto Moses, and said, I am
Yakwek ; and I appeared to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as £/ Skaddai, but
by my name Yahwek I was not known unto them ) naturally lead the reader
to expect to find in Genesis a narrative in which the name ZE! Skaddai
occurs, and Yakwek is not used, at least in conversation, if at all. Sucha
narrative is found in the document called by critics *‘ P,” * which it is Dahse’s
aim, if possible, to get rid of. Now, in Ex. 6%, and wherever in Genesis
(17} 28% 351 43 48° 49® 1) E! Skaddai occurs in the Mass, text, the
LXX has uniformly my, thy, or their God (the pron. varying according to

emended from the LXX, but practically never, except for some superiority,
real or supposed, attaching to the reading presupposed by the LXX in
particular cases” (p. 273). And p. 275: ““If the Divine names of the LXX
are to be adopted in preference to the Mass. text, merely because they are in
the LXX, upon what principle can the rejection of the ”” many other notoriously
““impossible LXX variants be defended? There cannct be one law for the
names of God, and another for other variants; and a rule that leads to absurd
consequences in the latter case must be wrong from the beginning.”

* On 17! 21", see below, p. 21 .

¢ In Gen. 49® the Heb. has only Skaddai, but modern scholars agree
generally with Dahse that =& % should be read for the awkward *w nx
(in AV. =RV. the awkwardness of the Heb. is concealed by a paraphrase).
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the context): this has always hitherto been supposed to be a peculiar
rendering of £/ Shaddai ; but Dahse insists that, except in 49%, it always
presupposes a different Heb. text, viz. my, thy, their God (as the case may
be). E! Shaddaz thus disappears from the narrative of Genesis, and with it
the connexion which it establishes between the passages of Genesis and
Ex. 6%. But Dahse Jeaves the title in 49%°, where it is equally rendered
my God. This demonstrates that the LXX rendered £/ Shaddai by God with
the personal pronoun ; and this being so, it is incredible that in Gen. 17! 28°
351 43 48%, Ex. 6% where the Mass. text has £/ Skaddai and the LXX
my, thy, or their God, the LXX should not have read in their Heb. MSS
El Shaddai, exactly as the Mass. text does now. The arbitrariness and
violence of Dahse’s treatment of the Ileb. text must be evident to the reader.
Skinner also discusses (pp. 301-303) some other changes which Dahse would
make in the text of Ex. 6% 3,

In his sccond article (May), Skinner examines Dahse’s intricate theory
that, in the Book of Genesis, in the Heb. text from which the existing Mass.
text is descended, Zlokim was in certain cascs changed to Yakwek in the
““Sedarim ” (or sections into which the Pent. was divided, in order to be
read through on sabbaths in the Synagogues in 3 (or 33) years); while in
the Heb. text of Genesis underlying the LXX Yalwe/ had been in certain
cases changed to Elokim in the *‘Parashiahs” (or scctions into which the
Pent. was divided in order to be read through in the Synagogues in one
year) ; and shows how artificial and improbable the grounds alleged for the
supposed changes are, and how imperfectly the theory is borne out by the
textual facts (tabulated on pp. 409-411) respecting the use of the Divine
pames in the Mass. text and the LXX respectively, adduced in support of it.
(Comp. Sellin’s criticisms of the same theory, Zc. pp. 121-131.)

In his June article, Skinner discusses Dahse’s hypothesis that the two
groups of MSS, ¢ g7 (cursives dating from the 10th to the 14th cent. A.D.)
and £ » (cursives assigned to the 15th, r1th, and 13th cent., respectively),
constitute two “ recensions” of the LXX text; and points out what slender
grounds exist for his conclusion that corresponding Heb. recensions underlie
these two Greek recensions.

The July article is devoted to showing (pp. 32-39) how insignificant is
the corroboration furnished by Heb. MSS to variants of the LXX (or MSS
of the LXX) and other ancient Versions ; and (p. 39 ff.) how weak are the
reasons adduced to show that in certain passages the Mass. text is on snternal
grounds ¢‘ demonstrably ” wrong in its use of the Divine names, and that the
true reading has been preserved in a small minority of Heb. or Greek MSS.
The most plausible of the cases alleged under this head is Gen. 16", where
Abraham’s son, it is said, is to be called ¢ fsimael,” ¢“ because YVahwel hath
heard thy afiliction.” ‘¢ Ishmael” is compounded with £/, not YaZ%; and
hence, it is insisted, it ‘‘ cannot” have been explained by a sentence con-
taining Yahwek, and ‘‘must” have been explained by one containing
Elokim : the reading of 1 Heb. MS prima manu, 2 LXX MSS, and the Old
Latin (a daughter-version of the LXX) is consequently right. But 1 Sam.,
1% at once shows this reasoning to be fallacious. If ¢ Samue/” can be
explained by a sentence containing Yakwek (without any variant Zlokim,
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either in any Heb. MS or in any Version), * Because I have asked him of
Yakweh,” why cannot ‘ Ishmae/” be equally explained by a sentence con-
taining Yakweh? The stress lies, not on the particular Divine name
employed, but on the verb * hath Acard.”

In his fifth article (August), Skinner calls attention to the important fact
that the Samaritan text of the Pentateuch (which broke off from the Jewish
text, as is generally supposed, ¢. 430 B.C., but according to Dr. Skinner, for
reasons given, ¢. 330 B.C.), while agreeing with the Mass. text in Genesis, in
its use of the Divine names, over 300 times, differs from it, in the same
names, only nine times (7% ? 147 208 284 317-% 1 3%, the last being an
Elokim supplied where the Mass. text has no name at all). It would
really,” as Dr. Skinner rightly adds (p. ror), ¢ be difficult to exaggerate the
importance of this fact. It means that through two independent lines of
descent,” each going back to at least B.C. 300, ‘‘the Divine names in Genesis
have been transmitted with practically no variation.” With over 300
agreements in these names against 9 differences, ‘‘it is surely well within
the mark to say that the Samaritan recension as a whole is on the side of the
Mass, text, and immensely strengthens its claim on our confidence.”

In his sixth and last article (September), Skinner, firstly, draws attention
to the defects attaching to the principles of textual criticism adopted by
Dahse, and states (pp. 272-273) the general grounds upon which the Mass.
text has substantial claims to be preferred to a variant of the LXX, until the
latter has been shewn to be intrinsically superior ; secondly (p. 276), he
points out that Dahse’s admission that the earliest accessible text of Genesis
had a mixed distribution of the Divine names, leaves open a distinct gossébility
that the mixed distribution may be an index to mixed authorship; and,
thirdly (p. 280ff.), he remarks upon, and illustrates by examples, the very
noticeable fact that, the names of God in the Mass. text having been
accepted by the early critics ‘“as a tentative clue to the literary structure of
the Pentateuch, this clue led on to the discovery of many characteristic
differences between different strata of the history and legislation, and that
these results by their coherence and mutual compatibility furnish convincing
proof that the initial assumption was well founded ” (p, 281).

(5) The varying use of the Divine name is thus #o¢, as it has been falsely
represented to be, the ‘““base,” or even the *‘ chief” support, of Pentateuchal
criticism : it is merely ore out of a multitude of phraseological and other
criteria which combine to show that the Hexateuch is a compilation of
different documents written by different hands, and at widely different periods
of the history.

Let us, then—to take in conclusion the case most unfavourable to
critics—ask what would be the result, #f it were granted that Dahse had
made out his case, and #f it were true that, on account of the uncertainty
of the text, the Divine names were ‘‘utterly worthless” as a criterion of
authorship? The answer to such a question, after what has been said, cannot
be doubtful : the critical position, in all essentials, would remain exactly where
¢ now is! No wital point in the critical position would be affected : the
separation of P from JE, the separate authorship of Deuteronomy, the dates
of Deuteronomy and P, and the relation to one another of the combined JE,
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Deuteronomy, and P—none of which depends upon the criterion of the Divine
names, but all of which are fundamental points in the critical position—would,
one and all, remain as secure as before : even the composite character of JE
would in many places—on account of #nfernal marks of divergent author-
ship, entirely unconnected with the Divine names, be still clearly discernible
—e.g. in the Joseph-narratives *—though the number of places in which the
analysis is already uncertain (see below, pp. 14, 116f.), would, no doubt, be
increased. But, as a whole, and in all its essential features, the critical
position would remain entirely unaffected. No *‘revolution in Biblical
criticism,” such as in some quarters has been fondly anticipated, is thus
imminent ; and the critic, while grateful to Dahse for such results as his
painstaking textual studies legitimately lead to, may contemplate with perfect
unconcern their effect upon his own position.}

P. 142. Kittel in the 2nd and much enlarged edition of his Gesch. des
Volkes Israel (i. 1912, ii. 190g), has modified the critical position which he
adopted in his 1st edition, published 25 years ago, in 1888. He accepts
now—with reservations similar to those with which I accept it—Wellhausen’s
position. He says (ii. 525), P belongs as a whole, Z.c. in its main redac-
tion, to the exilic and post-exilic age. So also in a considerable number (nach
einer staatlichen Zahl) of particular passages. This is the abiding result
(der bleibende Ertrag) of Graf’s hypothesis, and of its establishment upon a
new and broader basis by Wellhausen.” But he goes on to guard himself (as
I also have done) against being supposed to hold that it is the creation of this
age: it assumed its present form gradually ; different strata are traceable in
it, and many older elements were incorporated in it:1 some of these older
elements go back to the early years of the monarchy, or even, in some cases,
to an earlier period still: others are of later origin: and additions were
made to it even in post-exilic times (see in detail the discussion, i. 295-333).
If i. 332 (cf. 310) be compared with p. 119 (cf. 100) in ed. 1, it will be seen
that, while in 1888 the oldest elements were referred to the 10-9 cent. B.C.,
the main stratum of the work (P?) was regarded as pre-Deuteronomic, and
referred to the period of Hezekiah’s reform (cf. ed. 1, p. 100), in 1912, while
the dates assigned to the older elements are the same, P* ““in its present form
is referred ”—apart from certain later additions—‘‘ to the exile or the early
post-exilic period.”

* In Gen. 37. 40-48, the composite authorship of which is very evident
(see p. 171.), the name Yakwek does not occur, and cannot consequently form
a ground of the analysis. In c. 37 neither £lokim nor Yalwek occurs.

+ Gressmann, in his review (above, p. XXX), remarks justly that no one
copable of thinking logically can doubt that the Pent. is composed of different
sources ; and that if the base of Pentateuchal criticism is to be effectually
undermined, the text must be corrected from end to end (‘‘ man muss schon
den ganzen Pentateuch Wort fiir Wort durchcorrigieren, wenn man der
Quellenkritik den Boden entziehen will *).

I P. 314: “The present law of the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16) belongs
certainly to the latest parts of P. But it is equally certain that it had its
earlier stages.” Of course I agree (see below, p. 47 ; and cf. Ez. 45%%),



XXXIV ADDENDA

Pp. 502-4, 508. The remarks made in these pages respecting the Aramaic
of Daniel have been subjected by R. D. Wilson, in Biblical and Theological
Studies by the Members of the Faculty of Princeton Theological Seminary
(1912), p. 263 ff., to aseries of strictures which, to an uninformed or superficial
reader, may easily appear conclusive.* Happily, this is not their real
character, as can without difficulty be shown. The more serious strictures
depend simply upon an extraordinary igmoratio elenchi, while others upon
other grounds fall beside the mark.

(1) Like many other opponents of criticism, Wilson has not taken the
pains to discover what the critic’s position is: he has consequently found no
difficulty in refuting a position which I do »o¢ hold, but he has left wholly
untouched the position which I do hold. Had I said that the Aramaic of
Daniel * proves” it to be of the 2nd cent. B.C., his arguments against me
would have been cogent : but I said nothing of the sort ; I said only (p. 508)
that it ¢ permits ” it to be of that date : and against this position his arguments
are quite powerless. Again, if I had said that Aramaic, such as that of
Daniel, appears jirst in the 2nd cent. B.C., I should equally have been open
to his strict#tes: but I do not say this; I say (p. 503f.) that many of the
forms in which it differs from the Aramaic of the Targums, were actually in use
in neighbouring countries down 0 [not *“ appear first in®) the 1st cent. B.C.
I was quite aware of the various instances which he brings up against me of
words found in Daniel occurring also in the earlier Aramaic of Zinjirli,
Egypt, etc. : if these had ceased before the 2nd cent. B.C., an opponent would
at once have replied that this was fatal to the date assigned by me to the
book : what I had, if possible, to show, thercfore, was that they continued in
wuse till the 2nd cent. B.C. : for the words that I have cited, I have done this;
and no evidence has been adduced to show that I have not doneit. What
has been adduced is simply a mass of irrelevant citations of the occurrences of
Aramaic words, which have no bearing upon the question. Of course I was
aware that words occurring in both early and late Aramaic could be no evi-
dence of date ; and no such words have been cited by me to ¢ prove” that
Daniel is late. I may remark, however, that Wilson does not always allow
me the benefit which the Inscriptions give me. Thus he purports (p. 273) to
give the ‘““evidence” as to the writing of 8w /%rd (not W, as in the later
Targums, etc.); but he cites (p. 274) only four cases from Nabatzan inscrip-
tions and two from Palmyrene; in fact, it occurs some 24 times, 20 times
in Nab. (Cooke, NS/ 818 82¢ 85 867 885 8¢° 94% 1017; CI/S. ii. 18578
21146 2243 235 A? B! 3234 337%; Lidzbarski, Ephem. iii. 88, from Petra ;
Jaussen et Savignac, Mission Archéol. en Arabie (1909), 5? (p. 151) 38° 5811),
and four times in Palm, (Cooke, 134%, p. 296 #. ; Lidzb. Ephem. ii. 296,
298 [A.D. 235]). Similarly (p. 291) in what purports to be a *‘fuller state-
ment with regard to *n's” than I had given (p. 504), ‘‘made so as to avoid

* Cf. the American Journal of Theology, 1913, p. 101, where the writer
is evidently under the mistaken impression that the position which Wilson
has shown to be untenable is identical with mine.

+ = Répertoire d Epigraphic Sémitique, ii., Nos, 1103° 11085 1111 A, re-

spectively,



THE ARAMAIC OF DANIEL XXXV

misunderstandings,” he says that it occurs in Nab. *‘twice”: but in fact it
occurs at least 14 times (Cooke, 807 817 85 867 88° 897 9o®; CI/S. ii. 2107,
2118 2177 1 22411 [A.D. 72]; Jaussen 5° 387). Both forms, xw and ‘n'k,
are thus attested copiously—in most cases by dated inscriptions—for the
period beginning with A.D. I, more than 160 years after the critical date of
Daniel. But I do not quote either these or any other words to *‘prove”
Daniel to be of that date. I merely quote them to show that their occurrence
in Daniel * permits” it to be of that date, or that it is compatible with that
date. Nor do I even use the word (which in describing my position he
repeatedly employs) ‘‘ supports® that date, though I think that in one or two
cases I might fairly have used it (see (2) and (3) below).
(2) I have said (p. 504) that for the pronominal suffix of the 3rd pers. pl.
Nabatecan Aramaic uses o7- (the more original form), Palmyrene p3-, and
that Daniel agrees here with Palmyrene. These statements are correct. In
discussing them Wilson throws dust in his readers’ eyes by mixing up the -on
at the end of the pron. suffixes in Dan. and Palm, with the -7 which in aZ/
Aram. dialects is the uniform plural termination of substantives (as against the
Heb. -#m), and which stands on a different footing altogether. That -gm, as
the pron. suffix, is the older termination in Aramaic is shown by the fact that
it is the form regularly found in the older Aramaic of Zinjirli, etc. (8th cent.
s.c.), and Egypt (below, p. 515).* The term. -o7 in these pron. suffixcs
appears in Aram. first (togcther with the older term. -om) in Eura, then
(as the only term.) in Dan., then in Palm. (1-3 cent. A.D.), and afterwards
regularly in the Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan, Syriac, etc.} Surely
these facts are fully compatible with the position that the Aramaic of Daniel
is of a date between that of LEzra and that of Palmyra, even if they do not
(as I am now inclined to add) actually ““ support” it. 'Wilson indeed suggests
that, as the Bab. form of the pron. suff. of the 2nd and 3rd pers. plur. is
-kunu (or -kun), and -shunw (or -skun), the -Aon of Dan. may be duc to the
influence of this -2 : but, even granted the possibility of this—though I know
of no facts which actually support the suggestion—Wilson cannot deny that the
-kdn of Dan. would equally ¢ permit” (I did »ot say, *‘ proves,” or *‘ requires ”)
a date in the 2nd cent. B.C., betwcen the Aram. of Ezra and the inscriptions
of Palmyra. And this is all that, in the note which he criticizes, I claimed
to have shown.
(3) On p. 504 I have pointed out the remarkable fact that the pron.
which is spelt uniformly "1 (d7) in Ezr. and Dan., Palm. and Nab. (from
I cent, B.C.),T and so (with @) in the later Aram. generally (Targ. Syr. etc.),

* .m (not -») is also the regular termination in Heb., Arabic (-Aumu),
and Ethiopic (-omu).

t That in some of the Jater Aramaic dialects (as Samaritan, and the Targ.
of Pseudo-Jonathan) - (2nd pers. pl.) and -4om appear, as well as -4in
and -%dn, has no bearing upon the question,

T Except, in Nab., in an inscription from Petra, C/S. ii. 349 (= Cooke,
p. 250 #.), which, if the date assigned to it in CZS. (B.C. 70) is correct (see,
however, Cooke, Z.c.), will be, if not the oldest, one of the oldest Nab.
inscriptions known ; and in the inscription, also from Petra, recently published
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is in the Aramaic of Egypt, Téma (Cooke, NSZ. 69: prob. of the 5th cent.
B.C.), Babylon, Nineveh, Zinjirli (near Aleppo), and even as found in Cilicia,
Cappadocia, and Lycia, regularly spelt % (2¢) ;* and in particular that 27 is
found in Nineveh on weights and contract-tablets of 8-7 cent. B.C., and in
Babylon from 464 to ¢. 404 B.C.t The Aramaic spoken in @/ countries
surrounding Palestine at some distance, including Babylon, as attested by
contemporary inscriptions, thus used z7: in the Aramaic spoken nearer to it,
especially on the E., S.E., and S. of Palestine, 4% was used. £ Does not this
fact bring the Aramaic of Ezra and Dan. much nearer to the Aramaic of
countries contiguous to Palestine than to that of Babylon?

by Dalman (Newe Petra-Forsckungen, 1912, No. 9o, p. 99; given also by
Savignac, Rev. Biblique, July 1913, p. 441), which has "1 in l. 1, by the side
of m1and "in L. 2, and which is dated in the 6th year of "Obodath, son of
Harethath, #.e. (according to the ‘Obodath meant) either (Savignac) ¢. 9o
B.C., or (Dalm.) between 62 B.C. and 47 B.c. Other inscriptions from Petra
have d7, M7, 131 (see C/S. ii. 349-460; and Dalman’s collection, containing
many inscriptions not before published, with his note, p. 100): it seems,
therefore, that though *1 decidedly predominated in Petra, 1 was still heard
there occasionally. (In C/S. ii. 349 Clermont-Ganneau and Cooke read di ;
but, though the form of the letter is peculiar, it is probable (S. A. Cook), in
the light of Dalman’s No. go, that 27 is right.)

* In dealing with this question Wilson makes a serious mistake : he says,
viz. (p. 278), that *‘the Aramaic papyri use either [viz. either z or ] with
almost equal frequency.” In point of fact, in the Papyri published by Sayce
and Cowley £ occurs (see below, p. 515) in these words more than 200 times,
with 4 only 5 times; and in those published since the last edition of the
present work (1909) by Sachau, the instances of z are innumerable, while
no cases of *9, and only two of M9, are cited in the Index (p. 282).

t See Delaporte, Epigraphes Araméens (1912). Cognate pronouns, as
M7, T, and also other words (such as 3m go/d, 337 to remember) spelt
in Dan., Ezr., and in ordinary later Aramaic with 9, but which in Arabic

have the lisped dental .3, are spelt, especially when the letter degins a word,

an, 7, 3 (once 311: Sachau, 29°; cf. p. 262), 7, etc., in Egyptian Aramaic
(see p. 515); and, as may safely be inferred upon philological grounds, were
also spelt with s in the Aramaic spoken in Téma, Babylon, and the other
countries mentioned above.

