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" . This subject this year is the Intro, to the 0. T. It is a 2-hour credit course.

New students will need to understand if you don't already that points of our system-

one credit means 3 hours of time, and of that 3 hours, 1 hour is normally a class,

though in some classes we have 2 hours, and of course that means much less work

to do out of class. Now I don't expect this course to take the full 3 hours, but it

will come fairly near it. That is about the amount of work suitable. Average is about

6 hours, per week, chances are it will be about 5 1/2.. . (1 1/2)

but I don't think anyone can get by with less than 5 1/2. Normally we meet two

hours a week, but there will be occasional times when we have an extra hour, of

meeting in class, because sometimes I'll have to be away. When we have an extra

hour you can do an hour's less studying that week, and of course when I'm away you

can an hour more. It won't ineed to affect the amount ci work you do each week.

Now I would urge you to take approximately a half an hour after each class, and

sometime before the next one to review the material and very frequently I will give you

a brief quiz at the beginning of the hour. This quiz will normally be on the previous

hour of class, mpii now it might cover something we have had before but normally it

will deal with something from the previous hour, and one thing it will help me to be

sure how well you're keeping up with the course, and another thing it is a little

extra spur for you, because I feel you should every class review before the next, you

get so much more out of the course. Now that would be, it takes only about half of

the time we normally take for each class, and the rest of the time will be spent in

writing certain papers. The first of these papers will be on the subject, 'What is the

attitude of the N. T. toward the 0. T.?" Now this paper should take altogether

approximately 15 hours. You could spend a hundred hours and do it very, very thoroughly,

but I don't want you to do that because I have other papers that I want ou to write

later. This should take approximately 15 hours. The paper is due on October 17. The

last date on which it can be received is October 19. October 17 it is due, and if it
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is not in by the 19th--see, I'm giving/you plenty of warning now--if it is not in by the

19th it is definitely counted as lapsing from the course. Now don't dtart on it too much

today because there will be two or three things in the first hour or so that will help

you,31'nong how to go about details. But I'd suggest that very soon you get started

on it. Now under our discussion then I have divided our material under headings, and

Roman I I)kre called I Preliminary Considerations

Under this A The Scope of the Course We call it 0. T. Intro. And in Theology

as in every other science terms tend to become used in technical ways. There is

a tendency to come to specialize a term into a particular use in a particular course, or

in asubject or an area. Just as in medicine, if a doctor things that a certain medicina

will be good for what you have, he will say that this medicine is indicated, and that

is a technical in medicine for this being they thing that you ought to use. It is

indicated. Now we don't use that term "indicated" mind ordinarily in that sense at

all. If I'm hungry I'll not say, "Lunch is indicated." That would be the use that is

used in medicine. Similarly in Theology, ordinary usage, we say we apologize, it

means we-uy are sorry about something, but in Theology, we speak of apologetics,

we don't mean it is anything we are sorry for at all, but it is an explanation, it is a

reasonable understand of how to defend that in which we believe. It's eti14t,tt quite

different from the use of the) term apologizing, the ordinary use of the term apologetics.

Now the difference between the term Introduction as normally used and

as used in Theology is not as great, because the way we use it in Theology is the way

it is used in literary subjects in general.. It is a little different from our ordinary

usage of the word "Introduction." And so I am going to call that number 1, under A-

1, The Meaning of the Term "Introduction" as tecl-iilcally used

In literary style, whether it is the Bible or anything else, the term Introduction is used

for the investigation of the question, what do we have here, and where did it come from?
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That is what Introduction means. What do we have here and where did it come from?

Introduction is not primarily concerned with content, but with origin and nature.

In this bee course we are not examining the 0. T " to see what it teaches. We are

not interpreting, we are not exegeting, we are not trying to get it's meaning for our

lives. In this course we are trying to find out what the 0. T. is and where it did come

from. So this course is not primarily concerned with content ut with origin and nature.

Our purpose is not analysis of content but the material involved in the course is very

helpful in preparing for analysis of content, and it is really essential if you are to

interpret correctly. Also Introduction is helpful in determining the question of truth

and dependability. If someone says here is a document which is a protocol of the

Elders of Zion, which was written by the leaders of the Jews telling of their plans for

conquering the world, the question of Introduction , where it came from, becomes of

trmendous importance, because if it can be proven that it was written by the leaders

of the Jews, then the contents of this documents laying out a plan for conquering the

world, becomes a matter of prime importance in one's attitude toward the Jews. On

the other hand if it comes from people who were anti- Semitic and were inventing

something as a means of arousing feeling against the
5
Jews then its relation to us will

be entirely different. So introduction is vitally related to the question of truth.

To know whether something is true it often is very important to know where it came

from. The claim was made just lately that Secretary Stanton, Secretary of War at the

Civil War , at the time, had something to do with the murder of Abraham Lincoln.

The claim was made in our paper of last week. Well, the claim is based on the fact

that somebody has found a book which has alleged (8 ) T in the book, and

F
this alleged claims that Stanton had something to do with it. Stanton rr

demanded, stood byihe bed side during the last hour of Lincoln't life. Now the

question is where did this cypher come from, is it actually genuine? Was it written

by someone at the time and if so was it a man who was in a situation where he could
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know anything about the facts? The Introduction can be vitally important in

connection with the question of truth. And so in relation to our attitude to the 0. T.,

Introduction can be of great importance, not only in determining our attitude toward

the 0. T., but in helping us in dealing with others who may have questions about it.

Now the term Introduction is further extended in Theology by dividing it into general

and special introduction, and in this course our subject is general introduction.

That is to say, we are concerned with introduction to the 0. T. as a whole, not with

introduction to particular books. Next semester we will study introduction to a particular

section of the O .T., the Pentateuch. So next semester we will have a course in

special introduction, that is, the study of the origin of the five books of Moses, a stuly

of the origin of Isaiah, a study of the question of whether Ezekiel is written by one

man or by a dozen different men. Those are special introduction because they are

concerned with particular books. Now naturally when we consider the 0. T " as a

whole we are interested in the books of which it is made up, and so you cannot rule

special introduction out altogether from this course, but our interest will be focussed

on that which relates to the book as a whole and w will only ask questions about

individual books where these questions throw specific light on the matter of the book

as a whole. That's the difference between general and special introduction. And

this course is a course in General Introduction. That is 4R then.

2 What we Propose to do What do we propose to do? First, we propose

to look at the n tter of revelation and inspiration. What do these terms mean. These

are terms which are very commonly used in many different senses. What do they

mean as applied to Theology? What do they mean as%applled to the 0. T.?

What is their correct meaning in this relationship? Revelation and Inspiration.

And we will here be interested in wiat the claims of the 0.T. are and what the

claims are that are made about the 0. T. This will take quite a bit of time in the
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beginnin of the semester, and this paper which you will have ready four weeks from

now at the date that I have designated would deal with the attitude of the N. T. toward

the Old. What does it say and think about the OT. ? Then after examining revelation

and inspiration, we will look at the question of the canon. How do we know which

books should belong in the Q.T. (Someone asked me yesterday1)
what is the textbook

for this course? Do we have a textbook for this course? And I said we have 66 books

which we will use a great deal w in connection with this course. And I hope that all

of you have copies of all 66 of these books. Fortunately you can get them combined

in one volume, and that cuts down the cost. But those 66 books are our primary source

for the study of 0. T. Intro. We will refer to other books occasionally, but these

are our primary source. But why do we have these 66 books? Why do we have these

particular 39 books in the 0. T.? Why not have other books? Are we sure that all

these belong there and that there are no others that should be there? If you have to

decide what books belong in the O.T. by seeing, proving who wrote them, you/ are

going to have an impossible task, because some of them nobody knows who wrote them.

How do we know whether we have the correct books or not? I believe it was Brunner,

the recent great contemporary theologijan who said that the church made the Bible and

the Church contains the Bible, that we are to question whether such books as the gospel

of Johh, for instance, really belongs in the N.T. or not. Well, what things of this type

can be questioned, how far can we go, and how can e be sure? That is a matter to

which we will give a considerable amount of time. ,Vhat about the books that we call

the Apoaypha? The Roman Catholic Church says these books are a part of the Bible.

And if any one does not accept all these books in all their parts, let him be anathema.

Let him be accursed. That is the statement of the creed formulated by the Roman

Catholic Church. And yet those books, we don't even have in our Bible, and most

Protestants are not even familiar with them. IN the Church of England they're apt to

hav'them printed in their Bibles, but in a separate section, and in smaller type.
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And the same is true in the Lutheran Church in Germany. In most of our English-speak

ing Protestant churches they are not even in the Bible at all, and most people are not

familiar with them. The Roman Catholic Church says they are part of the O.T. What

has been passed on this? How are you to know? Wdll, we look at that later on.

That is what we cover in the part of Introduction...

2. (3/4)

is




aublishedcorrupt. Are there errors in it? A Bible was a few years ago in

America, of which it was said that this is the authorized Bible approved by the

National Council of Churches, to take the place of the King James Bible. It is

the New Authorized Version, called the Revised Standard Version, and in it there

are about a thousand places where there are certain (1 1/4) in the O.T.

which give a different from that which the Hebrew has. You will read in
and then if llglve

it a certain text and it will have a footnote and it will say, "Hebrew says'omething

entirely different.//y (1 1/4)

sometimes they put a cm which simply means there is no object for it at all, it simply

In many cases they simply put cm. Well,

how about it? Is the Hebrew text correct, or is it incorrect? Can we depend upon the

Hebrew or shall we change it where we think something else ma kes better sense?

What is the situation regarding the text of the 0. T.? How dependable is it? Just

what is involved? Dr. Robert Dick Wilson, the great Semitic scholar under vii om

I a time when he would speak in church on a certain text in the

Bible, and he gave an interpretation of this text, he said what was the correct inter

pretation in the light of the original Hebrew. He said a man came up to him a after

ward, and said, Dr. Wilson, how could you interpret the verse that way, look at this

colon in the middle of the verse. He said with that cDlon you can't possibly ive it

the interpretation you gave it. Dr. Wilson said to him that the colon was not in the

original Hebrew at all, that was put in by the translators to show what they thai ght
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was correct for that verse, which he was quite convinced was tot the correct

interpretation of that particular verse. He said the man seemed to understand what

he meant, he said, yes, I think you're right, but that was a very dear colon to me.

Well, should our faith be based upon punctuatioi, should it be based upon cerain

things in our English translation? In some cases, a mark of punctuation represents

that which is clearly required by the original, and therefore we can absolutely depend

upon it, at other times it is merely the attempt of the translators to give one of two

possible interpretations where they have to make a selection. What is it in the

Scripture which l should be ge&t-t4 adhered to and brought to us, and we can stand

on, and what is it in Scripture which is subject to individual study to determine

whether it is right or not?

This question of the text, where did it come from? How dependable i1 it?

What about the early translations made of it? To how great an extent are they

useful in correcting the text of our present Hebrew? What are the correct methods

for interpreting the text and certain false views we look at of the origin of the O.T.

This is a general survey of the scope of the course, so that you will know

where we are going in ganeral. Let me warn you, however, that this does not

always mean you will know specifically where we are going. Because sometimes

I will find it desirable to give some evidence without giving any inkling of where

the evidence is going to lead. In fact it may ) even be -.11.11-pre sent the

evidence, that you would think that I thought it led in a different direction than

where I believe it does. I don't often do that, but once in a while I do, because

I want you to look at the evidence atd see what it really says, not to reach your

conclusions from the tone of my voice nor the stress that I give, not from what you

think I ought to hold about it. 1 want you to look at the evidence and see what it

is and where it is leading. But in general,,34ou have a general idea of what we are

going to cover, I think it is helpful in making progress in the course.
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Now A, The Scope of the Course. B The Importance of the Subject

And under the importance of the subject, there is a good deal that could be said which

is quite obvious. I will not say that now, some of that is implied in what we have

already said, but there are a few points that might not be quite so obvious that I

want to go into now. The first of these, 4l, is the question of truth. I have often

found in teaching that there is a tendency, a natural, human tendency, to go in one

of two directions. There is a human tendency of many people on the one hand, to

just take whatever is given them and to feel that the thing of importance is that we

get out and use it, that we take the Scripture and make it real in our lives, and use

it in our relation to others, and not to worry about the inte1lectul arguments con

cerning it. And then there is the other tendency to think of the whole thing that matters

is the understanding, and knowing what the evidence is and not to worry much about

whether we make use of it in the Lord's service. Now probably a far larger number

would be in the first direction than the second, but to go in either direction to an extreme,

is a serious error, and since this course is largely dealing with evidences, I find it

helpful in this discussion to first examine a little bit this question, the importance

of the question of truth, 441 The Question of Truth This is true that if people will

take most any idea and fasten their mind upon it and determine to believe it, they can

convince themselves of it. Christian Science does that, insists primarily on this,

that you put your mind upon a definite thing, firmly, and they say you can get rid of

all evil, and of all_ipain, and you can get rid of an awful lot of imaginary pains that

way, and up to that point they have a very good principle that we all need, but when

it gets beyond that, you find that you get rid of real pain, real disease, why it's

(7)t otX, people from treating them the way we should treat them.

And the question of truth is thus very vital. I understand that now in medical

research, when they want to test a drug to see if it will help a certain disease, it is

never considered sufficient to give the drug to , say, a hundred people and see







O.T.Int. 2. (7 1/2) 9.

whether it helps them. It is never considered sufficient. The fact that the people
which

get a drug/might hp them will lead a lot of them to be helped, so they always in

stead of giving a hundred people the drug, they give fifty of them the drug and the

other fifty a capsule that look 1he other, but that has in it a little sugar e or

something, that can't possibly have any effect upon them, in order that they see not

what happens to the fifty that got the drug, but can test the difference between what

happens to them and what happens to the other fifty. And medical research is always

done with that check. But in recent years it has been found that it is necessary, in

addition to that, to make another , a double check, the man who gives the drug to the

patient, himself cannot know whether he is giving them sugar or whether he is giving

them the drug, because if he does it makes a difference. So now it is necessary, in

order to test the drug, not only to have just as many people get sugar, or whatever it

is--something that has no effect--as the number that get the drug, but to have the man

who gives it to them not know who is getting it. And he is given things with the name,

3 to this person, and 415 to this person, and he doesn't know whether 413 is the drug

or not. The effect of his mind upon their cure is a real (8 3/4)

But you can't cure most thihgs by imaginary nahods, even though a great

deal is affected that way. In the end, reality is what matters. In the end it is the

truth that comes through. And consequently we have to know, not merely that

somebody tells us that this is God's Word, not merely that people like this, not

merely that our friends believe in it, but we have to have some grounds beyond

them, of our faith, which we can be familiar with, and which we can pass on to others.

This question of truth is a funcntal question of life, even though often confused

tn
by our psychological attitude. It comef in the Moral Influence Theory of the Atonement.

There are many people today who will tell us that Christ died, not to take our place,

to bear our sins, we didn't have to die for our sins, no, but Christ died to change us,

because we see how much He loved us, that He was willing to go through that terrible
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agony for us, it breaks us down and leads us to change our attitude and give up our

sins. Well, a bit of thought will reveal how fundamentally illogical the Moral Influence

Theory of the Atonement is. The theory has the--there is a tremendous moral influence

in the atonement, there is nothing that has more effect on the real Christian, than to

realize that Jesus Christ did all this for him, and the He loved us enough to go through

this terrible suffering, in order that we might be saved, but if it wasn't necessary

for Him to do it, if actually we did not deserve to die for our sins, then we could be

saved without His doing it, it won't have any moral influence on us t all, it will seem

like something absurd and ridiculous. If my life is at stake and one of you goes over

here and takes a terrible risk and as a result of that risk you have taken my life is

saved, I would be grateful to you all the rest of my life. But if one of you get up

and says, r. MacRae, I just want to show you how much I love you, how much I'm

willing to do for you, look at here, I'm going to burn my hand off, to show how

much I love you, I'd think what a silly, fool thing, I wouldn't like you any better

for burning your hand because it wouldn't do me any good. And if the death of Christ

did rr objectively make a difference in the universe, in reality, there can be no real

moral influence. If it did, it has tremendous moral influence. So the Ittral Influence

Theory is not wrong. It has tremendous Moral Influence, but the thing that is wrong is

that the so-called Moral Influence means that it has only moral influence. Now what

about Lhe Bible? Is the attitude cffthe Bible this? Does the Word of God take this

position? You take these thoughts and you think about them, ai d it will do you good.

You reed this about Adam and Eve, you read this about David, you read about Christ

in Bethlehem. But whether this actually happened or not, what difference does it make?

Who knows whether it happened, but what matters is that you think of these things, and

they have a tremendous influence upon you. It is true that most people haven't got

opportunity to investigate and see whether they $raally happened or not, but it doesn't

matter whether they happened or not, what attitude does the Bible take? Well, if you



O.T.Int. 2 (12 1/2) 11.

look at 2 Peter, the first chapter, and the 16th verse, you will find what Peter's

attitude was on this question. Peter says for we have not followed cunningly devised

fables when we made known unto you the promise and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ,

but were eye-witnesses of His majesty. Peter says this is not just a beautiful idea

that is going to have an effect on you, it is something we actually saw. We were

eye-witnesses of His majesty. Well, that's Peter, you might expect that of lèter, but

he
now here is John, =#e is the apostle of love, he is not going to be interested in the

question of truth, is he, he is just going to be interested in whether we have true

love in our hearts. Well, how does John start his first epistle, 1 Jn.1:1,2. That4 which

was from the beginning which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes,

which we have looked upon and our hands have handled, the Word of life, for the life

was manifested, and we have seen it and bear witness, and show unto you, that eternal

life, which was with the Father and was rrnifested unto us, bout ten times, in these

two verses, he stresses the idea that this is something which we know direct

evidence, it is a fact, it is reality, it is truth. It is not merely a myth or an idea

that can be helpful. It really is. How many/the apost1ds love stresses this in those

two verses. Well, that is Peter and John, but surely Paul wouldn't (14)

A I 1 LC




Well, let's look at 1 Cor.15. Paul says.

3. (3/4)

was seen of about 500 brethren at once, of whomthe greater part remain unto this

present, but some are fallen asleep. After that, he was seen of James; then of all the

aposites. And last of all he was seen of me also, as of one born out of due time.

Then inverse 14, Paul says, if Christ be not risen, then is our preachirx

vain and your faith is also vain. Peter says this is not h beautiful idea that can be

helpful, this is a fact. It is a definite historic fact which we are facing. We are

facing a fact, now we go on to find the divine interpretation of the fact, but the fact

is the foundation of our Christian religion. Paul says it, John says it, Peter says it.
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It is the attitude of the Bible that :weve truth is vital and the truth consists that




in,
itwhich is, in the fact that can be proven by reasonable (1 3/4)

"

John brings this out very strongly in his gospel also. In Jn.8.32 he says, and

ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free. In Jn.16.l3 he says, howbeit,

when He the Spirit of Truth is come, He will guide you into all truth. He stresses the

importance of truth. In Jn.l7.17 he says, sanctify them through they truth, thy Word

is truth. The Word of God is dependable, (2 1/4)

In John 14.6 Jesus said to him, I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life. No man

cometh unto the Pther but by me. And so the attitude of the whole bible is not, here

is something good
and it
I YO plPTuttitude of the Bible is , here is something that

happened, here is a fact for you to face, a fact which properly understood, makes all

the difference in the world to your life, to your attitude, to your whole eternal destiny.

And so the question of whether Christianity it true, is a primary question

which every individual should face, and we are in this course not interested in the question

attitude
as a whole, but in the vital parts of it in the value of the O.T. Where did it come

from? Is it reliable? Is it true?

Now 1f2 The Importance of the O.T Well, is the 0. T. of any great im-

portance to the Christian? We've got the N. T. Why do we need all these old

Jewish books? j\That value do they have to us anyway? What importance does the

0. T. have for us? Prof. Von Heinmetz was we one of the most famous German
t

Theologians (3 3/4) and a great historical
scholar.\It

so happens that in 1925 I attended Prof. Henmetz' last series of public lectures.

He gave private lectures a small seminar one more semester after that before

his death. But I attended that year, first he had one private lecture series in his

home and he had this public series at the university. I was not specializing in the

N. T. or Church History which was his field, his primary work, so I did not try to

get into the small seminar, but I attended the large public lectures, and in Germany
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there, they had the halit--this was in a room about as big as this one, maybe a little

larger, and the seats were just about all taken, because he was a very famous

scholar, but--it was a Saturday morning he was giving these lectures--and they had

a custom there in Germany, that you sign up for a course and if you want , you can

go to the room where it is and you can tack your viiting card on the seat, and you

write on it the name of the class, and then if your visiting card is on the seat with

the name of the class, that is your seat, so there was a group of five of us Americans

who sat right in front of him here in the second row. We sat together there in that

particular place. Well, now one day it happened that the fellows to both right and

left of me were both absent so I was sitting right straight in front of him in the second

row, and he was lecturing bn the Canon of the N. T., and he said one of the uses of

the canon of the N. T. was to preserve the O.T. The fact that the Christian.got a

definite fixed canon of the N.T. resulted in their retaining the O.T. Now he said there

are some people who wish that the 0. T. had been lost in the early days of the Christian

Church. He said I don't feel that way myself, but he said if I had my way, he s. d,

the 0. T. would be printed like the Apocrypha, at the end of the book, in small type,

with the heading oer it,"books not inspired but valuable for reading,"like the

German Bible has over the Apocrypha. And when he said that all over the room the

students began to stamp with their feet like that, which is their custom of applause.

So the feet were going all over the room , tremendous applause, and then after the

applause subsided, he said, however, you can be sure they won't put it the way I'd

like to see it. And I couldn't help thinking that if it was permissible to applaud one

sentence of the professor, it should surely be permissible to applaud another sentence

that he gave, and even thouglW I was in the second row and nobody on either side

of me, and thus rather conspicuous, I felt constrained to applaud this sentence, and

thus witness to my belief in the 0. T. I hadn't applauded for very long before all

over they scraped the floor to witness to their disapproval, in this case not of the
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professor but of he one who was applauding.

Well that's the attitude that Von Harnach took . The N. T. is wonderful, let's

study the N. T., it's a great bookYve a tremendous effect on our lives, but this

0. T., let's put it in the back, it's nice reading, but it's not an important thing in

our faith. Well, that of course is the theme of your paper coming in the near future,

What is the Attitude of the N. T. toward the Old, and so I should not take a lot cf

time in class, but I will--on it--but I will point out a lines of procedure.

So small a The Attitude of the N T to the 0 T That is the theme of your

paper, we'll just point out a few things about it, but one line of approach you might

take is the way the N. T. speaks of the Old. That you can easily get through the

use of any concordance, as I said, there are books you could go to to look up, what

is the attitude of the N T. toward the 0. T., and you could copy two or three

ppc paragraphs out of a book and do a paper, but that is not your assignment. The

assignment is not in 66 books in this case, but in 27 books. You go to those 27

books, you won't have time to read them all but vith a concordance you can quickly

find helpful things and see what their attitude is, and you will soon find that this fifty

times the N. T. refers to the 0. T. as the Scripture. Not the writing, anything

could be called the Nriting, but when you say the it---e= Writing, /you put a

stress on it as separate from other writing, and fifty times the N. T. refers to the

0. T. in this way. Rom.l.2 calls it the Holy Scripture. 2Tim. 3.15 calls it the Sacred

Scripture. There are several cases where it speaks of the 0. T. as the oracles

of God. So the way the N. T. refers to '.he 0. T. is a fruitful line of inquiry./

Another important thing is to note how the N T quotes the Old It is quoted in

a way to suggest that here is an authoritative answer to a problem. It is amazg how

often, in connection with questions in the Christian church, with matters of

the attitude of Christians on particular points, the N. T. quotes a statement from the

0. T. as being the authoritative answer to the problem. The way it is referred to,
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the way it is quoted, in 1 Cor.15 I read you the statement about the resurrection

of Christ, that He was raised according to the Scripture. Now the Lord Jesus

Christ, what was His attitude to the 0. T.? That is an extremely important

question. If we believe in Christ, that He is our Lord, that He is our Saviour,

the He is our King, then any attitude that He took would be normal for us. What is

His attitude toward the 0. T.? Well, in Mt. 5.17-18 we find that He says, think

not that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets. Very clearly He is referring

to the 0. T. as the law and the prophets, the Law being what Moses wrote, the

Prophets what was written by the men that came after the Law. Think not that I am

come to destroy the Law and the Prophets, I am not come to destroy but to fulfil

for vertly I say unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shallvo

wise pass from the law till all be fulfilled. All the great general bearing of the Bible

is important, one jot or one tittle shall not pass until all be fulfilled. What a

tremendous importance lie placed upon the statement of the 0. T. In the book of

John, Jn.5.39 we find Him quoting, as saying, search the Scriptures for in them you

think you have eternal life and they are they which testify of me. He bases His

claims, He bases to a large extent on what the 0. T. has predicted about Him. In

chapter 5.46 He says had ye believed Moses ye woikl have believed me for he

wrote of iMe. It doesn't sound as if He said believe me, don't (11 3/4) pay any attention
to Moses.

If you believed Moses you would believe me, surely then if you believed hum, He

expects you to believe Moses. In Luke 16 we find the 31st verse says substantially

the same thing. He said if they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will

they be persuaded though one rose from the dead. The resurrection of Christ is

the great central evidence of Christianity, but Jesus said if they believed not Moses

and the prophets neither will they (12 1/4)

Surely that is giving tremendous authority to the 0. T. In Luke 24 we have a

passage which to me is one of the most outstanding passages as showing the

attitude of Christ toward the 0 " T. This is after His resurrection, on the road to
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Emmaus. There the Lord was walking with some men, or some people, we're not

sure they were only men, who did not recoggize Him, and these people were

walking along the road to Emmaus and a stranger came to them whom they did not

recognize, and Jesus said to them what are you so sad about/, as you walk along

here and they said, Iauen't you heard the things that happened in Jerusalem? They

said we are sad because Jesus L Nazareth, a prophet as he seemed to be, a man

of great deeds and they said that this man was the one we thought would've redeemed

Israel, but they said the chief priests and our rulers delivered him to be condemned

to death and they cnitified, but we thought he was the one who would have

redeemed Israè&, and they said we heard some stories that He was raised from

the dead, that some women filled with their sorrow, imagined some things, they

said. And after they rude these remarks to the Lord, if you were in his (13 3/4)

I think you would remember what the gospels tell us, that during the month

before the crucifixion frequently told them that He was going to Jerusalem and

going to be crucified, and that on the third day He would rise gfrom the

dead. It doesn't say He said this once, it says from that tire He began to tell

them this, and He kept on telling them this, but they did not catch it, they didn't

understand. One time Peter said to Him, Lord, don't say such things...

4. (3/4)

... just didn't sense , just as we often don't sense things

and they didn't sense it at all, and now he finds nd they say we just can't understand

it, we thought he was the one who would have redeemed Israel and here they took

him and crufified)ki' now (1)




He said, what's the good

of my talking to you folks. Here for weeks I talked to you about this, I stressed it,

I said it over and over, that I am going to be crucified and rise from the dead, and

you haven't sensed it yet. Don't you think that it what you would say? You'd
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feel so exasperated that they hadn't sensed it and as a matter of fact, we find

that in answer tothem, inverse 25, lie said 0 fools and slow of heart, an lie was

stern their attitude
rather i-&ytd about aiu.,wbut He didn't say fools and slow of heart,

not to recognize what Jesus said to you when lie was with you and to understand.

No, He said 0 fools and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have

spoken, ought not Christ to have suffered these things and to enter into His

glory, and beginning at Moses and the prophets, He expounded to them all the

Sctures the things concerning Himself. Jesus said, you should have understood,

you should have believed all that the prophets have spoken, you should have

recognized this teaching d the 0. T. And you know, I think , that surely is

His attitude toward us today. He has given us 66 books and in these books

there are many things presented which are vital for a particular situation in our

lives, a particular period, a particular time, (2 1/2)

Sometirr I hear people say, what do we need all this 0. T. for, we've got

John 3.16, isn't that enough? Far- Well, John 3.16 gives you the gospel wonderfully,

and if you were to take John 3.16 and all the other passages that give the same

thing, in other words, out of the Bible, put that on one side and the rest t1 the

Bible on the other, I would.%aae this rather than the other, because this is the

part of the Scripture, but you don't have to take one thing out of the Bible, the

Lord doesn't want us just to have John 3.16, He wants us to have all the Bible.

He says, Fools and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken,.

There are things in the Bible that are foundational to our salvation, they are the

most important, yes. But there are many other things that are of particular importance

to one person or another, one situation or another, and you never know when

situations come in our lives to which the answer is found in Hosea, in Malachi,

in Ruth, or in 2 Tim. or in Revelation, we don't know. And He says 0 Fools and

slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken. So this is the attitude
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of Christ toward the O.T. and this surely should be normally the attitude of

Christians toward the O.T. Well, I see we'll have to stop here. Those of

you who have Hebrew over in the other bldg, please move swiftly over there,

because 7 minutes should be ample to get ogr there and be ready to start...

5a (3/4)

.what we're going to cover this year, then B, 1 and 2. Then Looking at Vie O .T.

we noticea few points among the many that you will bring out in this paper that

you will turn in. We'll just take a few matters to -ntt-twe include in your papers be

cause they're very vital, and the last one we were speaking of was Luke 24.25-27.

There--I don't think I gave you the reference, just spoke aboil the situaion, Jesus was

walking with the men on the i road to Emmaus and when theydid not understand

at all how it could be that he whom they thought should redeem Israel had been crucified

and (1 1/2) He does not say to them, well didn't you understand what Jesus

said to you when H e was on earth, and time after time I pointed out to you

that this was to hppen , but instead He said 0 fools and slow of heart to believe all

that the prophets had spoken. That stressed the fact that God's word is supposed to

be vital for us every part of it, not just the great salvation verses, important and vital

as they are, but every part of it is meant for the direction of the lives of Christians.