1 Nabatean inscriptions are found over a large area on the E, and S. of
Palestine—near Damascus, in Bashan and Gilead, in Moab, Petra, the Sinaitic
Peninsula (of 2-3 cent. A.D. : more than 2700, but, almost entirely, only a few
words of greeting or commemoration), and, in Arabia, at and about el-Hejra,
some 350 miles S.E. of the Dead Sea, and 100 miles N. of Medinah (see
Cooke, 81-109; CIZS. ii. 156-3233). (See, on the Nabateans, Schiirer, i,
§ 26, App. II. ed. 3, 1901, pp. 726744 ; and cf. 1 Macc, 5% ¢%.,) There
must have been an extensive Aramaic-speaking population on the E. of
Palestine ; and the Aramaisms occurring in the later books of the OT. show
that the Jews must have had much intercourse with them,
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A similar conclusion follows from the use of (x)pWw (eartk, land) in the
Aram. of Babylon for the (X)yw of Ezr. and Dan. (see p. 504; and cf. p.
255 7.) : the facts (Wilson, p. 283) that the papyri “begin to write wyrw”
(which I do mention, p. 5I5: 20 times (X)pW to 4 (X)yx), and even, like
Jer. 10", use both forms side by side (sec p. 2557.), and that xpw is used
much later (6-9 cent. A.D.) in Mandaic, do not affect the question : the fact
remains that Ezra and Dan. use oz¢ form only, and that is 7o¢ the form used
in Babylon in the age of Daniel (cf. p. 515, towards the bottom).

(4) Wilson finds great fault with me for having said (p. 503) that the
Aramaic of Daniel is ‘‘nearly allied” to the Aramaic of the Targums of
Onkelos and Jonathan, and to the Aramaic of Palmyra and Nabatwxa, of the
1st cent. B.C. to the 3rd cent. A.D. ;* and he repeatedly holds up the expres-
sion, in inverted commas, for the wonder and reprobation of his readers. If
I had said ‘“identical with” instead of *‘nearly allied to,” I should naturally
have laid myself open to his strictures: but the various instances which he
cites of differences between the Aramaic of Daniel and the other Aramaic
dialects referred to, appear to me to be reasonably included within the
difference between ‘“nearly allied to” and ““identical with.” On pp. 296-
300, Wilson brings up against me the larger number of Greek words found in
Onkelos, and especially in the Aramaic of Palmyra, than occur in Daniel, and
the presence in Nabatzan of Arabisms and in Palmyrene of Latin words
(neither of which occur in Daniel), as evidence that the dialccts are not
““nearly allicd.” But in comparing dialects differing from one another as
the Aramaic dialects do, we must look at the grammatical texture and the
main elements of the vocabulary : differences of vocabulary, such as those
instanced by Wilson, do not prevent the dialects which exhibit them from
being ¢“ nearly allied.” I have nowhere, as Wilson (p. 298) scems to suggest,
pointed specially to the vocabulary of these dialects as ‘“nearly allied” to
that of Daniel. The 20 or 30 Greck words in Onk. do not in the least
affect the general character of his language : their greater number, as com-
pared with the three in Daniel, is abundantly explained by the more extended
intercourse with the Greeks which afterwards prevailed. And the dialects of
Nab. and Palm. exhibit each its specific Aramaic complexion, in spite of the
Arabisms (as 3, j_._A.é) in the one, and the Greek and Latin terms (such
as arparnyls, colonia, legiones, iryeudw, BouNi, &fumos) in the other: the
conditions under which these peoples lived made the use of such terms
natural, if not nccessary, to them ; but these conditions did not exist at the
time and place at which critics suppose Danicl to have been written, so that
such words could not have been expected to occur in it. In the case of
Nabata:an, it ought also to be remembered, the strong Arabisms referred to
occur only in the inscriptions written in Arabia (p. XxXvI): the Arabisms in
those found on the E. of Jordan, and even in Petra, are both less marked and
rarer (see, ¢.g., Cooke, Nos. 96-101). They are thus no essential feature of
the Nab. dialect. The names of foreign persons (such as Septimius and

* ¢ Of the 3rd cent. B.C. to the 2nd cent. A.D. ” is an oversight, which
I cannot account for. It is corrected in the present edition.
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Julius), which Wilson oddly includes (p. 299) in the ¢ vocabulary,” obviously
have nothing to do with what here we are alone concerned with, the character
of the language, as such. In both the Nab, and Palm. inscriptions, also,
especially in the long fiscal inscription (Cooke, No. 147) relating to the octroé
at Palmyra—which, by the way, was written in A.D, 137, 300 years after
the critical date for Daniel—many technical terms are used, of a kind for
which in Daniel there would have been no place. Differences of vocabulary
due to foreign influences, or difference of subject-matter, do not affect the
fundamental character of a language : if they did, such a book as, for instance,
Roscoe’s Treatise om Chemistry, with its abundance of technical terms and
uncouth compounds, formed by the combination of Greek or Latin words,
could not be described as written in a language even “ncarly allied” to that
of Macaulay’s History of England. Wilson’s objections to ‘“nearly allied
to” are hypercritical and absurd. Noldeke states that the Aramaic of
Onkelos “stands very near”* to that of Daniel: can ¢‘is nearly allied to”
be said to suggest a smaller amount of difference than this? With regard to
Palm. and Nab. Aramaic, though I think that ¢ nearly allied,” applied, as I
naturally intended it to be applied, to the essential elements of the language, is
correct, it is, no doubt, better to avoid even the possibility of misconception ;
and I have, therefore, in the present edition substituted the expression of
Noldcke, ‘“agrees in all essential points” } with Palm. and Nab. Aramaic.

P. 515. Since this note was written, Sachau’s dramdische Papyrus und
Ostrata from Elcphantine (5th cent. B.C.) have been published (1911) ; they
are written in the same dialect as those published by Sayce and Cowley, and
naturally supply numerous additional examples of most of the linguistic forms
here noted.

P. 515, L 6. After *“ 7o these,” add, *“so Ezr.” : 3ox has also been found
recently in the Nab. inscription from Petra (Dalm. No. go) mentioned above
(p. XXXV, 7. 1).

P. 545. Arch=ology so very strongly sustains the position here taken with
regard to the use of the title ¢ King of Persia,” that it is remarkable that
Witton Davies, in his Commentary on Fzra and Nehemiah in the Century
Bible, should describe Ewald’s contention as having little to support it”
(p. 19, cf. p. 41). I mentioned some archzological support for Ewald’s
position in the first edition of the present work (1891), p. 512, and I
mentioned considerably more—sufficient, I should have thought, to have
established it—in the 6th edition (1897), p. 546 #. In the 8th edition (1909)
—which appeared, however, too late for Witton Davies to make use of it—I
was able to add a grecat deal more evidence in support of it (pp. 546 n.,
554 72.). Not only (as I had mentioned before) is the title ¢ King of Persia”
(alone) never used by the Persian kings themselves—it occurs omce only, in
combination with other titles, in L. 1 of the Behistun inscription of Darius
—but there is no evidence that it was used, at least till the time of

* Sem. Spracken?, p. 38: in the Enc, Bibl. i. 283 (1899)=Enc. Brit,1
(1911), vol. xxiv. p. 624", rendered * differs but little from.”

t Enc. Bibl. i. 282=Ency. Brit? lc. p. 624*: in the German (Sem,
Spracken$, p. 36) ¢ im wesentlichen.”



THE TITLES OF THE PERSIAN KINGS XXXIX

Xerxes, and then only exceptionally (p. 554 #2.), by their sudjects: both in
the Papyri, recently discovered, and in nearly six/een hundred contract-
tablets dated under Cyrus, Cambyses, Darius, and Artaxerxes (see pp. 546 7.,
554 72.), it mever appears, the titles used being ‘“the King,” or (in the
contract-tablets), ¢ King of Babylon,” and ¢‘ King of lands” (as stated in my
notes). Stronger evidence could hardly be produced that it was not in use,
at least under the first four Persian kings. The inscription cited by Witton
Davies (which was mentioned by me in 1897) does not prove the contrary :
the inscription is the chronicle of Nabonaid’s reign (X2B. iii. 1, 129ff.) ; and
it states (Obv. col. ii. 1. 1) how Nabonaid marched his troops against
¢ Cyrus, king of Anshan”; how afterwards Cyrus conquered Astyages (king of
Media), and took Ecbatana; how in Nabonaid’s gth year, ** Cyrus, king of
Persia,” collected his troops, and crossed the Tigris (. 15); and how
ultimately (Rev. col. i. L. 12ff.) he entered Babylon. The title is thus
given to Cyrus in a #dstorical context, at a time when he was merely *“ king
of Persia,” before he had become master of Babylon, and before such
imperial titles as ‘“ the King” a7’ étox», * King of Babylon,” or ‘ King of
lands,” could be applied to him. The inscription supplies no evidence that
he would be called simply ““king of Persia” after he had become heir of the
Babylonian empire. G. B. Gray, /atrod. (1913), p. 98, though he mentions
only the evidence of the OT. itself, and of the Papyri, agrees with Ewald in
his conclusion.
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INTRODUCTION.

B —

THE ORIGIN OF THE BOOKS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, AND
THE GROWTH OF THE CANON, ACCORDING TO THE JEWS.

IT is sometimes supposed that conclusions such as those
expressed in the present volume on the age and authorship
of certain parts of the Old Testament are in conflict with trust-
worthy historical statements derived from ancient Jewish sources.
This, however, is not the case. On the authorship of the Books
of the OT., as on the completion of the Canon of the OT., the
Jews possess no fradition worthy of real credence or regard,
but only vague and uncertain reminiscences, intermingled often
with idle speculations.

Of the steps by which the Canon of the Old Testament was
formed, little definite is known.* It is, however, highly probable
that the tripartite division of the books, current from antiquity
among the Jews, has an historical basis, and corresponds to
three stages in the process; and it has accordingly been adopted
in the present volume. It ought only to be stated that, though
the books belonging to one division are never (by the Jews)
transferred to another, in the case of the Prophcts and the
“ Kethubim ” (Hagiographa), certain differences of arrangement
have sometimes prevailed. In the Talmud (Bdba dithra 14Y)

* For further information on the subject of the following pages, the reader
is ref_rred to the learned and elaborate article by Strack, ¢* Kanon des Alten
Testaments,” in Herzog's Encykl. (ed. 2) vol. vii. (1880), ed. 3, vol. ix.
(1901). See also Dillmann, ‘ Uber die Bildung u. Sammlung heiliger
Schriften des AT.,” in the Jakrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, pp. 419-491 ; G.
Wildeboer, Die Entstekung des Aittest. Kanons, 1891 (tr. by B, W. Bacon,
1895) ; F. Buhl, Kanon u. Text des AT.s (translated) ; Prof. (now Bp.) H. E.

Ryle's valuable essay, 7%e Canon of the OT., 1892 (21895); K. Budde, CANON
in Enc. Bibl. i. (1899) ; and F. II. Woods, OT. CaNON in DA. iii. (1900).
A
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the arrangement of the * Latter ” Prophets is Jer. Ez. Isa. the XII,
and this order is commonly observed in German and French
[%xviii] MSS. The Massoretic scholars (7-9 cent.) placed
Isaiah first; and the order sanctioned by them is adopted in
the ancient MS., now at St. Petersburg, and bearing a date=
A.D, 916, in Spanish MSS,, and in the printed editions of the
Hebrew Bible. The Talmudic arrangement of the Hagiographa
is Ruth, Ps. Job, Prov. Eccl. Song of Songs, Lam. Dan. Est.
Ezr.-Neh. Chr.; and this order is found in MSS.; the Massorites,
followed (as a rule) by Spanish MSS,, adopted the order Chr.
Ps. Job, Prov. Ruth, Song of Songs, Eccl. Lam. Est. Dan. Ear.-
Neh.: German MSS. have gencrally the order followed in printed
editions of the Hebrew Bible (and in the present volume), Ps.
Prov. Job, the § Megilloth,* Dan. Ezr.-Neh. Chr. Other variations
in the arrangement of the Hagiographa are also to be found in
MSS.t The following are the carliest and principal passages
bearing on the subject :—

1. The Proverbs of Jesus, the son of Sirach (¢ 200 B.C.),
were translated into Greek by the grandson of the author, ¢. 130
B.C., who prefixed to them a preface, in which he speaks of “the
law and the prophets, and the others, who followed upon them”
(xat Tdv dAwv 7dv Kkar’ adrods HkolovbnkdTwy), to the study of
whose writings his grandfather had devoted himself, “the law
and the prophets, and the other books of our fathers (xai 7é
dMa wdrpa. BifAia),” “the law, the prophets, and the rest of
the books (xai 76 Aourd 7dv BiBAiwv).” This passage appears
to recognise the threefold division of the Jewish Canon, the
indefinite expression following “the prophets” representing
(presumably) the misccllaneous collection of writings known
now as the Hagiographa. In view of the fact that the tripartite
division was afterwards generally recognised by the Jews, and
that two of the names are the same, it may be taken as a
tolerably decisive indication that this division was established
¢. 130 B.C, if not in the days of the translator’s grandfather him-
self. It does not, however, show that the Hagiographa was
already complcted, as we now have it ; it would be entirely con-
sistent with the terms used, for instance, if particular books, as

* In the order in which they are read in the synagogue (p. 436 7.), viz.
Song of Songs, Ruth, Lam. Eccl. Est.
+ See more fully Ryle, pp. 219-234, 281 f. (2 pp. 230-246, 292 ff.).
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Esther, or Daniel, or Ecclesiastes, were only added to the collec-
tion subsequently. .

2. The Second Book of Maccabees opens with two letters
(11-218), [xxix] purporting to have been sent by the Palestinian
Jews in B.c. 144 to their brethren in Egypt. The second ot
these letters, after the mention of certain apocryphal anecdotes
connected with Jeremiah and Nehemiah, continues as follows :—

¢ The same things were also reported in the public archives and in the
records relating to Nehemiah ; and how, founding a library, he gathered
together the things concerning the kings and prophets, and the (writings) of
David, and letters of kings about sacred gifts.* And in like manner judas
also gathered together for us all those writings that had been scattered (r&
SiawerTwibra) by reason of the war that we had; and they remain with us.
If, therefore, ye have need thercof, send some to fetch them unto you”
(21%19),

These letters, whether they were prefixed to what follows by
the author of the rest of the book, or by a later hand, are allowed
on all hands to be spurious and full of untrustworthy matter ; +
and the source referred to in the extract just cited—probably
some pseudepigraphic writing—is in particular discredited by
the legendary character of the other statements for which it is
quoted as an authority. The passage may, however, contain
an indistinct reminiscence of an early stage in the formation of
a canon,—*the things relating to the kings and prophets”
being a general designation of the writings (or some of them),
now known as the “ Former” and ‘Latter” Prophets, r& ot
Aaveid being some part of the Psalter, and the “letters of kings
respecting offerings ” being (possibly) documents, such as those
excerpted in the Book of Ezra, respecting edicts issued by the
Persian kings in favour of the Temple. But even though the
statement be accepted as historical, manifestly the greater part
of the Hagiographa would not be included in Nehemiah’s collec-
tion. And from the expression “founding a Zérary,” it would
naturally be inferred that Nehemiah’s aim was the collection and
preservation of ancient national literature generally, rather than

* étyyolvro 8¢ kal év Tals dvaypagals xal év Tols Smouvmuariouots Tois kard
7dv Neeplav T4 adrd, xal vs kaTafaNépevos Bif\iobhkny émgurhyaye Td mep:
7dv Bacihéwr xal wpognrdv kal Td ToD Aaveld kal émioTolds Pasihéwy wep:
dvabnpdrwy.

+ The Speaker’s Comm. on the Apocrypha, ii. p. 541 ; cf. Schiirer, Gesch.
des Jid. Volkes im Zestalter Jesu Christi, ii. p. 741.
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the determination, or selection, of such books as deserved the
authority which we now express by the term *canonical.” The
utmost that follows from the passage is that, according to the
[xxx] unknown author of the documents quoted, the books
(or some of them) now constituting the second division of the
Canon (the “Prophets”), and certain writings attributed to
David, were collected together under Nehemiah, and that they
formed part of a larger collection founded by him. But the
origin of the statement is too uncertain, and its terms are too
indefinite, for any far-reaching conclusion to be founded upon it.

3. The Fourth Book of Ezra. In this apocryphal book,
written, as is geperally agreed, towards the close of the 1st
cent. A.D.,* Ezra, shortly before his death, is represented as
lamenting to God that the Law is burnt, and as craving from
Him the ability to re-write it, in order that after his decease men
may not be left destitute of Divine instruction—‘ But if-I have
found grace in Thy sight, send the Holy Ghost into me, and I
shall write all that hath been done in the world since the
beginning, even the things which were written in Thy law, that
men may find Thy path, and that they which will live in the
latter days may live” (142%). God grants Ezra’s request: he
prepares writing materials and five skilled scribes ; the next day
he hears a voice saying to him, * Ezra, opcn thy mouth, and
drink that I give thee to drink ” [cf. Ezek. 3!}, after which we
read :—

¢ Then opened I my mouth, and, behold, He reached me a full cup,
which was full, as it were, with water, but the colour of it was like fire.
And I took it and drank ; and when I had drunk of it, my heart uttered
understanding, and wisdom grew in my heart, for my spirit strengthened my
memory ; and my mouth was opened, and shut no more. The Highest gave
understanding unto the five men, and they wrote by course the things that
were told them, in characters which they knew not,t and they sat forty days ;
they wrote in the daytime, and at night they ate bread. As for me, I spake

* Speaker’s Comm. on the Apocrypha, i. p. 81 ; Schirer, ii. 656 f.

+ So the Syriac Version (the original text of 4 Ezr. is not extant):
similarly the Ethiopic, Arabic, and Armenian (Hilgenfeld, Messias Judaorum,
1869, pp. 260, 321, 376, 432). The allusion is to the change of character,
from the old type, known from the Siloam inscription and Pheenician inscrip-
tions, to the so-called ‘‘ square” type, which was attributed by tradition to
Ezra. In point of fact, the transition was a gradual one, and not completed
till- long after Ezra’s time. See the writer’s Notes on Samuel, p. ix ff,
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in the day, and by night I held not my tongue. In forty days they wrote
04 * books. And it came to pass, when the forty days were fulfilled, that the
[xxxi] Highest spake, saying, The first that thou hast writtent publish
openly, that the worthy and the unworthy may read it : but keep the 70 last
that thou mayest deliver them only to such as be wise among the people ; for
in them is the spring of understanding, the fountain of wisdom, and the
stream of knowledge. And I did so” (. v.%-4),

The same representation is frequently alluded to by the
Fathers,} being derived in all probability from the passage of
4 Ezra just quoted. The point to be observed is that it contains
no statement respecting either a completion of the Canon, or
even a collection, or redaction, of such sacred books as were
extant in Ezra’s time: according to the representation of the
writer, the books were actually destroyed, and Ezra re-wrote
them by Divine inspiration. Moreover, not only did he re-write
the 24 canonical books of the Old Testament, he re-wrote 70
apocryphal books as well, which are placed upon an equal, or,
indeed (v.46%), upon a higher level than the Old Testament
itself ! No argument is needed for the purpose of showing that
this legend is unworthy of credit : the crudely mechanical theory
of inspiration which it implies is alone sufficient to condemn it.
Nor can it be determined with any confidence what germ of fact,
if any, underlies it. It is, however, observable that there are
traces in the passage of a twofold representation : according to

* So the Syr. Eth. Arab. Arm. The Vulgate has ‘“204.” Comp. W.
R. Smith, OZ/C. (ed. 1) p. 407 f. (more briefly, ed. 2, p. 151).

+ Z.e. the 24 canonical books of the OT., according to the regular Jewish
computation (Strack, p. 434, #756 f.), viz. Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Dt. Josh.
Jud. Sam. Kings, Jer. Ez. Isa. the XII, Ruth, Ps. Job, Prov. Eccl. Song of
Songs, Lam. Dan. Ezr. Ezr.-Neh. (below, p. 516), Chr.

1 E.g. Iren. adv. ker. iii. 21. 2 (ap. Euseb. 5, 8); Clem. Al. . 21, p. 392.
Seec other reff. in Strack, p. 415 (3743). That the passage in Irenzus has no
reference to a completion of the Canon by Ezra, and is based upon no inde-
pendent source, is shown clearly by Strack, p. 415, from the context: after
speaking of the marvellous manner in which, according to the legend, the
LXX translators, working independently, agreed verbally in their results,
Gore xal Td wapbrra Evy yrdvas 8ri kat’ éxlwvoiay Tob Oeol elalv fpunvevuéva
al ypagal, Irenzus continues: ‘‘Nor is there anything remarkable in God’s
having thus acted ; for, after the sacred writings had been destroyed (Swagpfap-
«ocdy Tév ypapdr) in the exile under Nebuchadnezzar, when the Jews after
70 years had returned to their own country, He, in the days of Artaxerxes,
inspired Ezra the priest, of the tribe of Levi, to rearrange (dvardtacbar) all
the words of the prophets who had gone before, and to restore (dwoxara-
orfioas) to the people the legislation of Moses.” Cf. Ryle, p. 239 ff. (3250 fF.),
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one (v.20-82), Ezra is regarded only as the restorer of the Law
according to the other (v.#), he is regarded as the restorer of
the entire Old Testament (and of the 70 apocryphal books
besides). [xxxii] The first of these representations agrees with
a tradition recorded elsewhere in Jewish literature, though ex-
pressed in much less extravagant language (Swccak 20%): “ The
Law was forgotten out of Israel: Ezra came up [Ezr. 7%], and
established it.” * Whether this statement is simply based upon
the phrase in Ezr. 75, that Ezra was “a ready scribe in the law
of Moses” (cf. v.1: 1), or whether it embodies an independent
tradition, may be uncertain: there exists no ground whatever
for questioning the testimony of the compiler of the Book of
Ezra, which brings Ezra info connexion with the Law. This, no
doubt, is the historical basis of the entire representation: Ezra,
the priest and scribe, was in some way noted for his services in
connexion with the Law, the recollection of which was preserved
by tradition, and (in 4 Ezr.) extended to the entire Old Testa-
ment. What these services were, we do not certainly know;
they may have been merely directed towards promoting the
observance of the law (cf. Neh. 8-10) ; but the term *scribe,”
and the form of the representation in 4 Ezr. (in so far as this
may be supposed to rest upon an historical foundation), would
suggest that they were of a literary character : it would not, for
instance, be inconsistent with the terms in which he is spoken of
in the OT. to suppose that the final redaction and completion of
the Priests’ Code, or even of the Pentateuch generally, was his
work. But the passage supplics no historical support for the
supposition that Ezra had any part either in the collection (or
editing) of the OT. books generally, or in the completion of the
OT. Canon.

4. The Talmud. Here the celebrated passage is in the Bdéa
b8thra 14%, which, after describing the order of the books of the
OT.,, as cited above, continues thus :—

¢“And who wrote them? Moses wrote his own book and the section

concerning Balaam,t and Job. Joshua wrote his own book and eight verses
of the Law.T Samuel wrote his own book and Judges and Ruth. David

* Comp. Delitzsch, Z. fiir Luth. Theol. 1877, p. 446.

*+ Nu, 222-25°%. Named specially, as it seems, on account of its not
being directly connected with the subject of the law (so Rashi [11th cent.] in
his commentary on the passage).

1 Dt. 34513
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wrote the Book of Psalms, at the direction of* ten elders, viz. Adam,}
Melchizedek,} Abraham,§ Moses, Heman, Jeduthun, Asaph, and the three
sons of Korah., Jeremiah wrote his own book and the Book of Kings and
Lamentations, Hezekiah and his college wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, the Song
of Songs, and Qohéleth (Ecclesiastes). The Men of the Great Synagogue
wrote Ezekiel, the XII (Minor Prophets), Daniel, and Esther. Ezra wrote his
own book and the genealogies of the Book of Chronicles as far as himself.” |

By the college, or company (myp), of Hezekiah, are meant,
no doubt, the literary associates of the king mentioned in Prov.
251 The “ Great Synagogue (i.e. Assemdly),” according to Jewish
tradition, was a council consisting of the leaders of Israel who
had returned from Babylon, and who, during the generation
which followed the foundation of the Second Temple (B.c. 520),
instituted, or determined, certain matters relating to the religious
life or practice of the people. Detailed statements about the
“ Great Synagogue ” are, however, late, and, especially as regards
its duration, inconsistent : already critics of the 18th cent. doubted
whether such a body ever really existed: and in the opinion of
many modern scholars, all that is told about it is fiction, and it
is simply the convocation described in Neh. 8-10 as meeting at
Jerusalem in B.C. 444, and subscribing the covenant to observe
the law,¥ transformed by tradition into something different from
what it really was, and invested with an unhistorical character
and position, **

* v by, See p. 538, No. 34. + Ps. 92, 139. 1 Ps. 110,

§ Ps. 89. Jewish exegesis understood (falsely) the ¢ righteous man from
the East (non) ” in Isa. 413 of Abraham : Ps. 89 is ascribed by the title to
Ethan the Zsrakite (*nmxn); and upon the supposition that the word *nvn
is connected with naw ““east ” in Isa. 41% the Jews identified Ethan with
Abraham! Ps. 89, 1 Targ.: ‘ Spoken by Abraham, who came from the
east.”” (There are other slightly different enumerations of the supposed
authors of Psalms ; sece the Midrash on Qohéleth, 7, 19, p. 105 f. of Wilnsche’s
translation, or on Cant, 4* (substantially the same passage), 2. Neubauer,
Studia Biblica, vol. ii. p. 6f., where Melchizedek is not named, and Ezra is
included ; also G. H. Dalman, 77aditio Rabbinorum wveterrima de Libr.
V.T. ordine atque origine (1891, p. 44f.).

5w, Supposed to mean as far as the genealogies in 1 Ch, 6 (which
recites Ezra’s ancestors, v.%%, though not including himself). See especially
on this passage Dalman, Zc. pp. 14, 22f., 41ff. ; Ryle, pp. 273 ff. (2284 ff.),

9 It is remarkable that in the Talmud and other Jewish writings it is
credited with several acts and expressions mentioned in Neh. 8-10: see Kuenen
(as cited below), pp. 145-8 of Budde’s tr.; Bacher, p. 641 ; Wright, pp. 477~80.

** See J. E. Rau, Diatribe de Synagoga Magna, 1726 ; and esp. Kuenen,
% Qver de Mannen der Groote Synagoge,” tr. in his Ges. Aéhandiungen, p.
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The Great Synagogue is first mentioned in the Mishna (redacted ¢. 200),
in the tractate Pirké Aboth 13  Moses received the law from Sinai, and he
delivered it to Joshua, and Joshua to the elders (Jud. 27), and the elders to the
prophets, and the prophets delivered it to the men of the Great Synagogue.
They said three things : Be careful in judgment, and raise up many disciplcs,
and make a fence to the Law. Simon the Just (high priest ¢. 300) was one of
the last survivors of the Great Synagogue.” The late Targ. on the Song of
Songs, on 7%, mentions Ezra, Zerubbabel, Joshua, and Nehemiah as being
members of it : as Zerubbabel and Joshua (536 B.C. : see Ezr. 2%) could not
have sat in the same assembly with Ezra (458 B.C.) and Nehemiah (444 B.C.),
to say nothing of Simon the Just (¢. 300 B.C.), it has been supposed that it was
a permanent body which continued to act for two centuries or more ; but this
does not seem to be the sense of the tradition regarding it. Among the acts
attributed in the Talmud to the Great Synagogue, in addition to *‘ writing
Ezek., the XII Prophets, Daniel, and Esther (as mentioned above), are:
drawing up the ** Eighteen Blessings,” which every Israelite is expected to
recite thrice daily (see Schiirer,? § 25, ii. 384f., #460-2), and other liturgical
formulee ; instituting the observance of the days of Purim ; and (Ryle, 266,
3277, from the 4doth de Rabbi Nathan, of 8-9 cent.) allaying doubts that had
been entertained respecting the canonicity of Proverbs, Song of Songs, and
Ecclesiastes, The Jewish statements about the Great Synagogue are most fully
given by Bacher (cf. Kuenen, p. 127 f.) : the growth of the legend about it—for
it is remarkable that, the later the writer is, the more ample are the particulars
which he is able to state about it—till it reaches its climax in the detailed,
but purely imaginative account of its deliberations drawn by Buxtorf in the
17th century, is most fully set forth by Ryle, pp. 257-267 (2269-278).

Into the further discussion of this question it is not necessary
for our present purpose o enter. The entire passage is manifestly
destitute of historical value. Not only is it late in date, it is
discredited by the character of its contents themselves. [xxxiv]
What are we to think of the statement respecting the authorship
of the Psalms? What opinion can we form of the judgment of
men who argue that because a person (Melchizedek) happens te
be mentioned in a particular poem, he was therefore in some

way connected personally with its composition? * or of the

125 ff.; W. R. Smith, OZ/C. pp. 156£. (169 f.) ; Buhl, §9; Ryle, pp. 250~
272 (3261-283); Schilrer, Gesch. des Jiid. Volkes sm Zeitalter Jesu Christi,3
§ 25, ii. 291 1. (®354f.) ; W. Bacher, Jewssk Encycl. xi. 640-3 ; DB. iv. 643 f.
(cf. 398*) ; Budde, CANON in Enc. Bibl. i. 654f. : and on the other side C. H.
H. Wright, Ecclesiastes, pp. §ff., 475 ff. (who, however, allows that much
that is unhistorical is attributed to it). Cf. also Taylor, Sayings of the Jewish
Fathers (the Mishnic treatise max 'pp), 1877, p. 124f. (21897, p. 110f.).

* It is right, however, to mention that, according to some scholars, (see
Wright, /c. p. 453 ; Dalman, Der Gotteswame Adonaj, 1889, p. 79), v Sy
means here ox behalf of ; but even so, it will still be implied that the persons
named were in some sense the inspirers of the Psalms in question : for the
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reasoning by which Abraham is brought into relation with Ps,
89? Moreover, the word ‘ wrote ” * (3n2) must plainly bear the
same meaning throughout ; what sense then is to be attached to
the statements about the college of Hezekiah and the Men of
the Great Synagogue? In what sense can it be said that they
“wrote ” different books of the Old Testament? The fact of so
much of the passage being thus unworthy of regard, discredite
the whole. It is an indication that it is not the embodiment of
any genuine or trustworthy tradition. In so far as the passage
yields an intelligible sense, it merely expresses inferences of the
most superficial order : it assigns books to prominent characters
living at, or shortly after, the times with which they deal.f The
origin of the statements about the other books is uncertain. If
any book bears the impress of its author’s hand, both in matter
and in arrangement, it is the Book of Ezekiel ; and yet it is said
here to have been “ written ” by the members of a body which
(ex %&yp.) did not come into existence till many years after its
author’s death, If some tradition of the manner in which the
books referred to were edited, or made generally available, for
popular use underlies these statements, its character and source
are far too doubtful for any weight to be attached to it, especially
when it [xxxv] conflicts with the irrefragable testimony supplied
by the books themselves respecting their authorship or date.}
Jewish view, absurd as it may seem to be, is that the Psalms were composed
{lit. *“spoken ) by ten authors (2'%7n <5 1B DI 113 MwY), though in some
undefined way David gave form to their words (see the passages cited on p,
vii, note §, and similar statements elsewhere).

* Not ““ arranged,” or ““ edited,” or even ““inserted in the Canon.” Nor
is it probable, considering the nature of the books referred to, that the
term means ““wrote down” or *reduced to writing what had previously
been transmitted orally” (Wright, p. 456); such a sense might be suitable
in connexion with a body of law, or a system of traditional exegesis, per-
petuated in a school, but hardly, for instance, with reference to a volume of
prophecies. The real meaning seems to be (cf. Budde, § 20) that the authors
of the books in question did not, {Ot one reason or another (cf. Rashi, as
cited by Strack, pp. 418, 2745 ; anht p- 455£.), commit to writing what
they had to say, but only spo’e it, and that the men of Hezekiah and of the
Great Synagogue were afterwards supernaturally empowered to write it.
But naturally such a supposition as this is completely out of the question,

+ Dalman, Traditio Rabbinorum, &c., p. 58, expresses a similar judgment.

+ It should never be forgotten that, with regard especially to antiquity, the
Talmud and other late Jewish writings abound with idle conjectures and
unathenticated statements.
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5. Josephus (1 cent. An.). In his work against Apion,
written to establish, against detractors, the antiquity of the Jews
and the trustworthiness of their history, Josephus, after remark-
ing that the prophets were the only historians, continues (i. 8)—

“ For we have not myriads of discordant and conflicting books, but
twenty-two only, comprising the record of all time, and justly accredited as
Divine. Of these, five are the books of Moses, which embrace the laws and
the traditions of the origin of mankind, until his own death, a period of
almost 3000 years. From the death of Moses to the reign of Artaxerxes*
the prophets who followed Moses narrated the events of their own time in
thirteen books.t The remaining four books$ consist of hymns to God, and
maxims of conduct for men. From Artaxerxes to our own age, the history
has been written in detail ; but it is not esteemed worthy of the same credit,
on account of the exact succession of the prophets having been no longer
maintained.”

Josephus is dealing here primarily with the history, the
superior trustworthiness of which, as compared with that of the
Greeks, he desires to establish. He holds the prophets to be
the authors of the contemporary history; to the time of
“ Artaxerxes” they form an unbroken series, hence to that date
the history is credible; in the period which follows, the suc-
cession ceases, and the narratives relating to it are not equally
trustworthy. Upon what grounds this opinion rests does not
appear. Josephus appeals to no authority earlier than him-
self. His statements would be sufficiently accounted for by the
supposition that they rested upon a basis of fact, or reasonable
probability, in some cases (e.s. Hosea, Ezekiel, Kings), and were
inferred to be true in other cases on the strength of assumed
propriety, or of analogy; thus the books of Job, Joshua, and
Daniel, for instance, would be written by men contemporary
with the occurrences related in them. This inference, or theory,

* B.C. 465-425. But Josephus means probably in reality the Ahasuerus
of Esther; for in Ant xi. 6. 1 he calls Ahasuerus *“ Artaxerxes,” and in An?.
xi. §. I he calls the Artaxerxes of Ezra and Nehemiah ¢‘ Xerxes,” confusing
him with the successor of Darius. See Ryle, Canor, pp. 161 5. (2172 2.).

+ Z.e. Joshua, Judges and Ruth, Sam., Kings, Chr., Iizra and Neh.,
Esther, Job, the Twelve Minor Prophets, Isaiah, Jer. and Lam., Ezek.,
Daniel.

% Z.e. Psalms, Prov., Eccl., Song. Josephus disregards the more historical
tripartite division of the OT. accepted in Palestine, and follows both the
arrangement and the computation current in Alexandria (Strack, pp. 435 f.,

s757£.).



ACCORDING TO THE JEWS x1

is the same as that drawn in the Talmud (p. ix), except that
[xxxvi] it is applied more consistently. Josephus bears witness,
probably, to an opinion more or less current at the time: but
the ultimate sowrce of this opinion is not sufficiently certain for
any crucial importance to be attached to it.*

For the opinion, often met with in modern books, that the
Canon of the OT. was closed by Ezra, there is no foundation
in antiquity whatever. As has been shown above, all that can
reasonably be treated as historical in the accounts of KEazra’s
literary labours is limited to the Zaw. The opinion referred to
is not a tradition at all: it is a conjecture, based no doubt upon
the passages that have been just cited, but inferring from them
far more than they actually express or justify. This conjecture
was first distinctly propounded 7n the 16tk century by Elias
Levita, a learned Jew, the author of a work on the origin and
nature of the Massorah, entitled Massoreth ha-Massoreth, written
in 1538.t The reputation of Elias Levita caused this opinion
to be adopted by the Protestant divines of the 17th and 18th
centuries, Hottinger, Leusden, Carpzov, &c.; and it has thus
acquired general currency. But it is destitute of historical
foundation ; and the authority of Ezra cannot, any more than
that of the Great Synagogue, be invoked against the conclusions
of critical investigation. The Canon of the Old Testament, in
Ioeschers words (quoted by Strack, p. 424), was ‘“non uno,
quod dicunt, actu ab hominibus, sed paulatim a Deo, animorum
temporumque rectore, productus.” The age and authorship ot
the books of the Old Testament can be determined (so far as
this is possible) only upon the basis of the internal evidence
supplied by the books themselves, by methods such as those
followed in the present volume ; no external evidence worthy
of credit exists.

* Cf. Wildeboer, pp. 40-43 ; Buhl, §§ 7, 9, 12 ; Ryle, pp. 158 1. (3169 ff.).

+ Edited, with an English translation and notes, by C. D. Ginsburg,
London, 1867. See p. 120: ‘“In Ezra’s time the 24 books of the OT. were
not yet united ina single volume ; Ezra and the Men of the Great Synagogue
united them together, and divided them into thrce parts, the Law, the
Prophets, and the Hagiographa.” See further Strack, pp. 415f (3744);:
Ryle, pp. 250-252, 260 f. (?261-264, 2711.).
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CHAPTER L
THE HEXATEUCH.

(PENTATEUCH AND JOSHUA.)

LITERATURE. — . Commentaries : — A. Dillmann (in the Kursgefasstes
Exegetisches Handbuch zum AT.), Genesis®, 1892 (translated); Ex. Lev.
1880, 21897 ; Num. Deut. Jos. 1886 ; F. Delitzsch, Neuer Comm. diber
die Genesis, 1887 (translated); C. F. Kcil, Gen. Ex.® 1878 ; Lev. Num.
Deut.? 1870 ; Josua, Rickter, Rutk?, 1874; M. Kalisch, Hist. and Crit.
Comm. on the OT., viz. Gen. 1858 ; Ex. 1855; Lev. 1867, 1872 (with much
illustration from Jewish sources) ; Fr. Tuch, Comm. diber die Genesis®, 1871 ;
G. J. Spurrcll, Notes on the Hebrew Text of Genesis?, Oxford, 1896 ; H. L.
Strack (in Strack and Zockler’s Kursgefasster Kommentar), 1892-94 (Gen.—
Numbers : Dt. and Josh. by S. Oettli; Gen.? 1905); G. W. Wade, Zke
Book of Genesis, 1896 ; C. J. Ball in Haupt’s Sacred Books of the OT. (see
p- 2f.), 1896 ; H. Holzinger (in Marti’s Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum AT.),
1898 ; H. Gunkel (in Nowack’s Handkommentar zum AT.), 1901, 31908-9 ;
S. R. Driver, Genesis (in the Westminster Commentaries), 1904, 81911 ; W,
H. Bennett (Century Bible), 1904 ; J. Skinner (/nternational Crit. Comm.),
1910. On the Cosmogony of Gen. i., see Dillm. pp. 1-16; the present
writer's Genesés, pp. 19-33, with the literature cited in the note, p. 33, and
the Addenda, pp. XXI-XXIV [see the Addernda to the present volume,
p. Xxv]; and Skinner, pp. 5ff., 41 ff.