And every part of it is of tremendous significance for us, though some parts may be

significant at one time and some parts at another time. It varies. And one part of it

may be the most important thing in the life of one of you, and may not have particular

relevance to some other person or in his life. But all of it is meant for all Christians,

and we never know what part will be of tremendous importance to you. And so Jesus

did not simply say, pay attention to the teachings of Christ or to the N. T. , he referred

to the old when he said, fools and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have

spoken. And tht then we read that he started in the 0. T. with Moses and the prophets

and Psalms and went through, pointing out and explaining to them the things concerning
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the record. So we have

about the 0. T., showing very clearly what His attitude was toward the 0. T. And this

is tremendously important, because it it s= the basis on ich our attitude toward

the 0. T. rnust rest. If we are Christians, if we belong to Jesus Christ, then the vital

thing is what was His attitude, what attitude does He want us to take? Sore people

say, well, we believe in Christ, we read the (3 1/4) and know about

His life, what dference does it make what happened to Solomon, what happened to

avid, whether the 0. T. is true or not, whether Moses wrote the Pentateuch. Well,

it doesn't make any difference if you're just getting some mottoes and some pleasant

teaching out of the N. T. But if you're following Jesus Christ as the Lord of glory,

and faced with what He did for you, then it makes a tremendous difference to know

what He wants you to know, and to do what He wants you to do. And therefore, our

attitude toward the 0. T. rests ultimately upon the attitude of Jesus Christ toward

the 0. T. But then we find , in addition to these definite statements of Christ, regarding

the 0. T.,we find the attitude of the other N. T. writers, there are various verses in

the N. T. bringing out their attitude, diregt assertions of the divine authorEhip of the

0.T. There are quite a few of these, you can easily find them. I won't need to

Pointpoint them out to you now, except to itout at this moment, one of the most out

standing. Say a few words alDut it, that is 2 Tim. 3.15-17. Now this passage is

usually quoted simply as 2 Tim. 3.16. All Scripture is given by inspiration of God,

and then you find that the ASV changed it to "Every scripture that is given by

inspiration of God is profitbble," implying that some of the Scripture isn't and that

t4 some is. Arri that leaves you not knowing what to believe. And the RSV has

gone back to the reading of the T and says all scripture is given by inspiration of

God, but then it take s the word inspiration and used it in other passages to nan

just any kind of illumination or of the general guidance of God and thus destroys

the meaning ci it.So that 100 years you could quote 2 Tim. 3.15 that all scripture
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is given by inspiration of God and you could say the N. T. says that the 0. T. is

entirely inspired, till Scriptur is given by inspiration of God, but (5 1/2)

So the ASV of 1901 twists it, instead-ef implying that some scriptures are

given by inspiration of God and that is profitable and then there is scripture that isn't

profitable. And the RVS goes back that all the scripture is inspired but used the word

inspired in other places in the N.T. in such a way as to rob it of most of its meaning.

But the fact of the matter is that our belief that Paul that taught that the O.T. is God's

word and is inspired does not rest upon three words. We find it taught many places

in Paul's writings, this is perhaps the clearest but here we should not ever build a

doctrine on three words. We should build it on the whole statement in context, and

when you read this statement in context then, whhther you take the translation of the

KJ which is in this case the more accurate, or whether you take the translation of the

American Standard, or whether you take the translation of the Revised Standard, in

any case the context makes absolutely clear kiat Paul means. So let me read you

the free version, 2 Tim. 3.16-17: Paul says to Timothy, And that from a child thou

hast known the holy scriptures which are able to make thee wise unto salvation,

through faith which is in Jesus Christ. All scripture is given by inspiration of God

and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness,

that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works.

You take the three verses together and what Paul is saying to Timothy is

that those witings that Timothy had the privilege of being taught as boy, those

writings that Timothy had the privilege of being told when he was a child, were

God's word, these are inspired and every book of them is profitable, and when

you take the three verses together, it is absolutely clear what Paul means. He is

not here talking about the N. T. We are justified in expanding this to the N. T.,

but what Paul is specifically talking about is the 0. T. He is talking about the

Scriptures that Timothy was taught as a boy. And in order to know what that is,
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all we have to do is to find out what the Jews of that day believed to be God's Word,

Jews belieyed
and we find that at that day, the riL uIi In exactly the same books that we

believe in now and held that these books which we call the 0. T. were the insptted

Word of God, and that they were free from error. Josephus said that every Jew was

willing to d for them and no Jew would add anything to them or take anything away

from them, because they were given .hem as the very word of God. Well, then,

Paul's statement is not three words, it is a whole statement, which makes it ab

solutely clear that what he taught was tia t the 0 " T. was to make Timothy

wise unto salvation, through Jesus Christ. That the 0. T. was (8 1/2)

all of these books that Timothy had been
trained

a boy to believe in, all of these

were inspired of God and therefore profitable, for doctrine, for reproof, for correction,

for instruction in righteousness, and so this is a very, very clear, strong statement,

when we take the three verses today and don't just try to build a great deal on two

or three verses, on two or three words, I mean. -Bttuu It is a great error. We have

a great Christian truth perhaps which we find clearly taught through the Scripture,

and we'll pick out three words to bring it out and we'll quote those as if those were

our evidence for it, and then naturally other people get the idea they can g' take any

three words of Scripture and whatever they seem to that is God's Word when

it isn't at all, the idea is what the Bible teaches taken in context, considering the

teaching of the passage as a whole. And if three or four words summarize what the

passage teaches, that's excellent, sometimes they do, often hey don't. You should

always take in context to be sure what it means. Here if you take the three or

meqn
four words in their simple natural significance and thea exactly what the

context as a whole means. Unless we have twisted them in the last 5Oyears, to get

a different meaning out of these three or four words. But you can't twist the

context. Th ias a whole is absolutely true, and there are of course other

passages in Paul and in other N. T. writings, bringing out very clearly the attitude
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they took toward the 0. T., that the 0. T. was God's Word, that it was inspired of

God, that it was free from error and that it was tnj1ble,profitable(10 1/4)

that is just as important as that it is inspired. All of it is profitable. I have had

discussions with people about the retutn of Christ. And they will insist that you

must build everything on the gospels and the epistles, and they will say, we 11, the

0. T. that's a different area, they will say right away, that is a symbolic book, but

they will say what & the exact portions of the N. T. say, that is what we must build

on. That is not what Paul said. Paul said, all :-he scripture is profitable for doctrine.

That doesn't mean that all the scriptUre gives doctrine, not at all, but it means that

if any part of scripture is properly and reasonably interpreted, presents a teaching on

some doctrine, that teaching is to be accepted, and not to be thrown out simply because

it is in the 0. T., instead of being in a certain section of the N. T. All is profitable,

Paul says, for doctrine, and he is talking about the 0. T. We can show that we are

properly entitled to extend this to the N. T., but we cannot build directly on this

verse as far as the N. T. goes, this verse is talking about the 0. T.

Why do I leave various direct assertions which you will mention and discuss

in your papers, there is another point that you won't have to mention, at least to any

great extent, in your paper, but which is of considerable importance, and that is,

that as you go through the N. T. you do not find any evidence of any disagreement

with the attitude of the Jews toward the 0. T. And we know what the attitude of

the sews was. I have just referred to Josephus' statement, you don't need to bother

too much about that now because we'll go into that rather fully later, at this point

I will simply anticipate what we will look at later by stating the fact that the evidence

is absolutely clear, that the attitude of the Jews at this time, time of Christ, toward

the 0. T. was to consider those books, which they called 22 books, we now call them

39, they considered the 12 minor prophets as one scroll, one book, but the 22 books
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that he spoke of are exactly what we speak of today as 39 books of the O.T. They

considered these books to be the word of God, to be free from error, to be absolutely

true, they considered that nothing could be added to them or taken away from them,

though they had many other books which they do not consider to be the word of Gdd.

Now this being the attitude of the Jews, at that time, and Jesus constantly dealing

with the Jews and often criticizing their leaders, and speaking very strongly against

tlicl various points that they held, it would be strange indeed if we did not find some

evidence of a disagreement with them on this point, if He disagreed with them, and

we find no such evidence*hatever. We find Him strongly criticizing them for their

traditions, He said you make the word of God of no effect, through your tradition.

We hear them criticizing them for adding to the law, critizing them for explaining

away the law, criticizing them for all sorts of things, but we never find 1m criticizing

them for their attitude toward the 0. T., of considering it as entirely true, entirely

free from error, entirely dependable. So the evidence on the Jewish attitude at this

time , as I say, we will look at later under another head, but we simply notice here

that the N. T. shows no disagreement with them. The N. T. regards the 0. T. as a

revelation from God, time and again the apostles give as the conclusive proof of any

fla t is true with
point, an 0. T. quotation. t=eu_iuii tt-t-uyhthe book of Acts, in their speeches, it

teachinq
is true in the epistles, it is true in the upeeeffet of the N. T. writers, and the teaching

if it
of the Lord Jesus Christ. That the answer to a prob1ema be found in the clear

teaching of the 0. T. , is considered as a final and definite answer. In the council,

the first great church countil in Acts 15, we find that when it came to reach a conclusion,

James said, To this agree the teaching of the prophets and ',é he went back and quoted

from the prophets to give evidence as to what their attitude should be to the carrying

on of Christian ntt,trTceremonies at their time. This is the attitude then of the N. T.

toward the 0. T., and it considered the 0. T. as a revelation from God, and accepted,

and if we are following Christ, we must take the same attitude toward the 0. T.
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Now that was small a, under 2. Another point to be mentioned under this head is

small 1- The Interrelation of the N T and the 0 T

5. (1)




she
...what side of various questions y?.iw1ll ask about these. And I will interpret these

questions first, and (1 1/4) give you the answers and I will

interpret them. But it didn't come out the way I expected. No 'sooner was my sister

in the room than she began to walk along in fron t of that counter, and she s. d, why

just kok at that, I like that very much, oh that is very interesting, (1 1/2)

and she walked

along there, talking a blue streak about these things, and all the time she was doing

that the clerk was walking along in back of the counter, talking exactly the same way,

in German. She was saying, look at this, now ha is one, now look at the color

of this, now here is an unusual thing, and she was going along and my sister was

going along, neither of them could understand a single word the other was saying,

I could understand what both were saying, and didn't kn'ww what any of it meant.

Neither of them was interested in talking to me. They knew the other couldn't under

stand, but it was just a natural influence of communication which caused each to

proceed to reveal their ideas about the subject, even though the one who was talking

couldn't understand. It is a natural impulse to communicate, the impulse of revelation,

and so if God is a personality, if God is not a great force, like the wind, or like a

fire, if He is not a great silent object like a mountain, or like a (2 3/4)

but if He has per nallty, that has thought, and feeling, and ideas , as we do,

it twould be strange indeed if He did not have a desire to communicate, to reveal

Himself, to these creatixes whom He has created. And the claim of the Bible is that

it contains revelation sich God has given, that there are specific ideas passed on

to man, which men would not otherwise be familiar with. This matter of revelation

is one which unfortunately people forget so much today, because it confuses their
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thinking very greatly. People talk about science, believe the facts about science.

Well, what scientist knows very mucI that he has not gotten by revelation. You

put a man in the place here, give him all the apparatus he wants, with no previous

knowledge whatever, about physics, chemistry, or some other science, and you put

him to it and in a lifetime he would make some progress, but very little. The over

whelming bulk of what any scientist knows he got by communication from other

scientts. He got a revelation of what they had observed. I went to the Mt. Wilson

Observatory in California and there they had the second largest telescope in the world,

(4 1/2)

was trained on the sun and with which they took a picture of the sun every five minutes,

I believe, or at certain intervals, all during the day. And the result was to take 'these

picturof the sun and then to ccxare them to the charg es that are taking place in the

sun and we can learn a great deal about the sun from it. But he said there are other

telescopes which are placed at various places around the world and they are taking

pictures of the sun the same as we are, so to get on, when it is cloudy here and we

can't get any pictures of the sun, and he said night comes and shuts off the sun

completely, the sun disappears, and is on/ the other side of the world for many

hours, but he said other telescopes in other parts of the world are taking pictures.

So they exchanged the information and can get a continuous picture of the sun

constantly, they get a revelation , they get a communication from one another, and

what one could do alone would not advance very greatly. There is no scientist living

today who has not gotten 70% at least of what he knows through revelation, through

communication from other personalities. There is no high school teacher of science

living who has not gotten 97% of what he knows about science through revelation from

other personalities. Revelation is one of the common sides of life. We could not

possibly know very much if it were not for the revelation we get from other personalities,
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who
We have access to facts that we do not have access to. Some think that today, some

times it impressed me as like a group of men who had never been across the ocean and

had never talked with anybody who had, in other words they had had no occasion for

revelation regarding what is beyond the ocean, who might go up on the top of a high

heel of the shore of the Pacific Ocean and they look out across the ocean, and they

would say what is the other side of the dcean? These men have brilliant n*ids but if

they eet to work to decide whether there was a country over across the ocean, and if

so what kind of a country, wh does it look like? Is it hilly? Is it flat? What are

the conditions over there? Are other people on the other side? If so, what kind of

government do they have? What sort of language do they have? Do the rivers in that

country run from north to south lik( the Mississippi, or from south to north, like the

Nile, or from west to east like the Amazon, or from east to west like the Columbia?

What direction do the rivers run in that country? There are a thousand questions they

might ask and with the most accute intellect you'd ever find, they could look at the

clouds and at the waves and could discuss and argue from now till Doom's Day and

they would never be able to tell much about the situation in Asia. The only way they

could tell would be to go there themselves, or if they could not get there, to get a

communication from someone who had been. So if we are going to know about eternal

things, about n tters that happened long before any of us were born, or any human

what
being was in existence, about what was going to happen in the future, abouVthe real

meaning of life is, or about what are the most basic facts about the universe, the only

way we can get this information if we cannot have access to the facts , to observe them

ourselves, and we can't, the onJ,' way we can get the information is to get a revelation,

or a communication from one who has this access. So the Bible claims that it contains

revelation from God. There is much in the Bible which does not claim to have been

given as a direct revelation from God. When Paul says the cloak I left at Troas bring

WiNT
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with thee, he does not claim that God gave him a revelation to tell that he left the

cloak at Troas. Now it is possible that that is how he knew it was there, we can't

say it isn't, but he doesn't claim he had such a revelation. It seems most likely that

he simply remembered the fact that that is what he had done. And when it tel1is how

Abraham went up the mountain and offered Isaac, it may be that God gave a revelation

to Moses and told him this information so Moses could wrlbe it down, but the Bible

doesn't say it came that way, it is equally possible that Abraham wrote it right down when i
happened
and passed on the communication from Abralnn, telling what he had 1= seen in his day,

not a direct revelation from God%. There was a direct revelation from God when God

ordered Abraham to take Isaac up to the mountain, for sacrifice, and there was another

revelation from God when God told him that he should not sacrifice Isaac but that God

had provided another sacrifice, ,but as to what was done in between, that is probably

a matter simply of Abraham's observation and experience that he tells us about. It

certainly is the case in the gospels, Luke doesn't say at the beginning of his book, God

revealed to me all the facts connected with the birth of Jesus Christ, and with his

earthly ministry. He says, at the beginning of his book, that I have talked with eye

witnesses who saw these things, and I have sifted the information and gathered it

together and given you the facts that I have learned from careful investigation, and

John said, in 1 John, we noticed last time, he said that which we have seen,we have looked

upon, our hands have handled of the word of life, he doesn't say the gosppl of John is

a revelation which God gave directly to John to write down, but he claims to tell in the

book of John, largely, about things he actually saw and observed, which were facts

known to him from his own experience. So there is much in the Bible that claims

to be , or at least gives the impression of being, the experiences people had, the

observations they made, the things that happened to them. But interspersed here and

there are my matters which are direct revelation from God to the $' writer of this book,
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or to someone else wi'e which was then passed on to the writer and written down.

The Bible thus claims to contain revelation from God. Now we notice that in Hebrew

1.1 it says that God spoke at sundry times and divers manners. God spoke in various

ways. We can reveal ourselves with a smile, we reveal certain things about ourselves

by the way we walk. We can reveal things with a gesture of the hand. All this

revelation is apt to be misunderstood, it is g safer to reveal ourselves in words.

We can reveal ourselves in words, with what we say, or with what we write, and we

can reveal ourselves sometimes by a picture much more clearly than we can in words.

There are various ways in which we can communicate information. And the same is

true of God. God sometimes spoke directly as he did in the case of the ten command

ments, as He did in the case when He told Abraham to go up to the mount and offer

Isaac. He sometimes spoke directly. At other times He spoke to people in a dream,

or in a vision. Certain times He spoke to them in words which they heard but nobody

else around them did. In other times, as in the case of the ten commandments, with

words that everybody who Was there would be able to hear. God sometimes revealed

ideas to people by preparing for the understanding of those ideas. A very interesting

case of that is the one which we have in Acts 9 &O. In Acts 9&lO we have Peter who

has many ideas which he had taken over from his associates, in his writings. And he

had other ideas that Jesus Christ had explained to him, but there were ideas which

God wanted him to get and he would indignantly rejected them if a man gave them to

him, or if he heard words directly from God he would be apt to explain them away,

because they didn't fit with his previous experience, just as he did when Jesus said//

that he was going to be crucified. Peter said Let this be far from thee. He couldn't

take it in. That is the way with all of us, we have to be prepared for ideas in order

togetthem.
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.on the housetop to pray, he was very hungry, and he was going to t, wanted to

eat but he didn't have anything there to eat, evidently the meal wasn't ready, he was

waiting for a call, and God caused that while he was waiting there hungrily, he fell

into a trance. And then read in Acts 10 and 11 that he saw heaven and open and a

vessel descend to him. The Old English word "vessel" is one that doesn't mean much

to us today, it can mean any sort of a thing, particularly any sort of a container,

it also can mean a sword, it can mean most any movable thing is a vessel in Old English.

So he saw a big sheet coming down to him, and on this there were all kinds of beasts

and creeping things and birds and verse 13 says , there came a voice to him, rise, Peter,

kill and eat. And here was Peter having a trance, and thought he was having a message

from God but the message didn't even ike sense. Because in this sheet there were

all kinds of food that Peter had never touched, it was cuitrary to the laws by which

he had been raised to eat this particularIod, and Peter had never eaten such things

and Peter, when the voice rise and kill and t, Peter said not so, Lord, I've never

eaten anything common and unc1earL And the voice said again, the voice said,

cal
what God has cleansed that eg not thou common. And this was repeated three

times. God wanted to get the imression into Peter's mind. He did not understand,

and Peter was wondering what on earth does this mean? I have always been taught

never to eat these kinds of food, but here comes a sheet down tied at the four ends,

so as to have all this before me, it has dropped down from heaven, I am very hungry,

and I see all this stuff that looks so good , but yet it is stuff that I have always under

stood I shouldn't eat, and the voice which I think of from God says, rise up, kill and

eat. He says how can this be, I have never eaten anything common or unclean. But

the voice says, what God has cleansed, that call not thou common, then Peter begins

to realize, yes, I shouldn't eat these things ordinarily, but here God has brought

this stuff down to me, God has cleansed it, how can I call this stuff unclean, when
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God has cleansed it? And he begins to understand this and then he hears that some

men have come to get him. Then we read a direct revelation in verse 19, the Spirit

said to him, Behold, the men seek thee, arise therefore and get thee down, go

If
with them, nothing doubting, for I have sent them. /these men had come, Peter would've

said, why I can't go with you, you are gentiles, I am not supposed to go and stay in

your houses and talk with you and be with you. I am a Jew, if you want to have me

give you Christian truth, you must be circumcized and become Jews and then I could

give it to you. But God gave him the message that what God had cleansed, that you

must not call common . So God revealed an idea to Peter by leading his thought

along by introducing appropriate thoughts at particular points to lead him in the

direction in which God wished to lead him. Revelation, communication, from one

person (4 1/2) to another, is one of the simplest things in all the world,

and yet one of the most common. It is one of the simplest because it is so natural,

we are so accustomed to it, it is such a common feature of life, we simply can't

imagine life without it. Arid yet it is a very complex thing because it is e very

easy for us to misunderstand7revelation, and when we 4 finite creatures wish to

reveal something to some other personality, it is often very difficult to do.

I had friend who went to a church, a very sizeable church, and he

began to preach, he preached a series of sermons, and he took this theme, that

salvation is free, you can't pay for it, it is a free gift of God, and he discussed that

every Sunday night. And he told me that there was a man who sat right in the front

row and he said the sixth evening this man, all of a sudden of the sermon, he saw the

man smile, a smile began to come over the man's face, and he looked as if he had

a different attitude than he had before and he said , after the sermon, the man came

up and said, Pastor I got a new idea tonight. You know, he says, I got the idea that

salvation is free. Well, he had been trying to get that idea across for several meetings,
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and he had finally gotten it across to the man. Now that is a rather extreme case,

but it is a fact that it is hard to get ideas across, and some people get an idea soore r

than others do. If you want to learn patience , become a teacher, bbcause if you're

a teacher and you don't have patience, you won't last as a teacher for very long.

But after you explain things three times, very, very clearly, you think, and then some

body raises the hand and says will you please explain something, and it is the

very thing you have explained three times. If you're any good as a teacher, you very

patiently explain it over again, the fourth time, without saying anything to embarrass

him. Now, of course, if you noticed him sleeping the other three times, instedd of

paying attention, maybe they need to be embarrassed, but you better be sure of that,

because have various speeds at which they get ideas, and it is a difficult n tter to

communicate ideas. God could have written us a creed of maybe ten pages long, and

given it to Adam and said here is what to believe, why bother with the Bible? Man's

mind is clouded with sin, man is finite, God has to get ideas into our minds, which

is a difficult thing, in our condition of finite man, and sinful. So God uses methods

to gradually present ideas to us and to lead us along to the understanding He wants

us to have. So in the Bible there are many points at which we Iw direct revelation

from God, but this revelation is given sometimes in different ways and sometimes

we can't be sure exactly how it was given. You take in the book of Exodus, where

it says God told Moses how to make the tabernacle, and then he says be sure you

make everything according tot he pattern shown in the mount. $ Did God give it to

Moses all in words or did lie show him a picture, and Moses looked at the pictire

and described the picture, and he put into words that which he saw. We can't be

sure whether it was originally given in words or picture or how. In other cases it

is very clear how it was given. But revelation , a very difficult and complex thing,

is nevertheless is one of the simplest things in life and the commonest things in

life, one of the most natural, one of those to which we are most accustomed.
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So it should not be difficult for anyone if he believe there is a God, to believe that

God will reveal Himself and that there might be a book which contains certain things,

that God had definitely revealed. The strange thing is that when you meet somebody

who can't believe God, it is just too impossible, we live in the age of science and

we believe what we see, what we prove, we don't believe any of these things,

rewelation, people take this attitude. Very often you see the same man a few years

later and you find that he has accepted some cult that has the weirdest ideas with

not a tenth of the solid dependable evidence back of it that can easily/ be produced

for the scriptures. After all, when man talks that way, he really is not thinking clearly,

because we do so much by revelation that we couldn't possibly know otherwise

so much, that it would be very, very strange. Simply from a natural viewpoint, hw

on earth can you take food into you, and change that food into energy How can you

have a thought in your brain and your finger moves? You can explain certain parts

of the process along the way, but the main things of the process are complete mysteries

to you, probably alwys will be, they are mysteries of the divine creator. Now we

could spend a month on the study of this matter of revelation but I touched tipon its

principal aspects and if /you have the principal aspects in mind, you can learn more

about them, as life goes on, but to hai e these principal aspects, I think is tremendously

important for all of our Christian life and interest. And this one, that the complexity of

revelation and the variety of methods by which it comes, is a vital matter for us to have

in mind. But now we want to go on to a second part of this subject, How God gave us

the 0. T., in which we t 11 go more into detail, not because capital B is mcre important

than was the na tter of revelation, not at all, but because it is a bit more complex, a

bit more difficult for the ordinary person to understand, a bit less understood even than

this matter of revelation. Though I said that He gave parts of it by direct revelation

in A, capital Bis that all is inspired. Parts came by direct revelation but all is inspired.
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" . usually used that way in the sense of divine revelation, revelation is a word which

actually means simply communication from one personality to another, and it woMd be

very difficult for us to know much about anything if we did not have revelation. It is

through revelation from other human beings, that we know most of what we know, and if

another human being has not access to a fact, we either do not know it or we get a

from some other source. So divine revelation is nothing strange, or queer,

or unnatural, it is the most natural thing in the world, that is to say, if there is a God who

is a person-I- it would be strange indeed if we did not have some sort of communication

from Him. Well, as we notice the Bible claims to contain such revelation from Gdd. It

claims to contain information that was given by God to the various writers, or to others

to pass it on to the writers. Now we start at B All of it is Inspired and under B I gave

you a definition and I told you you do not have to memorize the definition but I do want

you to be able to give me every fact that is in the definition, and not to leave out anything

in it, I thought 0 this morning of asking you to define inspiration, but Instead gave you

the other simpler question. Maybe I'll ask you to define it next time. If you do, your

have all
own words or the words I gave you, just so you ew the thoughts ti-at were in the words

I gave you, and no thoughts that are incorrect. If you have correct thoughts (2 3/4)

Now I want to examine what we mean by this word, and in doing so, we will

examine the implications of this definition. And 4l We should seek to avoid confusion

with other meanings of the word Inspiration or with other acts of the Holy Spirit

Right at this point, a word or two on the nature of words would be good. This may be

very familiar to some of you and you need a review on it, others of you may not be

aware, but it is very important that we reoognize that a word is a human expedient,

for expressing an idea, and every language has different words, and these words do not

exactly correspond. A word covers a certain area of meaning and the area varies. And

if one person says I went up to the top of a mountain and I had a wonderful inspiration

there. I looked out, I saw that great view and I had a grand inspiration. Another
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man says, I held my hand over my mouth and nose for.Tile, couldn't breath, my ls

(4 1/4) would have to have a lot bf inspiration when I took them off.

That of course, is the literal meaning, the drawing in of breath. We don't use it in that

sense so much, inspiration, but we think of the poets as inspired. Shakespeare was

inspired, Coleridge said, I believe the Bible is inspired because it inspired me, and the

parts that inspired me most are the most inspired. Now that's very confused. Because

he is using the words in two different senees. Now you have a right to use any word in

any sense you want to, words are free instruments. You can use them in any sense you

want , but you have a duty to let people know what sense you are using it in. Your have

a duty to do that, not to confuse them. The Russians have taken over East Germany, and

have given it an official name, which is the German Democratic Republic, and there is no

less democratic country on the face of the earth, but they call it the German Democtic

Republic. No one has an opportunity to vote for anyone except the an whoM the

Communists tell them to vote for. There is no/ choice there, at all. They all have to

vote, you may be in prison if you don't vote, but you have no choice whom you're going

to vote for. There is nothing democratic about it. But they call it democratic, well,

that is confusing, very confusing. Other people may have different ideas of the word

democratic. \Je can use words in any sense we want, but we should try to make clear

what sense we're using them in, and it is dishonest to use a word that other people use

in a certain sense, in a different sense without explaining to them what ypi 're doing.

Now many people are led into error, not through dishonesty, but through terror or through

confusion. And when Coleridge said that the Bible inspired him , he is using the word in

one sense, the sense of receiving some kind of a thrill, some kind of an emotional ex

citement, or perhaps he might be thinking of some kind of an idea, in receiving it.

That is a sense in whichthe word is sometimes used. But when you say the Bible is in

spired, the Christian church, its attitude toward, the Bible, while we believe that God

gave, that God gave ideas, God revealed ideas and so on, historically the word
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inspiration, as referred to the Bible, has meant something quite different. It has meant

what I gave you in this definition, it hasn't been expressed exactly that way, but if

you take the various writings , the various creeds, the viious attitudes, you find that

that pretty well summarizes what (6 3/4) means by it. It means that this book

is free from error, that this book expresses the mind of God, that is what the word

inspiration mans in this sense. Now in any (7) science, we have to use words in a

technical sense, it is necessary. You take a word and say in this science we are going

to use this word in this sense. Outside you can use it in any sense you want. But for

the purpose of this science we restrict it to that sense, and in theology you have to do

that too, as another science. And in the church as a whole through the ages, this has

been what was meant by inspiration. That keeps them from getting very confused from

.that, give to the word.the other senses w¬#i people

One day several years ago, before they had air-conditioning, I was in the Santa Fe

Railroad, passing through the mesa in a rather warm and stuffy car, and in that car there

was a German, a man who had been in this country a shortime and who was very anxious

to learn to understand English better, and he came up to me, and I'd been talking with

him, and listening, and he knew I was interested in helping him, if possible, and he said

to me , can you tell me what this word refrain means? Well, I said, refrain, you sing

something and then you sing a few more lines, then you sing another group of lines, and

then you repeat the second group, maybe sing another group, and then you repeat those

aga n, and those lines that you keep repeating, that is the refrain. Well, he looked rather

puzzled, didn't seem very well satisfied, and I didn't know why, beaause I thought I gave

him a pretty clear explanation of what a refrain is. Bu a little bit later, I happened to

go down tot he end of the car, and there I noticed a sign which said "passengers will please

refrain from putting their heads out of the window." And I am sure he was quite p zled

because the definition I gave him is a true correct definition of the word refrain, but the

word is used in an entirely different meaning. TheMo have a relationship historically,
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but as used today they're utterly distinct and my definition was just confusing. And if

you don't want to call it inspiration, if you wart to call it some entirely different word,

there would be no harm whatever so long as you let people know what you meant by the

word, but the important thing is the idea, and since this idea has been expressed as a

word, there certainly is no harch in our using it, but if you do use it, you should have

clearly in mind what we mean by it, so for the purpose of a theological study, we/use the

word inspiration in this sense. It is quit different from revelation, the two are closely

related but extremely different, and it is very important to have a clear idea of this

difference. Now we want then to avoid confusion with these other meanings of the word,

which are not theological meanings, which are meanings used in ordinary life, or in other

sciences. But I also said under this *1 to avoid confusion with other acts of the Holy

Spirit. The Holy Spirit may inspire me to go and talk to a man, but if He does, I am using

the word inspiration in an entirely different sense, than we use it when we speak of the

Bible being inspired. The Holy Spirit illuminates Scripture, helping to understand Christian

truth, opens their minds to an understanding of God's revelation, but inspiration in a sense

in which you say the Bible is inspired is a special act of the Holy Spirit, and it is alto

gether different from any act which the Holy Spirit per&rms in this age, today. Altogether

different from any act which He performs in relation to you or to me, we have no reason

to think that God is going to give us a third Testament, and unless He should give us a

third Testament, a newer Testament, and started giving us new books for it, the activity

we call inspiration is one which the Holy Spirit does nctt today engage in. So the Holy

Spirit is very important in our lives, He is very important in our relation to the Bible,

very important in our Christian development, but inspiration as it applies to the Bible,

act
is a special thAng which is entirely different from anything that the Holy Spirit does today.

Even though some people may use the same word, it would be much better to use a differ

ent word. Now *2 Is in the definition already but I want to make it clear.
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*2 Inspiration is only claimed for the writings The authors themselves are

fallible. It is only claimed for the writings, not for the men. Now this is a point at

which there is much confusion/of thought. There are those who will tell you that

if Paul was inspired, he was always inspired, at least after he begame a Christian, and

everything he wrote, he was inspired. And everything he said, he was inspired. Now

this is not the belief of the Christian church through the ages, nor is it anything which

can be substantiated with Scriptural evidence. You can substantiate with Scripture

evidence that when a man wrote something which God intended to be part of the Bible,

that nu n was inspired in making that particular writing, When David wrote the Pams

he was inspired, he was kept from error, and we do not find errors of fact, of doctrine,

or of judgment in the Psalms but we find them the ideas that God wished to be there.