é. Criticism :—11. Hupfeld, Dée Quellen der Genesis, 1853 ; H. Ewald,
History of Israel® (1864 ff.: translated, 1869 ff.), i. pp. 63-132; K. H. Graf,
Die gesch. Biicher des AT.s, 1866 ; Th. Noldeke, Die Alttest. Literatur,
1868 ; Untersuchungen zur Kritik des AT.s, 1869 (on the limits and
characteristics of ““ P”); J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs
und der hist. Biicher des AT.s, 1889,%1809; Gesch. Isracls, i. 1878, ed. 2,
under the title Prolegomena sur Gesck. Israels, 1883 (T1903), transl. under the
title AH7st. of Israel, 1885 ; Ed. Reuss, La Bible (translation [2] with notes
and Introductions), vol. i. 1879, pp. 1-271; F. Delitzsch, 12 Pent,-ritische

I
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Studien in the ZKWL. 1880, and Urmosdisches im Pent., ib. 1882, p. 113 fl.
(on Nu. 62%), p. 226 ff. (Nu. 108-%), p. 281 ff. (the Decalogue), p. 337 ff.
(Nu. 21%), p. 449 ff. (Nu. 21'%), p. 561 ff. (Nu. 217%); also Zb. 1888,
p- 119ff. (Balaam) ; A. Kuenen, articles in the Zheol. Tijdschrift, 1877-84
[see the titles in Wellh. Comp. p. 312]; W. R. Smith, Zke OT. in the Jewisk
Church (21892), csp. Lect. viil.—xiii. ; David Castelli, La Legge del Popolo
Ebreo nel suo svolgimento storico, 1884 ; the Commentaries of Dillm., Del.
&c., and those mentioned under Ex. &c.; C. G. Montefiore in the JQR.
Jan. 1891, and * Hibbert Lectures” on Zke Religion of the Ancient Hebrews
(1892) 3 C. A. Briggs, T%e Higher Criticism of the Hex.3 (New York, 1897);
and the following ‘“ Introductions ” :—Eb. Schrader’s edition (the 8th) of De
Wette’s Einlestung, 1869 ; Keil's Einleitung, 1873 ; Ed. Reuss, Die Gesck.
der Hedligen Schriften AT.s% 1890; the very thorough work of A. Kuenen,
Hist.-crit. Onderzock naar ket Ontstaan en de Verrameling van de Bocken des
Ouden Verbonds®, i.~iii. 1 (1885-1893 : the first part tr. under the title Ze
Hexateuck, 1886 ; and all tr. into German by Weber and Miiller, 1887-1894) ;
C. H. Cornill, Einleitung, 1891, 81905 (tr. by G. H. Box, 1907), 71913 ;
Ed. Konig, Linlestung, 1893 ; G. Wildeboer, De Letterkunde des Ouden
Verbonds, 1893 (tr. into German by F. Risch); W. W. Graf Baudissin,
Einl. 1901 ; McFadyen, Zntrod, to the OT. 1905 (well written) ; K. Budde,
Gesch. der althebr, Litt. 1906 ; L. Gautier, /ntrod. & lanc. Test., 2 vols.
(Lausanne, 1906) ; the articles on the several books in Hastings’ Dict. of the
Bible (1898-1902) and the Encycl. Biblica (1899-1903), and the articles
Historical Literature and Law Literature in the Enc. Bibl. Also, dealing
specially with the Hex., E. C. Bissell, Zhe Pentateuck, its origin and
structure, 1885 ; Al. Westphal, Les Sources du Pent. 1888, 1892 (historical
and descriptive) ; H. Iolzinger, Einl. in den Hex. 1893; W. E. Addis,
The Documents of the Hex., translated and arranged in chronol. order, with
introd, and notes, i. (1892), ii. (1898); and esp. Carpenter and Harford-
Battersby, 7%e Hexateuck, 1900 (vol. i., also published separately under the
title 7%e Composition of the Hex. 1902, exhibits very fully the grounds for
the critical view of the Hex.; vol. ii. contains the text in RV., with the
sources distinguished typographically, and explanatory notes). See also A. T.
Chapman, /ntrod. to the Pent. (uniform with the Camé. Bible), 1911.

The following works also deserve mention :—C. F. Kent, Z4e Student’s
Old 7est. (arranged so as to exhibit the sources, with introductions, notes,
and other illustrative matter : i. Narratives of the Beginnings of Heb. History,
to the end of Judges, 1904 ; ii. Jsraels Hist. and Biogr. Narratives, from
Sam. to 1-2 Macc., 1905 ; iv. Israel's Laws and Legal Precedents, arranged
by subjects, and chronologically, with illustrations from the Code of Flammu.
rabi, &c.), 1907 ; and 7he Historical Bible (i. Heroes and Crises of early
Heb. History ; ii. Founders and Rulers of United Israel), 1909 (on a smaller
scale than the last named work) ; Kautzsch’s Die Heilige Schrift des AT.s,
1894, ed. 3, much enlarged, 1909 (translated, from a revised text, by various
scholars, with the sources marked by letters on the margin, and with intro-
ductions and numerous crit. and exeg. notes) ; P. Haupt, ke Sacred Books
of the OT., from 1893 (in parallel volumes, Hebrew and English, containing
critically revised texts, with notes on textual criticism in the Heb. volumes,
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and exegetical notes in the English volumes, the structure of such books
as are composite being indicated by the use of colours).

Books or articles dealing with special parts of the Hexateuch will be re-
ferred to as occasion arises. Of the works named, the most important, even
for those who but partially accept its conclusions, is Wellhausen’s cssay On
the Composition of the Hexateuch, partly on account of its lucid exposition of
the subject, and partly on account of its forming the basis of all subsequent
investigation and discussion. The style and characteristics of the various
sources of which the Hexateuch is composed are most abundantly illustrated
in"the notes of Dillmann, and (in Ex.—Nu.) Baentsch, in Holzinger’s Ein-
leitung, and Carpenter’s Hexateuck (esp. i. 185-221). The chief points of
difference between critics relate partly to defails of the analysis of JE (for
there is practically unanimity as to the limits of P), in places where, though
the narrative shows marks of composition, the criteria may be differently
interpreted (cf. pp. 19, 27, 39), and mostly, also, beyond the point to which
in the present volume the analysis has been carried, partly to the date of the
source known as P (though there are now few dissentients from the date
adopted below, p. 135ff.). Keil and Bissell represent the traditional view
of the origin and structure of the Hexateuch. The reason why this can-
not be maintained is, stated briefly, the presence in the Hexateuch (and
in other parts of the Old Testament) of too many facts which conflict with it.
Dr. Orr, in his Prodlem of the OT. (1906), strains every ncrve to explain away
these facts: but they are Zkere; and though he may sometimes conceal or
obscure them, he altogether fails to remove them. It is necessary, however,
always to test carefully the grounds for the statements and conclusions
expressed (cf. the examples in the Addenda to the writer's Genesis, ed. 7).

On the %éstory of the critical study of the OT., see Cheyne, Founders of
OT. Criticism (1893) ; Briggs, General Introd. to the Study of Holy Scripture
(1899), ch. xi. p. 246 ff. : and with special reference to the Hexateuch, West-
phal, Ze¢. i. pp. 45-228 ; Holzinger, pp. 25~70; Briggs, The Higher Crit. of
the Hex., chs. iv., vi. ; Cornill, £inl. §§ 2, 6 ; Kuenen, Hex. pp. xi-x! (since
1860). The term ‘¢ higher criticism ” appears to have been first used in con-
nexion with Biblical literature by Eichhorn ; see the quotation from the 2nd
ed. of his Einleitung (1787) in Dr. Briggs’ Gen. Introd. p. 280. The pro-
vince of the ‘“ higher criticism ” is to determine the origin, date, and literary
structure of a writing : sometimes it is finderstood also to include the con-
sideration of its historical value and credibility as well ; but this is rather the
work of the Aistorical critic. The adjective (the sense of which is often

* misunderstood) has reference merely to the higher and more difficult class of
problems, with which, as opposed to the ‘‘lower,” or textual, criticism, the
higher criticism deals (comp. Briggs, ¢p. ¢#¢. pp. 24, 92 ; and No. 21 of
Essays for the Times (Griffiths), by the present writer, p. 39ff.). Prof. Sayce,
in his % Higher Criticism” and the Verdict of the Monuments, as well as in
other recent writings, polemizes much against the “ higher critics” ; but his
statements are very often inexact, and the defeats which he represents critics
as constantly sustaining at the hands of archwzology are purely imaginary,
being obtained either by attributing to them opinions which they do not hold,
or by basing upon the monuments more than they legitimately prove : see
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articles by the present writer in the Comtemp. Kev., March 1894, and the
Guardian, Nov. 13, 1895, Mar. 11 and Apr. 8, 1896 ; Hogarth’s Authority
and Archeology (1899), pp. 143-151; G. B. Gray, Lxpositor, May 1898,
p- 337f1.; G. A. Smith, Modern Criticism and the ['reaching of the OT.
(1901), pp. 56-70, 99-102; S. A. Cook, Expositor, June 1906, p. 529fF.;
W. H. Beunett, Contemp. Rev., Apr. 1906, p. §18tl.; W. G. Jordan,
Biblical Criticism and NModern Thought (1909), pp. 42 ff., 300ff.; the Preface
to the present volume, p. xviiff.: comp. also W. R. Smith, Contemp. Rev.,
Apr. and Oct. 1887, In point of fact, the general critical position has in no
respect heen affected unfavourably by recent archaological discovery, and in
some cases it has beenrmaterially confirmed byit. The statements on Biblical
matters contained in Sir J. W. Dawson’s Modern Science in Bible Lands
are to be received with distrust ; see Conternp. Rew., March 1889, p. 399 ff.

Of more general works, Brigys, General Introduction (see above) ; G. T.
Ladd, What is the Bible? (New York, 1890); G. A. Smith, op. cit.; J. E.
McFadyen, O7. Criticism and the Christian Church, 1903 ; and W, G.
Jordan, gp. cit. (with criticisms of Dr. Orr’s volume : #. the Index), may be
recommended : the two last mentioned books, dealing with such subjects as
the nature, necd, and value of criticism, and its relation to other branches and
aspects of Ofd Testament study, are particularly likely to be helpful at the
present time.  See also T. H. Sprott, Alodern Stwudy of the O1'. and Inspira-
tion, 1909 [see further the Addenda, above, p. xxvif.).

The historical books of the Old Testament form two series :
[3] one consisting of the books from Genesis to z Kings,* em-
bracing the period from the creation to the release of Jchoiachin
from his imprisonment in Babylon, B.c. 562; the other, com-
prising the Books of Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah, beginning
with Adam and ending with the second visit of Nehemiah to
Jerusalem in B.c. 432.t Though differing from each other
materially in scope and manner of treatment, thesc two series
are nevertheless both constructed upon a similar plan; no entire
book in either series consists of a single, original work ; but older
writings, or sources, have been combined by a compiler in such
a manncr that the points of juncture are often plainly discernible,
and the sources are in conscquence capable of being separated
from one another. The authors of the Hebrew historical books
—except the shortest, as Ruth and Esther—do not, as a modern
historian would do, rezwrife the matter in their own language;
they excerpt from the sources at their disposal such passages as
are suitable to their purpose, and incorporate them in their work,

* Exclusive of Ruth, which, at least in the Hebrew Canon, is treated as
part of the '3 or Hagiographa.
+ Though the genealogies are brought down to a later date,
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sometimes adding matter of their own, but often (as it seems)
introducing only such modifications of form as are necessary for
the purpose of fitting them together, or accommodating them to
their plan. The Hebrew historiographer, as we know him, is
essentially a compiler or arranger of pre-existing documents, he is
not himself an original author. Hebrew writers, however, exhibit,
as a rule, such strongly marked individualities of style that the
documents, or sources, thus combined can generally be distin-
guished from each other, and from the comments of the compiler,
without difficulty. The literary differences are, moreover, fre-
quently accompanied by differences of treatment or representation
of the history, which, where they exist, confirm independently
the conclusions of the literary analysis. Although, however, the
historical books generally are constructed upon similar principles,
the method on which these principles have been applied is not
quite the same in all cases. The Books of Judges and Kings, for
instance, resemble each other in their mode of composition: in
each a series of older narratives has been taken by the compiler,
and fitted into a framework supplied by himself, the framework
in both cases being, moreover, composed of similar elements and
[4] designed from the same point of view. The Books of Samuel
are likewise constructed from pre-existing sources, but the com-
piler’s hand is very much less conspicuous than is the case in
Judges and Kings. The Pentateuch includes elements homo-
geneous, at least in large measure, with those of which the Book
of Joshua is composed ; and the literary structure of both is more
complex than that of either Samuel, or Judges and Kings. It
will be our aim, in the following pages, to exhibit the structure
of these different books by discovering, so far as this is possible,
their component parts, and determining the relation which these
parts hold in regard to each other.

§ 1. GENESsIS.

The Book of Genesis is so called from the title given to it in
the Septuagint Version, derived from the Greek rendering of z%
admy 1) BiBMos 'yevw'ews obpaved kai yijs. By the Jews it is
termed, from its opening word, N'WX13 B'réshith. It forms the
first book in the Hexateuckh,—as the hterary whole formed by the
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Pentateuch and Book of Joshua may conveniently be termed,—
the general object of which is to describe in their origin the
fundamental institutions of the Israelitish Theocracy (z.e. the civil
and ceremonial law), and to trace from the earliest past the course
of events which issued ultimately in the establishment of Israel
in Canaan. The Book of Genesis comprises the introductory
period of this history, embracing the lives of the ancestors of
the Hebrew nation, and ending with the death of Joseph in
ligypt. The aim of the book is, however, more than merely to
recount the ancestry of Israel itself; its aim is, at the same
time, to define the place occupiced by Israel among other nations,
and to show how it gradually emerges into separate and distinct
existence. Accordingly the line of its ancestors is traced back
beyond Abraham to the first appearance of man upon the earth ;
and the relation, both to each other and to Israel, of the nations
descended from the second father of humanity — Noah —is
indicated by a genealogical scheme (c. 10). The entire book
may thus be divided into two parts, of which the first, ¢. 1~11,
presents a general view of the Zarly History of Mankind,
explaining the presence of evil in the world (c. 3), sketching
[5] the beginnings of civilisation (c. 4), accounting for the exist-
ence of separate nations (c. 10. 111*9), and determining the position
occupied by Israel among them (rol-®l22 {(10-%). while the
second, c. 12-50, comprehends in particular the History of
Israel's immediale ancestors, the Patriarchs.

The narrative of Genesis is cast into a framework, or scheme,
marked by the recurring formula, ZZese are the genmerations
(lit. degettings) of . . . This phrase is strictly one proper to
genealogies, implying that the person to whose name it is prefixed
is of sufficient importance to mark a break in the genealogical
series, and that he and his descendants will form the subject
of the record which follows, until another name is reached
prominent enough to form the commencement of a new section.
By this means the Book of Genesis is articulated as follows :—

C. 1-4* (Creation of keaven and carth, 1'-2%*: second account of the
origin of man upon earth, followed by the story of the Fall, 29°-3%;

* The formula is here applied metaphorically to *‘ heaven and earth,” and
stands at 2, By analogy it will introduce an account of heaven and earth,
and of that which sprang from either, or could be regarded as its progeny.
This agrees with what is narrated in ¢ 1, but not with what follows in 26



GENESIS 7

growth of sin in the line of Cain, and progress of invention, 4*%;
beginning of the line of Seth’s descendants, 4%*).

§'-6® (Adam and his descendants, through Seth, to Noah, c¢. §; the

increasing wickedness of the earth, 6'°8),

6°-9® (History of Noa/ and his sons till their father’s death, including, in

particular, the narrative of the Flood, 6°-8%; and the covenant made
by God with humanity in the person of Noah, g-¥7).

101-11% (Sons of Noa/ and nations sprung from them, c. 10; the dispersion

of mankind over the earth, r13-9).

11'%% (Line of Skem to Terah, the father of Abraham).

119-251 (72rak, with the history of his descendants, Abram and Lot,

ending with the death of Abram).

25318 (Jskmael, with list of Arab tribes claiming descent from him).

25"-35% (Life of /saac, with history of Esau and Jacob, until the time of

Isaac’s death).
[6] C. 36 [see v.»-?] (Zsaz and his descendants, the rulers of the Edomites,
with a digression, v.%-%, on the aboriginal inhabitants of Edom).

C. 37 [see v.2}-50 (Life of Jacod subsequently to Isaac’s death, and history

of his sons till the death of Joseph).*

With which of the component parts of Genesis this scheme
was originally connected, will appear subsequently. The entire
narrative, as now disposed, is accommodated to it. The atten-
tion of the reader is fixed upon Israel, which is gradually dis-
engaged from the nations with which it is at first confused; at
each stage in the history, a brief general account of the collateral
branches having been given, they are dismissed, and the narrative
is limited more and more to the immediate line of Israel’s
ancestors. Thus after c. 10 (the ethnographical Table) all the
descendants of Noah disappear except the line of Shem, 1yloff.;
after 251218 Ishmael disappears and Isaac alone remains; after
c. 36 Esau and his descendants disappear, and only Jacob is
left. The same method is adopted in the intermediate parts;
thus 19338 the relation to Israel of the collateral branches of

(for the narative here is silent respecting the keazens, the subject being the
formation of man, and the preparation of the earth to receive him). The
formula must here, therefore, contrary to usual custom, refer to what pre-
cedes. It is a plausible conjecture that originally it stood as the superscrip-
tion to 1% (Dr. Green, Hebraica, v. 143~5, omits to observe that the
formula introduces some account of ¢ke person kimself named in it, as well
as of his descendants. )

* The formula occurs next Nu. 3': see also Ru. 4%, 1 Ch. 1%f (from
Gen. 25'%). The close of one section is sometimes repeated so as to form the
starting-point of the section which follows: cf. Gen. 1™ with gi; 5% with
6" 117 with 11%,
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Moab and Ammon is explained: z2%% (sons of Abraham’s
brother Nahor), and 2514 (sons of Abraham’s concubine Keturah),
the relation to Israel of certain Aramaic and Arabian tribes is
explained.

The unity of plan thus established for the Book of Genesis,
and traceable in many other details, has long been recognised
by critics. It is not, however, incompatible with the use by
the compiler of pre-existing materials in the composition of
his work. And as soon as the book is studied with sufficient
attention, phenomena disclose themselves which show incon-
trovertibly that it is composed of distinct documents or sources,
which have been welded together by a later compiler or redactor
into a continuous whole. These phenomena are very numer-
ous; but they may be reduced in the main to the two following
heads: (1) the same event is doubly recorded ; (z) the language,
and frequently the representation as well, varies in different
sections. Thus 11-2% and 2%>% contain a double narrative of
the origin of man upon earth. It might, no doubt, [7] be argued
prima facie that 2% is intended simply as a more detailed
account of what is described summarily in 1%6-30; and it is true
that probably the present position of this section is due to the
relation in which, speaking generally, it stands to the narrative
of those verses; but upon closer examination differences reveal
themselves which preclude the supposition that both sections are
the work of the same hand. In 24*ff. the order of creation is:
1. man (v.); 2. vegetation (v.%; cf. v.*); 3. animals (v.19);¥
4. woman (v.2'%). The separation made between the creation
of woman and man, if it stood alone, might indeed be reasonably
explained upon the supposition just referred to, that 24T vig,
describes in detail what is stated succinctly in 12 ; but the order
in the other cases forms part of a progression evidently inten-
tional on the part of the narrator here, and as evidently opposed
to the order indicated inc. 1 (vegetation, animals, man). Not
only, however, are there these material differences between the
two narratives ; they differ also in form. The style of 11-2% is
unornate, measured, precise, and particular phrases frequently
recur. That of 2% is freer and more varied: the actions of
God are described with some fulness and picturesqueness of

* The rendering ‘‘had formed” is contrary to idiom (see the writer's
Hebrew Tenses, § 76 Obs. ; and comp. also Konig, Einl. p. 173).
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detail ; instead of simply speaking or creating, as in c. 1, He
Jashions, breatkes into man the breath of life, plants, places,
takes, sels, brings, closes up, buslds, &c. (278 16-19.21-22) and even,
in the allied c. 3 (v.8), walés in the garden: the recurring phrases
are less marked, and not the same as those of 11-2%. In the
narrative of the Deluge, 6%1% (the wickedness of the earth) is a
duplicate of 6%, as is also 719 of 6!%%2—the latter, with the
difference that of every clean beast seven are to be taken into the
ark, while in 61° (cf. 71%) zwo of every sort, without distinction,
are prescribed ; similarly 722 (destruction of all flesh) repeats the
substance of 72!: there are also accompanying differences of
representation and phraseology, one group of sections being akin
to 11-2%8, and displaying throughout the same phraseology, the
other exhibiting a different phraseology, and being conceived in
the spirit of 24%-3% (comp. e.g. 7% skut in, 8 smelled, with
27818 & ) * 171619 and 18%1° the [8] promise of a son to Sarah
is twice described, with an accompanying double explanation
of the origin of the name Jsaac.t The section 2740-28? differs
appreciably in style from 2745, and at the same time exhibits
Rebekah as influenced by a different motive in suggesting Jacob’s
departure from Canaan, not as in 274245 to escape his brother’s
anger, but to procure a wife agreeable to his parents’ wishes (see
26¥).1 Further, in 28 and 35" we find two explanations of
the origin of the name Bethel/: 32%® and 359, two of Jsrael:
32% 3318 Esau is described as already resident in Edom, while
36% his migration thither is attributed to causes which could
have come into operation only after Jacob’s return to Canaan.§
The Book of Genesis presents a group of sections distinguished
from the narrative on either side of them by differences of

* The composite character of the narrative of the Flood has been pointed
out often ; see the art, Pentateuck, by J. J. S. Perowne (afterwards Bishop
of Worcester), in Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible (11863), p. 776. On the
phraseology, see more fully below, pp. 129-135.

% There is a third explanation, from a third source (see below), in 218,

1 Of course, men frequently act from more motives than one; and thus a
difference of motive ¢ stself is no ground for supposing that the narrative in
which it appears is of composite authorship ; but when, as here, it is cosncident
with a literary distinction, it tends, like the differences of representation just
alluded to, to confirm the inferences deduced in the first instance from literary
criteria alone.

§ Keil’s explanation of this discrepancy is insufficient,
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phraseology and style, and often by concomitant differences of
representation : these differences, moreover, are not isolated, nor
do they occur in the narrative indiscriminately : they are numer-
ous, and reappear with singular persistency in combination witk
eack other ; they are, in a word, so marked that they can only be
accounted for upon the supposition that the sections in which
they occur are by a different hand from the rest of the book.

The sections homogeneous in style and character with 11-z4
recur at intervals, not in Genesis only, but in the following books
to Joshua inclusive ; and when disengaged from the rest of the
narrative, and read consecutively, are found to constitute a nearly
complete whole, containing a systematic account of the origines
of Israel, treating with particular minuteness the various cere-
monial institutions of the ancient Hebrews (Sabbath, Circum-
cision, Passover, Tabernacle, Priesthood, Feasts, &c.), and
displaying a consistent regard for chronological and other
statistical data, which entitles it to be considered as the frame-
work of our present Hexateuch. This source, or document,
has received different names, suggested by one or other of the
various characteristics attaching to it. [9] From its preference
(till Ex. 6*) for the absolute use of the name God (* Elohim”)
rather than /eZovat, it has been termed the Z/okistic narrative,
and its author has been called the Z/okist; and these names are
still sometimes employed. By Ewald it was termed the *“ Book
of Origins ”;* by Tuch and Noldeke, from the fact that it seemed
to form the groundwork of our Hexateuch, the * Grundschrift” ;
by Wellhausen, and most other recent critics, it has been styled
the ‘“Priests’ Code.” This last designation is in strictness
applicable only to the ceremonial sections in Ex.-Nu.; these,
however, form such a large and characteristic portion of the
work, that the title may not unsuitably be extended so as to
embrace the whole ; and it may be represented conveniently, for
the sake of brevity, by the letter P.+

* Urspriinge,~—Ewald’s rendering of the Heb. ni\)\n (* generations ”), the
term (p. 6) characteristic of this source ; see his Aist. of Lsrael, i. 74-96.

T Dillmann uses the letter A. Wellhausen, who supposes the ¢ Priests’
Code” to have passed through more stages than one before it reached its
present form, denotes the nucleus of it by the letter Q. This letter is chosen
by him on account of the four (Quatuor) covenants described in it (with
Adam, 13%; Noah, 9"17; Abraham, c. 17 ; Israel, Ex. 63"). The first of
these, however, is not properly a co t, but a blessing,
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In Genesis, as regards the limits of P, there is practically no
difference of opinion amongst critics. It embraces the descrip-
tion of the Creation of heaven and earth, and of God’s rest upon
the Sabbath (11-24*); the line of Adam’s descendants through
Seth to Noah (5!-28-30-82); the story of the Flood, with the
subsequent blessing of Noah, and covenant established with
him by God (692 70-11.13-168. 17 [except forty days) 182124 gl-on
8b.-5,18a, 14-19 g1-17.28-26) . an enumeration of nations descended
from Japhet, Ham, and Shem (1ol7-%-2225.81-82) . the line of
Shem’s descendants to Terah (111%%); a brief account of
Abraham’s family (11%%-3182), of his migration to Canaan, and
separation there from Lot (12 1351 [from and they] 1% [to
Plain]), of the birth of Ishmael (1613 1519) the institution of
Circumcision (c. 17), the destruction of the Cities of the Plain
(19%), the birth of Isaac (211 2%), the purchase of the family
burial-place at Machpelah in Hebron (c. 23), the death of
Abraham and his burial by his sons at Machpelah ((25™11*); a
list of tribes tracing their origin to Ishmael (251217); Isaac’s
marriage with Rebekah, Esau’s Hittite wives, Jacob’s journey to
Paddan-Aram to obtain a wife [10] agreeable to his mother’s
wishes (2519-70-26b 263435 2746_239)  Jacob’s marriage with
Rachel, his return from Paddan-Aram to Canaan (2920 3ylsb
(from and all] 331%*), the refusal of his sons to sanction inter-
marriage with the Shechemites (3412 4. 8 810 13-18. 20-21. 25 [part]y ]
2-29), his change of name to Israel at Bethel (35%1%-1%), the
death of Isaac (35%"%%); the history of Esau (c. 36 [in the
main]) ;* the migration of Jacob and his family to Egypt, and
their settlement by Pharaoh in the land of Rameses (371%
[to jatob] 4146 46527 475-6&.-‘- 7-11. 27b [from and t/zey] 28)’ ]acob’s
adoption of Ephraim and Manasseh (48%6-7), the final charge

* For it is generally allowed that v.%5 93 (though even here the frame-
work appears to be that of P) include an element foreign to P: in particular,
the names of Esau’s wives differ from those given in 263 28 (both P), and
must thus have been derived, most probably by the compiler, from a different
source,

1 Asread in LXX, where, though the substance is unaltered, the sequence
is preferable: ¢ And Jacob and his sons came into Egypt to Joseph; and
Pharaoh, king of Egypt, heard of it. And Pharach spake unto Joseph,
saying, Thy father and thy brethren are come unto thee: behold, the land
of Egypt is before thee; in the best of the land make thy father and thy
brethren to dwell.” Then follows v.%.
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addressed by him to his sons, and his burial by them (4g1* 28b-3
5012713),

These passages present an outline of the antccedents and patri-
archal history of Israel, in which only important occurrences—
as the Creation, the Deluge, the Covenants with Noah and
Abraham—are described with minuteness, but which is sufficient
as an introduction to the systematic view of the theocratic insti-
tutions which is to follow in Ex.-Nu., and which it is the main
object of the author of this source to exhibit. In the earlier part
of the book the narrative appears to be tolerably complete ; but
elsewhere there are evidently omissions (e.g. of the birth of Esau
and Jacob, and of the events of Jacob’s life in Paddan-Aram,
presupposed by 318).*¥ But these may be naturally attributed
to the compiler who combined P with the other narrative used
by him, and who in so doing not unfrequently gave a preference
to the fuller and more picturesque descriptions contained in the
latter. If the parts assigned to P be read attentively, even in a
translation, and compared with the rest of the narrative, the
peculiarities of its style will be apparent. Its language is
[x1] that of a jurist, rather than a historian ; it is circumstantial,
formal, and precise : a subject is developed systematically ; and
completeness of detail, even at the cost of some repetition, is
regularly observed.t Sentences are cast with great frequency
into the same mould ;} and particular formule are constantly
repeated, especially such as articulate the progress of the narra-
tive.§ The attention paid by the author to numbers, chrono-
logy, and other statistical data, will be evident. It will also be
apparent that the scheme into which, as was pointed out above,
the Book of Genesis, as a whole, is cast, is his work,-—the
formula by which its salient divisions are marked constituting
an essential feature in the scctions assigned to P.

The parts of Genesis which remain after the separation of P
have next to be considered. These also, as it seems, are not
homogeneous in structure. Especially from c. 20 onwards the

* Fragments of I’s narrative may be preserved in 301 - 9> 2,

t E.g. 711316 o911 1217 121016 -7 4o79-0. 83

T E.g 10801 go o OB ILIM go o g 101108 go s yoid 1618 1724 M
215 257 414 Ex, 7, Nu. 33%.

§ “ These are the generations of . . .” (above); 1908018 &c, o 105 [sece
QPBY] %.31.8 2418 3640.48 &e. ; 68 compared with Ex, 7% 12% % (and else-
where). Sce more fully p. 129f.
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narrative exhibits marks of composition; and the component
parts, though not differing from one another in diction and
style so widely as either differs from P, and being so welded
together that the lines of demarcation between them frequently
cannot be fixed with certainty, appear nevertheless to be plainly
discernible. Thus in 2017 our attention is arrested by the use
of the term God, while in c. 18-19 (except 19”®P), and in
the similar narrative 121%%, the term Jekovak is uniformly
employed. The term God recurs similarly in 21531 22118 and
elsewhere, particularly in c. 40-42.45. For such a variation
in similar and consecutive chapters no plausible explanation
can be assigned except diversity of authorship.* At the same
time, the fact that Zlokim is not here accompanied by the other
criteria of P’s style, forbids our assigning the sections thus charac-
terized to that source. Other phrascological criteria are slight ;
[12] therc are, however, not unfrequently differences of repre-
sentation, some of which will be noticed below, which point
decidedly in the same direction. It seems thus that the parts
of Genesis which remain after the separation of P are formed
by the combination of fwe narratives, originally independent,
though covering largely the same ground, which have been
united by a subsequent editor, who also contributed incon-
siderable additions of his own, into a single, continuous narra-
tive. One of these sources, from its usc of the name Jakwes, is
now generally denoted by the letter J; the other, in which the
name ZLlokim is preferred, is denoted similarly by E; and the
work formed by the combination of the two is referred to by
the double letters JE. The method of the compiler, who com-
bined J and E together, was sometimes, as it would scem, to
extract an entire narrative from one or other of these sources
(as 20 from E; c. 24 from J); sometimes, while taking a
narrative as a whole from one source, to incorporate with it
notices derived from the other; and sometimes to construct his
narrative of materials derived from each source in nearly equal
proportions.

* It is true that Elokim and Jukwek represent the Divine Nature under
different aspects, viz. as the God of nature and the God of revelation
respectively ; but it is only in a comparatively small number of instances that
this distinction can be applied without great artificiality to explain the variation
between the two names in the Pentateuch. (For attempts which have been
recently made to discredit this criterion, sce the 4didenda, above, p. XXVL.)
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In the defasls of the analysis of JE there is sometimes uncer-
tainty, owing to the criteria being indecisive, and capable, conse-
quently, of divergent interpretation. Points of minor importance
being disregarded, the analysis, so far as it seems to the writer to
be reasonably clear, is exhibited in the following tables, E first
appears in the history of Abraham (c. 15 or 20).*

L c. 1-11. The beginnings of history.

J 29033 41-28 B §1-4.5-8 41-8.710 (in the main)t 1> 1 [standing origin-
17b. 23-28 g2b-3a. 6-12. 13b. 20-22 18-37 [B-19. 21. 24-30 [ [1-9. 38-30
ally after v.7] 8 gi%-% 10? 1K 3

[13] The rest belongs to P (above, p. 11f.). 4% 5® are fragments of the
line of Seth, as it was given in J, the final redactor of the Pentatcuch (R)
having preferred in the main the line as given by P (5% ®): notice that in
point of fact the verses 42" are paraliel to 5> %: notice further the difference
in style of §® from the rest of the ch., and the resemblance to 4**", as well
as the allusion to 3'% (also J). In the account ot the Flood, the main narra-
tive is that of P, which has been enlarged by the addition of elements derived
from J : here, however, these elements form a tolerably complete narrative,
though there are omissions, e.g. between 68 and 7! of the instructions for
making the ark, the redactor having preferred the account of P: and in what
follows, the narrative of J, for a similar reason, is not perfectly complete,
The distinguishing characteristics of the two narratives are well exhibited by
Delitzsch (p. 164f.): each viz. is marked by a serics of recurring features
which are absent from the other, and by which it is connected with other
sections of the book, belonging respectively to the same source (comp. above,
p- 9). The interchange of Jekovak and God is here specially noticeable. In
c. 10 the scheme of P is singularly clear: v.! is the title to the entire section,
dealing with the ¢ sons of Noah” ; v.2® sons of Japheth, with subscription :
v.%7 2 sons of Ham, with subscription : v.22-%-8 sons of Shem, with sub-
scription : v, the subscription to the entire section. The framework of the

* The notes appended are not intended to do more than afford a partial
indication of the grounds on which the analysis rests; for fuller details
reference must be made to the more special works named, p. 1f. The Book
of Genesis has been published (in German), in a convenient form, with the
different sources distinguished typographically, by Kautzsch and Socin (Die
Genesis mit dusserer Unterscheidung der Quellenschriften3, 1891).  Great
pains and care have been bestowed upon the preparation of this work ; but
the details, so far as the line of demarcation between J and E, and the parts
assigned to the redactor, are concerned, can in many cases not claim more
than a re/atsve probability, as the editors themselves avow. A more elaborate
work of the same kind is B. W. Bacon, Z7%e Genesis of Genests (Hartford,
U.S.A., 1892): see also C. J. Ball’s edition (above, pp. 1, 3).

t For v.™? include two or three expressions (‘‘two and two,” *“ male and
female,” * God” [Sam, Targ. Vulg. *‘Jehovah ”]) borrowed by the redactoy
from P,
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ch. is thus supplied by P, and into it notices of the nations descended from
Noah, derived from J, have been inserted by the final redactor.  Observe that
v.2 fegins the third main division of the ch., and that v.%, taken strictly, is
out of place before it : v.3" contain ]’s account of Shelah, Eber, and Peleg,
parallel to that of P in 11317 (comp. 4% beside 58),

Notice also that the genealogies in J (both here and elsewhere) are cast in
a different mould from those of P, and are connected together by similarities
of expression, which do not occur in P: thus in 417-% 10819 21. %430 1g%-3
22%-H 2518 notice the recurrence of the form of sentence, Unto . . . was
born: of W% (not v»A, as in P) used of the father; of #n 01; and of the
phrase the father of . . . (sce Budde, Die Biblische Urgeschichte, 1883, pp.
220-223). On the question whether J in c. I-IIis really a literary unity,
see Holzinger, Eénl. p. 138 ff.; more briefly, Enc. 5. i. 1676, or the writer's
Genesis, p. 74.

1. c. 12-26. Abrakam and Isaac.

{J 1214 620 y318 1 (t0 East) 1 (from and moved) B 5 10tb-2- 418
E 2

{] 18!-1g%- 8-s 21lm 2 8 221518 20-24
E 20117 8) 216-21 22-32a. (82b)  (34) ool 14 1

{] C. 24a 2§16 11b 18, 21260, K-8 561-14. (10}, 16-17. (16). 19-23
E

The verses enclosed in parentheses appear to be due to the compiler of
JE. The parts not included in the table belong to P (p. 11f.), with the
exception of ¢. 14, the character of which points to its being taken from a
[14] special source. The expedition described may in outline be historical ;
but improbabilities attach to many of the defasls : and though the four names
inv.! correspond, more or less exactly, with those of kings (¢. B.C. 2100) which
have been discovered in the Inscriptions, there is at present (June 1909) no
monumental corroboration of any part of the following narrative (see the
writer’s Genesis”, pp. 155-8, 167 f., 171-3, and the Addendz on pp. 157, 172 f.,
and 173). C. 15 shows signs of composition ; but the analysis is in parts un-
_certain, the criteria being indecisive, V.81l 1718 it j5 generally agreed, belong
to J : perhaps, on the whole, we may best refer v.2 3 & &-11.17.18 ¢, Ty 1. S
. 8. 1816 E, regarding v.13-18- 19-21 g5 expansions due to a later hand (or hands) ;
cf. Bacon, Hebraica, vii. (1890), p. 75 f.

19® belongs to P, Observe (1) God twice, Jekovak having been regularly
used before (e.g. v.1514-16.%.21) . (2) yemembered (see 8! in P; and Ex. 2%);
(3) ““cities of the Plain,” as 132 P. The verse further betrays itself as an
insertion in its present context, in that it »¢peass in other words the substance
of the preceding narrative ; and secondly in the gemeral/ statement that Lot
dwelt in *“ the cities of the Plain,” which would fall naturally from a writer
compiling a summary account of the occurrence (and is actually used by P in
13"%), but hardly so from one who had just before named Sodom repeatedly as
the particular city in which Lot dwelt.

With 218 (*“ called on the name of Jehovah ”’) comp. 4% 12? 13¢ 26,
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26*-5 has probably (on grounds of style: see Dgl.) been expanded or
recast by the compiler. The same may have been the case with 22118, 2615 18
appear to be additions made by the compiler for the purpose of harmonizing
with 21%%,  Observe in v.® the different explanation of the name ‘ Beer-
sheba,” as compared with 21 (E), It has been plausibly conjectured that
in ¢, 24-26 a transposition has taken place, and that the original order was
2516 1 ¢, 24 (observe that v.38 appears Lo presuppose 258) 2618 2521-%0s. 11-34,
of which c. 27 is now the natural sequel,

I11. c. 27--36. Jacob and Esau.

J 2yl a810 118w 21 3-8
E 13 1718 20-3 591 15-23. 25-28, 30, 3013 (to Asnees)

Jgoe 7 o W (0w . . . sons) g M3l B
E 6 8 17T 2We-22hg 23 317 46 -

- -1 248 - b-3. 5. 7. 11-
J 3ui6 4800 32l I R 34708 5. 7. 1112,
o a 51321 LT B 184-28

{J 34'.'.5 (P‘lnly) 26. 30-31 3514 21-22a
E 35I-8 16-20

In 27 some critics discover the traces of a double narrative, and con-
sider accordingly that the narrative of J has been supplemented by details
taken from I ; but it is doubtful whether the grounds alleged are decisive.

In 280 the main narrative is E, v.?%1% being inserted from J. Both
narratives contained the account of the thcophany at Luz, E giving promi-
nence to the dream and vision of the ladder, which made the place one
¢ where heaven and earth meet” (v.17 being the sequel to v.1?), J to the
words of promise addressed to Jacob; the compiler has united the two
[15] accounts, as mutually supplementing each other.  The promise in v.13%,
as elsewhere in J (13%1® 12%), accommodated in v.»® to Jacol’s present
situation. Render v.”® as RV marg. (sce 182 Heb.): in J Jehovah appears
standing beside Jacob as he slept.