Whether they are ideas God revealed to David, as when he predicted the crucifixion of

Christ, or whether they are ideas which David saw when he was in a state of misery over

his sins, and he cried out his heart to God, or when he was calling upon God to

deliver him out of some great difficulty, or various matters which were his observation

in any case, the psalms were inspired of God, kept from error, and contained the ideas

that God wanted them to have, whether God gave those ideas by revelation or whether

gave them in some other way. (stu.l3) That comes under this very head we are speaking

of--that is a very important feature of it, that the writings were what was inspired, but that

the men who wrote these were given the experiences God wanted them to have. He

selected their ancestors, he prepared the men from before their birth. He gave them the

experiences He wished them to have, he gave the opportunity to...

9. (3/4)

... yes? (stu.3/4) I wouldn't say most of them, I would say

(stu.l 1/4) I would say that they expressed exactly the things that lie wanted them to know.

But that He might have used more accurate words. For instance, 3-ate when he saw

two disciples walking toward Emmaus, instead of using the word disciples, he could
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have used the words"two men," or he could have said "two women." Or he could have said

"a man and a woman." But he didn't , he used "disciples." We don't know whether they

were men or women. It would be more accurate if it used a term that told us whether they

were men or women, that would be more accurate, but for that na tter if you want more

accuracy, how accurate are you going to be? You say that it is ten miles from here to

City Hall, that's not accurate. How far is it? Is it eight? You say it's eight, but it

may be eight and a half. If you say eight and a half , it 's not accurate, it may be eht

and three-quarters. If you say eight and 3/4 it's not accurate , it's a hundred yards longer.

You say eight miles and 500 yards, that's not accurate because it's 497. You say eight

miles and 497 yards, that's not accurage because it's sixteernches more. And you say

16 inches and it's not accurate because it is a certain number of hundreds of inches. I

other words, you cannot be absolutely accurate in certain aspects. You can always add

new facts to anything, and as John says, if we had all that Jesus did, that all the books

in the world could not hold them, so God gave us a slection from# all the facts He

might have given us. Well the more facts you give the more (3) precise is our lenagg

knpyldge
filiKe1y but he gave us a word that gives us the degree of (3 1/4) which

He thought we needed. And as we study we can get a greater degree (3 1/2)

than we do if we just went along. Or of seeing exactly what it

isn't. When you read disciples, he went with two disciples, you cannot prove from that

verse whether they were both men, or whether one was a man and one was a man, and

you can study that verse for the next hued years and you wouldn't know. It's just

not in there. But if he said two men you would know it was two men, and you'd be

absolutely sure about it, and there would be no sense in studying it. God gave us a

great number of facts, an infinite number of facts, which He did not think it necessary
to

/give precise detail. And so in one case He will tell us that , Mark will tell us that God

cured a man who had a disease, and that is (4) but Lute will say

that He cured a man that an (4 1/4) disease, and that is more accurate than
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Mark told us, it's more precise, more detailed, but not in the light of medical knowledge

today. We could take Luke's (4 1/4)




There is an endless degree of what you might call

accuracy and I think that it is a very important thing in our understanding

of inspiration which normally I would take up at a later time, but I think there is no harm

in taking it up here. A very important thing to realize, that a man could take en airplane

on a very clear day a couple of miles up in the sky, and with the finest camera that has

ever been made, he could take a picture of the ground underneath, and then he could

print up that pictu and the picture would be the size of this here, and if you look at that

you'd see the rivers and the mountains, but you wouldn't see much more, but you could

look at it with a magnifying glass and you 'd see more, and you could take a microscope

and see still more, and eventually, if it was made with a very, very wonderful camera,

eventually you might be able to see the pimples on the nose of the man who was standing

on the street here. From that picture taken if it were a remarkable camera. But you'd

never see it until you had/ magnified it with the lensj that would bring out a great deal

in it that you'd never see at first sight. Well, now that it not what the scripture is, the

scripture is not a picture that can be indefinitely magnified. The scripture is in words,

and the wcrds have a certain degree of precision in them and we can greatly increase the

amount of knowledge in them by careful ktudy, but there is a limit to the amount to which

we can increase it, and when it says disciples, there is no lensjwe can put on it to

tell us whether they were men or women, $ it goes up to a certain point, and there it

stops, and that is the important thing about this, that it is words not a picture which is

capable of indefinite (6 1/4) So you will often find people who take

one verse and they try to sqeeze out of that verse quite a number of things that are not

there, and it is a very dangerous thing to do, but when we compare them together , we

get added light, which is of tremendous importance. And when we study one verse very
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definitely, we learn from it tFa t certain things are there that we didn't see before,

but we learn also that certain things are not told, like whether it was a man and woman.

We learn certain things are not told, and I think that is in a way just as important as to

learn what is there. To learn what it does not deal with, and that's (7)

and it's a greatly neglected field of exegesis. But now to continue

with our outline, *2, It is only claiming for the writing, the authors themselves are fallible.

So under that then I mentioned that David, when he wrote the psalms, was inspired of

God, God had trained him, well first He had selected him, Samuel went out to Bethlehem,

and he licked out David from all the sons of Jesse. God had designated David to be the

ruler of Israel and He had not revealed the fact, but lie had picked David to be the

writer of the psalms. Mr. Anderson, you had a question? (7 1/2) No, *1 is... and

*2 is... (stu.8) That's right, and ukKier that I gave a definition, I did not number it.

Now maybe it would have been more logical, , definition, then go on, *2, discussion

of the definition, and small a under 2, but I didn't do that.

Now this *2 is very important, and very widely misunderstood. When David

wrote the psalms, God had prepared David, he had selected him, he had prepared in

fluences upon him befcre his birth even. He had trained him and given David specific

experiences with God, even David's sin that he fell into, while God was not the author

of the sin, God used the sin in giving David an understanding of the meaning of repentance,

and the meaning of God's grace that David never could have had without this terrible

sin that he fell into, and it fitted David to write that 51st psalm, that you or I couldn' t

possibly write unless we had a similar experience. God prepared David for the task,

God led David to have a general idea of the facts He wanted to put in, and God prevented

David from putting in statements that were in error. For, David might not

know, in describing his battle, whether the enemy came, whether the captain of the

enemy was a certain (9 1/2)



O.T.I. 9. (9 1/2) 42.

Well, now, he might not know, he might think it was the wrong one. Well, he'd just

say the Chief Container, (9 1/2) But if David thought the

wrong one, he might have put in the wrong name, the Holy Spirit would keep him from

dealing with that fact, and from giving information that was erroneous. Or else lead him

in his guess to get the right one. God so led that what David wrote down was free from

error, but David had many ideas in his head, he had all sorts of things. But when David

sat dawn one day, he wrote a letter to Joab, and he said Joa I want you to take the

bearer of this letter and put him in the front of the battle so that he will be killed.

David was not writing under the inspiration of the Holy Spitit, and kND would have no

reason to think that that was inspired, even thougl'it was written by D vid. David

wrote many things which were not inspired. Vhen I was in seminary the professor of

Church History said once, that it is altogether probablç that Paul wrote more

letters to the Corinthians, and he said, if we should discover a third letter that he

wrote to the Corinthians, the next edition of our Bibles that came out would contain

that letter, because that wwild be part of our Bibles. And I'd say that he was 100%

wrong. That if God intended us to have in our N. T., three letters to the Corinthians,

He woudl not only have inspired Paul to write them but lie would have seen to it that

the letter was included, in our book, and if we were to discover a book which Paul

wrote which was genuinely written by Paul, it's very unlikely we ever would, but if we

did discover it today, we would have no reason to say this is part of the Bible. It would

be tremendously interesting, we'd be happy to find anything else** by Paul, but inspir

ation applies to what he wrote that was part of the scripture, not what he said, nor the

other things he wrote. Miss Pickett , were you asking something? (11 1/2 stu)

Yes, Paul says there are certain things you ought to do. This was required under the

law of Moses. But then he said, there are certain other things which you may or may not

do, I speak this by permission, I don't give you a commandment, I give you permission,
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you can do whichever one you want. Now some people have taken that out of context,

and made it as if Paul is not now giving but he is now giving something

that he is permitting, but it is an incorrect interpretation, and then we find one place

where Paul says that the Lord (12 1/4) and then he

mentions another ature and says I have no word of the Lord. He means he doesn't

have a quotation from but he has the Holy Spirit leading him, just as

definitely to revelation to him, as to telling them what Christ has said. There are a few

statements from Paul which are misunderstood that way, and it's very good to get his

mind, because people will try to trip you up on it, but there is no statement by Paul,

if properly studied, that disclaims inspiration for the books that he wrote. Yes? (13)

Yes, well, now we get back (13 1/4) to our definition.

Inspiration, in the sense we're using it here, means an act of the Holy Spirit, not an

act of man. A man writes, and a man may write many different th[ngs, but,3e writes

them because God intended them to be part of the Bible, then the Holy Spirit keeps him

from error in writing. And the Holy Spirit prepares this man to be able to write this

particular sort of thing, He gave him the experiences, just the emotion, just the manner

and all that,
of (13 1/2 ) expression, / that God desired the man to have, and the man expresses his

personality in writing, but the Holy Spirit leads, directs, and keeps from error as he

does it. Now the man may write something else without...

10. (1)

.but when Peter and Paul stood and argued about whether it was ij right to eat with

gentiles or not, they weren't both infallible. One of them was in error and maybe thoth

were, but when either of them wrote a book under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit , to

be part of the Bible, he was infallible. They were fallible men, and men of great

conviction, men whom God gave certain experiences, and gradually led them (1 1/2)'
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" . what they wrote in the Bible and kept it free from error. Now, you might say, then,

I picked up a Bible one time and I saw there that when Paul spoke at Athens he made a

great mistake, he quoted Greek philosophy to the people and tried to prove that there is

a god that when he got to Corinth he decided to know then Jesus only. Well e should

know Jesus only , ever, whether at Athens or Corinth, but I think it is altogether possible

that Paul could've made a mistake when he spoke to the Greeks at Athens, but I don't

believe he did so, because I believe that when God wrote the Acts of the Apostles to

tell us about the important facts of the beginning of the Christian Church, that on some

thing as important as OF a speech by the greet apostle, which is put in, the Holy Spirit

would not have quoted something that was erroneous, unless he gave us a warning that

(2 1/2)




Now most of Paul's speeches are only quoted in brief, now taul may have

said something more, may have given some illustrations from science, and there may

have been an idea he had of science which wonderfully illustrated spiritual truth which

e gave, but which in the light of present-day science would be incorrect, as scientietS

think of it today. Perhaps a hundred years from now they'll find that the phraseology he

used then could after all be interpreted as correct, even though he didn't know it was

correct science. But if he gave an incorrect illustration, I would say that God W uld not

cause that to be included in an inspired work, unless he somewhere indicated that it

was (3 1/4) So when we read statements of the apostle in Acts, we

can certainly consider them to be free from error, but I don't think that means everything

he said, (3 1/2)

Well, it is only claimed for the writing, that is the attitude of the Christian

church, but it is nd a matter which has been greatly stressed. It is something which

has been spoken of, and I think you'll find it fairly clear, but it's not a subject of great

controversy, and consequently you will find some good Christian writers and thinkers

who are confused on this/point, and you will also find some who would be very clear on
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the point, if they discussed it, who maybe don't have it

and when they speak on something else they may speak in a way to lead people to think

that they have a different attitude. But this is our claim on inspiration. The Bible claims

it for the writing. Now you can try to prove the Bible claims it for the writers, but I

don't think (4 1/2)

Well, this second point is a very important one, but there are many details

occurunder it which may occur to you, which could-±e under other points, and so if there

are other matters of it that deserve condideration, you can bring them up ter, under other

h eads, as they relate.

Let us look at *3 We contrast inspiration with revelation as to its extent

This would be perfectly clear from what we have already said, but it is worth stressing,

so I'm giving it a special number. Inspiration applies to everything in the Bible, and

been
everything in the Bible has equally inspired. It either is inspired, or it is not in-

spired. It is kept from error, or it is not kept from error. It carY1 somewhat infallible.

It either is true or it is not true. It is inspired or not inspired. That is not to say, that

it has the most degree of precision or accuracy that would be possible. It is not to say

that. But it is to say that up to the amount of accuracy that is there given, it is correct,

free from error. It either is inspired, or it isn't, and all the Bible is inspired and there is

no reason to think that anything/that ever was ritte
W4 ~i

tWthissn1particular thing that we

call inspiration of the Holy Spirit. But revelation as to the way in which it was given,

applies to only a portion of the Bible. The Bible contains the word of God, which God

gave by revelation, that is true. And there is much that is inspired, which is what a man

saw, thought, what men discussed, what men experienced, and this is free from error,

it is correct, but it is not necessarjy given by revelation. People today are scared to

death of this worn dictation, and I think that is because of the attack that has been made,

onthe people, how silly to believe in dictation, the unbeliever says. Look at the style

of Mark, look at the style of Luke, how different they are. How could this have been
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dictation? Well I don't see why God couldn't dictate to two different fellows if He

wanted to, and I don't see anything terrible if God has chosen this method. I dictate

to a secretary every day and there is nothing terrible about it. We can do it. There is

no reason God couldn't if He chose. The only thing is the Bible doesn't claim He chose.

Therefore, when we take the attitude that He did, it makes an unnecessary difficulty

before some people it is a terrible thing. The indication of the Bible that He dictated the

ten commandments and certain other things, but that most of it left to the writer to

express his own personality but he guided him and kept him from error in it. Now that's

*3. Inspiration applies to all the Bible, revelation is the way in which (8)

were given, not the wy in which all was given to the writer.

*4 Inspiration is plenary and verbal Now these are two terms we use in in

spiration. Actually it shouldn't be necessary to use any term. You believe in inspiration,

the Bible is inspired or it isn't. Kept from error or it isn't kept from error. But people uee

the term, like Coleridge and others have, in other senses. So in order to clarify what

we mean, some say we believe in plenary inspiration, and by plenary --it's a=nLatin

word, "full"-or complete-- we believe it's entirely free from error. We believe all of it

is free from error. We believe it plenary inspiration, not just a sort of divine influence,

well that divine influence wouldn't be inspiration any time, it would be revelation, but

we believe in plenary inspiratin. Then we find it necessary to say we believe in verbal

inspiration, but unfortunately some people, if you say verbal inspiration , think you mean

dictation, and we have to clarify that, that when we say verbal inspiration we don't mean

dictation. Are do not mean that this is the way God gave it, but we mean that this is the

result which God secured. We mean that inspIratin applies to the word, when we say it's

verbal inspiration. Actually that is the only kind of inspiration there is. The thought may

have been revealed, the thoughts were not inspired. The thoughts were revealed. In-

spiratin relates to words. There is no inspiration in our theological sense apart from

words. So it shouldn't be necessary to say verbal inspiration, it should be enough to say
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we believe in inspiration, but since the people use the term in other senses, and confuse

things, it is good to clarify by saying we bdieve in verbal inspiration, which again it

is good to clarify further, by explaining we don't mean the process, because that would

mean dictation, we mean the result, that the result of inspiration is that the very words

are the words that God wanted to have there, that these are the words there. When God

said two disciples on the road to Emmaus, God did not feel that it was necessary to tell

us whether they were men or women. It contains as great an amount of accuracy or pre

cisior6n that point as He felt it nedessary to give us, on that point. But it says disciples,

w e know they were disciples, in other words they weren't people, they weren't strangers,

who had never heard of Him, they were disciples, definitely. It says disciples, we can

stand on that. Whatever the word says we can stand on. If it says, if you read that a

man went in to a house, that tells j'ou that it was a building that people lived in. Now

if it says it was a two-story house, we know it wasn't a one-story or a three-story house,

but if you say it's a house, you don't know whether it's one, two, three or six stories.

You don't know the size but you know it's a house, as much as it says, you know. But

you don't know beyond as far as inspiration is concerned. So we believe that it is plenary

and verbal. 45 is a very important word of caution. Though we feel that inspiration is

plenary and verbal, *5 Inspiration does not justify taking every sentence apart from context

That is very important. We believe everything in the Bible is true, yes, but the Bible says

there is no God. Do you believe there is no God, well that's what the Bible says in two

different places. It says the fbol has said in his heart there is no God. What the Bible

is saying is not that there is no God but that this is what the fool says in his heart, that

there is no God. If you take a part of it, apart from context you can get something that is

utterly incorrect. There was a great temperance parade which carried big banners, which

said, touch not, taste not, handle not. And they were wonderful bits of advice regarding

alcbhol, if you don't touch or taste or handle it, you'll never become an alcoholic. But

that is not a scriptural injunction, because the context says, be ye not subject to
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ordinances, touch not, taste not, handle not. It is not talking about alcbhol, it is

talking about something different and it says not to be subject to these, and yet good

Christian people have taken those words and have put them up as mottoes, and I heard

a whole lecture in theology, when I was in seminary, given to prove (12 3/4)

the sovereignty of God, which ee easily be proven from the scripture, but this

man proved it from the statement, who has resisted his will. That was his proof. And I

pointed out that in the passage it says, but who will say this, who hath resisted his will

In other words, he is quoting an objection. Well, the professor said yes, but it (13) is a

summary of the passage as a whole. Well, it may be a summary of the passage s a whole,

but if so, it is your duty to prove it from the passage as a whole, not to pick out a few

words which are given as an objection, and use them as the basis on which to bUild a

confusion they
doctrine. It is very easy for people to get into utmost confusion-&ttti-4-take things out

of context, and that is not '*hat the word inspiration means, that we can pick out a few

words out of context. We have to interpret in the light of context, what the thought of

the passage as a whole is, to know what it means. We read in Ecclesiastes that there is

no thought nor plan ror design in the place of the grave to which you go, but we find that

this is the thought of man under the sun...

11. (3/4)

" ..paradise to which the Christian goes, this is the thought of man under

the sun. You can get the same teaching in he N. T., that whatever we do, do it heartily

a s unto the Lord. That is a command. But whatsoever thy hand find to do, do it with thy

might, is part of a cynical expression of the view of man under the sun, and (1)

if you use it in this wrong way.

I heard a sermon by one of the greatest preachers in the world here in Philadelphia,

35 years ago, it was wonderful, on the power of saying no. Oh it was powefful. Thou

shalt say unto them no, I can still hear. (1 1/2)
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But for his text he took judges 4, where it tells how Sisera, when he was fleeing from

the Israelites, and they were trying to destroy him, he came to the tent of Jael, and she

saw him coming, was scared of her life what he was going to do to her, and wanted to get

rid of him some way, she didn't know what her husband would say if he found that man

in the tent, and the man said here give me a place to hide, quick. He said and if anybody

asks you if a man has come by, thou shalt say unto him , no. So the statement of a heathen

oppressor, ordering a woman to tell a lie, rwas used for the text of th wonderful

sermon in Philadelphia here, on the power of saying no. Now it was a wonderful sermon,

but the great services done by that sermon in leading people to develop the quality of

saying no to temptation to what is wrong, in my opinion, was more than overbalanced by

the evil that was done with giving people a false idea of scripture. Just grab three words

anywhere out of context and that that means something, you can grab five words out of

you ca
context and get the most beautiful teaching in many places, but graD five words out of

context and get terrible teaching. And no wonder people say you can prove anythigg by

the Bible, and of course you can. Or by an encyclopedia or anything else, if you're

going to take things out of context. Verbal inspiration does not justify grabbing a few

words out of context, but it means that interpreted in the light of context, carefully con-

writer
sidering the relation to the qvittiny to determine what he really meant by it, when you do

that, then you stand upon what you find that it is free from error.

*6 has caused many people great difficulty.

*6 Inspiration refers to he Original Manuscript Is this God's word? God's

inspired word? In sense it is, certainly, because this has come from God, and through

this Bible I learn God's plan for me. It is God's inspired word. But in the strict technical

sense, the inspiration is not in the strict technical sense, something that relates to

these English words, because these words are translations of other words and we cannot

translate exactly. To the extent to which these words are a translation of the original,

to that extent, it is free from error. So we can say, to that extent, it is the inspired word
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of God. But you cannot translate exactly from any one language to another. It is

impossible. Words have different shades of meaning, and there is no way of getting

around it. I was standing with my landlady in Berlin one time and , standing at the door

of an apartment, and a man came by and I waved at him, said that's a friend of mine. She

said a friend of yours, how lohg have you known him? Oh, I said, I met him yesterday.

She said, you met him yesterday, and he is a friend o/yours2 She was amazed, Well,

we use the word in English. But in German a friend is something entirely different, a

friend is one that sticketh closer than a brother, a friend in Germany is a relationship

which we have no word for in English. I said to her, Lady, what is your definition of a

friend? Oh, she says, a friend is somebody vFke you address as thou. In German you say

"you " to acquaintances, but to children, members of your own family and the few people

that are closer to you even than members of your family, you address as "thou." Of

course, that means nothing to us , what's a friend? Somebody you address as thou.

Well, I said, how many friends have you got? Oh, she says, I had one, but she died.

Well, I said these folks in the apartment next door to yours, I said, t you go over and

have coffee with them in the middle of the afternoon, they come over and have it with you

the next day, you're back and forth , talking about everything, how many years have you

known thejT? Oh about 20 years. Would you call them friends? Oh, no, just very good

acquaintances. The word has a differnnt sense, now how are you going to translate it into

English, unless you stop and give a paragraph to explain the situation. You have to try to

find a way to get the idea across in your language, because the words differ, the manner

of expression differs, the type of form. And so that which is kept free from error is the

original but not only is it the original language, $ It is the original manuscript that is

free from error. We have , here is this copy of the Bible which says (6 1/2)

One of the earliest printings of the KjBible is called

the 16 Printer's Bible, because it says (6 3/4)
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The Bible is as free from error in printing as any book you'll ever find, it is remarkable

how few errors there are. In fact, in any other book you pick up you will find typographical

errors, often, (7)

and I picked up a recent translation of the Bible, just yesterday, and read in it where it

says and Solomon made cities for his horses, it said and Solomon made cities for his

houses. It got one letter wrong, I suppose in the writing they didn't recognize and

the typist misspelled it. It makes a big difference (7 1/4)

but it's just one letter. Anything that people copy error comes in, and you get two

which
manuscripts and they're going to be different. That is kept from error is the original

manuscript. I hate to 'Ø stop right at this pointbecause there are many people, there

might even be some here, who say well, what's the good of inspiration anyway, if it

applies to the original manusctipt which we haven't got. Well, there's tremendous good,

but we'll have to wait ill next Tuesday to discuss It...

11. (9)

... that was 6 wasn't it? Well, inspiration then refers to the original manuscript. This

is something which is very difficult for people to understand for people who don't know

anything about the subject. They s'y, how can it be, that you say the Bible is free from

error, the Bible is absolutely proven free from error, but when we ask you what you

mean by your Bible, you don't mean this book, here, you don't even mean the Hebrew

Bible you have , you mean an origira 1 manuscript that was writtan thousands of years

and is lost, and nobody can find it, nobody knows where it is, what good does it o you,

to have a Bible like that, that once was free from error, and isn't today? Well, of

course it does do us a great deal of good to have such a Bible, and that we want to have

in mind, but first we note the general (10) The inspired Bible, that

God inspired, was the original manuscript, not the Bible that we have here today, that

is true, I mean that's what we mean by inspiration. Well, what does that ran about
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this book, those manuscripts are lost, whet good does it do? Well, those manuscripts

were lost, but they were copied, and copies were made of them, and copies of them, and

copies of them, and so on, and we eventually today have copies of them. These copies

have gone through many stges, and in the course of copying, there are always mistes

made, I would defy any one of you to tkke a book the size of the book of ]Romans and

made by hand a copy of it, and not have me e able to find a mistake in it. If I couldn't

find it I'd say be sure I was overlooking it, I'd be sure somebody could find it. Because

I've had the experience of giving an article to the ptinter, an article that was about the

size of the book of Romans, and having the proof come back bf it, ai d on every third

line there was a mistake, they'd wttte adn instead of and, he'd write house instead of

horse, all kinds of mistakes like that, and I would correct them, and I read the thing

over 8 times, -.and finding things to correct, and then when I sent them back to him,

and he corrected those lines, there were mistakes in the lines he corrected, and it

was a tremendous job, and it is rare indeed that you will find a typographical error

in your Bible, the reason ts that is has been read over and over and over, to make a

tremendous effort to get those copies free from error, and then after they've done that

they have plates made, and these plates make thousands of copies exactly alike, but

in ancient times we didn't have plates, every one had to be copied sepaately, so mistakes

inevitably come infr', no question of that, nobody can say, that they have a Bible that is

exactly like the original manuscript, there is absolutely no question of that, but on the

other hadd, we can say this, that when it comes to the relation of our Bible today to the

original manuscript, it is far (12) than any other book that ha s been

preserved from ancient times. Some of the great classics of the Greek world are known

to us today in one or two copies that were made in the 12th century A.D., and before

that time there were possibly were all sorts of errors and mist&kes to come in. Some

of them we have much earlier manuscripts, we only have three or four manuscripts

(12 1/4)
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With the Bible we have hundreds of manuscripts and we can compare theee manuscripts,

and we can see where a mistake has come into one individual manuscript, and we can

see where a mistake occurs in 50 manuscripts but in no others, and probably means an

original mistake in or manusct from which copies were nade and so eventually it

came into that. So you have a tremendous amount of material with which to study , to

compare, to check, to see just how near our present text is to the original, and vi en we

compare them we have a remarkable degree of accuracy in our present Bible as far as it

corresponds to the original is w ncerned. We have certain ways of checking them, for

instance, we la ye discovered inthe last hundred e ars, monuments in the Near East,

occasionally
put up by kings at the very time when the thing happened, and it--m-y--be you find a

typographic error on one of the monuments where the scribe had copied wrong, but not

often, but you look at these monuments and/you find the names of indiiduals mentim ed

in the Bible, and then you find them in our Bibles, the/ way we have them today, and

in the majority of cases, they are very, very close to the way they were spelled at that

time. We have occasional cases where it is clear that a small error has come in in the

course of copying, but there arent' many cases like that, it is remarkable how

accurately these names have been preserved, showing the great care which the Hebrew

scribes took in copng the manuscripts, in order to get even names that were foreign

names to them, made no sense to them, they just didn't understand these names, because

they were in utterly different language than their own, and yet they made a tremendai s

effort to copy them accurately, and so we have a...

12. (3/4)

" . of differences between the different manuscripts, but figuring these hundreds of

thousands of differences, make 800,000 variations among 200 manuscripts, 800,000

differences, that is, where one manuscript differed with anther, usually only one or

two (1) but he figures up then,

that out of 800, 000 variations, about 795, 000 made just as much difference as whether
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you spell honor, honor as we do in American, or honour as they do in Englanc. 'n other

words, they were slight variations of spelling, and when you hear somebody say that

there are 800,000 errors in the 0. T. it sounds tremendous, but if you have had any

Hebrew you know that in Hebrew there are what we call (1 1/2) vowel letters

But a vowel letter inthe Hebrew

was something Vi that was put in quite a time after the manuscripts were written, and

are simply a help to understanding and make not the slightest difference in interpretation.

I thiik a vowel letter in Hebrew is like--in English I often write this in my notes,

I write read, I write on a piece of paper "read" then I write the book. Then I think,

if I look at this note too much, have I already read that or is it one that I want to read?

What does this mean, read or read? There is no way to tell. If you put an I before it,

it could be read or read, the same. If you put a you before it, it's read or read, just the

same. If you put a he before it, then which is it? (2 1/2) Are you sure? Which is it?

In other words context determines whether that is read or read. (2 3/4)

Now when I write it in my notes, meaning I want to read this for sure, I put a little

line under it, meaning read. If I mean this is something I did and I just want to keep a

record of it, I put this sort of rrk, meaning I've read it. So you see I have introduced

myself into my notes vowel letters to indicate whether that is :ead or read, that's

about the only case I use it in. But inthe original Hebrew you only had the context,

and when you wanted to, you had two letters and you didn't know whether those two

letters had a vowel e or e or a or ah or oh between them, 99 cases out of 100 context

will tell you perfectly clearly. But some cases context didn't tell and so they got

the habit of putting'fn vowel letters whenever they thought it necessa y to indicate,

and they're not too plentiful, and the result is that in practically every case whe

you have a long word with several vowel letters in it, some manuscripts put them in
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and some didn't, and that's the biggest that there is. Now of course it is

true, y' if you have read written alone, you don';t know whether it's read or read.

And you have to, if the context doesn't tell you, you have to guess, so you have two

possibilities. But if you have your vowel letter there you know, and there is no

question in that particular case. So when you have a Hebrew manuscript in Wilch a

vowel letter is omitted you're not sure which of the two ways it should be read, but

if the vowel letters are in it's easy to indice which, and that is one of the greatest

causes of variations, is the pitting in or leaving out of these vowel letters. You

take most any English writing of three or four hundred years ago, you find a great

many variations in spelling. Most people spell things in various ways three or four

hundred years ago. John Wyclif, for instance, signs himself in manuscripts in four

or five different ways. It is the use of printing and of typesetting which has made us

get our spelling exactly, where the employer doesn't have to know how to spell, but

just hire a secretary who knows how, and the result is that spellng doesn't vary like

it used to, it doesn't change like it used ID, if his secretary doesn't know, he fires he'

and gets another one, so our spelling has become (5) in a certain fashion,

tilland wRen our language changes, the spelling now stays that way, doesn't change

like it used et to. Well, in Hebrew they didn't have the typewriters, didn't have

printing, and so there were these variations in spelling which naturally came in, as

they come in in every language until typewriters and printing presses made it more

rigid. And so the greater number of these variations are this type of variation. Now

letters were adopted in the Hebrew there are certain letters which were very easy to

confuse. Now this is a strange thing. As you write the letter A and the letter K, it is

very probable that as you write those two that sometimes you will writk the A with

(6)

and it will be easy to confuse them. But in the manuscripts they practically never

conied those two letters. You can tell which is K or H in the manuscripts, almost
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definitely that's what it was, no question. (6 1/2) (record unclear) (or voice too far

away from machine, or something)

But those are the letters that are more confused than any others, and Hen-hadad the

king of Syria, is often called Ben -hader in air Bible, and we know that that is in error

(6 3/4) because he had his own manuscripts which call him

Ben-hadad, and his own inscriptions on stone monuments. And you will find him in

Kings called Ben-hadad and sometimes in Chronicles called Ben-hader. Well we know

exactly how the difference came. The resh and dau in those times were oftewritten in

such a way that often it was hard to tell which was which, so that that is one of the

common errors that has come in, the difference between the dau and resh. Now there

are a few errors that have come in, but in most cases thea' errors can be checked and

directed by evidence of manuscripts. So that when you take a whole book it makes

a sizeable number of changes, or variations, tather, but most of the variations don't

make the slightest difference tithe text, most of the, there is an occasional one does.

Now there is one case where it gives a list inthe Hebrew of the offices of King XSolomon,

it names a certain man, and it says this man was over the house as Steward, Solomon's

house. And in the Greek it says, it names the different ones and then it says and he

ran to his house. And of course that makes no sense. Easy for us to see how these

Greek translators simply misread one of the letters and got the words"he ran" instead

of the man's name, aa'we have it in Hebrew. Occasional variations like that are

easily explained. We have a city called Beer Sheba in Palestine. Solomon's mother

was celled Bathsheba. In the Septuagint 1 she is always called Beersheba. Well,

it's easy to see hcw the error--in the Greek they simply got in confused. So that we

do not have the original manuscripts of the Bible, Old or New Testament, and we do have

the possibility of error in the Bible as we have it today. But the possibility is far less
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than in any other ancient book. We have a far grter certainty as to the precise

originals than we have in any other book. It is very, very close. Dr. Robert Dick Wilson

whose assistant I was for a time, a great student of the Bible, defender of the integrity

of the Word of God, told me how he was talking to the man who was then editor of the

Presbyterian Magazine, a man with whom Dr. Wilson had had-t, various (9 1/4)

at various times, a man called Dr. Snoebel, I think his Sunday School lessons

perhaps are still sold, I'm not sure. But Dr. Wilson was talking with Dr. Snobel and

Dr. Wilson saidlj, if you found a statement in the Bible which it said had been made

by the Lord Jesus Christ, and of this statement there was no textual evidence of variation,

all the mss agreed on this statement exactly, in that form, would you then accept it as

truth? And Snobel said not unless it agreed with my judgment. Now there is the differ

ence in our attitude toward the Bible. Do we feel that if we know what the Bible says,

that is God's truth and is dependable, or do we feel that our judgment is the court of

last resort in the matter? I'm sure that people were greatly puzzled 600 years ago,

when they would read in the Bible that the time was coming when two men will be

working together in the fields, and one will be taken, one will be left two men will

be sleeping in the same bed, one will be taken, one will be left, and they read this,

this is the time of the sudden return of the Lord Jesus Christ, and t that time, two

men working in the field, one taken,the other left; two men sleeping in the same bed,

one taken, the other left. Well, 600 years ago that sounded utterly fantastic, that

statement, because 600 years ago they did not have artificial lights as we have today,

and when night came unless you had candles around the house and you could read some,

could talk some, you might have a banquet with candles, but you couldn't do any work

and certainly not in the fields. They did not have artificial light as we have today,

and they did not have the knowledge then that the earth was round, so they thought-

they had had that in ancient times but they had lost it. In the Middle Ages they didn't

know the earth was round. The Greeks actually figured how far it was around the world.
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And when the Bible was written and there were people who knew that the earth was

round, we don't know whether the author, of the Bible knew that it was round or not, but

at least they didn't put anything to he contrary in what they wrote. If they had a false

idea God kept them from putting it in what He intended to be part of the Bible. But

people 600 years ago thought the earth was flat and that would mean that when it was

day, it was day everytre, when it was night, it was night everywhere, then how on

earth would two men be sleeping in the same bed and two others working in the fields,

when the Lord came. It just doesn't make sense, i Now since that time we Iwe dis

covered that the earth was round and we know that whenever the Lord comes there will

be thousands of people working inthe fdelds, --and it'll be noon, and there'll be

thousands of people sleeping, t it'll be midnight in some part of the world, whenever

He comes. So that it makes perfect sense today, but somebody 600 years ago might

have said, they must be mistaken in the original, it says, two men will be working in

the field, and two men will be sleeplgg in the same bed, at the same time, why that

just doesn't make sense, one of those texts must be in error. But today we know

neither text is in error, it is a true statement. We know more. There is much in

the Bible today we don't understand, but as we get more knowledge, we will understand

it, because God knows everything and we e= know only a very small part of what

is to be known. So that when we find a statement in the Bible, we can check on our

manuscripts and can see where there is evidence of variation. Now if you find that

hundreds of mss all agree and one has a difference in it, the chances are it is a

textual error, very strong. If you find mss more or less evenly divided then you're

wise to use your judgment as to which is probably the correct text. But we have an

objective basis to try to determine what the original text says, and it's an objective

question. Not does this sound sensible to me, but is this as far as the evidence goes,

is this almost certainly what the original says? Now I personally feel this way,

that the evidence of our mss is so great, the evidence of the accuracy of the
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transmission of our text is so great that when you find a place in the Bib where a

statement is made and you don't find any evidence of variations in the mss or in ancient

translations, I say there is still a possibility that it has been incorrectly done, but the

possibility is very s1ght. When you have two different places in the Bible where you

find (14 1/4) and there is no evidence of ms variation on either, I say

that the chances of both having been erroneously transmitted are so small as to be

practically infinitesimal. In other words, we can depend

13. (3/4)

... so that that ruler should not lengthen or shorn by a hundredth of an inch, stay

exactly the same. That is our standard for rulers in the whole country, and when you

want to make machinery and be absolutely correct in it, you compare it with the

standard and find that that is the standard. Now God (1) could have caused that the

Bible w uld be it ait1iese metal plates could have been preserved in such

a way that never was any possible way of one of the letters being defaced or changed,

so that you had every letter exactly and unquestionably as it was written by the (l)

But He did not. By His power He worked most

remarkably (1 1/2) to cause that in the copying and recopying, it would be

preserved with the manner of accuracy that was really (1 1/2) tremendous,

but that was not absolute. And Ibelleve that God did that because our Bible is

human work and human works are susceptible of easy misinterpretation, and our ideas

have been changed from time to time, and words vary in the area whicIhey cover,

and the words in one language cover different areas than in another language, and the

Lord wart s us to be warned to compare scripture with scripture, and anything that is

important for us to believe, He has not stated what (2 1/4)

but He has given in various places. Now it may be that all of these at first sight (2 1/2)

and as you study and see it more and more, you see how clearly

it's taught, when people didn't realize it before, but it won't rest on just one passage.
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It will be a comparing of scripture with scripture, to give us that which God wishes

us to stand upon (2 3/4) And I believe the Lord intended to give us that

warning, because a tremendous amount of the confusion in the Christian world comes

from people taking one verse alone and put an artificial interpretation on that verse

alone and standing upon that and making a big fuss about that verse.

I have had people say well but look how the N " T. deals with the 0. T. In the

book of Galatians Paul builds a whole argument on the fact that the word sin is singular

and not plural. Well there is no such thing. Paul does not bui1 an argument on (3 1/4)

plural. He explains that it means sin, that's what it means. He discusses

The N. T. never builds an argument on one word

or one letter. Sometimes it souonds as if it does, because the N. T. says the prophet

said so-and-so and quotes three words, and then it goes on and builds a big argument

and somebody can look at it and say how on earth did they get all that out of those three

words? What crazy methods of interpretaon N. T. writers used. A number of modffnists

i what they wrote,
say this. And they did,/take three words and build a big argument, but they didn't.

They cal1j'yorattention to a passage and you look at the passa ge and you study and see

what it means, and you'll find that in every case it is exactly what the N. T. brings

out of it. It's a passage he refers to and he uses words to remind you of a passage,

rather than these three words . And once you understand that, you avoid a great deal

of difficulty (4 1/2) and also of verbal

inspiration. Verbal inspiration ne ans that the words of the Bible are the words God

wants to have there. God didn't dictate them, but that he oversaw the prophets in such

a way that these are the words that He wa1ths to have there, and that these words

directly in front of him are free fron)érror. But it does not mean that you can pick three

of these words out by themselves, and build a whole argument on them. It does not

mean that you can take one passage and squeeze that passage until you squeeze so much

out of it that it is just a tremendous amount of one passage. One passage may have
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very precise words to give you a tremendous amount,of it may have rather general

things that (5) You have to compare '1 scripture with scripture. So

this is a very important thing to have in mind. Now some people say why confuse

people with this. Well, we don't want to confuse people with it. We believe the Bible

i s inspired and free from error, it is true. We believe that. But I do believe that in your

churches it is wise to have your young people have an understanding what we mean

by inspiration. Rather than to have them raised up with the idea this is a magical book

in th ich every word is different fromthe ordinary human word. I think it is much more

sensible if they realize they are human words. If they don't,they get into higher educa

tion and it's very easy for some professor, some unbelieving professor, or perhaps some

ignorant professor, to confuse them and make them think the whole thing is a lot of

nonsense. Christianity is a very reasonable belief, but we should, and it isn't necessary

that all the simple Christians understand all the ins and outs in it, but it is far

more important to affirm the great (6 1/4) thati it is to confuse people

with discussions of the precise understanding of some of these points. But I think our

people should be gradually instructed in these things, so that they have a correct

understanding and it would be of tremendous help that we have a correct understanding,

that the Bible is absolutely free from error, verbally inspired, but this was in the

original ms. And today what we have is coies of copies of copies, but marvelously

having a very very small amount of error (6 3/4)

and then these are translated and you can't translate exactly. But you can get the

approximate thought over in/a anslation and when you compe 1 scripture with

scripture, you can get a very high degree of certainty in your translation, any good

translation (7) but when it comes to fine points, yofte wise to

go to he original and be sure exactly what is said, on those fine points. But that it

is not absolute, our knowledge of these words, of what the words were in the oiina1.

A very important matter to have a clear understanding on. It is the original mss which
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were inspired. Now that was 46.

7 That every part of the Bible is equally inspired Now this I think we've al

ready made clear in these discussions, but it's important enough it's worth stressing,

and giving another point. That every part of the Bible is wqually inspired. Now we

didn't say that every part was given by revelation from God, only certain parts were

given by revelation from God. When Paul said the coat that I left at Troas bring with

you, that was not, we don't believe, given by revelation from God. It might have been.

Maybe he didn't Inow what he did with it. Maybe he lost it and couldn't find it anywherE

and God reveed to him that he'd left it at Troas, that's entirely possible, but we have

no reason to think that was the case. It's more likely that he intentionally left it at

Troas, because he was moving, it was springtime and he wouldn't need it. He left it

t here, now it's fall, he'll need it inihe winter and he thought he'd be back to Trots and

he wasn't, so now he'd like Timothy to bring th coat with him that he left at Troas,

he knows the fact because he left it there. We cb n't know whether it was given by

revelation from God or not. Most likely it wasn't. When Paul said Timothy, take a

little wine for thy stomach and thy feeble infirmity, we don't think it likely that God

specifically revealed to Paul that he should say that to Timothy. We think that Paul

was probably giving Timothy some good advice, that Timothy should not fail to use the

methods which were available at the time to try to improve his physical condition,

and Paul said to Timothy here is this which has been helpful to the condition that you

have , in many cases. Take a little wine. He didn't tell him to run the risk of

drunkenness, or anything like that, but he said, take a little wine for your feeble

infirmity. That was the advice that IPau1 gave to Timothy. We don't believe that it

was revealed from God, but we do believe that it was inspired. Parts of the Bible were

given by rev1ation, but all is qqually inspired. In other words, the Holy Spirit in

tended this to be there. And the Holy Spirit directed in the general writing, and the

Holy Spirit kept them from error in what they wrote, of fact, of doctrine, or of
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judgment. He kept them from error of fact.Suppose Paul was mistaken. He had

ettually forgotten his cloak when he was in Athens, and left it there, but he thought

he'd left it at Troas, so he wrote Timothy the coat I left at Troas, bring with you.

The Holy S pint would've kept him from putting that in what (10 1/4)

The fact that the Holy Spirit allowed Paul to write that means ti-a t we can depend

upon it that his coat was in Troas. It is free from error of fact, of doctrine, of judgment.

So it is equally inspired. The request to Timothy to bring his coat is j t as much

inspired as the 13th chapter of 1 Cor. It's just as much inspired as Jn.3.16. There are

no degrees of inspiration. It is either kept from error or it is not kept from error.

There are different ways he got the knowledge. Some of it is revealed from God, some

isn't. But all is preserved from error, so all is equally inspired. No difference in

inspiration. You look at a list d genealogies, just as inspired as the most beautiful

statement in the psalms. Every bit as muck, that is to say (11 1/4)

it's either kept from error or it isn't. So it's rather important to have that distinction

in mind. /BofneiDoay say's 10 I think inspiration means having great beautiful dreams,

having a lovely idea, having a great thrill--well if they want to use inspiration in

that sense, there is no reason they shouldn't. You can use words in any sense you

want to, but when you're talking with someone else you ought to either use the word

in the sense they're accustomed to, or explain to them you're using it in a different

sense. And when we disuus theology, it is reasonable to use the word inspiration

in the sense in which it has been used in theology through the ages, and if somebody

prefers to use a different word, that's all right, we're not interested in words, we're

interested in ideas, but words arq/fy methods of expressing ideas, and inspiration

is, as the words been used, is not a matter of ideas, it is a matter of the words

that express those ideas. And it does nct mean that these words express those ideas

in he fuLbest and most precise and complete way possible. e It doesn't mean that.

But it means tia t whatever degree of knowledge %'ou can get from these words, properly,
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that gree of knowledge of the facts is true, and no more. When it says, disciples,

it doesn't mean you can study about hose two disciples 100 years and from that passage

find out whether they were men or women. But if it says men you know they were men,

you can know that whatever degree of knowledge is given there is true. So much for 47.

8 Inspiration brings unity to the Bible God had a blueprint for the Bible and

inspiration brings unity to the Bible. The Holy Spirit does nd cause that the men should

use words, all the men, use the words in the same sense. Doesn't cause that. That

is an error some people have in gckig to the Bible. They say whatever the word ever

means in the Bible, it always means. And when they take that attitude they get immediatel'

a sharp contradiciton between Paul and James, because 4'-D1 Paul uses faith in one

sense and James uses it in a different sense, but it's very easy for the context to

decide exactly what Paul meant when he said faith. And it's easy from the context

to decide exactly what James meant when he said faith, and when you decipher it,

you find that they are telling exactly the same thing but giving two different aspects

of the same truth. Not the (14) So they're giving the two

different aspects of the same truth, and you can figure out frau the context what they

mean. Well, the Holy Spirit had that in mind before they were ever written. So if

you compare the thought of one with the thought of anbther, you will find them fitting

together and w1eerwhere there is an apparent difference, the thing to do isn't, like

I know many theological professors to do, to try to explain away the difference, so that

you get rid of a verse in scripture that doesn't man anything, it just tells what everybody

knows, but see if there is some other aspect of truth that it is vital for you to know,

which is brought out in this passage. It doesn't contradict, but...

14. (3/4)

49.1s that there is a human and a divine element in the production of the Bible

Well, now here there is a mystery. There is not something that is irrational, but there

is a mystery. And there are many such (1)
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It is not irrational that Jesus Christ is both God and man, but it is a mystery, something

we can't understand. How could lie be a man who was hungry, who was tired, a man

who needed sleeW, and at
°

same time be the Lord of creation, Who is directing the

stars in their orbit. How can that be? We don't understand, but it is what the Bible

says, and we accept it, -e believe it. How can God be one God and yet three persons?

There is only one God. I head somebody make the statement, God is the Father of our

Lord Jesus Christ. That is not true. Jesus Christ is. God isn't His father, He is the

Fther. God the Father Is (1 3/4) but there is one God. Jesus

Christ is the second person of the Trinity. God is one God. There re not three gods,

but there are three persons. It is clearly taught in the scripture, but it is a mystery,

we don't understand it, but we find it taught and we accept it, as true. And the same

is true about hwe how the Bible was given. God directed it, God revealed, God oversaw

the inspiration, God saw tia t we should have a Bible and gave us exactly what He

wanted us to have. It is entirely a divine book, and yet it was written by human beings,

who in the writing of a great part of it, used the mind God had given them, wrote the

things they had observed, wrote down things they had taught, the human instrumentality/

was used, you feel the style of the author, you feel Lhe human being there. You read

Peter and you read Paul, you feel a different personality there. As you read David, and

you read Solomon, you feel a different personality there. There is a human production,

and yet it is a divine production, and God directed it and kept it from error. So it is-

there is both a human and a divine element in the production of the Bible, but it is

entirely divine, entirely inspired, entirely free from error. I think there is an (3 1/4)

in this matter of the original mas. worth mentioning. He

said supposing there is a flood and you come to a Reed bridge, and you don't know,

you want to cross this bridge and you don't know whether the bridge is old or whether

there are holes in it, you dch't know whether some of the boards in the bridge are gone.
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The water bias come two inches over the top of the bridge and you want to cross it.

You don't know whether you can walk across it or whether you get halfway across

it and fall down (4) Not much good. But

supposing that /you know that there is a concrete bridge there, absolutely solid, free

from flaws, but there is an inch of water on top of it, flowing over it. Knowing that,

you can step with absolute certainty, knowing that it will hold you up, and you can

walk across. We have the Bible which is God's Word and absolutely free from error,

but we have that little bit of water over the top, the slight possibility of an error coming

in in any particular verse, warning us against building too much on any one verse,

but it (4 1/2) if you compare 1 scripture with scripture.

I say anything that you find clearly taught in two different verses, and there is no

textual error in transmission, I say we can absolutely depend on it, that it (4 3/4)

You have a solid foundation just a little bit under

that water. It is absolutely solid, you can stand upon it, you can depend upon it,

but God id that, and it is a fact He did it, there is no question about it, but why He

did it, my guess is that it was to warn us against putting too much stress on one verse

alone. Study scripture in confidence, and compare scripture with scripture, and when

a verse is a summary of wonderful truth, it's grand to memorize it, 0' it's grand to

quote it, it's grand to use it. But you're using it not that these words alone prove this,

but that this is a summary of Christian truth. You could take other words which, taken

alone, would lead you to fall. (5 1/2)

You have a question? (5 3/4.stu) Well, now, Jesus said not a jot nor a tittle shall

pass from the law, but all shall be fulfilled. And that (6 1/4)

The meaning ci the original law is not given. (6 1/2)

And when in 2 Peter, Peter said that no scripture is of private lnterprettion but Holy

n of old wrbte as they were led by the Holy Spirit. You find quite a few things like
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that. I'm sure if you went through all the papers we'll get in a couple of weeks from

this class, and pick out the different words given, you'll find that (7)

that that is the

attitude of the N. T. toward the 0. T. And of course what they claim for the N. T.,

we are justified as Christians in claiming for the 0. T. Yes, we do not rest our belief

in the inspiration of Scripture simply on any one verse, but we rest it on clear teaching

of a number of verses but more than that on the attitude of the Scripture as a whole (7 1/4)

Now 4U0 $ is extremely important. 4U0 is a little bit hard

perhaps for people to understand . It's a tiny bit complex, but well worth the effort

to understand

10 Inspiration results in making the entire 0 T a revelation from God.

Supposing that I write you a page on some subject and that I go over that page very,

very carefully, so tta t I have made no errors o f writing, I wrote what I wanted to

write, and you look at it, and you find a word there spelled differently thati you think

it should be spelled. You would have a revelation of how I think it should be spelled.

Because I gave you this statement and in the course of it is included a word that I

spelled that way, and I reviewed it carefully so you knew I hadn't just misread it...

it would be a revelation of how I thought it ought to be spelled. Well, now suppose

my little boy wrote it. He is in 8th grade. Suppose he wrote it , you look at that page

and you find quite a few misspelled words, if my guess is 6orrect. But now suppose

that I went over this page and I corrected the1 spelling and I changed those words I

thought he had misspelled. Now that page would be something he had written, it might

be entirely in his own writing, I might have told him to cross out those words and write

them in the way that I had told him to spell them. But as to the spelling, it would

be a revelation of what I thought was the correct spelling, even though I hadn't

written it, even though he had written it. Well, now I don't know whether that

illustration clarifies it or obscures it, but what I'm trying to bring out is that God
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reveals certain matters to the writer, while other matters the Holy Spirit led them to

write what they had observed or that they had taught. So that part of it was received

by revelation and part was not. But that the Holy Spirit, by inspiration, kept them

from error in what they wrote down, so the result is that it comes to us, not to the

writer, but to us as a revelation of God in its entirety. And so we look at the statement

that Paul says, the cloak that I left at Troas, bring with thee, and we look at that

statement, and we say we don't believe God revealed that to Paul, we think Paul was

simply writing down what he knew, but it's in the Bible, it's part of the Scripture,

it's just as inspired as anyth ing else, and that means that it is true. It means that

Paul did leave the cloak in Troas, and it means that Paul wanted Timothy to bring it

to him, that was absolutely true, now we say why did God cause that to be in the

sacred message. Well, there must be a reason or he wouldn't have caused ) it to be

in there, and we are altogether justified in saying God wants us to realize that while

if we are in a terrible situation and He may marvelously interfere in order to protect

us, it's up to us to see to it that we have our cloak in wintertime, and that we don't

just leave it somewhere and forget it and not bother about it and think He is going to

give us a new cloak when winter comes, because we didn't bother to take care of our

s old one. We can get lessons for our times of life that God wants us to have, and

the same is true about the matter of "take a little wine for thy stomach, and thy feeble

infirmity," and when the British Ambassador in the United Stes in , was it 1941 or 42,

it was tremendously important for the progress of the war tht this British Ambassador

should be here in the United States in the best possible relations with the government

in Washington. Hews was a very able man and much beloved by the people with whom

he was dealing, and that man belonged to the sect known as Christian Science, and he

was taken with appendicitus, and he said it's human error. It's hufma human error, he

said, and if I keep my thoughts on what is right it won't bother me, and he refused to
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call a doctor and he died of appendicitus. And the war effort was hampered and injured

till the British could find a satisfactory nwn to replace him, because that man said

he should not use human methods of healing his body, but he sai d you could trust God

to take care of it. Well, God does take care of the body, jGod does marvelously

intervene. He did with me a year ago, to keep me from being killed when I might have

just as well have been killed, but He caused that I should hit, when a quarter of an

inch, hitting at that tremendous rate, would have killed me. He caused that I hit in

such a way that, though I had considerable discomfort, I am today just about as good

as I ever was, thank 'God. God can heal diseases, and He may choose to do so,

but nobody has a right to order God to heal their diseases, God nu y have a purpose

in the disease, and it is God's will that you use the ordinary methods that are available,

in your day, and get whet you can from them for the condition which you have, and

when he caused that Paul t write to Timothy to use the ordinary methods that were

then available, we have far better ones today, but to use the ordinary methods that

were then availble to improve Timothy's stomach condition, it isn't so tremendously

important to us to 1 ow the fact that Timothy had a weak stomach, that doesn't affect

our faith, but it does affect76ur lot to know that God caused His apostle, in the inspired

text, to order Timothy to take care of himself by the best means available. Well, we

continue there tomorrow...

O.T.I. 15 (1 3/4)

...we're still on Roman Numeral II, How God gave us the Bible, and we're on the second

point of that, which is that He gave is all by inspiration, part of it by revelation, but

all by inspiration, and then point 10 under that, Inspiration results in making the entire 0.
T

a revelation of God. This is very important. To Isaiah certain things were a revelation

of God. There is nothing that but what God revealed to him, but to Isaiah other things

were what he observed, he tells what Ahab said, he tells what Hezekiah said, he tells
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how Hezekiah asks him certain questions, he tells how he gave certain answers, and

of course in those answers usually saying what God revealed to him. But what a prophet

said was not always what God had revealed to him. You probably recall that Nathan, the

great prophet of David, once was spoken to by David. David said to Nathan, why

should the house of God be in a tent, and I the king dwell in a beautiful palace, he

said I'm going to build a big stone building for the Lord's house, and Nathan said that's

wonderful, you do what is in your mind, because the Lord is with you, that was the word

David
that was given by Nathan the great prophet. Then we read that that night the

Lord said to Nathan, Nathan, I want you to carry a message to David. Daiiid you're a

m an of war, you're not the man to build my house. I want my house built by your son,

who is a man of peace. David was a man much more after God's heart, than Solomon.

But for some reason which we perhaps don't fully understand, that God wanted his house

built, not by David, but by Solomon. ,So the next day Nathan came and told David, he

said, God says He doesn't want you to build the house, He wants your son to. But God

said, I appreiate the thought, I appreciate your interest, your desire, and I don't want

you to build me a house, but I'm going to build you a house, and it was then that God

proceeded to tell David that he would always have a son to sit upon the throne, and

gives those wonderful predictions of the Lord Jesus Christ, given in response to David's

desire to build a house for the Lord. But this was what Nathan gave after God had

ir the matter,
revealed to Nathan what God's will wa/, and the previous was what Nathan the prophet

thought, before God had revealed His will to him. So some of what the prophet said,

was what God revealed to him and some was their own idea. Now when you read in the

Bible then that Isaiah went to Hezekiah and said something, if he said, thus saith the

Lord, you can know that is what God revealed to Isaiah. But suppose he doesn't just

say , thus saith the Lord. Suppose that as in the case of Nathan and David, Nathan

heard David speak and he proceeded tolEll him what he thought, he was much impressed
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with David's attitude, the Lord was too, the Lord rewarded David. But the Lord had

other plans than the specific idea that Nathan had (5) How are

we to know what part of the Bible is a revelation from God and what isn't? Does the

Bible simply contain the Word of God, and not all of it be the Word of God? In one

sense, yes, it contains the word of God to the prophets and also contains what the

writers observed, but as far as we're concerned, the Bible comes to us as a revelation

from God in its ntirety, because God kept the writers from error in that which they

put into the book, and therefore whatever is in the Bible, in the original manuscript,

whatever is there is what God wants us to have as a revelation of is mind to us, so

the Bible is just as much a revelation of God to us, as if God had dictated every word,

we don't believe He did, but we think the results are just as much His, as if He

had. This is an extremely important point. The pdnt comes up when people ask

about/the information in the Bible. Where does this information come from? Well,

you read the story of Abraham coming out of Ur of the Chaldees. Where did that

information come from? Well, maybe one day God said to Moses, Moses I want

a olume_of
t tell you something, for you to write down for at the There was a

man named Abraham, an ancestor of yours, who left Ur of the Chaldees and Moses

wrote down what God revealed to him about Abraham, tIa t's possible. But I think it

is very unlikely. I think Abraham wrote it all down. I think Abraham wrote down

what God did, how God revealed imself to him, the experiences that he had, either

Abraham or somebody in Abraham's household wrote it down, and they passed it on,

and Moses got it, and Moses kept parts of it, left out parts of it, changed parts,

incorporated it in Scripture, and the Holy Spirit inspired Moses in his selection,

and in his explanation, and kept him from error in what he was doing. So that we

know it is true, not because Abraham wrote it down, or somebody in his bouse, we

don't )even know that anybody did, but we know it is true, because Moses wrote
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under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit and was kept from error in what he wrote, but

whether God revealed it to Moses, or whether Roses wrote down -M-it something that

he was told by somebody who had been told it by his father who had passed it on by

word of mouth, or whether Moses wrote something which had been written down by

Abraham, we don't know, and it makes no difference as far as dependability of it is

concerned, because it comes to us as a revelation from God. That is true about the

things that Abraham saw. What about the matter of Noah's experiences in connection

with the float. Moses didn't see the flood, Abraham didn't see the flood, there may

have been ten thousand years, for all we know, between the flood and the time of

Moses, there might have been twenty-five thousandØ' years for all we know. We don't

know how long. Well, how did Moses know about the flood? My guess is that Noah

told the story to his descendants, eventually somebody wrote it down, and it was

pssed on and Moses got it. By that time there Inay have been mistakes in it, but

Moses under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, -tmi-mttt omitted anything that was mistaken.

And corrected anything that was wrong. So hat che story of the flood as we have it, is

the true ory of what happened because God kept Moses from error in that which he put

in, and revealed to him any necessary information to round out the story, but my guess

is that the story was written down with what Noah gave, that's my guess. We don't know,

but we know it's true because it was written under the influence of the Holy Spirit. My

guess is, though, that the flood story was not given by revelation. God revealed to

Noah that a flood was coming, that was a revelation. God told Noah that he wouldn't

what happened,
bring another flood, that was a revelation. God gave revelations to Noah, but ha4

of ,
the accnras Noah describing what he saw, is my guess. At least it could be

described, so that is my guess on it. Maybe it isn't all, maybe God revealed it all

to Moses. If you want to believe God revealed it all directly to Moses, I have no

objections, so long as you don't criticize me for thinking that Noah wrote it down and

passed it on. We don't know which way. Any guess you want to make, build up your
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evidence and try to prove it, there's no harm in that. But the important thing is that

however Moses got the informathi it is true, it is God's word, it is free from error,

because God kept it from rror4R of fact, of doctrine, and of judgment, as He wrote it

down.




I'm going to interrupt the lecture for somelhmg that I intended to say for the

last three days and I forgot to every day--How many of you know the books of the 0. T

in order, raise you r hands. About one-third. How many know all the books of the

0. T. in order except the minorqrophets? Now if you know them all, or all except the

minor prophets, either way, raise your hand. About half. Well, I'd better askou to

learn the books of the 0. T. in order, because you can't discuss 0. T. Introduction

without knowing two orders of the books of the 0. T. I will mention one of them today,

please remind me next Tuesday to mention the other, because the other will be

tremendously important in our further discussion, but this order, now, I am not

asking you in this class to learn the minor prophets. There are twelve books there

which you should know, and that certainly you should be required to learn in

connection with the course of 0. ( study, but for this course all that is necessary

is to know that the last 12 books of the 0. T. are those great prophets whom we very

foolishly call minor prophets. We call them minor because they're small. Minor means

shorter, it doesn't mean less important. But I'm not asking you to learn for this class

the names and order of the minor prophets, but simply that there are 12 of them there,

Now for those of you who don't know the order of the books of the 0. T., a simple

very simple help is to divide the EnglisIØi'ords which we took from the Greek and the

Latin into a certain logical dividion, first we have the five, a set of five, then a set

of twelve, then two sets of fives, then a set of twelve. You see, that's very easy

to remember: 5-12-5-5-12. Very simple to remember: Now the first five are the 5

books of Moses, the Pentateuch, the Law, and the next 12 we call books of history,

and I would think most of you should know the order of those books of history, but f
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you don't they would be very easy for you to learn. Learn the order of the 12 books

of history. Then we have 5 books of poetry: Job, Psalms, Proerbs, Ecciesiastes,

Song of Solomon. And then we have another set of five which we call the Major Prophets:

Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel , Daniel. Four major prophets, and one short

book written by one of the prophets, placed aer his book. And then come the 12 minDr

prophets. Now that's a very simply arrangement and I don't think any of you should

have difficulty learning it, so I will expect you next week, at the beginning of class,

to be able to give me any one of these groups I ask for. I won't ask for the minor prophets,

but if I ask for the Major prophets, or for the Poetical books, or for the IHistorical books

or the books of the Law, or if I say please name the principal divisions of the English

o T. and give the first book in each dividion, you could do that I'm sure. That would

mean just adding Hosea the first of the Minor Prophets. And so please get them

thoroughly, now the order of the Hebrew books is what is of most importance for this

till
particular course, but that I won't bother you with now, c11tC I'm sure you all know

the order of the English books. Then also I have assigned you a paper to be written.