In 29%-30* (births of Jacob’s children) the main narrative is J, with short
notices from E. Notice God interchanging with Jehovak, and the double
etymologies in 30'% 18, 30°™b 30® (with Cod) ¥ (with Jehovak). But in c.
29-32 it must remain an open question whether the points of separation
between ] and E have in all cascs been rightly determined (see also p. 12 note*),

In 30%-31'% (the parting of Jacob and Laban), 30%-31'is mainly J, 31%-1te
mainly E. The two sources give a different account of the arrangement
between Jacob and Laban, and of the manner in which, nevertheless, Jacob
prospered. The success which in 30%% js attributed to Jacob’s stratagem,
with the effect of the striped rods upon the ewes in the flock, is in 31712
attributed to the frustration by Providence of Laban’s attempt, by repeatedly
altering his terms, to overreach Jacob, and to the fact that only the striped
he-goats leaped upon the ewes. Each account, however, appears also to
contain notices incorporated from the other, which, in some cases, harmonize
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imperfectly with their present context, and complicate the interpretation (for
details see Dillmann or Delitzsch).

314-% may have been in parts expanded or glossed by the compiler;
v, 48 €1.61-8¢ ap5e0r to embody E’s account of the covenant between Jacob and
Laban ; v.%-4-8 the account given by J. Observe that the covenant in v.%
is different in its terms from the covenant in v.%,

In c. 34 the analysis is not throughout equally certain ; but marks of P’s
style appear unmistakably in some parts, while they are absent in others, and
the motives and aims of the actors seem not to be uniformly the same (cf. p.
9n.). In v.» 11 Shechem himself is the spokesman, and his aim is the
personal one of securing Dinah as his wife ; in v,%10 (cf, v.16 21-3) his father
Hamor is spokesman, and his aim is to secure an amalgamation between his
people and Jacob’s: observe also the similarity in the terms in which
circumcision is mentioned v,1% 22> 24b gngq 171 (P), and between v.2 and
231018 (g]so P). But it is not impossible that P here is based upon
elements derived from E ; see Wellh, Comp. p. 312 ff. ; Cornill, ZAZ'W.
1891, p. I ff. ; and cf. 35° 48% (both E). In 35%1-2 notice fsrael for Jacob
(cf. p. 19).

IV. c. 37-50. Joseph.
¥ 128 2 28-27 B (10 silper) -5
{E 37% (from Joseph) *1 19-20 22 B (to pit) B30 M

(6]
{J c. 38¢ 39 4274434t 46%—47% ™1
E c. 40* 4,1—45.' 47-57 421-57 45'-46“ » 1

2

T 47982 B8 (to Goshen) B2 491t 5ol-1k 14
{ 4812 8228 15-26

Though the analysis of ¢. 37 is in parts uncertain, the differences of repre-
sentation which it exhibits show that it is of composite origin. Thus v.
is not the continuation of v.%-%: notice the indefinite expression, ‘‘and
there passed by Midianites, merchantmen,” which evidently describes the
first appearance of merchants upon the scene: the sequel to v.* would have

* With traces of J, as 4o 8- 18b 4114 (¢“and they brought him quickly
from the dungeon”) 42%-% 454 (‘‘ whom ye sold into Egypt”) 8 (‘‘ that ye
seld me thither”) 45 (to Gosken) 2 46! (*‘ Israel ). Here, as in other cases,
the details of the analysis (subject to the reservation which is sometimes
necessary) may be seen most conveniently in Carpenter’s Hexateuch, or in the
editions of Genesis by Wade, Bennett, or the present writer,

+ With traces of E (43'* #* ‘“and he brought Simeon out unto them ”).

1 As read in LXX, viz. (directly answering v.%): ‘‘And Pharaoh said unto
Joseph, Let them dwell in the land of Goshen ; and if thou knowest that
there are able men amongst them, then make them,” &c. Then follows
v.>% (P), as given above, p. 11 nofe.

§ In the main, probably ; but the two narratives cannot here be disengaged
with certainty. Perhaps v, 171 are from J.

2
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been expressed by ‘‘and #%¢ Ishmaelites drew near” (or some similar verb,
but with the subject definite): v.® is thus parallel to v.®¥, not the sequel
to it. Notice, further, that it is #wice said that Joseph was brought into
Egypt and sold there; once, 37%, by the Midianites, in agreement with v, Ba.c,
the other time, 39%, by the Jshmaelites, in agreement with v.®,  Again, if in
v.? the subject of *“ they drew ” be Joseph’s brethren, it is strange, as Reuben
appears clearly to be in their company, that, going afterwards to the pit, he
should be surprised at rot finding Joseph in it ; on the other hand, if * they”
refer to the Midianite merchants passing by, who drew up Joseph from the pit
without his brothers’ knowledge, the surprise of Reuben is at once explained,
and the expression in 40! ¢‘ for I was sto/esz out of the land of the Hebrews ”
exactly describes what had occurred. If 37%-#%-27-%b (And they sold . . .
silver) 31"® 39! &c., on the one hand, and 373 % c. %-30.38 on the
other, be read consecutively, they will be found to form two complete paralle!
accounts of the manner in which Joseph was taken into Egypt, each (as will
appear presently) connecting with two corresponding narratives in the
chapters following : in one (J) Joseph is so/d by his brethren to Zskmaclites,
in the other (E) he is cast by his brethren into a pit, and sfolen thence by
the Madianites without his brothers’ knowledge. V.# is tautologous beside
v.2, but forms an excellent introduction to v.#,  Notice that in J
Judak tukes the lead (so 43® 44M%); in E Reubern (so 42***): it is con-
sidered by many critics that ¢ Reuben ” in v.?! was originally ** Judah.”

The narrative of Joseph in c. 39 fi. consists, as it scems, of long passages
excerpted alternately from J and E, each, however, embodying traits derived
from the other. The ground of this conclusion is the observation—(a) that
the representation in different parts of the narrative varies ; (8) that in each
of these long passages occur short, isolated notices, not in entire harmony
with the context in which they are embedded, but presupposing different cir-
cumstances, 'Thus (a) in c. 42 Joseph’s brethren are charged with being
spies, and in reply volunteer the information about their younger brother
(v. [177]7-13- %-83) ; in the report of what had occurred given in c. 43, there is no
allusion to such a charge, and Joseph is expressly said to have asked them if
they had a brother (v.%7: so0 44'); (8) 42% comes unexpectedly after v, %7,
but agrees with v.®: having been given special provision for the way (v.?),
the brethren naturally make the discovery that the money is in their sacks
only at the end of the journey. On the other hand, 42”"* harmonizes with
434, where the discovery is made af the lodging place. The former is E's
account, the latter J's, 42*™ being inserted in E from J. Further, in 42'%%
83-3 the detention of Simeon is an essential feature of the narrative ; but in
42™-43", and again in 44'%%, there is entire silence respecting him; his
release is not one of the objects for which the brethren return to Egypt. IHad
the whole narrative been by one hand, it would have been natural to find
Simeon mentioned in the parts of ¢. 43-44 where he is unnoticed. The
notices of Simeon in 43 ®, agreeing thus imperfectly with their immediate
context (J), appear to have been inserted in it from the parallel narrative (E).
(A similar point connected with ¢. 39 is noticed by the commentators.)
Phraseological indications pointing to the same conclusion are—(a) Jekovak
in 3928838 Gog in 41808 4.7 463, (The use of God elsewhere in
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these sections, in converse with Egyptians, or between Joseph, whilst in dis
guise, and his Lrethren, is naturally inconclusive either for B, 408 41'¢ &c., o1
against J, 437 44'%.) (6) A preference for Zsrael as the name of the patriarch
in one group of passages (37% 18 43% & 11 46%- 30 47m. 81 488.10. 1.1 502 ),
and for jacod in the other (421 ¢ - 3 45%- 7 462 8 481 : E),—a preference so
decided as to make it probable that in the few passages where, in the context
of J, Jacob occurs (37%), or, in the context of E, Jsrael (45% 461 3 482 1. 21),
the variation is either a change made by the compiler, or is due to the use by
him of the other source. The unusual word nnnox sack occurs thirteen times
in c. 43-44 (J) : by a remarkable coincidence it also occurs twice in the two
verses 427, which, on independent grounds, were assigned above to the
same source ; E uses the more ordinary term pr 422 3 (also v.9 J),

In c. 49 the Blessing of Jacob is, of course, incorporated by J from an in-
dependent source. The historical and geographical conditions reflected in it
are those of the period of the Judges, Samuel, and David ; and this is the
age in which the ancient tradition of the patriarch’s blessing must have been
cast into its present poetical form (cf. Dillm. p. 454 f.).

That P and JE form two clearly definable, independent
sources, is a conclusion abundantly justified by the facts. As
regards the analysis of JE, the criteria (as said above) are fewer
and less definite ; and the points of demarcation cannot in all
cases be determined with the same confidence. Nevertheless
the indications that the narrative is composite are of a nature
which it is not easy to gainsay; and the difficulty which some-
times presents itself of disengaging the two sources is but a
natural consequence of the greater similarity of style subsisting
[18] between them than between JE, as a whole, and P.* Ia the
history of Joseph the harmonizing additions which the analysis
attributes to the compiler may be felt by some to constitute an
objection to it. In estimating the force of such an objection,
we must, however, balance the probabilities : is it more probable,
in the light of what appears from other parts of the Pentateuch,
that the work of one and the same writer should exhibit the
incongruities pointed to above, or that a redactor in combining

* Dillmann attempts to separate ] and E with great minuteness, But it is
often questionable if the phraseological criteria upon which he mainly relies
warrant the conclusions which he draws from them. He is apt (as the
present writer ventures to think) not to allow sufficiently for the probability
that two writers, whose general styles were such as those of J and E are
known to have been, would make use of the same expressions, where these
expressions are not (as in the case of P) of a peculiar, strongly marked type,
but are such as might be used, so far as we can judge, by any writer of the
best historiographical style.
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two parallel narratives should have introduced into one traits
borrowed from the other? The narrative of Joseph cannot be
judged entirely by itself ; it must be judged in the light of the
presumption derived from the study of JE as a whole. And
this presumption is of a nature which tends to confirm the con-
clusion that it is composite.

The distinction between P and JE—in particular, between P and J—may be
instructively illustrated from the dlessings and promises which form a con-
spicuous feature in the Book of Genesis, and, in virtue of the progressive
limitation of their scope, harmonize with its general plan (p. 7). To P
belong 1%-% (Adam); 9'7 (Noah); 17%8 (Abraham); 28% and 35 [quoted
48%] (Jacob) : to JE 3® (the Protevangelium) ; 9*® (Shem); 12'"% (Abraham:
also 13417 158 18 1818 2515-18) ; 2620 M (Tsaac) ; 277D 281818 (Jacob) 5 491
(Judah). Let the reader notice how those assigned to P are cast in the
same phraseology, and express frequently the same thoughts: those assigned
to J exhibit greater variety; and such common features as they present
(especially those addressed to the three patriarchs) are different from those
that mark the other seriess In P, it may be observed, the promises are
limited to Israel itself ; in ] the prophetical outlook embraces other nations
as well. Comp. the writer’s Sermons om the Old Testament (1892), pp.

52-55.

The process by which, probably, the Book of Genesis assumed
its present form may be represented approximately as follows.
First, the two independent, but parallel, narratives of the patri-
archal age, ] and E, were combined into a whole by a compiler
whose method of work, sometimes incorporating long sections
[19] of each intact (or nearly so), sometimes fusing the parallel
accounts into a single narrative, has been sufficiently illustrated.
The whole thus formed (JE) was afterwards combined with the
narrative P by a second compiler, who, adopting P as his frame-
work, accommodated JE to it, omitting in either what was
necessary in order to avoid needless repetition, and making such
slight redactional adjustments as the unity of his work required.
Thus he naturally assigned 11-23 the first place, — perhaps
at the same time removing 2% from its original position as
superscription to 1! and placing it where it now stands. In
appending next, from J, the narrative of Paradise, he omitted
probably the opening words (for the narrative begins abruptly),
and to Jakweh added the defining adjunct Elokim,* “ God,” for

* Producing an unusual and emphatic phrase { =Jahweh, who is God),
occurring again in the Pentateuch only Ex. 9%,
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the purpose of identifying expressly the Author of life in 24
with God, the Creator, in 1'%,  Still following J, he took from
it the history of Cain and his descendants (41%), but rejected
the list of Seth’s descendants (which the fragments that remain
show that J must have once contained) except the first two names
(4%%), and the etymology of MNoak (5%), in favour of the
genealogy and chronological details of P (5-30-82), In 6!
—-9!7 he combines into one the double narrative of the Flood,
prescrving, however, more from both narratives than was usually
his practice, and in parts slightly modifying the phraseology
In 982 he introduces from J the prophetical glance at the
character and capabilities of the three great ethnic groups
descended from Noah, following it by the account, from P, of
the close of Noah's life (92¢"). C. 10 (the Table of nations)
includes elements derived from both sources (p. 14f); it is
succeeded by the account from J of the dispersion of mankind
(1x+9). C. 11%% carries on the line of Israel’s ancestors from
Shem to Terah, from P; 112632 states particulars respecting
Abram’s immediate relations, taken partly from P, partly from
J, and necessary as an introduction to the history of Abram in
c. 12 ff.  Mutatis mutandis, a similar method is followed in the
rest of the book. The narrative of Genesis, though composite,
is constructed upon a definite plan, and to the development of
this plan the details that are incorporated from the different
sources employed are thioughout subservient.

[20] Twice in P (17! 21') the name /Jekovak appears in place of the name
God ; and the variation, it has been argued, is subversive of the grounds upon
which the critical analysis of Genesis rests. But this argument attaches
undue significance to an #so/ated phenomenon. We must weigh the alterna-
tives, and ask which is the more probable : that an inference, dependent upon
an abundance of criteria, extending throughout the entire Pentateuch, should
be a mistaken one, or that the compiler, ur even a scribe, should #fwice
have substituted the more usual Jekovak for Eloksm under the influence of
the usage of the verses preceding. To this question there can surely be
but one answer. The compiler of Chronicles changes conversely Jekovak
of his original source into God, neither consistently nor with apparent
reason, except that when writing independently, he evinces a preference
for the latter term himself ; comp. e.g. 2 Ch. 2213 23° 25% 337 34% 9 with
2 Ki. 11320 1414 217 224 B respectively.

The more special characteristics of J, E, and P, and the question of their
probable dates, will be considered when they have been reviewed in their
entirety at the end of the Book of Joshua.
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§ 2. Exopus.

LITERATURE (in addition to the works mentioned above, p. 1f.).—Ad.
Jtlicher, Die Quellen von Exodus i.~vii. 7, Halis Sax. 1880, and Die Quellen
von Exodus vii. 8-xxiv. 11, in the Jakrbicher fiir Protestantische Theologie,
1882, pp. 79-127, 272-315; C. A. Briggs, *“ The Little Book of the
Covenant” [Ex. 34°%] in 7he Hebrew Student (Chicago), May 1883, p.
264 ff. ; ** The Greater Book of the Covenant ” [Ex. 20%-c. 23], 6. June 1883,
p- 289ff. ; J. W. Rothstein, Das Bundesbuck u. die rel.-gesch. Entwicklung
Isy. 1888 ; B. W. Bacon inthe Journ. of Bibl. Lit., 1890, p. 161 ff. (on Ex.
y14-12%); 1891, p. 107ff. (on Ex. 1-7); 1892, p. 177 ff. (on Ex. 12¥-17%);
1893, p. 23f. (on Ex. 18-34); K. Budde, Z4TW. 1891, p. 99 ff.
(Bemerkungen zum Bundesbuch), p. 193 ff. (chiefly on the analysis of Ex.
12-34) ; B. Baentsch, Das Bundesbuck, scine urspriinglicke Gestalt, w.s.w.
(1892); B. W. Bacon, ZThke Triple Tradition of the Exodus (Hartford,
U.S.A. 1894) [distinguishes typographically J, E, and P, to the end of the
Pent., with explanatory introductions and notes]; B. Baentsch (in Nowack’s
Kdk.), 1900 (masterly) ; Holzinger (in Marti’s #d.-C.), 1900 ; W. H. Bennett
(Century Bible), 1908 ; A. H. M‘Neile (in the Westminster Commentaries),
1908 ; S. R. Driver (in the Caméb. Bible), 1911.

The Book of Exodus (called by the Jews, from its opening
words niny n?tﬁ, or more briefly nin’) carries on the history
of the Israelitish nation from the death of Joseph to the erection
of the Tabernacle by Moses in the second year of the exodus
(40%17). The structure of the book is essentially similar to that
of Genesis, the same sources, P and JE, appearing still side by
side, and exhibiting the same distinctive peculiarities. It will be
convenient, in analysing the book, to divide it into sections,
which may be briefer than was the case in Genesis.

L C. 1-11. Events leading to the deliverance of the Usraelites
from Egypt.

C. 1-2. The continued increase of Jacob’s posterity in Egypt,
and the measures instituted for the purpose of checking it by a
“new king,” unmindful of the benefits conferred previously upon
[21] his country by Joseph (c. 1). The birth and education of
Moses, and his flight from Egypt into the land of Midian (c. 2).

{ P e 7 13-4 23-3b

{'{: o0 182 (to died)
15-20a 02 114
13+ repeats the substance of Gen. 46%% (cf. p. 7). As regards 212 jt is
true, in J, Moses’ father-in-law is called Hobab (Nu. 10%, cf. jud. 4!); butas
no name is mentioned when he is first introduced (v.%), Reue/ in v.™ js very
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probably a gloss, due to a misconception of Nu. 10%. In 3' 4%, c, 18(E), he
is called fetkro: the variation is a good example of the divergent traditions to
be found in the Pentateuch.

C. 31718 Moses is commissioned by Jehovah to be the
deliverer of his people : his preliminary negotiations with the
Israelites and with Pharaoh.

P
{J Y= I R Y )
E 3, 4b 6 9-15 19-22 1%-18

P 63713
i 7396 20-41 T 6E Gl
{E 4202 27-28 REEE

In c. 3 the main narrative is E (notice the frequency of God
v.4 60, 11.12. 13, 148. 182)  with short passages from J; in c. 4-61,
on the contrary, the main narrative is J, with short passages from
E. The verses 41718 2021 are assigned to E on account of their
imperfect connexion with the context: 47 speaks of * #4¢ signs ”
to be done with the rod, whereas only oz¢ sign to be performed
with it has been described v.1?; 43! mentions wonders to be
done before Pkaraok, whereas v.1'? speaks only of wonders to be
wrought for the satisfaction of the people. The two verses read,
in fact, like fragments from another narrative, which once, of
course, contained the explanations which are now missing.
Further, in the existing narrative, v.19, from its contents, is not
fitted to be the segwel of v.18: it, in fact, states an alternative
ground for Moses’ return into Egypt ; and the name Jet%70 makes
it probable that v.1® belongs to the same current of narrative as
31 and c. 18 (fe. E); hence v.? will be referredto J.  V.%® goes

naturally with v.17 (the rod).
Passing now to the consideration of the passage assigned to

P (62-718), and comparing it with JE as a whole, we observe
that it does not describe the seguwel of 31-61, but is parallel to
it, and contains a partly divergent account of the commission of
Moses, and of the preliminary steps taken by him to secure the
release of his people. This will be apparent if the narrative [22]
be followed attentively. 3!-6! describes the call and commission
of Moses, the nomination of Aaron as his spokesman w:th the
people (318 41-19), and three signs given to him for the satisfaction

* In the Heb.: ““[J] And Jehovah saw that he turned aside to see, [E] and
God called unto him,” &c.
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of the people if they should demand his credentials: Moses and
Aaron have satisfied the people (4% %), but their application to
Pharaoh has proved unsuccessful (c. 5) and something further is
threatened (6!). The continuation of 6! is, however, 714; for
though the revelation and commission contained in 6% might
n i1seff be treated as a repetition of that in ¢. 3, its different
style points to P as its source, and the sequel shows that in fact
it is part of a parallel narrative of Moses’ call and commission, in
which, unlike 4%, the people refuse to listen to the promises con-
veyed to them (6%), and in which, upon Moses’ protesting his
inability to plead, not, as before, with the people, but with
Pharaok, Aaron is appointed to be his spokesman with him
(611-12. 2030 ,1-2)  If Pharaoh had already refused to hear him
(as he would have done, had c. 5-6 formed a continuous nar-
rative), it is scarcely possible that Moses should allege (612) a
different, @ prioré ground—a ground, moreover, inconsistent with
4% —for his hesitation.  Aaron having been thus appointed
Moses’ spokesman with Pharaoh, the case of the king’s requiring
a guarantee is next provided for: Aaron’s rod is to be thrown
down that it may become a reptile* 98-, Pharaoh’s heart, how-
ever, is hardened ; and the narrative at 718 has reached just the
same point which was reached in 61. The parallelism of details
which prevails between the two narratives is remarkable ; comp.
68 and 3591416, 61 (=30) and 410; 71 and 418; 7% and 31 61,

C. 7%-111, The narrative of the plagues.

[ P 71 (to commanded) 1b-23
) 7o e W8 (10 from the river)
{E by 17§ W (and ke lifted to servants)

P 87 16b-19 8-13
J‘ 728-2. 8!-4" 8-18a (lO lzearl) 20-82 91-1 13-21
{E 2B (49 earth)

* 198 @ reptile, not 0} a serpent, as in 4%,

+ Except the words. *‘ which was turned into a serpent,” which appear to
be a harmonistic insertion : see 4%in J ; and cf, the similar insertion in 47 LXX.

1 To “I will smite,” and from ‘‘upon the waters,” &c. (“I1” in the
original context of ] being Jehovah; cf. v.%),

§ From ““with” to ‘“ hand,” the clause originally reading, ‘“ And thou
shalt smite with the rod that is in thine hand,” &c.; when the two texts
were combined together, *“ thine ” was changed to *‘ mine,” as the verb “I
will smite,” now assigned to Moses as subject, required the first person.

| The verses are numbered as in the English version.
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P
[
E 3« LA 13358 (to Zgypt) M (to land of Egypt)

P 9-10
{ J 10118 (10 darkened) 18e-19 428 28-20 )
E 15b (to kﬂ) 20. 21-23 27 rri-s

The passages 7' (‘“ In this thou shalt know that I am Jehovah "), 81%
(*¢ that thou mayest know that there is none like unto Jehovah our God ),
2 (“to the end,” &c.), 9M-16- %V (““that thou mayest know,” &c.), 107-5
(from ““for I have hardened ” to *“ went in unto Pharaoh,” the next words
being supposed to have read originally ¢ And say unto him,’ and to have
been the immediate sequel to v.! ¢ Go in unto Pharaoh ), which are of the
nature of didactic comments, are regarded by many critics as editorial addi-
tions to the original narrative.

The grounds of the analysis depend, in the first instance,
upon literary criteria ; which, however, are remarkably supported
by corresponding differences in the representation. Reserving
for the present the consideration of the few passages referred to
E, and confining our attention to P and J, we observe that the
narrative of the plagues is marked by a scries of systematic differ-
ences, relating to four distinct points—viz. 1. the terms of the
command addressed to Moses ; 2. the demand made of Pharaoh ;
3. the description of the plague; 4. the formula expressive of
Pharaoh’s obstinacy; and further, that these differences agree
[requently with corresponding differences in the parts of the pre-
ceding narrative, 31-71%, which have been assigned (on independent
grounds) to P and JE respectively. Thus in I’ Aaron co-gperates
_with Moses, and the command is Say unto Aaron (7*° 8518; so
before, in 7?: even 98, where Moses acts, both are expressly
addressed) ; no demand is ever made of Pharaoh, the plagues
being viewed rather as signs, or proofs of power, than as having
the practical object of securing Israel’s release; the description
of the plague is brief, seldom extending beyond the compass of
two or three verses; the success or failure of the Egyptian
magicians (who are mentioned only in this narrative) is noted:
the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart is expressed by the verb pin,
pn (was strong, made strong, RV marg.) 7122 81 912 1119 (s0 718),
and the closing formula t is, And ke hearkened not unto them, as
Jehovak kad spoken 72 8¥19 g12 (50 718), In J, on the con-

* The last clause is P’s formula (7'3- 3 81819 g13) ; jt is probably an ad-
dition due to the compiler who combined P with JE.
+ Except the last time, 11 (cf. 61 73°; and withv.?, 7¢ %),
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trary, Moses alone (without Aaron) is commissioned to present
himself before Pharaoh: he addresses Pharaoh himself* (in
agreement with 41916, where Aaron is appointed expressly to be
Moses’ spokesman witk the people); a formal demand is uniformly
made, Let my people go, that they may serve me (718 8130 gl.18
108: compare before 43 in the corresponding narrative) ; upon
Pharaoh’s refusal, the plague is announced, and takes [24] effect,
either without further human intervention (8% g%), or at a signal
given by Moses (not by Aaron) (720 922 101 22) ; the interview
with Pharaoh is prolonged, and described in some detail ; some-
times also the king sends for Moses and Aaron to crave their
intercession for the removal of the plague (8% % g% 101%); the
term used to express the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart is was
heavy (723) or made heavy (wvaon) 74 81682 78 101+ The
parrative generally is written in a more picturesque and varied
style than that of P; there are frequent descriptive touches, and
the dialogue is abundant. In a word, the two currents of nar-
rative display just the same contrasted literary characteristics
which they exhibit in the Book of Genesis.

Recurring phrases which mark this narrative and distinguish it from that
of P are (besides *‘ Let my people go,” &c., and 733, 1237 of the heart, just
noted) refuseth (jxp), esp. followed by ¢ to let the people go,” 714 82 2 10> 4
(so before 4%); 7' serpent (wm), see 4% ; Thus saith Jekovak, said regularly
to Pharaoh (so 472 5!); beko/d . . . with the participle in the announcement
of the plague 717 83 81 g% 18 104 (s0 4) ; border 87 1041419 ; thow, thy people,
and thy servants 8% 4013129 gl + of 108 1290 ; Godof the Hebrews 7' gl- 18
10° (50 318 §3) ; 20 intreat 88:9- B D o2 1617+ such as hath not been &c. g% 116,
cf. 105 145 fo sever (nh97) 8% 9% 1175 the end or object of the plague (or cir-
cumstance attending it) stated 810 2 gl4. 16. 20b y5ab 17,

The grounds for believing that what remains in the narrative
of the plagues after the separation of P is not perfectly homo-
geneous, but contains clements due to E, are, stated briefly, as
follows. Reasons were given above (p. 23) for concluding that

* Aaron, if he appears at all, is only Moses’ silent companion : 8 (see
v.%10) B (see v, % B) g% (see v.®), In 108 it is doubtful if the plural “‘and
they said ” is original : notice in v.% ‘‘and 4e turned.”

+ The two words pin Aard, strong, and 123 Aeavy, really express different
ideas : the former means firm, in a bad sense studborn, defiant (cf. Ez. 379),
the latter slow fo move or be affected, unimpressionable (cf. of the ear, Is. 60
597, Zech. 71 ; of the eye, Gen. 48'%; of the tongue, Ex. 4'9).

1+ The symmetry of this verse is ruch improved, if, with Hitzig, for 125 %
we read 73 Py
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the two verses 41718, which speak of the 70d of Moses, were
not originally part of the context in which they are now found,
and they were assigned accordingly to E. Now, in the narrative
of the plagues, the effect in certain cases is brought about not
immediately by God, but by the intervention of Moses’ rod (17 30®
0% 1018), It is difficult not to connect the passages in which
the rod is‘thus named with 41718 and to treat both as notices
derived from the same source E. The opinion that the parts of
the narrative which remain after the [25] separation of P are to
some extent composite, is confirmed by other indications. Thus
in 717 the transition from the “I” of God to the “1” of Moses
is abrupt and (in the historical books) unusual; hence the sus-
picion arises that originally the subject of I will smite was
Jehovah (cf. v.%%), and that the words “ with the rod that is in
mine hand” were introduced by the compiler of JE from the
other source used by him. By the side of 9%V, v.55* would seem
to be superfluous.

The analysis of JE in Ex. 3-11 given above differs in some details from
that given in previous editions, though it agrces very closely with B, W,
Bacon’s analysis quoted on page 27 of the 6th and 7th editions, and is sub-
stantially that which is now accepted by critics. As was remarked on p. 14
(cf. the Preface, p. v), the analysis of JE, owing to the not unfrequent
absence of decisive criteria, is often difficult and uncertain ; and Bacon (who
handles the subject with much ability) in the articles mentioned on p. 22,
while not disturbing the analysis as a whole, made, at several points in it,
material improvements. That the analysis is throughout equally ccrtain will
naturally not be maintained. Passages such as 318 g#-% 1o!218, where
alternate verses, or sometimes even half-verses, are assigned to different
writers, are especially likely to awaken doubts: still it is remarkable how
these passages, when read attentively, do appear to be over-filled, and how
two almost complete narratives can be disengaged from them.

The variations from previous critics are deliberate, and supported by argu-
ment: as Bacon shows, his predecessors had at certain points (notably at
10%-%) failed to discover the true clues. The effect of this analysis is to dis-
engage two narratives, each (substantially) complete, and each (as Bacon is
careful to point out) consistent with itself, and dominated by a distinctive
unity of character and representation ; in the hands of previous critics, E's
narrative has been mostly fragmentary. Thus, upon Bacon’s view, E preserves
more closely than J does the connexion with the patriarchal period : there are
only 3-4 generations from Joseph to Moses (Gen. 503, cf. Nu. 32%); he
pictures the Israelites accordingly as a relatively small clan, capable of being
served by twe midwives: in J, Israel is a populous nation ; Ex 18 covers the
gap between the patriarchs and Moses, and allows time for the multiplication
of Jacol’s descendants. In E, again, the Israelites are ‘‘royal pensioners,”
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dependent upon Pharaoh’s bounty (comp. Gen. 45™ 477, cf. 50™; 45" 46%).
and they live side by side with the Egyptians (Ex 3% 11%); in J they are inde-
pendent owners of cattle (g% ¢ 10% %4 26 123238 ; cf, Gen. 451° 46%), and they
reside apart in the pastoral district of Goshen (Ex. 8% g®; cf. Gen. 45
46%- 3. 3 491.4.60.7)  In E, further, Pharaoh is depicted as stubborn and
defiant, his refusal is peremptory and complete ; in J he is weak-minded and
deceitful (8%), he promises rclease, and craves Moses’ intercession, but after-
wards evades his promise. Other characteristics of the two representations are
also pointed out by Bacon. The literary distinctions between the two narra-
tives remain substantially as before ; J is graphic, and abounds in colloquy ;
E, though complete, is brief and ungarnished. The concluding formula in E
is and Pharaok’s heart was hardened [pn lit. was strong)] (or and Jekovak
hardened Pharaok’s keart), and ke did not let the children of Israel (or them)
g0 9% (contrast J’s phrase, v.4?) 102 7 (cf. 42 E). P uses the same verb pmn,
but follows it usually by and ke hearkened not unto them, as Jehovah had spoken.

I c. 12-19% The last plague, the departure of the Israeliles
Jrom Egypt, and their journey to Sinai.

C. 12-13. The institution of the Passover, and the Feast of
Unleavened Cakes. The death of the first-born of the Egyptians,
and journey of the Israelites from Rameses to Succoth. The
law respecting the dedication of the first-born (121-13%). March
of the Israelites from Succoth to Etham, on the border of the
wilderness (1317-%2),

O = oo

81-38 87b-890  dla® 1 317-13

{ P 1212 E] ™ @ . »

In c. 12-13 the double treatment is peculiarly evident. We
have (@) 1213 (Passover); v.1420t (Mazzoth or Unleavened
Cakes) ; v.28- 37a. 40-41. 51 (narrative) ; v.48-50 (Passover—supplement-
ary); 13 (first-born): (8) 122-%" (Passover); v.20-86.37b-89. 42a
(narrative,—continuation of 114%); 13510 (Unleavened Cakes);
v.1'18 (first-born) : the former narrative exhibits throughout the
marks of P ; the latter, those of JE. The Passover, it is to be
observed, though followed by the Feast of Maszotk (Unleavened
Cakes), is distinct from it both in its origin and in its observance ;
and the distinction is recognised in both [26] narratives, especially
in that of JE. The injunction in P respecting the first-born (131%)
is here isolated ; the full explanation is first given Nu. 312t 81619,

* 124, the Hebrew of which is very strange (ma a%%3 ), appears to be

u gloss (Budde, Z4 7°W. 1891, p. 200 ; Bacon).
+ V.Y refers to the first day of Massoth (Lev. 23%), not to the Passover.
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The distinction between P and JE in c. 12 is sufficiently
established upon literary grounds ; but a material justification of
the analysis is to be found in the fact that 12#-% cannot be the
original sequel of 12120 (or rather, of 12%1%; for v.1% does not
concern the Passover at all). The verses do not describe the
execution of the commands received by Moses in v.}-18, Moses
does not repeat to the people, even in an abridged form, the
injunctions before received by him ; but while several points of
importance (e.g. the character of the lamb, and the manner in
which it was to be eaten) are omitted, fres% points (the hyssop,
the basin, none to leave the house), not mentioned before, are
added. The inference is irresistible that 122-% js really part of
a different account of the institution of the Passover, which
‘ stands to 12312 in the same relation that the regulations respect-
ing Maszotk in 13%10 stand to those in 1220” (Dillm. p. 100).
V.22 is conceived entirely in the spirit of parts of 13%16 (see
v8-8.10. 148) - jt js probable, therefore, that both passages are of
similar origin, and may be referred either to J (Dillm.) or to the
compiler of JE expanding materials derived from J (so Wellh., at
least for x13%1%),

A noticeable difference between P and JE is the greater specialization and
strictness of the provisions contained in the former narrative (e.g. 12185 18t 45-49),
As regards the parts assigned to E, with v.3!» comp. 3!% 105 11- 2 . with v.%,
10% #P ; with v, 3%, 33 112" (all E); in 13'7-2 notice God (not Jekovak) four
times ; and with v.?® comp. Gen. 50%, in a context which (on independent
grounds) is assigned to the same source. 12%-% deserve attention, bcing
exidently intended as an explanation of the origin of the Feast of ‘Un-
leavened Cakes.” See further, on c. 12-13, Delitzsch, Studien, vii. p. 337 ff.

C. 14~15. The passage of the Red Sea; Moses’ Song of
Triumph ; the journey of the Israelites to Marah and Elim.

Pagt & 15-18 I (to over the sea)
il T e («; afraz'zi’) Cmeaw wwe
{E 100 198
7] P Ne. 2-B -7 (to over the sea) 5-2
{ J ® (to dry land) " m wa
E

P (15")
T

E 1512 »n
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The passages assigned to P will be found to be connected both with each
other and with other parts of the Pentateuch belonging to the same source :
thus ““harden (pin) the heart” v.4 recurs v.% 17, and is the same term that is
used by P in the narrative of the plagues (p. 25); * get me honour ” 78, recurs
v.1%.18 Lev, 10%; comp. also v.% 38 ¢ and the Egyptians shall know,” &e. (cf. 6
78 16'3) ; v.% B “and the Egyptians pursued”; v.2 2 ““the dry land” and
“‘the wall” ; v.2- 21 ““divide ” ; the repetitions (in the manner of P’) in v,V as
compared with v.4, in v.%* as compared with v.%, in v.? as compared with v.%,
The particulars of the analysis depend to a certain extent upon the apparently
double character of the narrative in some parts of the chapter. As regards the
parts attributed to E, with v.1% comp. Josh. 247 (E); with v.’%, Gen. 21"
31 (the ““‘angel of God”). It is possible that other traits in the narative
also have their source in E (e.g. v.2 “lift up thy »od” ; comp. above, p. 26).
14%® may be a notice derived from J (comp. 8% o7 10%),

In c. 15 the Somg (v.1>18, cf, v.2-2) is, of course, incorporated by E from
an earlier source—perhaps from a collection of national poems. V.1® appears
to be a later redactional addition, reverting, in terms borrowed from P (see
149 3. 3) to the occasion of the Song. The Song itself appears to have
undergone some expansion, or modification of form, at a later age ; for v.}?
(*‘ Thou Aast guided them to Thy holy habitation ) appears clearly to describe
a past event, and v.!™ points to some fixed abode of the ark—the temple at
Shiloh (1 Sa. 1°), if not (Richm, E¢nl i. 299f.) the temple at Jerusalem (the
verbs in v." may be translated as pasts or futures indifferently). In v.>-3we
seem indeed (to use Dillmann’s expression) to hear Moses himself speaking ;
and both Dillm, and Delitzsch (Gen. p. 29) agree with Ewald (Die Dichter
des A.B.s, i. 1, p. 1753 cf. Hist, ii. 354) in supposing that the Song, as a
whole, is a later expansion of the Mosaic theme contained in v.h-3
perhaps designed originally as a festal Passover-song (Is. 30%). Even a
critic as conservative as Strack allows that v.1317 presuppose the conquest of
Canaan ; and the hyperboles in v.% & 105 are too great for an eye-witness,
even though a poet, if the crossing took place (sce the writer's Comm.) not in
deep water, but at some shallow spot where the wind drove the water aside.

C. 16-19% The journcy of the Israelites from Elim to Sinai,
including particulars respecting the quails and manna given to
the people in the wilderness of Sinai (c. 16); the miraculous
supply of water at Rephidim, and the conflict with Amalek at
the same place (c. 17) ; the meeting with Jethro, and the counsel
given by him to Moses (c. 18).

(28) .
P 16?318 yola (to Rephidim) 191
{{J T s wew e 1
E > siec 18 1g®

In c. 16 the parts assigned to P have many marks of his style which are
absent from the rest of the chap. (cf. p. 131 ff. There are also corresponding
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differences of representation: thus in v.%7 (cvening and morning, agreeing
with v.% 12 fesk at evening, and éread at morning) the communication made
to the people is different in its terms from that given in v.* to Moses (é7caz
* alone, with no distinction of morning and evening) ; and v.2-® agrees with v.4",
In the text of P a transposition appears to have taken place ; for v.11* the com-
mand to speak to the people follows the account v.5® of the actual delivery to
them of the message ; probably the original order was v.1% #-1%.6-8. 18 g,

C. 18, though in one or two places (as in parts of v.24810)
there may be traces of the hand of the compiler of JE, is other-
wise an excerpt from E ; notice the preponderance in the chapter
of God (not fehovak). The chapter is one of great historical
interest ; it exhibits to us a picture of Moses legislating. Disputes
arise among the people ; the contending parties come to Moses
to have them settled; he adjudicates between them; and his
judgments are termed “the statutes and directions (Zdd7) of
God” (v.38), It was the historic function of the priests to give
direction ("R, AMN) upon cases submitted to them, in matters
both of civil right (Dt. 171) and ceremonial obscrvance (8. 24%)¥ ;
and here Moses himself appears discharging the same function,
and so laying the foundation of Hebrew law.

1I1. 19°~c. 40. Israel at Sinai.

(a) The solemn establishment of the theocracy at Sinai (see
1958 2438) on the basis of the Ten Commandments (20'V), and
of a Code of laws (20%-23%) regulating the social life and
religious observances of the people, and called the “ Book of the
Covenant” (247); () the giving of directions to Moses on
Mount Sinai for the construction of the Tabernacle, with the
vessels and appointments belonging to it, for the consecration of
Aaron and his sons as priests, the selection of Bezaleel and
Oholiab to execute the skilled work that was necessary, and the
delivering to Moses of the two Tables of the Law (2412-311%) ; (¢)
the incident of the Golden Calf, Moses’ intercession [29] on behalf
of the people, and the renewal of the covenant (c. 32-34); (d) the
construction of the Tabernacle and its appurtenances in accord-
ance with the directions prescribed in c. 25-31, and its erection
(40'7) on the first day of the second year of the exodus (c. 35-40).