Instead of having many regular assignments for class, I'm giving you certain papers

for which you will have the time you would spend in regular assignments, most of

that time, over a period of some weeks. We ought to spend about half of that reviewing

lectures, but the rest of the time you would norally put in, this particular paper on

Wht the N. T. thinks of the 0. T., is the most fascinating subject. You could go

through the N. T., look at every verse, see its relation to the 0. T. You could take

a hundred hours, and give me a wonderful work, but I don't want anybody to do that,

we have other papers I want you to write. Don't take over 15 hours, at most, gathering

material and writing it up. But in the course of the 15 hours, you should be able to

give a pretty good discussion...
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.it seems likely that Noah simply wrote down what he observed. What about the

beginiiing (3/4) what about the creathn? How did the story of

the creation come to us? Did somebody write down what he had heard and then it was

incorporated by Moses
passed on and theu w- tpci i-sd--e . How

do you think it was, well--most of us don't think. But I was hoping that there would

be some who would say yes, somebody wrote it down, and then I would have asked you

who? And if you said Adam, I would ask just how Adam knew, because I don't think

Adam saw God create light, and I don't think Adam saw God create the vegetation.

In fact, Adam was created on the last day. So the matter of the creation must have

been given by revelation, there is no question of that. It must have been given by

revelation. The matter of the temptation, the fall, maybe Adam wrote it down, maybe

Set / "ki.i uurw!te it down and they passed the story on. Maybe not. I don't know how.

But the creation must have been revealed to somebody. Now who was it revealed to?

Did God reveal it to Adam and he wrote it down and passed t on , or passed it on by

word of mouth. Was it revealed to Enoch? Was it to Noah? Was it to Abraham?

Was it not until Moses ? We don't know. (2)

It might, though I think extremely unlikely, even be possible that somebody got to

thinking about the matter, and read all the different stories of creation that were around,

some of which had been written (2 1/4)

and read these and pondered a lot about the matter, and then God guided that man to

wri a suggested stay which God kept from error. It might be, but I don't think at all

likely. I think God revealed it to somebody. But it He did, did He reveal it by saying,

"In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. God said let there be light."

Or did e cause Adam , Abraham, Moses, or somebody, to have a dream and see these

things happen, and he saw all these things happen in a dream arid then he wrote down

what he saw, and God kept him from error. We don't know. We know God revealed Qe



O.T.I. 16. (3) 76.

story of the creation, but we don't know how He revealed it or who He revealed it to.

But we don't have to worry about it, because this we know, that Moses wrote it in the

book which is written under the inspttation of the Holy Spirit and kept free from error,

bQlng
and therefore it is a revelation from God to Moses and we can depend upon it as tft;F-=

ly true
absolut/ in the original manuscript.Now that means as far as we're concerned

the big thing we get from it, just at a superficial glance, we can probably pretty well

(3 1/2) but when we get into the little details, we're going to look at

the Hebrew, we want to see whtt textual evidence there is, there is very little chance

of any error of any sort in the Hebrew words, there might be, but very slight. But we

have to study what those words mean, and what those words mean may be entirely differ

ent from what those words n an the way we use them today. Yesi (4) As far as

our evidence goes, the ability to write developed as a result of (4 1/4)

therefore, it would seem in the light of

present knowledge, rather improbable(4 1/2)

Someone was talking to me recently about making a study of the flood, and he

said, how much do you have to learn about geology and other sciences to understand

the flood? And I said, it is best first to study the flood in the Bible, see what the Bible

says. But as you study the Bible, don't ask this question, was the flood this wwy, a

that way, let's see, well, we evidence a little more this way than that, therefore it's

this way. Don't go at it that way. Go at it this way. What does the Bible say about

the flood and what doesn't the Bible say? And , like an illustration in another area,

if I were to say to you, last week, I came here from Chicago. My statement would say,

that it was last week I did it, that I left Chicago, that I arrived here. My motion was

in that direction, that is all that was said. Now you say, how did Dr. MacRae come here

and you might have a big debate. Some of you i4-ki say, Dr. MacRae is always in a
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hurry so of course he flew. And sombbody else would say, no, Dr. MacRae likes to

travel comfortably, he took a sleeper, he went to sleep in Chicago and he woke up

here, very comfortable. And you could debate from now till Doomsday, but the statement

I gave would not be a basis on which to know. You would have to get a further revelation

rpy
from me in order to know. So tInt it would be important to say, w first thatatement

(6 1/4) and second that it did not say what means of locomotion I used.

And the Bible does nbt say when the flood occurred. That it doesn't say. Well, to learn

from the Bible what it does say and what it doesn't say is the first thing. And all that

we can stand on. That is, if the Bible says, this thing. That we know is true. The Bible

says that God created the world in six days. All right, we know God created the world

in six days. But what do you mean by the word day? Well, it isn't (7)

what I mean, that doesn't matter

When I arrived in Germany, I met a man who had been studying there two or

three years, another American, his father had given me a letter of introduction to him.

I spoke to him, in my faltering German, I said, when I was in high school I studied

German two and aA'half years, but that was a long time ago, so I can't speak it. He

said don't ever that in Germany. He said they won't know what on earth you mean,

because, he said, in Germany, when you say you studied the language, that means

you went into very involved details and the precise significance, you studied the

questions of syntax and origin, and so on. That you study, you go into very deep and

involved intricacies and details. You should say I learned German for two and a half

years. I said, I can't say I learned German, I haven't learned it, I have only made a

start, I just studied it for 2 1/2 years. Well in English I studied it, in German that's

utter nonsense, to say I have studied German. In German I say I learned it, which in

German means I put in a certain amouhli/ of time trying to get the rudiments. In

English I learned it means I know it. So the wordy//&i "learn" in German and the

word "learn" in English, and the word "study" in German and the word "study" in
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English have entirely different meaniags, and if you read a paper that a German wrote,

and you watt to know what it means, if it's in German, it's very easy, just get a

German dictionary and see what those words really mean. If you read a translation

from German into Englith, you can get very confused if you simply give the corresponding

English word. You may (8 1/2) what does the original German mean,

in order to avoid misconception. (stu. 8 3/4) Yes, the evening and the morning I

mentioned. And the way to find out is to check

but I would say that, as far as evening and morning are concerned, that in Hebrew

evening means the beginning of a period and morning means the end of it. Now if you

go to a --I dont know that any of you have ever done it but maybe some of you have-

matinee, but if you ever have, whenwas the matinee, at 9 a.m. ? In English the

French word Matinee has come to mean a performance that takes place in the after

noon, but the word in French evidently meant the whole day, because if they have a

performance in the evening, it is not a matinee, but a performance in the morning,

before evening comes, they call a matinee, even though it is at 2 in the afternoon,

that is included in morning to the French. And you have to learn from the Hbbrew

just what the morning and evening mean. And the Hebrew eayu day starts at sunset,

and the beginning of the day is the period of darkness, the end of the day is the period

of light. To us in English, evening is a time when it gets dark, so you can't have an

evening unless there is a day before it. It would be absolutely impossible if there is

no day before it to have an evening in the English. Therefore the verse in Genes

which says evening and morning were the first day, makes absolutely no sense if you

take the word evening in its English significance, because it implies there was a day

before it. The only way we can take it is in the Hebrew sense tia t this day had a

beginning and an end. But that gets into another very interesting subject, the

interpretation of creation, and which I'm not interested in in this class but merely to

touch upon to illustratvhat we mean by this. We may have difficulty knowing what
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this word means. You say, the Lord God created the world in six days. Well, you say,

what's a day? A day is 24 hours. I read a statement by a great Christian worker

who said, in a debate, and he said, what is a day? A day is the time it t&kes the

earth to revolve (11) He says even if there were

such clouds the sun was shut out, even if there was no light, that is what a day is.

Well that is what a day is to a present-day scientiest, but is that what the word day

meant to Moses. I don't think Moses probably even knew the earth was round, at least

if he did he didn't tel us. That is not what the word day means. You read in Gen. 2

these are the generations of the earth in the day when they were created. In other

words the word day there covers (11 1/2)

So the word day is used in the Bible in the sense of a long period as well as in the

sense of the light period of the day, between two periods of darkness, and as in the

third sense, the period from the beginning tz the period of darkness to the beginning

of the next period of darkness. It is used in all three of those senses and nor of thm

in our present sense of a 24-hour day. But you have to take them and see which it

means in that peed context. So when you find what the Bible definitely says, you can

stand upon it as God's Word. But when you go to the Bible and try to see what of two

present-day ideas, which one the Bible suppa ts, and maybe it doesn't give you inform

ation as to which is wrong, or whether either of them is, they might both be wrong.

When you go (12 1/4) you say looka

here, see how up-to-date the Bible is,

and the Bible had it all along, and you read certain words in the Bible in wich a way

as to get this discovery out of it, and 1tn ten years from now some scientist discovers

that this discovery was completely false and theEis no such thing, and then everybody

says, look, the Bible was wrong, the Bible said this and it was wrong. Well,

actually somebody had read into the Bible a fallible present idea. Now we may learn

a tremendous lot about the flood from geology, we may learn nothing about the flood from
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geology. But if we find anything in geology that contradicts the clear statement in the

Bible, we don't need to get excited about it, we can just wait a little while until

the geologists learn some more, and we will find that when we learn what they had that

was wrong, and learn some new things, that it fits more closely with the Bible, because

the things the Bible touches on is absolutely dependable, but there are thousands of

matters the Bible doesn't touch upon. I don't even know what day of the week Moses

was born, I dont' know and I couldn't figure it out if I studied the Bible for a hundred

thousand years, because the Bible doesn't tell us. There are a great many things far

more important than that, that it doesn't tell us. But what it does tell us, we can depend

on, because the Bible in its entirety is a revelation of God. Now when I say in its

entirety, that of course , can be confusing. I don't mean the English version in its

entirely, I mean the original mss. Well, perhaps, this is so important

O.T.I.l7, (3/4)

... how far we get. It may, well it is the starting point of Christian theology, but

not of Christian apologetics. That is to say, if you are going to go to the unbeliever

and try to prove to him that everything in the Bible is true and free from error, you

may spend years talking to 1and when you get through, you may nct have convinced

him. You do not have to prove that the Bible is free from error, to win people

to the Lord, and if you do prove it, you may not win them. Inspiration is a fact of

tremendous importance to the Christian, but it is nct a way of approach to the unbeliever.

I think that is very important. It is extremely important to the Christian to know what

inspiration is (1 1/2) It is not necessary

(1 3/4)

It is very easy to get into arguments about details of the Bible

details that relate the Bille to certain points of time, and to spend a lot of time arguing

with unbelievers on these things and never get anywhere with it.

The approach to unbelievers has various places at which it can start. Such an
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argument as the influence and permanence of the Bible. The fact that it remains a

leading book in the world, after all these years, that it has not been so completely dis

proven as to be cast aside, but that though people think they have disproved it, it still

continues to have a tremendous influence. That is the greet argument to get people to

look at it, and see what it may mean to their lives. The character of Christ is something

that is absolutely unique, not only in history , but in literature. If you can get the

unbeliever to note the character of Christ and see the marvel of the character of Christ,

that is a very fine way of reaching people for Him. To get them to see the evidence

of the resurrection. Whether the Bible is true or not, what about the resurrection of

Christ, when this tremendous miracle took place, this resurrection of Christ, some say

the best attested fact in history. It is a tremendous fact of history.

The matter of archeology, if you're going to go out and use archeology and try

endless
to prove everything in the Bible is free fromerror, you've got ant meiic4ijtts task. There

is just too much in the Bible LO be able to prove those things, or too many things on

which we just don't know, we haven't got the evidence. But from archeology, you can

bring remarkable evidence of remarkable accuracy of the statements in the Bible, which

had previously been largely doubted, and this is something which can lead people to

feel that the Bible is a very remarkable book and with a spiritual teaching (3 3/4)

But before one becomes a Christian he has to see

himself as a sinner, deserving nothing good for himself, and to see the wonderful

character of Christ, and the marvelous offer He makes, and to come to and receive

Christ as Saviour, and after that, then if He takes Him as Lord, He will want to do whatever

the Lord wants him to do, to follow Him, and then what the attitude of Christ was, (4 1/4)

So for

the Christian inspiration is of tremendous importance, for the unbeliever it is valuable

in Apologetics to give evidence that there is such a thing as a (4 1/2)

and that if there is a personal God it would be strange indeed if He did not reveal Himself
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to us. And that there is nothing that can make anything like as reasonable a claim

to be a revelation from God but the Bible, and that the Bible makes a very, very

reasonable claim for it, but (4 3/4)

See what I mean, you can take a lot of time and accomplish nothing, by trying to

convince an unbeliever that the Bible is free fromerror. But for the Christian it is

tremendously important to know that it is, and it is helpful to take individual illustrations

of places where things doubted have been proved true, as (5)

but not




So for the Christian it is the starting point of theology and of Christian experience,

and the experience that is based upon a mere7 feeling may be entirely wrong, but the

experience that is based upon he Bible is dependable. God may give you a marvelous

feeling, and the devil may give you a wonderful feelng, and you want to (5 3/4)

by the Bible and see whether it is from God an or an experience from the Devil or

merely the result of what you had for supper. The Bible is the standard, it is the

pattern by which we test our experience , and as we study the Bible and understand

its principles more, we will have more of valuable experience and of dependable experi

ence, because it is related to the Word of God and the Holy Spirit applied it to your

own heart. So this matter than about the, of the correct attitude toward inspiration is

very important to keep us from wasting a lot of time in k4-Uieu thinking we have to

do something we don't have to do. That doesn't mean , if you're a Christian, it is

not a matter of very, very great importance. If he is a follower of Christ, he wants to

know what Christ wants him to do, and then to do it.

Well we will goon to III. Don't let the fact that it took this time to cover I and I

lead you to think that we will finish III this month, because we won't. III is a very, very

long heading. And it is a subject which might be much less important than what we

have already because Inspiration and Revelation are the foundation, very foundation,

of Christian experience and Christian theology, Christian belief, and Christian
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III
understanding. But the matter which we're taking up under=" is one which may be

found tremendously important at any particular time. It amazes me that there is not

more discussion of it than there is. Therefore it is a matter in which it is very important

to be well grm nded. And the evidences of it, some of them are not nearly as clear

on this point as some we've been talking about. One reason for that is that the

Christian world has neglected it. And people have been satisfied to pass on w1 t they

have heard. I mean a great theologian studies Inspiration, writes a great book on it,

but since
and he makes a few words on this point. ivTithout thinking too much about it,/he is such

a great man, others just copy what he says, and think it's the final proof on the subject,

and there are erroneous ideas distributed, and I don't think these ideas do any great

harm. But they can do harm by putting us in a position where if it becomes a big point

to Christianity we will try answer the big attack with arguments that are absolutely weak

and invalid, and if we do we will greatly (8 1/2)

So for that reason it is worth a great deal of thought and study , to get the clear ideas

on III the Canon of the 0 T It is not the artillery. It is not the means of advancing

Christianity but it is something that is very vital. And under that A Introduction

And under that 1 Its Importance Now what do we mean by the Canon? We will

look into its precise meaning under another head. But the general meaning of it is,

what are the books that are inspired? Which book are? Now I am amazed , as I say,

that there is not more thought on this. I think it was Brunner, that great theologian,

of modern times, who, speaking at Princeton Seminary, was welcomed as the great

theological springtime, by its professors, great new theological springtime. Brunner

has an influence around the world, he has lectured in Japan, has lectured all over ihis

country. He has lectured in many parts of the world, he is a very great theologian.

And when somebody asked Brunner in a discussion at Princeton, a question on the matter

(10) and he said yes but look, the gospel of John says so-and-so, and

Brunner says well how do we know the gospel of John belongs in the N.T.? He says
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maybe that book really isn't in it. He says after all the church made the Bible, the

church put these books in, now the church can take them out, if they want to. He says

Jude, gospel of John, II Peter, some of these, I don't know whether they really should

be in the Bible. So it is a question which can become tremendously important. I
114 fact,

to me it is an evidence of the general unrationality of [he human mind, that with all the

discussion there is as to whether the Bible is true or ntt, there is so little discussion

as to whether we have the right books in the Bible. Now you can say the Bible is

inspired, but how do we know these particular books belong in the Bible? There

was the issue of rime Maga±ne, about 25 years ago, issue of lime Magazine came out

with a big ad on the back page, inside, and it (11)

showing a picture, I don't know what the picture was, except you had the impression,

here were some kings and judges aid some great world-shaking events, and underneath

it it said, do you know how many books in the Bible are thae, how many books failed

to get into the Bible because somebody was angry, or because they lost by one vote

in the Court ii? Said $5 to such an address and we will send you the lost books of the

Bible. This ad occurred on the inside of the back cover of Time Magazine for six weeks,

a nd finally there was a letter in the Letter Dept. from Dr. Trumbull who was then editor

of The Sunday School Times, and Dr. Trumbull said I would like to complain about this

ad, he said, I lave this book called the Lost nooks of the Bible, there is no book in it

that ever was lost, and there is no book in it that Christian people have ever argued

belongs in the Bible, so he says it is an utter misnomer and the ad is utterly misleading.

And under this the editoEof Time put: To Subscriber Trumbull, thanks, and to Time's

Advertising Department, a well-deserved rebuke. But (12 1/4) for the next four weeks

the ad simply continued as before. And when I was in college, Occidental College

which I attended, my senior year we got a new prSsident, and this president had been

Assistant Professor of Church History at Princeton Seminary, and then professor of

Church History at San Francisco, and they were both considered as very orthodc in
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those days, though/ San Francisco

Well, we got this new president at the college, and one of the students, a son of

mssionary parents in Japan who was taking work in the college, began taking courses

at the Bible Institute of L. A. in the evening, and he told me, that President Burns

called him into the office and he said, Mr. (13) I understand you're taking

courses in the Bible Institute in the evening, he said if you do that you will wreck the

whole value of/your college course, because you have to have an open mind to get

the value of the course, and he said, as a matter of fact, Mr. Duff, he said, how do

you know the right books are in the Bible? He said, how did they get there, did they

get there because some man picked them out, or was it a council that voted? Well,

Duff didn't have anything as to how theygot there, so he made a guess, and said, a

council voted. He said, no you're wrong, no council voted. Now if he had said a man

put them in, he would have said, no you're wrong on that, no man put them in. He

was a professor of Church History and he knew you can't prove either. So whatever

he said, he said, this shows how little you know about the Bible. You better take

outside

O.T.I. 18. (3/4)

.the general attitude is here is the Bible, a wonderful book, there's a lot that's

valuable But one of these days they might begin to argue about

certain books not belonging there, and this is why we ought to know what we mean,

what is the true position as to the Canon of the 0. T.

*2 A definition of the word Canon. And unfortunately, this, well this is the

word for it, tht is to say, this is the word which is regularly and unversa1ly used,

(1 1/2)

But it is not a particularly good word, because many people have the idea that Canon

is simply (1 3/4) and actually the word canon comes from
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Greek word which originally simply meant to read , but from that the word

came to be used to mean a measure, something that you determine whether

or determine whether they are the length that it is said that they a- e. It is something,

a definite rule which can be followed. Now this Greek word is only used ink'

the N. T. twice, aid in both, inreither case does it refer specifically to the Bible,

the first of these cases it is 2 10. 13-16. There in 2.lO we read that Paul said

but we will not boast of things without our measure but according to the measure of the

Canon, which God has distributed to us, a measure to reach even unto you, For we

stretch not ourselves beyond our measure, as thou we reached not unto you: for we are

come as far as to you also in preaching the gospel of Christ: Not boasting of things

without our measurerTh&4= --now this word is simply in Italics, it's not in the

j is
original, but/the word rule, canon, yes at the end of verse 15, --"i$ that we shall be

enlarged by you according to our rule. The canon is the authority, it is that by which

we find the wp4 again used i a general sense: Gal.6l6,
you measure other things. Then in Gal. 6 .lb/we read, "and as many as walk according

to this rule, peace be m them, and mercy, and upon the Israel of God." Now you

see that doesn't throw a great deal of light on what the word means, but it gives a

little idea of it. The word came to be used among the Greeks, eventually, as a word

for the Greek p (3 3/4) they were called the canon. By that they meant

that these words were the words whichre the ideal of style and of wonderful litera

tu and they were the measure by which you would test others, to see how much in

ferior they were. You see, the central idea of the word canon is authority, and

actually the canon of Scripture doesn't mean the list of books, but it means the books

that are an authority for our lives and for our practice, but it is generally used just

as if it was a list of books. And that's of course what we are concerned with, in this

subject, to see whet are the books and how do we know they are the books? What are

the books which are the canon, for our religious life and for, our theological
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But the word has come to have that meaning. The episcopal church, I think, there

are certain officials that are called canons, which men with a certain type of authority,

I don't know the precise detail of it, I know some of the professors at Oxford University

(5)

So the precise definition, of the English word or Greek word canon is not the vital

thing for us, but, well, just like the word printing never occurs in Scripture, but is a

word used to describe a (5 1/4) and it is the same

with this one. What are the correct books of the O.T.,? That is our first problem,1.

A very important problem, a problem which has been designated by the word canon,

a word which authoritatively means, not the list of books, but the books that are

authoritative. Now we go on then to B The O.T Evidence for a Canon What is the

O.T. evidence that there was a canon in O.T. times? Well we havea number of facts

clearly taught in the O.T., which indicate the fact that there were certain books

available to the people which were considered as authoritative.

%l The Sacred Books were Carefully Preserved Carefully preserved, being

kept, put in the Holy of Holies. I don't know as I'll give you the verses on that, it

will certainly be very'easy for you to find them in the Scripture. Maybe I'll just read

you the references without reading you the rest. Ex.25.21, Ex.4-20. Deut.lO.5, and

lK89. Those are references to the fac t that these books were kept in the Holy of

Holies, at least that some books were. Now the books of the Law of Moses were

given the Levites to be kept by the side of the Ark. That isn't very clear in the

translation of the KJV, it's much clearer in the revised, the ASV of 1911. Dt.31.24-27

brings that out clearly which you would find if you checked in the Hebrew. The KJ doesn't

deny it , it just doesn't bring out the fact quite so clearly. But these books then were

carefully preserved and put in the Holy of Holies.

*2 They were treated as Authoritative This gets nearer to the first matter of

canon, so we look at Dt.31 3,here we read: "And Moses commanded them, saying,
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At the end of every seven years, in the solemnity of the year of release, in the feast of

tabernacles, When all Israel is come to appear before the Lord thy God n the place which fr

he shall choose, thou shalt read this law before all Israel in their hearing. Gather the

people together, men, and women, and childr and thy stranger that i s within thy gates,

that they na y hear, and that they may learn, and fear the Lord your God, and observe to

do all the words of this law. J So there was authority attached to the book. We will

look at evidences next time inthe O .T. of the fact that among the people of God in O .T.

times, there was a canon, there was that which was considered to be the authoritative

wad of God. This is foundation before answering the question, just what particular

books were in it...

(break in record, starting again at 9,1' 1/4) ... now I want you also to know the order of the

books in the Hebrew Bible. Now if you don't know the books in the English order yet,

learn them first before you learn the other. Because I want you to know them both

and the comparison between them and you have a much better rt onthe English one,

I don't want you to confuse them, by starting something (9 1/2)

But the books in the Hebrew Bible are arranged mewhat differently than those in the

English Bible. I your Hebrew Bible, I don't care what edition of the Hebrew Bible

you buy, *ether you buy the Kittel edition that we use here, or whether (10)

Hebrew Bible,
or any other edition today of the / you will find that it is divided into

three parts, the first of these is called The Law, or the Hebrew Torah, is the five books

of Moses, so I think all of you will have no iifficu1ty in learning the names of those.

Then the next is what we call the VE and the yE is a Hebrew word which means Thought.

If you haven't reached that word in Hebrew yet, just remember (10 1/2)

and those books, the VE or the Prophets, are the , most of the books

but not all, they are Joshua, Judges, 1 Sam, 2 Sam., 1 Kings, 2 Kings.

Now what did we miss that is in our arrangement? Ruth is omitted. And it goes just

through Kings, does not go through Chronicles, or Ezra, Nehemiah, or Esther.
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But those are the books of the VE. Now that doesn't sound like many books, but they're

longer, so it is a very substantial portion of

The Prophets. Now there is a third division in the Hebrew Bible, and that third division

is called the sacred writings, or just The Writings. In H ebrew the 2 D's. And this

division includes Ps alms, Proverbs, Job, Song of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations,

Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, land 2 Chronicles. It includes three

big books of poetry, what is the Book of poetry. Psalms. And what book comes

after psalms in our English Bible? Proberbs. And then what other big book of poetry

is in the English Bible Job. So the first three are Psalms, Proverbs, and Job. Then

it includes a group of five books which are called the Megilloth. Now this word Megilloth

is a Hebrew word which means scroll or roll. As you know, the books were checked

before on rolls, on long

unroll it and then roll it together (12 1/2)

In early days all books were written that way. It's not anything specifically religious

or specifically Hebrew. Greek and Latin books were written that way too, but these

five books are called the five scrolls or five rolls. The Hebrew word is Megilloth, and

these were used, these five Megilloth, were called that way, because they were read

completely at five special sections in the synagogue. These five books are arranged

here in the Bible in et the order in which they read them in the service of the synagog.

The first of them is the Song of Solomon, that was read (13 1/4)

Song of Solomon. Then when came they redd Ruth. Then there was a fast

and the fast at which they remembered the downfall

of Jerusalem. And on that time they read through (13 3/4)

book of Lamentations.

So that Lamentations is read at this third festival. Then the fourth one is Ecclesiastes

read at the Feast of Tabernabes . Then the fifth was Esther read

at the Feast that is called Purim, that is a feast to observe the day the Jews celebrate
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their deliverance at the time of the book of Esther...

O.T.I.19. (3/4)

... 1 and 2 Chronicles. So that is the order of the books of the Hebrew Bible. Now

I want you to

The books of the Prophets

Now it is a good thing for you to inow the book s of the writings in the order in which

they're given

]m not so much interested in the facts as I am tFF that you know such books are there.

In other words, it should be very easy to know what are the books of the Law and w1t

are the books of the Prophets, and then the other books are just the ones that are left.

By the way, I made a mistake in the Prophets, I gave//you only the early prophets, there

is ant her division, the later prophets (11/2)

The later prophets Isa., Jer.,, Ezek. and one other

book, what is that? (1 3/4)

The other look is called The Twelve, the minor prophets in one book. (2 1/2)

But for this class that is not required,

for this course we 1ve themin the same order in Hebrew as we have them in English.

So they come at the last part of the

With that knowledge you will be able to find them

much more easily. (stu.2 3/4) Same order as ours. Well, the discussion of the

order of these books will consume a very considerable amount of time

In our Intit . to the O.T. it assumes a very great importance, I'm not going to explain

why now, you will see why when we come to it, but in order that you are prepared

intelligently to understand that (3 1/2)

I am now asking you to get the order, and as I say, be sure you know the order of the

Law and the Prophets, Early Prophets and the Later Prophets, which we call maybe the

Minor Prophets except a few omissions (3 3/4)
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And then, if you know, nobody can get a 95 in this class who doesn't know the order

of The Writings, but if you know the order of all the rest, if you have everything else,

you might get a 90 without them, as long as you know what books are there, but not the

order. t: I am (4) but I am questioning what

books are there? And if you know the general books, the three main divisions, five

rolls (4 1/4) and then

(stu.4 1/2) Yes, the five rolls, the Megilloth, are arranged according to the precedence

in which they are read, they are the Song of Sol., Ruth, Lam., Eccl., and Esther.

I'm not asking you to memorize that order, as a matter of fact, I haven't memozd it

myself, I know the general area they e, and I can find them quickly in the Bible (5)

that thp fiv are
but to n =the -a-i-t--and that they' re in that

place (5) (stu.)

(record unclear) (5 1/2) ... but they have the five rolls together but the order

Yes? (stu.5 3/4) ... but I hope you have it in your notes because it's an interesting

thing to have available, I would like you to know it, that they're arranged in the order

(6) you should be able to get it anytime you

want it, but

If you were going to the Jews as a missionary, it might be important, but otherwise just

to have it available. Yes? (stu.) Yes, well now I think it's good to have that in your

notes, so if everybody will look at it and know where it is, we t 11 simply, I won't take

much time on it now (6 1/2) William

Hunter Green says in his intro, to the O.T., "in German-Hebrew mas. and ordinary

Hebrew Bibles, the five Megilloth, follow each other in the order in which they are

appointed to be read in the services of the synagog, namely, the Song of Solomon at

the Passover, Ruth at Pentecost, Lam. at the Fast of the (7) ninth of the month Abib,
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Ecci. at the Feast of Tabernacles. Esther at Purim. I .hink it's very good to have

them in your notes. The thing I want you to remember is that (7 1/2)

And by the way the paper, as you know, is due Oct. 17. Tried to put it fairly early

because in most classes in the first part they don't give many assignments. So I

tried to get our first paper out of the way, there are three papers. This one due the 17th.

(stu.8) First comes the Law, next comes the Prophets, and the proth ets have two

divisions, the Early Prophets: Josh., Jud., land 2 Sam., land 2 Kings. And the later

prophets: Isa., Jer., Ezek., and the Minor Prophets. Which they call The Twelve.

The Minor Prophets in one book. (stu.8 1/2) Well I forgot to ive them to you but it

should be#=w as I have just named them.

Well we were speaking yesterday about B, and we noticed 41, the sacred books

were carefully preserved and put in the Holy of Holies. Then 4t2 they were treated as

ahthoritative. Of course it's interesting how they kept them (9)

but this is of much greater importance, the attitude toward them, they were treated as

authoritative. So I would call your attention first to Ft.3l.lO-13, and there we read:

And Moses commanded them saying, at the end of every seven wars, in the solemnity of

the year of release, in the fet of tabernacles, when all Israel is come to appear before

the Lord thy God in the place which he shall choose, thou shalt read this law before all

Israel in their hearing. Gather the people together, men, and women, and childrei, and

thy stranger that is within thy gates, that they may hear, and that they may learn, and fear

the Lord your God and observe to do all the words of this law. That certainly is putting

authority on these books of this law. They are treated as authoritative. In lDt.l7.18-20,

Moses gives instructions for the time when there shall be a king. He said, "And it shall

be, when he sits upon the throne of his kingdom, that he shall write him a copy of this

law in t a book out of that which is before the priests the Levites: And it shall be
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with him, and he shall read therein all the daysof his life: that he may learn to fear the

Lord his God, to keep all the words of this law . ." not just the idea, not just the

general principles, not just the general/ pnswers, but the words, '.. that he may

learn to keep all the words of this law and these statues, to do them: That his heart be not

lifted up above his brethren, and that he turn not aside from the commandment, to the

right hand, or to the left: to the end that he may prolong his days in his kingdom, he and

his chldren, in the midst of Israel." The people were to read the law and consider it

as authoritative immediately, and when they were to have a king that he should read it

and study it and follow it, and treat it as authoritative.