J 8b-9 11h-13 18 20-25 2 41-2 e-11
E 193. 10-11a 14-17 1 2013 202’_238' 3-8 13-14

' Ct. Mic. 31! (give dérection) ; Hag. 21 (ask now direction of the priests).
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{ P 2451 (to cloud) 2513118 (to lestimony)

{{g 2418 31180 318 32%1
P 347 ¥ c. 35-40
25-34 1-4 # 12-28 1-4. + 5-28
{E 3210 35 33 88, 4 7-11 W

The structure of JE’s narrative of the transactions at Sinai 1%~
24118b and 3118b-34%8 is complicated, and there are parts in
which the analysis (so far as concerns J and E) must be regarded
as provisional only. Nevertheless, the composite character of
the narrative seems to be unmistakable. Thus in c. 19 the
natural sequel of v.3 went up would be, not v.7 came, but v.14
went down: v.? is superfluous after v.8® (if, indeed, it be more
than an accidental repetition of it): v.1% is isolated, and not
explained by anything which follows (for the *trumpet” of
v.16-19 i5 not the “ram’s-horn” of this verse). In the latter part
of the chapter v.2-% interrupt the connexion: v.% is a repetition
of v.1% (“descended ”), and v.! of v.12; the priests and Aaron
are introduced without preparation: v.25 “and said ("MONW) unto
them” (not ““and #0/d them ") should be followed by a statement
of the words rcported, and is quite disconnected with 20!: on
the other hand, 20! is the natural continuation of 191 It is
evident that #wo parallel narratives of the theophany on Sinai
have been combined together, J consisting of 1939 (v.44 prob-
ably cxpanded by the compiler of JE), 110-18.18.20% and E of
1g2-n 10118, 1417 19 [39] The sequel in E, as just said, is 201,
introducing the Decalogue (20%17), and the following verses
201821 (notice God in 193 17190 201.19. 20. 21) and 2022-23%8 (p. 35f.).
In c. 24, v.38 is manifestly the sequel to c. 23. 241% %1 inter-
rupt the connexion: they are in part the sequel to 19% (the
words “said” by Moses to the people having been lost after v.25).

In the 7%, Tijdsckr. 1881, p. 190, Kuenen, on the ground that the terms
of 20! implied that God had not yet spoken to the people, suggested that
20183 stood originally between 19'%1 and 20%. It is doubtful, however,

notwithstanding the assent of Wellh. Comp. 327f., Budde, ZATW. 1801,
p. 229, whether this suggestion is right: Dt. §%-% appears to show the

* The middle clause of 32M (behold . . . thee) and 33? are probably glosses
(see the writer’s Commentary in the Camb. Bible).

1 From Ve are to now in v.% added by the compiler (Di. al).

1 Except v.! (from Zike unto to the end) and like unto the first in v.4, see
p- 39 § Expanded in parts by the compiler of JE.
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contrary ; see also Bacon, 77iple Tvauition, p. 115. V.*™" states as a new
fact (*‘ came down ”’) what has already been mentioned in v.1%: hence Bacon
and Baentsch suppose that v.18 stood originally between v.* and v.%®,

The Decalogue was, of course, derived by E from a pre-
existing source, at least the substance of it being engraven on
the tables in the Ark, and incorporated by him in his narrative.
Some interesting critical questions arise from a comparison of
the Decalogue as here given with the form in which it is repeated
in Dt. (50-21), where, although it is introduced ostensibly (v.> #) as
a verbal quotation, it presents considerable differences from the

text of Exodus.

The differences are most remarkable in the

4th, sth, and 1oth Commandments, which are here printed in
parallel columns, the variations being indicated by italics :—

Ex. 20.

8. Remember the sabbath day to
keep it holy.

9. Six days shalt thou
labour, and do all thy work : 10. but
the seventh day is a sabbath unto
Jehovah thy God : in it thou shalt not
do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor
thy daughter, thy man-scrvant,
nor thy maid-servant, nor

thy cattle,
nor thy stranger that is within thy

gates:

11. For in six days Jehovah made
heaven, and earth, the sea, and all
that in them is, and rested the seventh
day: therefore Jehovah blessed the
sabbath day, and hallowed it.

{31] 12. Honour thy father and thy
mother,
that thy days may be
long
upon the land which Jehovah
thy God is giving thee.

17. Thou shalt not covet thy
neighbour’s house, thou shalt not
covet thy neighbour’s wife,

3

Dt. 5.

12. Observe the sabbath day to
keep it holy, as Jehovak thy God com-
manded thee. 13. Six days shalt thou
labour, and do all thy work : 14. but
the seventh day is a sabbath unto
Jehovah thy God ¢ in it thou shalt not
do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor
thy daughter, zor thy man-servant,
nor thy maid-servant, nor fAine ox,
nor thine ass, nor any of thy cattle,
nor thy stranger that is within thy
gates: in order that thy man-servant
and thy maid-servant may rest as well
as thow. 15. And thou skalt remem-
ber that thou wast a servant in the
land of Egypt, and Jehovak thy God
brought thee out thence by a mighty
hand, and by a strsiched out arm:
therefore Jekovak thy God commanded
thee o keep the sabbath day.

16. Honour thy father and thy
mother, as Jehovak thy God com-
manded thee: that thy days may be
long, and that it may be well with
thee, upon the land which Jehovah
thy God is giving thee.

21. And thou shalt not covet thy
neighbour’s wife, and thou shalt not
desire thy neighbour’s Aouse, hss field,
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or his man-servant, or his maid-ser- or his man-servant, or his maid-ser-
vant, or his ox, or his ass, or anything wvant, his ox, or his ass, or anything
that is thy neighbour’s, that is thy neighbour’s,

The principal variations are in agreement with the style of
Dt., and the author’s hand is recognisable in them. Thus with
Observe v.1? comp. Dt. 16! ; with as Jehovak thy God commanded
thee (which is not strictly appropriate in what purports to be a
report of the words spoken), zol? 248 261%; with the spirit of
v.14b 142 £510 with the motive of gratitude in v.15, 1518 1611.12
24! 22; and with the addition in v.1%%, 5% [Heb. 26] 618 12%-.28
227, Does, however, even the text of Ex. exhibit the Decalogue
in its primitive form? It is an old and probable supposition,*
suggested in part by the fact of this varying text, that in its
original form the Decalogue consisted merely of the Command-
ments themselves, and that the explanatory comments appended
in certain cases were only added subsequently. Thus, according
to this view, the 2nd, 4th, and 5th Commandments read origin
ally—

““Thou shalt not make to thyself any graven image.”

¢ Remember the sabbath day to keep it holy.”
“ Honour thy father and thy mother.”

All the Commandments would thus be moulded in uniform
shape, and would be expressed in the same terse and simple
form in which the 1st, and the 6th to the gth, appear now. It
has further been conjectured that, as the comments in v, 10.12
bear a singular resemblance to the style of Dt., they were in the
first instance added in that book, and thence transferred sub-
sequently to Ex.; and that, as it is scarcely probable that the
author of Dt. would om:? part of the Decalogue (though he might
[32] for the purpose of explanation add clauses), v.! may have been
only introduced into the text of Ex. after Dt. was written. As
regards the first of these conjectures, it is no doubt attractive and
plausible. In the phrase *“them that ve me” v.% there is
embodied a thought which in the Pent. is confined to Dt., viz.
the love of God, which in that book is made the foundation of
all human action (e.g. 6° 10'? 11! @l); the expression “within
thy gates” v.1® (= in thy cities) is all but peculiar to Dt.,
occurring in it twenty-nine times; the expressions in v.12 “that
thy days may be long,” and “ the land which Jehovah thy God
* Ewald, Higt. ii. 159; Speaker’s Comm. p. 336; Dillmann, p. 201.
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is giving thee,” are also (especially the latter) of repeated occur-
rence in the same book (neither occurring elsewhere in the Pent.).
These facts possess undoubtedly considerable weight. It is,
however, some objection to the inference which they appear to
authorize, that the clauses in question (as a glance at the parallel
columns will show) are not incorporated eztire in Exodus. If the
clauses were transferred to Ex. from Dt,, it is not apparent why
portions of them were omitted. On the whole, therefore, the
more probable view appears to be that these clauses are in their
original place in Exodus, and that they are of the same character
as certain other sections in Ex., chiefly of a parenetic or hortatory
character (as 13%1% 23%-3) which do exhibit an approximation
to the style of Dt., and which are the source of certain of the
expressions which were adopted afterwards by the author of
Dt., and became part of his phraseology.* Certainly, the ex-
pression “within thy gates,” and the phrases in v.1% read more
distinctively Deuteronomic than those occurring in the sections
referred to ; but (unless the text of the Decalogue has passed
through phases respecting which we can but speculate) the
explanation proposed seems to be the most reasonable one. If
it be correct, the additions in Dt. will, of course, be of the nature
of further comments upon the text of Exodus. V.1, however,
stands upon a different footing: not only does it supply no
elements for the style of Dt., but it is dissimilar in style to JE:
in its first clause it resembles closely 311, and in its second
Gen. 2*—both passages belonging to P. As there is force in
the remark that the author of Dt. is not likely to have omitted
the verse had it formed part of the Decalogue at the time when
he wrote, it is not improbable that [33] it was introduced into the
text of Exodus subsequently, upon the basis of the two verses
of P just cited.

The laws contained in the “Book-of the Covenant” (20%%-
23%%) comprise two elements (24%), the “words ” (or commands)
and the “judgments”: the latter, expressed all hypothetically,
occupy 2r1l-2217-258.26 334% . the former occupy the rest of the
section to 231?; what follows, 23%0-33, annexing a promise in case
of obedience, as Wellh. observes, imparts to the preceding law-
book the character of a *covenant” (cf. 247). The laws them-
selves are taken naturally from a pre-existing source, though their

* The expressions referred to are noted below, p. gof.
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form, in particular cases, may be due to the compiler who united
J and E into a whole. The main body of the *judgments,”
211-2217 seems to have undergone no alteration of form ; but
in the following parts of the section most critics are of opinion
that slight parenetic.additions have been made by the compiler,
e.g. 2221%22 (observe in v.2 [Heb. 2] /im, ke, %is in the Hebrew,
pointing back to the singular “sojourner” in v.2'); and in the
final exhortation, 23225 * (which anticipates unduly v.2*, and
disguises the conditional character of the promises v.2" 2, which
are dependent on v.22): the substance of this passage may have
been derived from 3413, The verses 23* can hardly be in
their original position ; for the context (on both sides) relates to
a subject of a different kind, viz. just judgment.

The laws themselves are designed to regulate the life of a
community living under simple conditions of society, and chiefly
occupied in agriculture.t  They may be grouped as follows :—
(1) 20%% prohibition of graven images, and regulations for the
construction of altars; (2) 21%!! regulations respecting Hebrew
male and female slaves; (3) 21117 capital offences; (4) 21832
injuries to life or limb ; (5) 213-22% cases of danger causcd by
culpable negligence, or theft; (6) 2277 deposits, loans, and
seduction (which is here treated, not as a moral offence, but as a
wrong done to the father, and demanding pecuniary compensa-
tion); (7) 221821, and 2 3" (not to refuse help toanenemyin his need),
miscellaneous religious and moral injunctions; (8) 2 31-%- 8- veracity,
and equity in the [34] administration of judgment ; (g) 231%1® on
the Sabbatical year, the Sabbath, the three annual pilgrimages,
and sacrifice ; (10) 23%0-38 the concluding exhortation. That the
community for whose use the Code was designed had made some
progress in civilisation, is evident from the many restrictions im-
posed on the arbitrary action of the individual ; onthe other hand.
that it was still in a relatively archaic condition appears from such
regulations as 218" 2-% (the Jx falionis), or the conception of
God as the immediate source of judgment (216 2289: cf. 1 S. 2%5),
Notice also the rudimentary character of the ceremonial injunc-
tions respecting altars 2022, the right of asylum 2113, first-fruits
and firstlings 22%% 2319, prohibition to eat Mo 22%), the observ-
ance of the sacred seasons 231917, sacrifice 23!% ; comp. 202 222

* To God, v.*®® beginning originally ‘“‘And 7 will bless” (LXX. Vulg.).
1 Notice the prowineace of the o=, a5, and sheep, 31™-33",
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against the worship of idols or false gods. Just and equitable
motives are insisted on (e.g. 22227 23%-9) ; but religious institu-
tions, it is evident, are still in a simple, undeveloped stage.*

In c. 24, v.”®® (“and he went up,’ &c.) is E’s introduction to 31'%, c. 32;
and v.15-18 j5 P’g introduction to ¢. 25-31.

C. 25-31!% forms P’s account of the instructions given to
Moses respecting the Tabernacle and the priesthood. These
instructions fall into two parts: (1) c. 25-29; (2) ¢. 30-31. In
c. 25~29 the following subjects are dealt with :—(a) the vessels
of the Sanctuary, named naturally first, as being of central
interest and importance (c. 25) ; (8) the Tabernacle, designed to
contain and guard them (c. 26); (¢) the Court round the Taber-
nacle containing the Altar of the daily Burnt-offering (c. 27);
(@) the dress (c. 28) and consecration (29%) of the priests who
are to serve in the Sanctuary; () the daily Burnt-offering, the
maintenance of which is a primary duty of the Priesthood (29%8-42),
followed by what is apparently the final close of the entire body
of instructions, 29%*4%, in which Jehovah promises that He will
bless the Sanctuary thus established with His presence. C. 30-31
relate to (a) the Altar of Incense (3011%); (4) the maintenance of
public service (30116 ; (c) the Brazen Laver (301"-21); (d) the
holy Anointing Oil (30?23%); (¢) the Incense (30%43%); (f) the
nomination of Bezaleel and Oholiab (31!-11); (g) the observance
of the Sabbath (311%17),

[35] A question arises here whether the whole of this group of chapters
belongs to the original legislation of P. It is remarkable that the 4/ar of
Incense, which, from its importance, might have seemed to demand a place in c.
26-29(among the other vessels of the Tabernacle), is mentioned for thefirst time
in 3019, when the directions respecting the essential parts of the Tabernacle
are apparently complete (see 29%-4) : even in 26" (where the position of the
vessels of the sanctuary is defined) it is not included. Moreover, the annual
rite prescribed in Ex. 30" is not noticed in the detailed account of the Day
of Atonement in Lev. 16, and only one altar, the Altar of Burnt-offering,
appears to be named throughout the chapter. Further, the ceremony of
anointing, which in 297 Lev. 81 is confined to the Chief priest (Aaron), is in
30% extended to the ordinary priests (his ‘‘sons”), although the original
limitation to Aaron alone would seem to be confirmed by the title *‘the
anointed priest,” applied to the Chief priest (Lev. 438516 62 [Heb, ¥]: cf,
168 210- 13 Ex, 29®", Nu. 35%), which, if the priests generally were anointed,

* Comp. further on this code W. R. Smith, OZ/C. p. 336 ff. (*p. 340f%.).
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would be destitute of any distinctive significance. On these grounds (chiefly)
it is argued that c. 30-31, together with certain other passages in which the
same phenomena occur, form part of a secondary and posterior stratum
of P, representing a later phase of ceremonial usage. Space forbids the
question being considered here as fully as it deserves; and it must suffice
to refer to Wellh. Comp. 139 ff. ; Kuen. Hex. § 6. 13; Del. Studien, iii.
(in ZKWL. 1880); Dillm. EL. p. 263f. (22094f.), NDJ. p. 635; and
Smith’s Dict. of the Bible (ed. 2), art. Exopus.

The section on the Sabbath (31%17), as has been often observed
(e.g. by Delitzsch, Studien, xii. p. 622), has in v.13"14 affinities with the
code of which extracts have been preserved in Lev. 17-26 (see p. 47 fl.) ;
and it is probable that these verses have been excerpted thence, and adapted
here as the nucleus of a law inculcating the observance of the Sabbath
in connexion with an occasion on which the temptation might arise to
disregard it.

In the narrative of the Golden Calf (321-34%), 32014
appears to have been expanded by the compiler of JE (comp.
Gen. 221918 to which in v.2® allusion is made). 32%-33%
exhibits traces of a double narrative : thus v.5% the people are
commanded to do what, according to v.#, they tad already done
—which confirms the prima facie view that v.5% is a doublet
of v.3b4,

33714, which (as the tenses in the original show) describes
throughout Moses’ practice (v.7 * used to take and pitch,” &c.), was
preceded, it may be conjectured, in its original connexion by an
account of the construction of the Tent of Meeting and of [36]
the Ark,* which was no doubt the purpose to which the orna-
ments, v.+%, were put; when the narrative was combined with
that of P, this part of it (being superfluous by the side of c. 23,
35, &c.) was probably omitted, only v.”11 being regarded as of
sufficient interest to be retained.

33!2-34° forms a continuous whole, belonging—except, as it
seems (see p. 39), in parts of 34-4—to J. It is a plausible
conjecture of Dillmann’s that 331416 originally followed 349:
where this passage now stands, it breaks the connexion between
338 and 33%; while as stating the issue of the whole inter-
cession, and directly responding to 347 it would be entirely in
place. 34192 introduces the terms of the covenant, v.3", These

* See cspecially the clause relating to the Ark in Dt. 10! (cf. v.?8), which
a comparison with Ex. 34 shows must refer to something omitted in the
existing text of that verse (see below, pp. 81, 84 ; and comp. the writer’s
note on Ex. 343, or Dt. 10"8).
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verses have been pretty clearly expanded by the compiler of JE;
but the nucleus (in v.18-26) ijs merely a diffcrent recension of the
laws on worship contained in the “ Book of the Covenant”
(2315-12-1619), and in 13213, the laws in the two collections being
in great measure verbally identical.

The structure of JE’s narrative in c. 19~24, 32-34 is intricate,
and in parts uncertain. Much has been written upon it; but
though it displays plain marks of composition, it fails to supply
the criteria requisite for distributing it with confidence in every
detail between the different narrators. More than one hypothesis
may thus be framed which will account, at least apparently,
for the facts demanding explanation. It is probable that it
reached its present form by a scries of stages which can
no longer, in their entirety, be distinguished with certainty.
Hence beyond a certain point the conclusions of critics are
divergent. In such cases the writer can only claim to have
given the analysis which seems to him to be relatively the most
probable.

Those who desire to pursue the subject further should consult Wellh.
Comp. pp. 83ff.,, 327-333; Dillmann, Comm. pp. 189, 331 [37];
Montefiore, JQR., Jan. 1891, p. 276 ff. ; the discussions of Budde, Bacon,
and Baentsch, cited p. 22; Carpenter’s Hexateuck (p. 3); and the Com-
mentaries of Baentsch and M‘Neile. See also 07/C.2 p. 332 ff.

In 3412 the great difficulty is that one thing is commanded, and another
done. In v.!itis said that_JekovaZ will write upon the tables the Decalogue
of Ex. 20; in v.® it is said that Moses—for, in view of the context, and of
what is said in v.%7 about the ‘‘covenant,” the ‘“he” in ¢ he wrote” can
only be Moses —wrote on them the *‘ words of the covenant ” given in v,11-%,
The most probable solution of the inconsistency scems to be that in its
original form 341% 1% was J’s account of the original establishment of the
covenant at Sinai, following 1920-% 241-%- 91 in J, and parallel to the narra-
tive of E in 20%-23% 243-8: there was no room for it immediately beside E’s
account of the same event ; but it was retained by the compiler, and by the
addition of the two clauses (p. 32 . 1) in 344 utilized by him so as to describe
the re-writing of the tables, and the renewal of the covenant which had been
broken. As the text stands, also, the *“ words of the covenant ” in v,11-2 are
described (v.%) as ““ten words ” ; and hence it has been supposed that these
verses, though now expanded by the compiler, consisted originally of ten
commands forming a ‘‘ritual Decalogue” (as opposed to the ¢ moral
Decalogue” of c. 20). It is possible, however, that ‘‘the ten words” in
v.® are a harmonizing addition, intended, in spite of the inconsistency in-
volved, to identify the words written on the tables with the Decalogue of
Ex. 20. See further the writer's Comm. on