Now the first charter of Joshua, I imagine you all are familiar with the great

stress laid in that chapter upon the book of the law. Joshua 1.8, "This book of the law

shall not depart out of thy mouth; but thou shalt meditate therein day and night, that

thou mayest obsave to do according to all that is written therein: for then thou shalt make

thy way prosperous, and then thou shalt have good success." A wond&rful verse for

any one, but a verse directly given to Joshua to tell him what the authoritative writing

for him is in his relationship to God, and in his leading of God's people. Now in-

his authority in these books was indicated by the fact that kings were judged, leaders

were judged, according to whether they obeyed or disobeyed these books. We find this

brought out in 1 Sam. 15.11-23, where we read how Samuel spoke to Saul who had spared

Agag, king of the Amalékites , and the Lord said to Samuel I am sorry I made Saul king,

and e told him how h1 was turning Ms mercy away from Saul because Saul had not obeyed

the Lord's commands to destroy all the Amalekites, and in verse 22 we read: "And

Samuel said, Hath the Lord as great delight in burnt offerings and sacrifices, as in

obeying the voice of the Lord? " Well, now, how does that relate to the book of the Law?

Well, as we look back to Ex. 1714 we find that the Lord said to Moses, "Wre this for

a memorial in a book and rehearse it in the ears of Joshua: for I will utterly put out the

remembrance of Amalek from under heaven." And in chapter 17 of Exodus the law ordered
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the destruction of the Amalekites,. Saul, fighting against the Amalekites, only partially

carried outthe order. He was judged according to his failure to obey what was written

in the Law of God. You find in 2 Chr.8.13, the statement made that Solomon offered

offerings after a certain rate every day, offering according to the commandment of

Moses. Then it goes on and names the feasts, showw how he was following the Law

of Moses in this regard...

O.T.20. (3/4)

.he was judged according to his abedience to God's law. In 1 K.14.7-16 we read where

the Lord rebuked Jeroboam for (1)

He says "thou hast not been as my servant David, who kept my commandments, and who

followed me with all his heart." In 2 K.l4.6 we read about an action of the kings of

Judah, in which we read that "he slew his servants which had slain the king his father.

But the children cf the murderers he slew not, according unto that which is written

in the book of the law of Moses, wherein the lord commanded, saying, The fathers

shall not be put to death for the chilren, nor the children be pit to death for the fathers;

but ever man shall be put to death for his own sin." In 2 K. 18.6 we read about Hezekiah

that "he cave to the Lord and departed not from following him, but kept his command

ments, which t1e Lord commanded Moses." Hezekiah was many centuries after Moses,

but he was judged according to his relation to the law that had been written down by

Moses. Then again 2 K.21.2-16 we read about Manasseh, his wickedness and his

disobedience, and we read the condemnation for not having followed the law that God had

given him, as David and Solomon had done. This is brought out particularly in verse 8

where God tells (2 1/2) says, "Neither will I make the

feet of Israel move any more out of the land which I gave their fathers; only if they

will observe to do according to all that I have commanded them), and according to all the

law that my servant Moses commanded them." We find that the people were repeatedly
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urjed to obey the law, this is brought out in 2 Chr. 14.4, where we read that Asa

"commanded Judah to seek the Lord God of their fathers, and to do the law and the

commandment." Then 17.9 we read about how Jehoshaphat sent men through the land

taught in
and they talked with Judah, and had the book of the law of the Lord with them, and went

about throughout all the cities of Judah, and taught the people." This is also brought

out in 2 K.23.3 where we read that the King Josiah "stood by a pillar, and made a

covenant before the Lord, toalk after thd Lord, and to keep his commandments and his

testimonies and his statutes with all their heart and all their soul, to peform the

words of this covenant that were written in this book. And all the people stood to the

covenant' And then in the same chapter, vv. 24, 25, we read, "Moreuuer the workers with

familiar spirits, and the wizards, and the images, and the idols, and all the abominations

that were spied in the land of Judah and in Jerusalem, did Josiah put away, that he

might perform the words of the law which were written in the book that Hilkiah the priest

TiAWriticfound in the house of the Lord." say ihat that book was the book of Deut.

We believe it was the whole Pentateuch but it certainly included the book of Deulronomy

which had (4 1/2) and shows how the book of The Law was

considered as authoritative. We find it taught that Israel and Judah were carried

captive, because of disobedience to the Law. 2 K.17.7-23, we have a long statement

about the reasons why the people of the northern kingdom wa carried into captivity,

but the stress is laid upon their relation to the Law of God, how they did not follow

His statutes and obey the teachings He put in all the Law and (5 1/4)

Same thing is brought out in chapter 18.11

12 where we read yhy yli that the northern kingdom was carried off captive, verse 12,

"Because they obeyed not the voice of the Lord their God, but transgressed his covenant,

and all that Moses the servant of the Lord commanded, and would not hear them, nor do

them." In the book of Daniel we read how toward the end of the exile Daniel prayed

to God that We would bring the exile to and end as he had promised He would do, to
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Jeremiah the Prophet, and Daniel in his prayer , Dan. 9.11,12, said, "Yea, all Israel

have transgressed thy law, even by departing, that hey might not obey thy voice;

therefore the curse is poured upon us, and the oath that is written in the law of Moses

the servant of God, because we have sinned against him. And he has confirmed his words,

which he spake against us,. Ø. As it is written in the law of Moses, all this evil is

come upon us. " And then when yoet to the actual return of the exiles, over in the

book of Nehemiah, ,in the account of their return, we find in Neh.l.7-9, we find the

statement, "We have dealt very corruptly against thee, and have not kept the commandment

nor the statutes, nor the judgments, which thou commandesdst thy servant Moses. Re

member, I beseech thee, the word that hou commandedst thy servant Moses, saying, "

then he goes on, deals with the Law as authoritative. Now them is one other evidence

of the fact that the Law was treated as authoritative, the second point under the O.T.

Evidence for a Canon, the fact that the Law was recognized immediately by the returned

exiles.




We find this brought out clearly in the book ci Ezra. Ezra 3.2, "Then stood up

Jeshua the son of Jozadak, and his brethren the priests, and Zerubbabel the son of

Shealtiel, and his brethren, and builded the altar of the God of Israel, to offer burnt

offerings thereon, as it is written in the law of Moses the man of God." And in Neh.8

we read further about Ezra, we read there in vv.l-8 how Ezra called all the people

together and read the Word of God to them, and gave them this word, was the "book of the

law of Moses, which ihe Lord had commanded to Israel." The people were attentive to

the book of the law, and Ezra read (8 1/4) before them. Then in

Neh.lO.28-29, we read a prayer to the Lord, after return from exile, in which it is

recognized that they have gone into exile becau se of their disobedience to God's law.

And in Neh.13.l-3 we read, "On that day they redd in the book of Moses in the audience

of the people; and therein was found written, that the Ammonite and the Moabite should

not come into the congregation of God for ever; because they met not the children of
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Israel with bread and with water, but hired Balaam against them, that he should curse

them: howbeit our God turned the curse into a blessing. Now it came to pass, when they

had heard the law," that they proceeded to carry out the commands in it. So the law

was recognized immediately by the returning exiles, and these various references I've

given you, on various pokits connected with it, all illustra and demonstrate that the

book of the law was treated as authoritative. Somebody immediately says, yes, that's

the law of Moses, but what about the rest of the law? So we have point 43:

43 The Deference Paid to the Prophets was not less than that paid to the Law.

Here we find in 2 K.17.13, the passage which I read to you in connection with the Law,

here we read the whole, for the latter part brings out this point very clearly, "Yet the

Lord testified against Israel, and against Judah, by all the prophets, and by all the

seers, saying, Turn ye from your evil ways, and keep my commandments and my statues,

according to all the law which I commanded your father, and which I sent to you by my

servants the prophets." CL So the deference paid to the prophets wasz' not less than

that paid to the Law. We find in eh.9.29, 30, we read the prayer, how God had

"testified againstthem, that thou mightest bring them again unto thy law, yet theyØ

dealt proudly, and hearkened not unto thy cajmandments. . Yet many years didst thou

forbear them and testifiedst against them by thy spirit in thy prophets: yet would they not

give ear: therefore gaveSt thou them into the hand of the people of the lands." Let's

look at Dan.9.5,6, we read the prayer that Daniel gave, which I called attention/under

the head before, he said, "we have sinned, and have corrthitted iniquity, and have done

wickedly, and have rebelled, even by departing from thy precepts and from thy judgments:

Neither have we hearkened unto thy servants the prophets, which spake in thy name to our

kings, our princes, and our father, and to all the people of the land." Then there is

Zech.7.12, where again we have a prayer addressed to God, admits the sin of his

nation, these prayers are made by some of the best people in the land, but you notice

how they include them with the nation, they are included in the guilt of the nation.
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They themselves deserved punishment as a part of the nation which turned from the

Word of God. So in Zech.7.l2 in his prayer he said about their fathers, "Yea, they

made their hearts as an adamant stone, lest they should hear the law, and the words

which the Lord of hosts hath sent in his spirit by the former prophets: therefore ...




"

And by the former prophets he means the prophets prior to his day, ". . the former

prophets: therefore came a great wrath from the Lord of hosts." Then we looked at Dan.9

for one purpose, toe his confession of not obeying the prophets as they should. Here

we find theai which he attributed to the prophets, as definitely given them,

brought out in another verse, v.2, where Daniel says, "In the first year of his reign I

Daniel understood by books the number of the years , whereof the word of the Lord came

to Jeremiah the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years in the desolations of

Jerusalem." This statement in the words of Jeremiah is here quoted by Daniel as the Word

of God, and authoritative for them. So these three 1e ads given here, I think demonstrate

the fact th t there is --and much more if you wanted to look at it but these are outstanding-

O.T. evidence for the existence of the Canon. \ are very interested to know what

was in that canon...

O.T.I.21 (3/4)

all we need to do is look at

the papers that come in next week and there is abundant evidence on this point in those

papers, so I'l 1 very rapidly summarize a few things in connecticri with it now. It is

interesting to notice the reverential way in which the 0. T. books are quoted, how fre-

quently any problem finds its answer in a quotation from the 0.T. How the Lord in speak-
atn,

ing with for instance, quotes a word from the 0.T. Now Satan quotes also (11/4)

(record unclear and fuzzy and far away, )
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... and a very interesting thing, there is no controversy in the N.T. with the Jewish

idea of a canon. Now supposing that the Jews

but that the Jews believed that here are certain books

which are God's word you wouldn't have

evidence of facts on that point, but you have (2 1/4)

He says you have made the word of God of no effect by your prediction. He

among the orthodox Jews, there are all sorts of traditions (2 1/2)

Jews from the norther part of Europe




(3 1/2) have made the word of

God of no effect. Exactly what the Roman Catiolics are doing, they claim to take the Bible

as authoritative but they overlay it with all kixI s of tradition and interpretatinn, and even

ideas like purgatory that are nowhere in the Bible (3 3/4)




In the actual carrying on of their

tradition. And so there was much (4)

of tradition which was added on, but there was not the slightest evidence

either as to the question of whether this is a proper attitude (4 1/4)

or as to whether they had the right books, whether there were certain books which they

thought were autoritative that shouldn't be , or some that didn't have, and should have

(4 1/2)

No* of course this does not mean much unless we get evidence as to what the Jews did

consider, 7.13 where it says, 'you have

made the word of God of no effect," (5)
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all papers are supposed to be turned in next Tuesday, but I find there are always some

who find it difficult to get their papers in on time, so anybody who doesn't have their

paper ready, just give me a little slip of paper (5 1/2)

Thursday is the last day, it must be by then. We will then move on to ID.

ID The Jewish Idea of the Canon And it is of real importance to us since it is so

often (6 1/4) It is taken for granted in the N.T., and

with the
Jesus, there is no evidence of controv i5s point, of whether they were right in

thinking they were sacred books and that these sacred books, they considered as the

authoritative books for (6 1/2) Well, now how are we going to

find out what was the Jewish idea of the canon at the time of Christ. Well it is not so

easy as you might think to decide what the Jewish idea was at the time of Christ, because

we can't go there and talk with people, and (7) utterly destroyed

If you want to know what people think about many things, all you have to do is buy the

newspaper, but if an atom bomb was dropped here all our newspapers would disappear,

and even if one didn't all the people here would move away within 200 years (7 1/4)

and so Jerusalem having been destroyed in 70 A.]D. you might think

it would be a little difficult to know exactly what the Jews thought. As a matter of fact,

situation in Paline in the first century

of the Christian era, but (7 3/4)

But in the providence of God we have another very excellent source, there was a young

man in the land of srae1, there was a young man who was born after the death of Christ,

named Josephus, and this man as he grew up studied in Jerusalem and he was a man of

means and was able to get around and investigate things d he had an inquiring mind

and was very interested in all these details about the life of his day. For instance,
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there were people who lived over on the edge of the desert, sort of an ascetic life,

called Essenes, Josephus went over and lived with them for a while, and became ac

quainted with their habits and their customs and their attitudes. He studied the views

of the Pharisees and the views of the Sadducees and the views of all the different

groups of the Jews. He was an able man and he became a general in the Jewish army,

and when, in 64 A.D., the Jews (8 3/4)

Josephus was the general of one of their leading armies, and this army met the Romans

in a great battle and was defeated, and being defeated, this hrmy(9)

the Romans taking them over and putting them in prison, the general of the Roman army

commander
who was the son of the emperor, no , the son of the UILpL-ttt became emperor, this general

took a fancy to the Jewish general whom he attacked and became a friend of his, gave

him all sorts of gifts. So Josephus was honored by Titus and when Titus' father Ves

patian, died in Rome, Titus became emperor, and Josephus moved to Rome and had a

home in Rome, was given great privilege by the Roman emperor, and he lived there for

nearly 30 years after (9 3/4)

Now about 90 A.D. there was a man in Alexandria, in Egypt, who was an extreme anti

Semite, and this man named Apion wrote a book attacking the Jews, and saying all sorts

of bitter things against the Jews. And Josephus started to write books to answer him.

Josephus had already written books about the greatness of his people, he had written

Jewish antiquities, he had written a history of the Jewish wars, one of our primary sources

of the whole story of the destruction of Jerusalem and all that went with it. He had

various writings, but now he wrote a book against Apion, a book in Latin, written by

Josephus in order to show that --what the Jews really were and what they were doing.

So you see that this is no just off-hand statement, here is a man who had such opportun

ities as few men have to know what people thought, to know situations, and understand

them, everything of what was in Jerusalem before the destruction. A man Wi o had ex

perience in writing and who wrote histories and now he writes a book to defend his people
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against false charges. And you can depend upon it ti-a t Josephus in a book like this is

going to weigh words carefully. This book will be distributed throughout the Roman

Empire, to defend the Jews, and if Apion and the bitter anti-Snites who were his associate

can find something that Josephus i-a s said that isn't true, you can be sure that he'll

parade it everywhere, as proof that Josephus doesn't know what he is t. king about. So

Josephus in his writing against Apion writes with extreme care ii order to say exactly

what the facts are, in order to defend his people against false attack. And therefore,

the words of Josephus are a fine source as to the attithrle and the viewpoint of the Jews

at the time of Christ, and just a little after Christ.

Now in this treatise against A Apion, in section 18, he says this about their

attitude toward their literature, the Greek had so many different views and many differ

ent types of books, he says, we have not tens of thousands of books, disordered and

conflicting, but only 22 containing the record of all time, which have been justly believed

to be divine. And of these five are the books of Moses which embrace the laws and the

traditions and creation of man until Moses' death. This period is a little short of 3000

year, . From the death of Moses to the reign of Artaxerxes, the successor of Xeres,

king of Persia, the prophet who succeeded Moses wrote what was done in 13 books,

the remining four books embrace hymns to God and (13 1/4)

From Artaxerxes until our time everything has been reporded but has not been deemed

worthy of like credit with what preceded because the exact succession of the prophet

ceased, but what faith we have placed in our own writings is evident by our conduct,

for though so long a time has now passed, no one has dared to either add anything to

them, or to take anything from them, or to alter...

O.T.I.22 (3/4)

" the Jewish idea of a canon.

of that time who was familiar with all the different activities

and their many differences of opionion but he says that orithis they agree, that these 22
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books minor prophets

--that these 22 books are historical, they're scripture, there are other bobks they

have but these are the divine books, these are the books, no Jew would

add anything to them, or take anything from them (1 1/4)




This is the attitude of the

Jews and we find no evidence that Jesus differed that we

should not make the word of God of no avail by adding things to it, or by (1 1/2)

New2tl Next Tuesday I hope you

all have your papers...

tqj (break in record (2) ". take about 20% off your mark if this paper is not done.

Now D was the Jewish idea of the canon, and for that we read the statement of Josephus.

Now E The Determining Principle of the Canon And one of our best sources Ex the de

termining principle of the canon is tie statement which Josephus made about it. So I'm

going to read that statement to you once more, notˆ'enough for you to write it down,

you can easily get the prise wording if you want from any one of the various sources

I mentioned last time. But I'll '1 just read you the statement again. Last time we spoke

of how tremendously important the statement is. (2 1/2)

as a fair statement of the view of the Jews in the first century A.D. Now in this

statement Josephus says, and listen to it now, think aliuit the determining principles of

the Canon: "We have not (3)

and of these five are the books of Moseswhich preseit the Law and the tradition from the

creationf man till Moses' day. This period is a libtle short of 3000 years. From the

death of Moses to the reign the prokhets

who succeeded Moses wrote

From Artaxerxes until our time everything has been recorded, but (3 1/2)
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but what faith we have placed in our own writings, evidenced by our conduct, for though

'?ong a time has passed no one has dared either to add anything to them or to take anything

from them or alter anything in them, but it is instinctive in all Jews almost from their

very birth to regard as the commands of God, abide by them and (4)

Now what do we learn about the determining principle of the Canon. I think we can

safely say that the determining principle of the Canon is that it is made up of books written

by men inspired of God for the book. Josephus said we do not consider the books from

the time of Artaxerxes of equal value because (4 1/2)

The men th om God led to do this, whom God inspired to ±b this, therefore were authorita

tive, those books were inspired, were authoritative, they are the canon. That is the de

termining principle. If a book written by a man whom the Holy Spirit inspired to write that

partiØcu1ar book , he is led, directed, (5)

That is win t determines whether a book is canonical, or not... Here is (5) Pilgrim's Progres

written by a great godly man, John Bunyan, a book tremendously blessed throughout the

Christian world, translated into many languages, it is a very excellent book, a book

which has been greatly blessed of God. But John Bunyan never claimed to be inspired of

God for the purpose, he never claimed that it was divine scripture and that the Holy Spirit

kept him from error in it. People took it as the idea of John Bunyan, developed as a re

sult of his study of the Scripture, and attem1ing in his words to tell what he finds in the

Scripture, (5 1/2) but not a book that is con

sidered to be free fron)érror because it is part of what God gave us

It is not authoritative. Did any of you think that the statement that I read from Josephus

proves that there was 3000 years between the creation and toes? It proves that

that is what the Jews thought in the time c Josephus, that's all. It proves absolutely

nothing about how long it was, whether it was 3000 years or 872, 000 years. It proves

nothing which of the two, or anything in between, merely proves what they thought.

But if you can show me a place in the Scripture where it says that it was 3000 years
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from creation to the death of Moses, it would mean you would have an authoritative source,

book written by man inspired of God for that purpose. Yes? (6 $2)




I was merely

quoting what Josephus said, and we'd have to ask Josephus what he meant. He said, well

now what were the words he used, did he say, "creation of the world"? He says, "From the

creation of man (7 1/4) ." So Josephus was talking about the creation

of man. (stu.) No, I don't think that--if a man was living at the time and observed the

Jews, that would be very important what he saw, but when anybody speaks of creation, un

less he has been there and has seen it, it is not particularly important. If a person (7 3/4)

but we have to weigh and test the evidence, and

the Bible tells us nothing about (8)

Maybe someday we'll discover a by

Adam in the year 322, 952 B.C. and we would know exactly how many years. But until

we do we can't tell what the creation was since God did not choose to give it to us in the

Bible. Mr. )?* 1/2) Yes, the quotation is from Josephus," Treatise against Apion.

They call it often, Punta, Latin word for against, Punta Apionus. His treatise against

Apion, and his book I , section 8, and just about any book on Q.T. Intro, will quote it.

All people from any view whatever, consider it a very important paper. Question? (9)

Yes, well, now that is the subject of the (9 l/4)extent of the Canon. We are now concerned

with the general,iature of it. /We will discuss the extent very fully but I do want to say

just a word to clarify at this point, because we have 39 books, the Jews have 22, that

sounds like a terrible variation. In the first place, when we say I and II Chronicles, the

Jews have that as one book, Chronicles. We name the 12 minor prophets, they put them on

one scroll and call it The Twelve. We say I and II Kings, they say Kings, one book, and

that way, quite a number of books which we have two or in that one case twelve, they

have as one book. We will sayhis, that, while 100 years ago (10) it was found

that Josephus' canon did not include one of the books in our canon. They differed as to
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which one it was, there was no agreement on picking any one book as included in Jo

sephus and not included in ours, and I believe that all first-rate scholars today would

agree that his 23 books are identical with our 39. But we'll look at the details of that

later, that was a tremendously important thing (10 1/4)

Now we're interested in the nature of it, the foundation of it. And this is a tremendously

important point: just what is the determining principle of the Canon? What determines

whether a book should be in the Canon or should not be? Do we ask the question, did

D'vid write it? That doesn't determine it. Do we akk who wrote it? Well, the mere

fact that a man wrote a book doesn't make it authoritative, doesn't make it canonical.

There must be some other principle. The principle is this man gave this book to the

people of God, this is a book which God has led me to write as part of His Holy Word.

These people took it from Him as such, and received it, and we have (11)

that they were not incorrect in their acceptance of it. The determining principle of the

Canon is that they are books written by men who were inspired of God for the purpose.

Now this whole na tter rests upon the covenant. God made a covenant with Israel, they

were obligated to him for deliverance from Egypt. He says in Exodus, you see how I have

brought you out of Egypt, how I have protected you from Pharaoh, how I led you safely

out. Now bb says I have done this and tell me whether you will follow Me and obey My

laws, and they said (11 3/4) we will do. What is the law?

And He gave them the Ten Commandments, He gave themthe other law. They had an

obligation to Him, they did not obey the Law in order that they might be saved, He never

said if you will keep this Law then I will save you. He had delivered them from Egypt,

He had brought them out of Egypt, He had promised to take them to the Promised Land and

He said now this is the kinfi of People I want you to be, this is what I want you to do.

And the Christian has been justified from his sins. The man vthom God has created has

a certain responsibility to his Creator, but the Christian has been saved from his sin,

God has delivered him just as He delivered % the Israelites from Egypt, and we have an
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obligation to Him who has delivered us. And He who has saved us from our sins, tells

us what He wants us to believe and how He wants us to live, and if we really are saved,

and are really grateful to Him for what He did for us, we are anxious toy know what He

wants us to do. So He tells us what He wants us to do and what He wants tis to believe

in (13) It is the thing that

is that they come from Gdd, that God directed he writing. (13 1/4)

and it was directed in such a way that it was kept fronérror, such a way that there is

nothing erroneous in it, and therefore that every sentence can be taken by us a s a

revelation from God. So that then is the determining principle of the canon. Now there have

been many other suggestions...

O.T.I. 23. (1/2)

.that is to say, we as Christians would accept the view I have given, that they were

books written by men inspired of God for the purpose, and intended to be authoritative.

But there are various false theories, so I mention some of these:

There was a great German scholar 150 years ago named Eichhorn, and Eichhorn

advanced this theory he said that he O.T. came together was that the Jews at the

time of the exile, or at the end of it, simply took all the old books they could find,

and said these are the old books of our people and we will accept them as sacred books.

The fact of the matter is that there is some evidence that there were other books available

which they did not accept. And that there is much reason to think that some of the books

that were taken as sacred books were fairly recent, when --at that time, and consequently

it does not work out consistently, that that's how the Canon, they justtodç all the old

books. Age is not a satisfactory criterion to explain how these books came together,

and of course, from the viewpoint of the Christian, it is very far from being the correct

interpretation. Yes? (2) Eichhorn. Now this was a very rudimentary sort of suggestion,
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and others gave it up very quickly, but another scholar named Tidzig (these names are

not particularly important in this class, we won't have much connection in this class,

but we will have quite a bit of connection with these names next semester, when we have

(2 1/2)

But Tidzig said , though that's right, it isn't a satisfactory explanation of these (2 3/4)

books, some of them are quite recent

but he said the thing is this, he said, the Jews at the time of the exile, adopted Aramaic

as their language. Before that they spoke in Hebrew, now he said they gathered all the

books they could find in Hebrew, and these Hebrew books, they were the Canon, anything

in Hebrew. But that doesn't work. We have as a matter of fact, half of the Daniel is in

Aramaic, half of the book of Ezra is in Aramaic, but it is jntt of the 0. T., as (3 1/2)

and we have reference in the O.T. to other books which were not included.

The fact of their being in the Hebrew language is not a satisfactory (3 1/2)

Now there were those who said, Ezra gave the people the Law, ajrl Ezra took all

the books that were in conformity with the Law and considered those to be canonical books.

Well that's much too negative to be satisfactory, in the explanation of a question like this.

Thereis an element of truth in it. If you find that somebody brings you a book and says,

look this is part of the sacred scripture, and you started reading in the book and you find

that it sharply &miitradicts what is in the sacred scripture already, you'll say, how absurd.

Of course, it isn't part of the Scripture, it contradicts it. But let anybody put a certain

few books and say these are the inspired scriptures, and then tested others to see whether

they agreed with them or not, there is no evidence of any such thing being done, to

gather the books and to determine what books whould be canon. It is too negative a

criterior,; if you could prove that (4 1/2)

that would be a simple way of determining how they came together, but it doesn't work

out that way. Conformity to the Law is too vague, too negative for an explanation, there



O.T.I. 23. (4 3/4) 109.

is no evidence of it They didn't say here are some books that

agree with the books cf the Law, I think you ought to take them as authoritative, No,

because this (5)

Then anbther theory extant in modem times, is the book that has popular religious

value. They were the books that were made authoritative. They were the books that were

accepted as part of the Canon. Well, this again, is a very vague and shifty sort of a

thing, and it is true that boks like Pilgrim's Progress which gave tremendous religious

value to people during the last three centuries, were widely used, never became part of

the Bible. No matter how much we love Pilgrim's Progress they never considered it as

part of the Bible, and in recent years it has sort of slipped out of use, and comparatively

few people read Pilgrim's Progress any more. (5 3/4)

The bools had religious value because the

people knew they were God's Word, they were authoritative from God. If you're going to

take a book that has, y the people all like it, it has wonderful religious value, quite a

few of the O.T. books with their strong denunciation (6 1/4)

They accepted the books because they

knew that these were books which God had inspired some man to write. Books inspired

of God for the purpose, intended to be authoritative.

I've mentioned to you four false theories, here is a fifth false theory, and this one

now is one which is taught today. Any of the four I mentioned to you you may find .n some

general writings, but you wn"t find any number of scholars today who say that is how

the C anon came to be collected, but you may find s ome general writings on popular books

which follow them. But this fifth one is held by many scholars today. That is to say, that

the determining principle of the Canon was that a gathering of the people was called, and

that at his gathering of the people, they decided that they would accept certain books as

authoritative books. And that from now on these books will be canonical for us. Now

a process like that took place in the United States in the establihhment of the Constitution,
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of the United States. A group of men met about 1785-6 sometime along then, and a group

of men met for some months, argued, debated, changed things, and finally they wrote

the document which they called the Constitution of the United States. And then they pro

posed that this Constitution be adopted as authoritative law for our nation, and they

proposed it and the people of Delaware and those islands said we don't want to be one

big country, because Pennsylvania and New York will have so many votes and we'll have

so few we won't get anything, and they said, well, we'll give you just as many senators

for your half a million people as New York will have with 15 million, then they were

willing to come in. But Delaware was satisfied, so they adopted it, became the first state.

Rhode Island thought they could have still more, so they didn't adopt it (8 1/2)

and they came in. But one by one the states had meetings of their legislatures, at which

they considered the Constitution, decided to approve of it and became members of the U.S.

and over a period of two 9ff to three years when Washington was actually president, I believe

before Rhode Island decided to come in. But this way there was a specific decision by

a representative body t backed up by the specific decisions of each of the states to

adopt the Constitution of the U.S. as the authoritative law of our nation. We can tell

when these meetings were held and where and what the decision was. And upon that

rests our attitude toward the Constitution today. It is the canon for the government of the

United States. Congress can make a change in any ordinary law, but when it comes to

anything about the Constitution it is much harder to change. It takes a grear unanimity

to change, it's our canon, it's our authority for he carrying out cI the government.

Now the general attitude of the critics today is to say, a meeting like this was held

by the Jews and they said we will adopt these books as our authoritative books, and there

is one difficulty with hat, and that is that we have no evidence of any such meeting.

And when you have, --it would be pretty hard for somebody today to say, well look at

here, here is a book which tells just hw certain things should be conducted in the U.B.

this is part of the law of the land, and you say when was it enacted? Oh, they say,
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we have no proof when it was enacted, we have no evidence of the gathering of the people

to adopt, but they say it is part of the law of the land. Well, I'm sure our people would

say, if the man was someone who had a position of command, (10 1/2)

they would say, give us your evidence, present clear evidence that such an action has

been taken and we will then consider the evidence. But here are the books which the

Jews accepted at the time of Christ. They consider these canonical, they were their

authority, the critics say, well, tk.ud a meeting of the Jews had gathered together and

had decided to accept these as their authoritative books, we want to know when that

meeting was held, and we want to find some evidence about it. And there is absoltt ely

no evidence. Now that's not to say that the thing is made up out of whole cloth, not at

all, they say we have some evidence on it. They say in Nehemiah 8 you read an account

of the meeting that made the first canon. According to the critical theory the first canon

consisted only of the law, five books of Moses. And this law was adopted by the Jews

after the exile. Now whether they picked up all the old books or whether they picked the

books in Hebrew bnguage, whether they picked the books they thought had religious value

to them, what the basis was, at any rate, they claim that after the exodus the Jews adopted

these five books of Moses as the authoritative canon, and that became the Jewish canon,

that's what they said. Well, what do we find for evidence on which this can be based?

The only evidence on which it can be based is Neh.8, and in Neh.8 we read that all

the people gathered themselves together as one man in the street before the iVater Gate,

and they spake unto Ezra the Scribe to bring the books of the Low of Moses which the

Lord had commanded to Israel. Does that sound as if they said bring these books and

we will adopt them and make them authoritatif'e for us. Bring these books and we wil 1

consider whether they are to be the authoritative canon for our nation? They asked Ezra

to b ring the books of the Law of Moses, which the Lord had commanded to Isel. And

Ezra the priest brought the Law before the Congregation and he read therefrom, he read

all day, and the men and women and those that could understand, and the ears of the people
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were attentive unto the book of the law. Ezra opened the book in the sight of all the

people and blessed the people, and he read in the law of God distinctly and gave the

sense and caused them to understand the reading. And we find down in verse 14, they

found written inthe book which the Lord had commanded by Moses, that the children of

Israel should dwell in booths in the feast of the seventh month. And they proceeded to dt

it. In other words, these people said, Ezra, bring us the law and read it to us so we can

know what we are to do. Well, that's altogether different and from having a meeting to

establish a canon. It is entirely contrary to the whole spirit of (13 1/4)

to say that this was the establishment of a canon. Well, now the critics would say, there

had been an earlier canon, they say the first step in the canon took place ink' the day of

Josiah. They say King Josiah made a covenant with the people...

O.T.I.24. (1/2)

I hav.e_found
.scribes, i-tntt-tne book of the law in the hcuse of the Lord. 4W Hilkiah gave the bock

and hp read it
to Shapharyanci Shahan came to the king and brought the king word, said, Thy servants

found in the house and have




____ to of them that do thehave gathered the money that was/ delivered ruuyh e hand ±i-t -tIWe and

Shaphan said to the king, Hilkiah the priest has delivered to me a book and Shapan

read it before the king, and when the king heard it he rent his clothes and said great is

have not_hearkened tothe wrath of the Lord against us because our fathers tpruuth the words of

this book, to do according to all that is written therein (1 l/4)concerning us.

And so Josiah and the people made a covenant that they would obey the law of the Lord

and they would follow it to the utmost of their ability, but from the account in 2 K.22

(1 1/4) that what they considered this was agreeing to establish among them what had

already been established but had been neglected (1 1/2)




Now of

course we'd say when it says the book of the law, we'd sy that was the books of Mos
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they say it was Deuteronomy, but whether those particular books he found there were

Deuteronomy But the thing we're interI

in now is that there is not a word in the chapter suggesting that they thought they were

adopting something new. They were recognizing something that had been (2) authoritate

for a very long time. (2)

thtare completely wrong. Those are not accounts of/establishing/The canon. So we're left

with this situation. If those accounts are true, that was not the establishing of canon,

merely a recognition of (2 1/2) If those

accounts are false, then we have no evidence (2 3/4)

these certainly are not evidence.

So that the theory that the determining principle of the canon was the vote by a

specific gathering of the (3) specific canonizalbn

by the people is a view which is purely an inference fromhat the critics regard as

fact, it is not evidence by any specific fact. Now we will look at evidence which they

adduce for that purpose, but I'd like to warn you that according to their view, the book

was canonized by a gathering of the people and there is no evidence of such gathering.

(3 1/4)

According to our view which we believe is taught in the scriptures, the books were

canonized , not by any man but by God. God made them authoritative, God inspired

the men to write them, od made them a canon, and one of these days, if I follow the

practice I've always followed whenever I've taught this course, I will ask you a questlQn

either in an examination (3 3/4)

I will say when were the books of the O.T. canonized? The answer is not "when Josiah

was a king." Or when Nehemlah and Ezra (4)

But the answer is when the man wrote the books, they were canonized. (4 1/4)
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that these are the books God has given Christians, to tell us what Ie wants us to believe

and how he wants us to live. And the critical view, which is the view that it is a natural

human production, and that by some natural human process, they came to believe that

these were the :ight books and then they got together and took public action to establish

it as authoritative. We can establish a new amendment to the Constitution by certain

terms, but we would never (5) God's Arord to us

Yes? (5 1/4)

He said Joshua shall keep this book before him (5 1/2)

that's included in what he wrote, and that's pretty good evidence...

Well, this is the determining principle of the canon according to our Christian

view of it, that they were books written by men insiir/ed of God for the purpose,

and intended to be authoritative. The question as to whether there was a specific canon

ization by the people is one we're not through with, we'll look at later on again. I've

given you the first thing about it, there is no evidence (6 1/4)

either of complete twisting around of what evidence we have, or

circumstantial evidence but there is some evidence that seems to

come to be extremely (6 1/2) circumstances, and that's what we're going

to examine later. That was E. The next heading is F The Completion of the Canon

And of course God could have given books straight along 2000 years (7)

God would certainly have the right to give books when and as He chose, but we find

a statement in Josephus which I read to you, which says that these books were written

up to the time of Artaxerxes, and says that after a time of Artaxerxes, while everything

has been written down, that we do not consider these as in the same category with those

others, that is the statement which Josephus made, that it was up to the time of Artaxerxes.

the view
And 4w f the Jews, at the time of Christ, was that Malachi was the latest book written.
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A book written about the time of Artaxerxes. That would fit with what Josephus said.

The general idea has been that about 400 years before the time of Christ, the last book

was written. And the Jews at the time of Christ did not consider any book as authoritative,

which had been written later than that time, during the previous 400 years, they considered

no book as being in a category with these other books. There ts a statemai t of the Talmud

which says, after the latter prophets, Haggal, Zechariah, and Malachi, the Holy Spirit

departed from Israel. Now I wouldn't pay too much attention to any individual (8 1/2)

statement)I1 because the Talmud is a very extensive book of writing oii many

different rabbis, in the early centuries of the Christian era, and it contains some of the

most beautiful things ever written and some of the worst things ever written. All sorts

of types represented, it's an interesting study if you'd like an interesting involved study

to give your life to, study the Talmud. But I'm not sure there'd be much value in it because

all of it is what the rabbis said, so this doesn't prove anything but it does show that at

least one of the $ rabbis, if a man thought of it as important enough to include it in the

Talmud, in the book that the Jews pay more attention to than the Bible, but they don't

consider it as inspired, that this says that their viewpoitit, that after about 400 B.C.

the Holy Spirit no longer dictated any book. Now of course when they say dictated, they

are not thinking of the Trinity, they're simply thinking of an agent, an instrumentality.

Yes? (9 1/2) Yes, all critics believe that the book of Daniel was not completed until

(10) Now as far as

It does not affect our view of the canon so much but it is a general

attitude




Now one thing we notice

about it is that the book of 1 Macc. which unfortunately I don't have a copy of here, does

any one of you have a Bible with the Apocrypha in it, very unlikely. Oh, nod, we have a

copy of the Apocrypha. (11) Then we can't crown you King of England, because according

to the law of England a Bible has to have the Old and New Testament and the Apocrypha in



O.T.I. 24. (11) 116.

to be used in a coronation. That was a law made three centuries ago, and when they

came to crown Queen Eliz. they had to hunt e all over to find one with the Apocrypha

in, for they ceased printing them. But the Roman IC atholic Bible always has the apocrypha

in it. Now the Apocrypha are seven extra books, plus parts of two others, which we do

not consider to be inspired. We do not consider them to be the authoritative word of God,

but we consider the old Testament Apocrypha as good books. Now the New Testament

Apocrypha we consider as bad books, so get that difference clearly in mind. You can pick

up a book of the N.T. Apocrypha, the Apocrypha,f Acts of Jesus and they'll tell you how

when Jesus was a little boy they sent him to school and teacher said this first letter is

aleph and Jesus said what does aleph mean, and teacher says is the first letter of the

alphabet, and Jesus said, don't you know that aleph is the word that indicates the foundatior

of all the universe? The teacher said now we're busy learning the letters now, be quiet

and pay attention, and Jesus just raised his finger and poitited his way and the teacher

fell over dead. Then another time he was with some other little boy, He took some dirt

and made little imitations of birds, then he spit on them and they flew away. And all

sorts of grotesque) , imaginary stuff , so-called N.T.Apocrypha. They are books which

were written by rather foolish people in early Christian days, we don't know how long ago,

but probably (12 3/4) who

imagined all sorts of fantastic things, and anybody who will read a little in the so-called

N.T. Apocrypha, and then read anywhere 1n che N.T. will imnediately see that they are

a different sort of thing altogether. They just don't belong together. But the so-called

0. T. Apocrypha, what we call the Apocrypha of the O.T., the Roman Catholics don't,

they call them part of the O.T., they we look at later, but now I just want to mention that

they are good books, books like Pilgrim's Progress, they are books of Jewish (13 1/4)

and these books give you, these books which are books of Jewish

are books which show what pious people they are and most of it is very good,

but it has errors, historical errors, geographical erras, some points of ethical errors,
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they are ood books, but not inspired books, not authoritative books. Now iamong them

there are 1 and 2 Maccabees, and 2nd...

OTI 25. (3/4(

... 1789

Well now, 1 Maccabees is not bad. We don't accept it as inspired but we accept it

as a good historical work

and this book of 1 Maccabees which is written at about the (1 1/4)

has three references in UL which I would like to read to you but

They are 1 Macc.4.13, 9.27 and 14.21. Now these references are statements like

this. The people when they reconquered Jerusalem from the Syrian oppressors, they

found that the people had taken

the altar of burnt offering and had sacrificed swine on it and made sacrifices to heathen

gods. They said we can't use this altar for our religious worship of God after it has

been polluted, but they said this was a holy altar

what can we do with it. So they tore it down and put the stone off in a place by them

selves and said we will leave them there, and see if God will send a prophet to tell

us what He wants done with them. But they did not consider any prophet (2 1/2)

There are three statements like that. One of them is about Simon Maccabee (2 3/4)

our king and high priest forever, unless God sends a holy prophet to tell us

There is no mention of there being any prophet among them (3)

but there is no such evidence in Maccabees of a prophet being there, but there is

evidence that it was their feeling that there wasn't any, and that fits with the idea

(3 1/4)

that they were God's representatives, to speak God's word authoritatively, and (3 1/2)
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Now we will look at Daniel later

that is the point of orthodoxy among

to believe Daniel was written at the time of the Maccabees. (4)

Prof. Montgomery of the

U. of Pa. wrote a commentary on the

book of Daniel, and in this book he admitted that there was so much that was very

accurate in the book that he felt that surely most of the book was written about a

century before the time of Christ, and immediately the critics who reviewed his book,

while they recognized the excellency of 1 remarkable(4 1/4)

Because I heard him in class on at least four different occasions make references to

something in the book of Daniel that had nothing (4 3/4)

It is a common view among Christians. (5)

But it's interesting that in the book of Macabbes it was recognized that there was no

prophet at that time. (5 1/2)

We'll look at that more later. But the critics, many of them, w 11 claim that many of

the books were not written. They admit the Law

the 5 books of Moses, but they say, Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Ecclesiastes,

Esther, Daniel, some of the Psalms were not written until much later (6 1/4)

that is what the critics say about these books, and we cannot take time

to go into these books , to look at the evidences that they were written at an earlier

date, it's God's Word, it doesn't make a tremendous difference when they were written.

But they view that has been accepted traditionally is that they Vi all were written by,
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at least 400 years before the time of Christ, and I think the Lord arranged it that way,

so there'd be a definite

so there'd be no question of any of the prophecies of Christ having been written after

Christ came. There's no question but that they are all authentic. But if you look just

briefly at the evidence on some of these:

One is a very interesting evidence on certain of the psalms, which the critics say

were written in Maccabbean times. And one of the psalms is the 20th psalm, and in

the 20th psalm, verse 7, ;you have a reference to -- here is what it should say if it

were written in Maccabbean times: Some trust in chariots and some (7 1/2)

we will remember the name of the Lord our God.

In Maccabbean times the armies of Syrians might have ten thousand troops and

20 (7 1/2)

and you will real in the book of Maccabees about how

The only reference to elephants in the O .T.

is certain references to (8 1/4) T

well we have to stop there... (8 1/2) (break in record, starting again at 9)

.and this is not a tremendously important subject. % The determining principle of

the canon is a tremendously important subject, but the completion of the canon after

all doesn't make a tremendous lot of difference, it is a matter of interest to us. But

the statement that Josephus made was that all the books were written by the time of

.j-taxerxes of Persia, and the statement in the Talmud is that after Malachi, the Holy

Spirit departed from Israel. And there is a tradition, and/3t is shown that Josephus was

quite wrong in this it might perhaps slightly detract from his (9 1/2)
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but when it comes to the attitude of the Jews in his day, certainly he would knww that

if anybody would, but we are interested in this matter of the completion of the canon

and we notice that time that there was a feeling in Maccabean times that there wasn't

any prophet then. There are 3 references in the book of 1 Macc. which make it clear

that was the impression of the people then, that though the prophets had been very

active at an earlier perlod,then there were none there. They didn't know why, they

thought some might come, for all they knew, God might send a prophet. But there were

none there then, as far as they knew. The objection has been given by the critics to

this of course, they say that some of the books are much latif than this time. Now

that is not, as I said, of tremendous importance but it is of very definite interest.

So it would be interesting for us to look at a few of these instances (10 1/2)

I'm not going to try to take them all up and prove that they come at that

early time, that would naturally take many weeks to go into all the arguments pro and

con, but I want to give you an idea of some of the trends (10 3/4)

on this the critics were quite unanimous a few years ago

as proving they were written before they were written much later than the time of

Artaxerxes, and I want toshow you the trend (11)

One of these books, as I mentioned last time, is some of the psalms. The attitude of

many of the critics is that a great many of the psalms were written in the time of the

Maccabees. Now the psalms of course are individual compositions. Many of them

claim to be by David, others do not, some are very clearly written at the time of the

exile. But it has been the belief of the Jews and of the Christian circles that all the

psalms were written at least by the time of the end of the Exodus. While the higher

critics have felt that many of the psalms were written during the 2nd century B.C., the

time of the Maccabees. Now if I had the copies here of 1 Macc. I would read you a

very interesting little account there of one of the battles, in whichthe Syrians came with

I guess 50, 000 soldiers, maybe 10,00 cavalry, and 20 elephants.And the people were
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more terrified of the elephants than of all the others, because the elephants at that

time were the tremendous instruments of war. When the Ayrlans first began to emply

elephants from India and to use them in war, they struck terror into the opposing forces.

The elephant has very strong skin and with the weapons they had at that time it was

very difficult to find any vulnerable place and of course they put a certain amount of

armor on to protect them, and they would have maybe a dozen men on top of the elephants

who would be firing darts down upon the people aro*ind, t= and the elephant would

just break his way throughthe army that opposed them. And in this account in the book

of Maccabees it tells of this group of a few elephants which was the main force of the

army that was attacking , and how one of the Jews said , rushed forward and maaaged

to get under the elephant and there to find ay' vulnerable place there into which he

drove his speak up and killed the elephant which fell on top of him and he was killed

but the loss of that one man's life, the charge of the elephant was wrecked and the

battle was turned against Syria. But it vividly shows, the mention in 1 Macc. what a

force elephants were at that time. They were the thing that people were particularly

afraid of in war. It was only after a century or so later that the Romans found how to

deal with elephants in such a way as to reduce them into no longer an frightening instru

ment of war. But right at the time of the Maccabees they were very important and Dr.

Robert Dick Wilson, under whom I did my first work in O.T., great Semitic scholar of

40 years ago, used to love to point out in the psalms how very appropriately mention of

elephants would fit in in the psalms, but in the psalms...

OTI 26. (3/4)

.critlcs generally maintained that psalm 20 was written in Maccabean times. Itis a

psalm of the Lord's deliverance of His people, which fits very appropriately into the

general attitude of Maccabean times and also into any other times when the people of

God have been under attack. And here in verse 7 we read: some trust in chariots and
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some in elephants, but we will remember the name of the Lord our God. It fits very

appropriately with Maccabean times. One time when I gave this in class (1 1/4)

imaginary verslcn, the version as it would be if it was the way the critics think of it.

Actually it is some trust in chariots and some in horses. The horse was the great in

strument of war in the time of David, but at the time of the Maccabees the elephant was

the great instrument of war. (11/2)

Now another similar instance is ps.33.l7 , and here we have a case where the elephant

would be very appropriate. An elephant is a vain thing for safety: neither shall he deliver

any by his great strength. That is what we would expect there if written in Maccabean

times. But Inthe time of David, the horse was a great force in war, and the verse as you

all know is: A horse is a vain thing for safety.

Again another psalm that many of the critics put in Maccabean times is Ps.l4'.

Here we read in verse 10, he dellghteth not in the strength of the elephant; he taketh not

pleasure in the legs of a man. Actually, as you know, what it says here is : He delight

eth not in the strength of the horse. The books of the Bible, like any other ID ok, while

they give us the mind of God, they reflect the background of the times in which they

are written. That is inevitably in the writing. And the background of the Maccabean

period is alleged to b'found there by the critics at various cases, but in met cases

it can easily be shown that what is (3) by them could be just as

true in the time of David. While (3)

simply non-existent

in the pl psalm.

Now to look at another of the bookswhich the critics tend to put in a later petiod.

We glance at the book of Esther. Now this book used to be considered as a book which

was written long after the Persian period, from the Hellnnlstlc period, consequently

quite devoid of historical value. However, excavations within this century in Per1a,
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disclosehave the backgrdiri d of the book of Esther and shown how very appropriately

the background fits with the situation that is described in the book of Esther. As early

as 1884 French excavators began excavation at Susa, and the book of Esther speaks re

peatedly of Shushan the palace, which is one of the princip1 palaces of the king which

was at Susa in Elim which had become by that time a province of Persia. And :,here at

Susa they excavated this great palace and made a model of it and showed the details of

the palace as discovered in the excavation there. A model bi it in the Louvre in Paris

shows the arrangement of the details of this palace which is referred to in the book of

Esther, Ian Price said, professor at the U. of Chicago, with this picture before us we

can now locate the King's Gate where Mordecai (4 3/4)

the inner court of the King's house, over against the king's palace where Esther appeared

unbidden before the king, the outward court of the king's house, where liaman appeared

to request permission to hand Mordecai, the palace gardens to which the king retired

to cool his hot wrath against Haman, in fact, almost all the features of Shushhn the

palace, in which these tragic events took place in the book of Esther. It shows a

familiarity with the details of this time, which would just naturally be present if it were

written by someone writing at the time of the events and familiar with the palace, but

if it was wri1n two or three centuries later, it would be very unlikely that the writer

would be familiar with those details, and as he referred to different portions of the

palace it would be most likely that he just wouldn't find any (5 1/2)

but actually the excavation of the palace and the events in the book of Esther j fit right

so exactly together that it is very difficult to 'Chink of Esther has having been written a

couple of centuries later. One thing in the book of Esther which seems to be brought out

as proving that the book could not actually show real knowledge of events there in the

Persian empire is that in chapter 3.7 it tells how they fixed a date for the massacre of the

Jews which Haman had secured permission to have from the king. And it says they cast

Pur, that is the Lot, and to this day the Jews observe the Feast of Purim. We notice
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how the book of Esther at the Feast of Purim. The Feast is named

after the Lot. Esther 3,7 says 'Pur, that is, the lot." They cast this lot in order to

determine the date on which the massacre was to occur, and then the date which came

was a long time after the time when the permission was secured and that made it

possible for Esther to get the thing changed, not that they could reverse the law of

the Medes and Persians, it was impossible, once the king had declared a thing to

happen it wutild 16 happen. They were to attack the Jews but he permitted through

Esther to give the Jews permission to defend themselves (7)

and there was time to do this befause it was such a long date thereafter. Well, in

the excavations of the palace there they found these (7 1/2) dice, these lots,

and they found that in taking these and casting, that they had to cast many, many

times befcre it would fall on a particular

Now of course that does not prove, that in itself alone wouldn't prove that Esther

was written at an early date, and yet it would seem rather unlikely that someone a

couple of centuries later would be familiar with that particular feature, a feature which

after all was rather important in the development of the (8)

Now the book of Chronicles used to be alleged to be late and quite unreliable.

In fact, the attitude of the critics was , and to some extent still is, to consider that

wre
the booIof Chronicles was written after the exile by men who had the books of Kings

and simply added to them. That is, that they took the books of Kings which gave the

history and they simply enlarged upon it. When kings would tell about a battle in

which 50 people were killed they'd make it 5,000, but they would enlarge all the figures

and added a lot of religious stuff about the ceremonies and so on, all of which the

critics felt was entirely imaginary, written at a late date when the only source they

had for it was the book of kings. Now oncareful examination that claim of the critics
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does not stand up, because for one thing their claim is that Chronicles simply exagger

ated the figures in order to make the nation appear even greater. Actually we find

that the great bulk of the figures in kings and Chronicles are identical, but there are

many figures in the two books and there are a fair inumber of them in which there is

a variation. Now the variations often, there doubtless is a reason, in some cases it

may be incorrect preservation. As a manuscript is copied it is very easy to get figures

mistaken in copying, very, very easy for that to happen, and in some cases it may be

such error. But probably not in many, in most cases there is probably a very reasonable

explanation of the difference in the figures. Just as if you would take the U. S. here

the
say a hundred and thirty years ago and you would ask somebody , you would ask your

Congressman from S. C., what is the number of people in S. C. in order to establish

how many representatives you should have ihCongress, he would immediately say

so many. You ask a man from Massachusetts how many in S. C. and he would give

you a figure maybe a third less. But if you ask the n n from S. C. what is the number

of people in S. C. in order to determine how much taxes 1 they should have , he would

give a smaller figure, but if you asked the congressman from Mass, what the proportion

of S. C. should pay for taxes, he would give the larger number. Thus there would be

an inconsistency in the f4ues they would give. Well, imight be very difficult today

if we didn't know hisbory to explain it. But knowing the history we know there always

is a big controversy, what is the population of those states? Do you include only free

citizens, or do you include all people, including slaves also? And the southern con

gressman said well naturally when it comes to congressman you include all the people,

and when it comes to taxes well you don't tax slaves, they have no property, they can't

pay taxes, Well when it is fixed Injroportion the idea of the southern congressman or

the northern congressman would 417- differ and it seems like a sharp contradiction.

Actually when you know the facts it is perfectly easy to see there was no contradiction
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at all, they simply were using figures from a different viewpoint, and the same is

true of statistics quite generally, they give statistics from one viewpoint or another,

and the differences in the statistics in Kings and Chronicles is Chronicles always

has the larger number where, in the few cases, they differ. It would seem to fit with

the critical argument but it doesn't actually, when you examine them in about half

the cases the Chronicles figure is larger and in about half the cases the Kings figure

is larger, so it is quite evident that the difference is due to other things than exaggera

tion on the part of Chronicles. Yes? (12 1/4) Yes, certainly. The figures, I would

say, that inthe original mss the figures were correct, but that there is as1ight

possibility that some of them have been incorrectly translated. Actually I don't think

many of them are incorrectly tramlated . I think in most cases we've had the actual

figure translated but there may be some cases where there is an error in transmission,

just as where we have King Benhadad in Kings, and we have Ben hader in Chronicles.

Well we know his name was Ben Hadad, but the daleph and resh look so much alike

that the scribe simply copied this outlandish foreign name from a nationality that had

disappeared centuries before, he copied it wrong. But that won't necessarily be that

way. In another case we find it reversed. We find Ben Hadar in Kings, a simple

scribal error. (13 1/4) no question of it.

Now the figures are the easiest place for scribal errors to come in, and yet

actually I don't think we have many. I think the figures re quite reliable on the whole,

but where the figures differ, there usually is a reason for the difference. For instance,

if you're giving statistics fromthe viewpoint of a section of an army, you would name

the adult men. If you are giving the statistics from some other viewpoint, you might

frpmname all the man, 4some other viewpoint...

OTI 27 (1/2)

" ..that if we knew all the facts we could explain

so that if the case was that the figures in Chronicles are most of then different and
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larger there would be a strong that the Chronicles were

written very late and exaggerated but when you find that most of them

agree, the differences are comparatively

(1 1/4).. there are various evidences here and there that Chronicles has preserved a

good bit of historical information for us that is not in Kings. One thing that had struck

me very much (1 l/2)--i have never seen this type of thing referred to in discussion-

but if you will take the son of Rehoboam, you read about him in Kings a-i d you get the

impression that he is a bad man, you read about him in Chronicles and you get the im

pression that he is a good man. One of them describes certain aspects of his life, the

other describes the aspects of his life that are good. I& Chronicles was built on Kings

it is very unlikely that it would change the character of a man in that way. (2) Doubt

less each preserved true facts about him. If we look at Chronicles alone, we get the

one impression, but I could take almost anybody here and we could be discussing

some certain aspect of activity, I would mention something that somebody did, and

you would think what a wonderful person that is. Then, we are discussing a different

aspect of activity and I happen to mention the same person who did something that we

didn't approve of pi very much, and you would think what a terrible person that is.

Actually both were true, we have all got our good points and our bad points. Arid you

happen to refer to one or the other and if that is all the information you have (2 3/4)

so in Kings and Chronicles we have very

little about King Abijah but what we have gives an entirely different aspect of his

character. It doesn't give it all (3)

Another interesting illustration of this is Manasseh. King Manssseh, son of Hezekiah,

is spoken of in Kings in such a way as to give the impression that he was one of

the worst kings who ever reigned. I am certain he was. He reigned for over 50 years

and did all sorts of wickedness , so much so that when his grandson became king,
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they discovered the book of the Law in the Temple. The book of the Law had been

lost, just as many a godly family, where the Bible has been read every day, the childrai

have not carried or/he custom and then the grandchildren may find it up in the garret

a copy of the Bible. And the great copies of the Scripture pretty much disappeared from

use and then this main copy was found in the Temple when they were restng the

Temple and reading it brought a great revival in the time of Joskh. But the 15 years

wicked reign of Manasseh was a terrible thing for the land (4)

Now when in Chronicles you read about Maaasseh you read that

he was a wicked king and that therefore God sent the king of Assyria who took Manasseh

who carried him off captive, and carried him off to Babylon, and then you read that in

Babylon that he repented and turned to God and that God restored him (4 1/2)

Now you read that in Chronicles and

there is no mention of it whatever in Kings. And the critics used to say, well, here

youhave an example of the way that Chronicles imagines things (4 3/4)

It imagines that King Manasseh was taken captive which is never

mentioned, and it imagines that he repented and was released and taken back to Jeru

salem of which there is no mention in Kings. Well, it doubtless happened at the very

end of his years and so it didn't impress the wickedness (5)

But the critics say that the fact that it is always shown and the

fact that Chronicles was written very late was shown by the fact that it says the king

of % Assyria took him to Babylon. Nineveh was the capital of Assyria, and Nineveh

was destroyed in 606 B.C. And NIneveh was so utterly destroyed that the place where

it was was completely forgotten till its rediscovery over 100 years ago. And 250 years

later the Greeks(5 3/4) right near the

place where Nineveh had been, and (6)

and then later on it got more ai d more covered upth dust and sand. They even forgot

there had been any town there at all. And (6)
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" . but it was completely destroyed at that time and if Chronicles was written 400 years

later it would be very easy to get it confused and think that Babylon was the capital of

Assyria, sothe critics presented this as an indication of the erroneous nature of

Chronicles being such a late date. Well, now we have the records of the (6 l/2)Idngs of

to
Assyria and we have found in these letters tentthe king

of Assyria, that under Assyria, Babylon was a very important city. Nineveh was the

capital but Babylon was such an important city that one of the kings of Assyria made

his oldest son emperor of the Assyrian em,-lire with headquarters at Nineveh but he

made his second son king of Babylon, to claim the whole area there subject nnly to

his brother who was at Nineveh. And in this case what you might expect happened.

The Babylonians revolted and lle (7) the king of Babylon

revolted against his brother, Ashurbanapal, and there was a long war for several years,

and in the end the Assyrians won and (7 1/4) shut himself up in the

palace and set fire to it rather than face the wrath of his brother. And all this we have

now in Assyrian records which were buried through the centuries , would not have been

available to people in the late period in which the critics say it was probably written,

but these records are now available and show that even though Nineveh was the capital

of the King of Assyria, it would be quite natural for him to take some of his captives

to Babylon in order to show the Babylonians the power of the King of Assyria, and the

wisdom of being altogether subject to him. One more book we mention now, is the

book of Daniel.

The viewpoint of the critics is that the book of Daniel is a late book written

at the time of the Maapes, this book by Ian Price who was professor of the University

of Chicago 40 years ago, the !ttrnuments of the 0. T., is a very fine book, written 1923,

a very fine book which has a very conservative attitude on most of the archeological

material and relation to the Bible. But when it comes to Daniel this book says that

Daniel was written in the time of the Maccabees, which wtrnld be about 400 years
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after Nebuchadnezzar, and the attitude is that in the time of Nebuchadnezzar there

was very little persecution, there is nothing to account for the book of Daniel, but

at the time of the Maccabees the book of Daniel was written, the critics claim, by

some Jewish patriot 'iio wanted to move the people to fight valiantly against the

Assyrians and so made up the story about God (9)

400 years before against the great powerful ruler, Nebuchadnezzar. That is the attitude,

if there is anything on 'which the destructive critics agree it is that Daniel is a late

book. Prof. Montgomery of the U. of Pa. wrote a commentarythe International

Critical Commentary Series on the book of Daniel, and in this commentary he took the

position that the archeological evidences of the accuracy at many points in the book of

Daniel, would lead us to think that it must have been written, in the main at least,

a century before the time of the Maccabees, and he received such criticism for this

admission that I head him in lectures at least four different times in succeeding years,

when he'd be referring to something in connection with the book of Daniel, that had

nothing to do with the text, he'd incidentally say, the book of Daniel which by the

way was written in the time of the Maccabees, as if he wanted to make sure nobody

thought of him as questlEilng that which has become a point almost of orthodoxy among

the destructive critics, that the book of Daniel was written in the time of the Maccabees,

400 years after the time of the events described in it. Now in recent years many

evidences have come to light showing that many poIntn the book of Daniel do not fit

with the situation of this later time, but fit very well with the time at which-of the

events which are in the book.

One of the most interesting of these is connected with the 5th chail er of

the book of Daniel. In that 5th chapter we have the story of Behazzar and this is a

story which is familiar to--In fact many stories of the Bible are--to most people who

have ever gone to Sunday School because it is always covered in Sunday School lessons

when you come to the different parts of the Bible. You remember how Belshazzar made
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a great feast, to a thousand of his lords, and that at this feast they brought out the

golden vessels from the house of God at Jerusahi and they drank wine and prayed

to gods of gold, silver, brass and of iron, of wood and stone, and then we read here

that a hand came out on the wall and wrote over against the candlestick on the plaster

of the king's palace, and the king was quite upset by this and wanted to know what

this writing meant. And we read the king cal1e4 in his wise men and said to the wise

men of Babylon whosoever shall read this writing and show me the interpretation thereof

shall be clothed with scatlet and have a chain of gold about his neck and shall be

the third ruler in the kingdom, and then the wise men came in and were unable to tell

him what it meant, but then we read that the queen mother came in and she said to

the king there is a very wise man in the palace who in the days of his father Nebuchad-

nezzar had been very prominent, who had been able to solve all sorts of difficult,roblems

jf you'll callanA.- wi &1foi1 Daniel, I think he'll be able to solve it. Evidently Daniel was

then retired. So we read Daniel was brought in before the king, and the king said to

Daniel if you can read this writing and make known to me the interpretation thereof,

thou shhlt be clothed with scarlet and have a chain of gold about the neck and shall

be the third ruler in the kingdom. Well, Dani could read the writing and he knew

what was going to hppen and very wisely told the king to keep his gifts, and they

wouldn't be any good to Daniel anyway because the king was going to die right now.

But he said Ill tell you what the writing means. And then Daniel told him what the

writing meant, that it meant that God had numbered your kingdom and finished it, you

are weighed inthe balances and found wanting, thy kingdom is divided among the Medes

and Persians. And then in verse 29 we have that very strange verse, a verse that

certainly would never have occurd in modern times, because we read in verse 29,

then commanded Belahazzar and they clothed Daniel with scarlet and put a chain of

gold about his neck and made a proclamation concerning him, that he should be the

third ruler in the kingdom. I am sure in modem times that if anybody told Hitler or
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Khrushchev or ay other dictator that their kingdom was going to be taken as y from

them and they were going to be destroyed, that he wouldn't make him the third ruler

in the kingdom and put a chain of gold about his neck. But evidently Beishazzar was

a better character than most of our modern dictators and he had given his word and he

stood by it. So he carried out what he had promised. But then we read in the next

verse,ard that night when Belshazzar the king of the Chaldeans was slain and the

Medes and the Persians took over the kingdom, that night. Well, that is what we

read in this 5th chapter...

OTI 28. (3/4)

.Persians conquered Babylon and his records tell us how he captured the king of

Babylon Nabonidus, the Bible says Beishazzar. And that's quite a difference 1nimes,

Nabonidus and Beishazzar. And then in addition to that Cyrus, the Bible says, that

were
night the king was slain. And the des criptions of that time that available to us,

just a few years ago, that Cyrus tok the king, Nabonidus, and sent him into exile

and gave him a pension. Nabonidus spent the remaining years of his life studying

archeology, and that is quite different from what the Bible says, that Beishazzar the

king was slain. So it looks as if, if some patriotic Jew at the time of the Maccabees

wanted to write a book to encourage his people to fight valiantly against the Syrians,

it would be a very natural thing to do, to make up a story like this, and after all, how

would he know about 400 years before in an empire that had been completely destroyed

400 years ago, how vou1d he know the precise kings, or which ones were killed,

in the destruction, and which one lived longer. It wouldn't be strange at all if he

didn't get them correctly. But if he lived right at the time of the end of the Babylonian

empire and the conquest of the Persians, (3 2 1/4)

would be very , very strange indeed. But then L1 there were those who were not

altogether satisfied with this and we began to get more and more clay tablets
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back and thousands of them were brought to the British Museum, tens of thousands,

some may even say hundreds of thousands, and these tablets, a great bulk of them,

are commercial, they describe all sorts of commercial contracts and lists, and business

very sort, so many that they couldn't posslU. y all be read. In fact, in 1912

Prof. Mssner at the Univ. of Berlin , said that when somebody discovered a very im

portant tablet (3) which had been in there for 40 years and not

noticed till then, Prof. Mssner said that excavation in the British Museum are more

profitable than excavations in Babylon. In saying that he was knocking two ways, he

exca,vatig
was knocking the Germans who were/in Babylon then, and he didn't think they were

getting the results they should, and he was knocking the British Museum for not pub-

lishing all the material they had in hand. And they had a tremendous amount in hand.

Museum
A friend of mine, just about 15 years ago, discovered in the Univ. of Pa ./right here

in Phila. , he discovered an old Sumerian law(3 1/2) the oldest code yet

known, which had been here for 50 years, and nobody had recognized what it was

After all you have thousands of tablets which are just lists of

property sold or something of very ephemeral importance and yet comparatively few

people can even read them. But Prof. (3 3/4) of the British Museum,

in view of the importance of this in connection with Daniel, began to go through all

the tablets that were dated in the reign of Nabonidus, to see if he could throw any further

light on it, and as he went through them he found a tablet #= with the name Belshazzar

on it and he found a reference which connected Beishazzar with the royal family. Then

he found, as he went on, he found a tablet which was for the rental of a house for three

years, and a certain man rented a hoise for three years and he said he was renting it

as agent for Beishazzar the king's son. And this connected Belshazzar right up with

the royal family, in the reign of Nabonidus, dated from a certain year in the reign of

Nabonidus. And then Prof. Finchey began to find tablets in which the oath was taken

in the name of I'.thonidus and Belshazzar, an oath was taken only in the name of a god
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or a reigning king, so he sais here is proof that Beishazzar was king along with Nabonidus

(5) that Nabonidus

by the way, in whet we read which referred to "thy sovereign Nebuchadnezzar" (5)

any predecessor on the throne is spoken of as father, it doesn't have to be the immediate

father, but And so Finchey brought this

much evidence of it, and then Prof. of Yale Univ., began studying it

further. And in 1928 Prof. Dowley wrote a book in the series of Yale Oriental Research,

a book called, "Nabonidus and Belsha''," and in this book, Prof. ( 5 1/2)

listed all the evidence he could find, brought it together and showed it, and proved

conclusively from it, that Nabonidus during the latter years of( his reign, lived at

Kena, an oasis in the Arabian Desert, devoted himself to study and left his son, Bel

shazzar in Babylon as co-king along with him, an actual ruler, and the result was that

Belshazzar was the ruling king, was commander of the army, and when the Perians

attacked they directed all their propoganda against Beishazzar, as the ruler, instead of

against Nabonidus who was living in retirement, and in most wars people pick a scape

goat for their propoganda, and in this case evidently they aroused such hatred for

Belshazzar that after the war was over they didn't even refer to him any more, and he

disappeared from historical (6 1/2) except for the mention in the book of

Daniel. Now he said that the book of Daniel was wonderfully accurate in t}e regards,

he said, it preserved the name Belshazzar which was previously unknown, though pre-

served in the clay tablets. It preserved the fact that Belhazzar was actually king,

a
and it preserved the fact that there was a dual rulership in the kingdom, the fact that

was unknown until very recently. Because it said, in every case, in three cases I read

you a verse where it said, you shall be made the third ruler of the kingdom, and they

made Daniel the third ruler of the kingdom, and nobody knew what that meant till this

discovery was made. But it is rather obvious when you think about it, what it means,
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Nabonidus was the first ruler, Beishazzar the second, and so he made Daniel the

third ruler of the kingdom, and thus the book of Daniel preserves the memory of that

fact of the organization of the kingdom of Babylon at that time. Now since that time,

within the last 2 0 years, we have found one or two tablets which mention that the

king's son was killed, at the conquest of Babylon. One o two other references on

clay tablets which further fit with the (7 3/4) but in Dowley' s book

in the Yale Oriental Research Series, Dowley goes on to say that he investigated all

the other ancient sources that tell anything about the destruction of Babylon, and he

said that he did not find in any of them except the book of Daniel the name of Belshazzar,

his name of the fact that he was killed, or the existence of a dual rulership in the

kingdom, he did not find it in any of them until you get to Josephus, and of course

Josephus was using Daniel as his source, so that yer through all those centuries the

many different references we have to the destruction of Babylon, none of them preserve

this fact except the book of Daniel. Well, now what does that mean?

Well, it is a matter of what hypothesis you are going to make to account for it.

On the hypothesis that the book of Daniel was a genuine book written by Daniel,

Daniel simply wrote down the facts as he knew them. But, I thbught, let's thing of it

on the other hand, suppose the critics are right, suppose Daniel was written 400

years later, well, here is whet happens. The book of Maccabees tells us the Syrians

began oppressing the Israelites more and more until finally most of the true believers

had to flee to the wilderness, to keep from being forced into terrible abonilmations by

the Syrians. And then gradually they gathered together in little groups and began

wome
guerilla wwarfare and eventually there was a large enough group to have 0 real

battlégainst the Syrians, and eventually (9 1/4)

And when they got into this situation there was one of the Jews who said I think it would

be very helpful to write a book to encourage the people to fight more valiantly against

the Syrians, Now he said, though, in order to do this I want to get my facts straight,
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so he left the army, where every man was needed, he left the army, he in some way

got smuggled through the Syrian lines, made the long trip across the desert, over to

Meeopotamla, there he persuaded some of the keepers of the temple to teach him the

Babylonian language and writing, which was now a dead language, got into the archives

in the temple, hunted through hundreds of these clay tablets, like Finches and Dowley

had done, found out the true facts about Belshazzar and Nei Nabonidus, and having

gotten that, he wrote his book, then he made the long trip back across the desert, he

got himself smuggled through the lines again, got tb the Israelite army which was fight

ing for their lives, and he gave them the book to encouge them to fight back.

Now it seems to me a much more reasonable interpretation that he simply wrote

down the facts at the time that they were known. Instead of going to all that just to

get this 400 years later when every other source has no knowledge of it, whatever.

They disappeared. And incidentally it is interesting that through the cal tunes hun

dreds of people read this statement three times in the chapter that "the thtrd ruler"

in the kingdom and probably thought well what does it mean the third ruler in the kingdom,

and yet there is a clue to an important historical fact that had completely disappeared

from history and has only been rediscovered in the present century. But there was a

definite clue to appear in the book of Daniel in that verse, and the book , the Bible,

is not a book of science, not a book of chemistry, or of physics, or of mathematics,

it doesy /$ not attempt to give us a full accounn*X of these subjects, and it is not

a book of history. It does not attempt to give us a history of the world, or even a history

of Israel, it gives us the story of God's dealing with the world, to show us how we are

lost and how we can be saved. Those are the important things in the Bible. Select

passages bear on these things, that is perfect. (11 1/

it would have to be a fraud or a larger book, so we can't write a theology or a chemistry

or even a history simply on the Bible alone, but we get many facts in connection with

these in the Bible, and whenever the Bible touches ai any one of these sciences it
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touches upon it correctly and accurately, and I believe there are many places where a

little touch upon it, like this of the "third ruler' would give a vital fact which perhaps

the scientiets may go another 50 years before they discover in it its significance. In

fact the great discovery that is at the basis of all mode n psychiatry, Freud's fundamental

basic discovery was already in the book of Romans, As I observed a couple of years ago,

it is very clearly there in Romans 8, but when Freud came out with it 70 years ago, he

was hooted down and ridiculed for the foolishness of such an idea, as to say such an

idea that there is a subconscious which affects our health and our life, but it is right

there in Romans 8, not-t,td exclusively stated but clearly inferred, very clearly.

Of course, Freud went on and developed a lot of things in addition to it which (12 3/4)

but the basic foundation , which made a tremendous

stride forward for all modern psychiatry and modern medicine , was already there in

Rom. 8. Well, that is getting away from the completion of the Canon so I only mention

that incidentally here. But this evidence on the book of Daniel is one of many evidences

that can be given.

There are still problems in the book, matters that we don't always understand,

but there are so many cases where what seems to be a clear evidence that this book must

have been written late because it didn't fit with the time at which it was alleged to

be written. So many evidences of that type can now be seen, actually to point in the

direction of the originalality.

There is one ather thing I might give now in conr ction with the book of

Chronicles. In Ezra, Nehemiah and Chronicles, all of these the critics held to be

much later than the time of Artaxerxes. In these books we have...

OTI 29. (3/4)

... and when you look at the original you find that the original in several cases is the

word darche monim. Now that word as you look at it looks somewhat like dram, it has

got the d, r, and the m, but between the r and m it has got a "k" and dram out of
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darche monim is sort of a jum, but much simpler would be to get drachma out of it,

and drachma would be the Athenian coin.
the

was very common in Greece but

of course the Greeks did not conquer the Persian empire until %// 300 wars after the

time of Nebuchadnexzar. This was 150 years before the Maccabean times, but it was

300 years after the time of Nebuchadnezzar that the Greeks, you remember, conquered

the Persians. And these accounts in Chroricles and Ezra and Nehemiah are telling about

the situation in the middle time of the--somewhat earlier than the middle of the time of

the Persian empire. And to mention drachma would seem to be very, very strange indeed.

So the KJ translators naturally didn't think of the Athenian drachma being used way over

in the Persian empire. So they said dram. Wd 1, when you get to the American Revised

Versian of 1901 you find that in each of these cases they don't say dram any more they

drjc
say and the (2 1/4)

and they say daric, well that gets the d and r and k but it doesn't get the "rn" so

that it is no more an accurate use of darke monim than is the KJ version "dram". Each

of them leaves out one of the letters. And in the court of Athens there was found an in

scription by a Phoenician sailor, which tells about the Athenian money whichth' had

but written in Aramaic and it says darke monim , that very word, for the Athenian drachma.

And now in 1931 at BethZur in southern Palestine, excavation was made of a town which

was mentioned in I Maccabees, a place where a great battle occurred, and at that place,

in the excavation, they found there, from the level of the Persian period, they found a

number of coins and among them were some which were called drachmas, had the word

on them, they were using the drachma standard, technically Greek, but evidently imported

into the Persian empire. And it was clear that some centuries before the Greeks con

quered the Persian empire Greek influence had aitered into the Persian empire to the

extent that the drachma standard was used there. And that fact was retained there in

Ezra and Chronicles all through the centuries and nobody ever dreamed it could be true

until the discovery in 1931. But you take the RSV which in most cases I don't think is
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as accurate, in this case they're up-to-date with present information, they say drachma,

and after all drachma is supposed to be there, and it shows that we can depend upon the

Hebrew, particularly in a case like this where we have several terms and so there is no

possibility of an error in one term that was a custom several (4 1/4)

It proves that the Hebrew is absolutely dependable and reliable. And also

tells something about ancient economic history that we didn't know about.

Well, we go on to the collection of the Canon next Thursday. Don't forget

to leave your papers on the last chair to he right...

(break in record, starting again at5:)... and they were written over quite a period of

time and how did they get toget1r, who collected them? Well, it is not a great thrust

for their authority, but it does have considerable value for the understanding of the

matter of their transmission. It is not to be confounded v th canonization. I will

doubtless, before the year is over, on a test, ask you the question, when were the books

of the 0. T. canonized? If you say Ezra canonized them, or the Council of (5 1/2)

canonized them, e or some other group of Christians canonized them, I will be very

much disappointed, because God canonized them, and they were canonical when written,

that is our Protestant view, so that to canonize when written, that means to make

authoritative. Now then we do not want to confound it with canonization. We notice

that number 1, a negative statement as to its importance, but 2, it is worth our while

to note 2 The Tradition of Allea Levita a Jewish Rabbi, who lived about 1500, and the

book was completed about 1538, and the tradition of another Jewish Rabbi, David

Simky, who lived from 1150 to 1232. Their statements in these books which we a long

time after the 0. T., their statements are that Ezra collected the books of the 0. T.

That was their tradition, that Ezra collected these books. Now 3 There certain

earlier traditions which seem to fit with this idea. You notice I don't say they strongly

support it, I say, they seem to fit with it. There is, for instance, a Jewish tradition

that there was a great synagogue, which was about the time of Ezra, and there is a
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tradition that it lasted two centuries and a half, though some think it didn't run for more

than 40 years. At any rate, according to this tradition, this great synagogue might have

had something to do with the collection/ of the books, and you see it comes about the

time of Ezra. So that is not Ezra collected them, ]Bit it fits with that idea, comes

about the same time. Now there is another tradition , there is a book called II EsdraE

and this book is not considered authoritative by the Roman Catholic Church but yet it is

included in copies of the R. C. Jble. It is an old book, it comes from the first century

of the Christian era, and it is a book which has much in it that is of real value, but it

says in this book that when the temple was destroyed all the books of the scripture were

destroyed, but that Ezra was enabled by divine inspiration to restore them. It says,

in the course of 40 days he dictated 94 books, (8 1/2)

According to this statement, Ezra wrote down by divine inspiration, 94 books, 70 of

which were books to be given to the wise to read and the rest shouldn't know anything

about, and if so, nobody knows what has happened to them, and in the early days of

the Christian era, there were people who said we have secret books that tell us hidden

mysteries and the attitude of the Christian church is that all such things are (9)

there is no truth in them of any kind. But that would be the idea of the 70 books which

nobody knows anything about, the other 24 would be the same as the 39 books of our

0. T. So that this theory, as you see, being rather confused as it is and coming from

the first century A.ID. doesn't prove anything, but it does point to the idea of, that

about the time of Exra that these books were selected together. (9 1/2) I don't think

it points very convincingly, but you have to mention it in that connection at least.

Now there is another similar tradition, this is found in the book of II Maccabees, and

the bok of II Maccabees, which as I mentioned to you, is not a historical book like

I Maccabees. I Maccabees, one of the apocryphal books which the Roman Catholic

Church did consider as an inspired book, I Maccabees, we consider as an excellent
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historical book but not inspired. But II Maccabees has all sorts of fantastic things

in it and described as the imagination of a pious Jew , not as very historical, by us,

the Roman Catholics say it is a divine book, they include it in the 0. T. But II Maccabee

in 2.13 we read the statement that Nehmiah founded a library. Gathering together

the books concerning the kihgs and prophets and those of ID avid and letters to kings

concerning (10 1/2) Well, now nobody

knows when II Macabbes was written, it was probably much earlier than Esther, but

still much after this time, it says Nehemiah founded a library--that doesn't say he

necessarily collected the books of the 0. T., but it is considered by some as firm

evidence pointing in the direction of the books having beer.6ollected by Ezra, Well,

that was 3, Other Ancient Traditions which looked to some extent in this dir&ction.

However, we can say, as 44 that this tradition seems rather probable on

certain grounds And small a It fits with the character of Ezra Fits in with the

Biblical representation of Ezra. We find that Ezra is called the Scribe. This term is

used by Ezra in Neh.8.l,4,9,l3; 12.26, 36. That is six references in Neh. where it

says Ezra the Scribe. That wouldn't prove he collected the books, but at least he

was much interested and they called him the Scribe. Ezra 7.6 says, Ezra a ready Scribe

in the law of Moses, that certainly shows an interest in the divine books. Ezra 7.11

says Ezra is a Scribe of the words of the Commandments of the Lord to Israel. These

terms suggest that Ezra was the sort of man who would be interested in collecting the

books. Then b The Character of Ezra's times The Jews were then going back to

Palestine. Coming back they were anxious to rebuild as their homeland had been de

stroyed, there would be special interest in getting together all the divire books God

had given, in being sure they had them all collected. There would be special interest

at that time in such an dndeavor, so it fits with the character of ,5'now of

course that doesn't prove that that is when they were put together at all. But it fits.

And most of the books were already on hand then, not all. Zechariah was not yet
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written. Haggal wasn't yet written. It was written very shortly after. Malachi perhaps

50 years after, and there may be one or two others written shortly after, but most of the

books were available by Ezras time. Certainly all cf them were by le time, tiltat

wouldn't be a great deal later than the time of Ezra. And then c:

c Previous collections had been nude. Previous collections of the books had

been made, we know that, because in Jer.26 we read in vv. 17-19, that when they were

going to...

OTI 30. (1/2)

"Then rose up certain of the elders of the land, and spake to all the assembly of the

people, saying, Micah the Morasthite prophesldd in the days of Hezekiah . .." and

they go on and quote from Micah and then they tell what Hezekiah (3/4)

an evidence of their having these books available (1)

And then in Dan.9.2 we find that Daniel said, "In the first year of his (Darius

the Mede) I Daniel understood by books the number 4 of the years, whereof the word of

the Lord came to Jeremiah the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years in the

desolations of Jerusalem." Daniel said that he went in to the books and looked into them,

the books which would give him the truth about this, and found in them what Jeremiah

had said, that it would be 70 years, and 70 Tears was now over so he prayed God,tbe

rest of the chapter says, that God would be (1 1/2)

Now these evidences are given in the various books on Introduction as evidences

that previous collections had been made. And the evidence, as you see, that Ezra

gathered them is rather scanty, and yet you will find that every one of these books

that I put on Reserve, every single one of them &i assumes as a proven fact that

Ezra collected th books and that he arranged them, aw we have them in our Jewish

Bibles. Now we find the higher critics, the destructive interpreters of the Bible, have

11
proven all sorts of things without evidence, but that doesn't justify us tIcEig it. We

wczht want to see what the facts are, whet the evidence is. And as I pointed out to you,
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the fact is that there is considerable evidence to suggest that Ezra collected the books

of the 0. T. but for all we know they may have been collected beforehand, and for all

we know the complete (2 1/2)

but these books on Reserve assume that he collected them and arranged them, this is

an assumption without any proof. Now I don't think we st d to profit by assuming any-

ac if makes a
thing and arguing 0. they are true. In this case I e rsonally don't think it eee'

great deal of difference but every one of these books on Reserve, conservative Introduct

ions to the 0. T. assumes that it is proven and that we can take it as a fact. Well,

we will see why when we get on another subject. But I'm going to title our next heading,

it is such a big subject and so important that I think it is wise to make a separate heading:

IV The bltlca1 Theory of the Canon Now this is something with which most Christians

on the Old
are not familiar. It is taken for granted in the liberal books eF# Testament, and

as the liberals are getting more and more control of our larger denominations, it is bd. ng

assumed in the literature that they read in their Sunday Schools. You don't often find

it explained, kut you find it assumed, and it is the background of a fair amount of the

discussion of the Bible in the book that they used in mast of our large denominations

in the seminaries. And we can't tell when it may be (4 1/2)

In the Christian world, so it is worth our taking a number

of seconds to know exactly what the crltacal theory is, which all critical books on the O.T

either present or assume to be true. To find out what it is and just how important, just

how much evidence there is, what the situation is.

So under IV, we will call A1 What it is What is the critical theory of the

Canon? Now the critical theory of the Canon is a view which somebody originated, I

don't know who , but it was originated a long tinE ago, at least 150 years ago, and today

all critical books hold it, and this view is that these books w4e became canonical

because there was a meeting representing the Jewish people, either a large meeting of

the Jews, or a small meeting of representatives, but that this meeting decided to make
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certain books canonical, and they becan e authoritative books. Well, that is not the

bIjIfNLY'--tA6) point in the critical theory, that is an essential ingredient in it, but the

vital point is this , that according to this theory, they were made canonical in stages,

that is to say, according to the theory the first beginning of the canon occurred at about

621 B.C., when --these are dates that most American students would remember because

they'd be familiar with 1521 A.D. and this is 621 B.C., but that about that time, King

Josias presented to the people a book which had been and which he said we will make this

book authoritative br our nation. So that was the beginning of the Canon. And that

book ofbook, they believe , was the 1--, --------

beginning

Deuteronomy, so Deuteronomy would be the

beginning of the Canon, and at about 621 B. C., we read in the bible that Josiah and the

Jewish leaders covenanted among themselves to follow the words of the book of J Deut.,

to endeavor to carry out its teachings, to consider that this book was God's divine word

to them. Well, that, I read you the passage, we know the difficulties, but were they

making something new or whre they reconfirming what had been given for a long time,

that's where we differ with the critics, but we agree with them that they did this, but

(7 1/4) there we differ$ and as we read the account I am

sure we will agree with the whole tenor of the (7 1/2) This is some

thing that has been authoritative, it has been God's Wad, we have suffered greatly

because we have not followed it, now let's do better than our ancestors have done.

But the critics assume this is the beginning of the Canon, the first stage, or you might

say, the first step--because the really first stage, according to the critics, is the

adoption of the whole Pentateuch, and that they think occurs at the time of Ezra. We

read in Neh.8 how Ezra brought the books of the Law of Moses and read it to them, and

they think that was the whole Wentateuch. So that would be the first stage, which had

a preliminary step in the adoption of the book of Deut. But the first stage would be the

adoption of the 5 books of Moses as the authority for their nation, they were their canon,

they were God's Word. According to the critics they became so because Ezra and the
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people agreed to make them so. Now in Nehemiah, either 8 or 12, I think it is 8,

where we have this --and I read to you from it7ufficiently to show that as represented

in the book of Deut., it was nt)t the adopting of a new canon, but the coming together

to hear the law of God which their fathers had failed to follow as they should, and

they wanted to try to follow it. It is not represented as the establishment of a conon.

But rather as declaration they were going to follow what had been a canon. But the

critics say this was the beginning of the canon, this was the first sta of the adoption

of the law and we have evidence of that, ever since, by the fact that if /you pick up any

Hebrew Bible anywhere, it says the Law, the Torah, and givthese five books, and

everything else is separated from it by another name. So that's the first stage.

Now according to the critics the second state was called the Prophets, and

according to them, their views differ as to when that happened, because there is ab

solutely no evidence to which to tie it. There is no statement in any book anywhere to

tie the time when this might have happened, but they would say that sometime, one or

two centute after the adoption of the Law, it was decided to enlarge the canon, and so

there was a second stage and the books of The Prophets were added, and those books

as you all know are Joshua, judges, the book of Samuel which we divide iitto two parts),

the book of Kings (which we divide into tworts), the book of Is8iah, Jeremiah, and

Ezekiel, and the book they called The Twelve (what we call the twelve nt-ior prophets).

Now those books are given in the Hebrew Bible, anywhere in the world you buy a Hebrew

Bible, it will say The Prophets and will list these books that I just gave, these eight

books, and consequently the critics say this is the second canon, the second stage of

the canon, and is kept intact to this very day, in this form. Then they say, a century or

so after that-they differ/ as to when, thee used to be some critics who even thought
even B. C.

it was late as 100 A.D., but I doubt if any today would say/100 A. because the

evidence is pretty complete that all (11 1/4)

B. C.
but at least by 50 . at the very latest, they, I think all the critics would agree
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authoritative
50 B.C., that there was a third decision, a group that gathered, the/leaders of the

people said/, we've got these 13 books which are God's authoritative books, let's

enlarge the canon , and the third stage of the canon consisted of adding other books

which they called The Sacred Writings, and these Sacred Writings are today called

The Writings, the Hebrew word for which is (11 3/4) I don't know

how many of you have yet gotten the Hebrew word for write (12) but

if you have the regular verb, you know that

and in any Hebrew B ible you will find the third section which is called

The Writings, and this section contains the books of our present 0. T. which are not

in The Law or in the section called The Prophets.

That then is the critical view , and it is very important, when we discuss it

some weeks from now, it is very important to know what it is. And you notice what is

vital about it is, there were three stages, that is the vital thing. The first stage had

a preliminary step with the adoption of Deuteronomy, which they say occurred at the

time of Josiah. And which they say is reflected in the story (12 3/4)

not truly (12 3/4) this way because those books don't say (13)

and then there is the sedond -- well that was the first step of the first

stage--the first stage was under Ezra at about 456, something like that, or somewhat
e

earlier, and then the second stage was a century or two after that, the adoption of The

Prophets, and the third stage was maybe about 100 B.C., the adoption of the Writings.

Three 89 sections by which these writings were canonized. .'Ve don't think there

were any steps to their being canonized, we think God canonized them as written(l3 1/2)

or when the whole nation

recognized them. Well, as to what the critical theory is, that is A...

0.T.I.3l (1/2)

and this theory is important enough that I have divided it into two parts:
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1 its importance for our attitude toward the Bible And this is a matter which should

be rather obvious. If the books come from God, if they are authoritative, His Word,

they became authoritative whenever the men wrote them, which He authorized to do,

(1)directed them in doing it, and the authority is in the book, in which God actually did

the writing of the book, and it is just as authoritative whether you have 30 different

volumes or 20. Se4 The Collection doesn't make a great deal of difference to the authority

of the books. And if the people recognized it, fine, and if the people didn't recognize

it, fine. (11/2)

it's too bad but it doesn't affect their authority. The people were in error. If they came

from God that's where their authority comes from. Now (1 3/4)

today says the church gave us the Bible, the church can change the Bible, they say

they're not sure whether (1 3/4)




Our viewpoint is that God gave this

book and they are His words (2)

So the critical theory of the canon is in general a matter of very considerable importance,

in our whole attitude toward the Bible. I was just talkigg a Rabbi and I mentioned

the study I was &mmaking on the book of Isaiah, particularly 40-56. Oh, he said, you

mean Deutero-Isaiah. (2 1/2)

(record scratchy and full of static and unclear to 3 1.,j2)

co siderable
(3 1/2)... but it also haImportance as to our attitude toward particular books, because

the critics use this matter of the attitude toward the canon which (3 3/4)

they use it as a proof that certain books of the Bible are not genuine, that they are not

reliable, that we cannot accept them as being written at the time when they claim to be
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written. Now this is partiØ'cularly true of the book of Daniel, and I am going to read

to you a few quotations from critical books, on this critical biew as applied to the book

of Daniel. Now these are statements from various books, most of which are in our library,

and have been conveniently gathered together here in these books by Robert Dick Wilson,

Studies in the Book of Daniel, 2nd series, and in this he has an article on Daniel in

the Canon, in which he quotes from certain critical books, and I'm gotng to read these

quotations that he gives to you, in order to indicate to you just how they read regarding

Daniel. First I will quote to you from S. R. Driver, the Literature of the 0. T. Now

this is a book which 30 years ago was accepted in all the liberal seminaries as the

standard introduction to the Q T. Driver was a very great scholar and he introduced

the higher criticism to quite an extent to the English-speaking world. His books have

been supplanted to quite an extent by later books (5 1/4)

but here is what he says about Daniel:

"The position of the book in the Jewish canon is not among the prophets but

among the miscellaneous collection of writings called the Hagiograph( that is (5 1/2)

Gk--Greekfor Sacred Writings, and among the latest (5 3/4)

he says "though little definitely is known in respect to the formation of the canon, the

division known as The Prophets was doubtless formed prior to Hagiographa, and had

the book of Daniel existed at the time, it is reasonable to suppose that it would have

ranked as the work of a prophet and have been included in the prophetic books. We

find that A. A. Bevan, in his short commentary on the book of Daniel says, "Daniel has

never occupied a place among the prophetical books, but is included in the third

collection of Sacred Writings, called the (6 1/4) or Hagiographa.

Of the history of the Jewish canon, very little is known with certainty, but there is

every reason to believe that the collection of prophetical books from which lessons were

read in the synagogue was definitely closed sometime before the Hgiographa, of which

the greater part ad no place in the public service. That the collection of prophetical
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books cannot have been completed until sometime after the exile, is obvious. And cri

the suppo.tion that Daniel was then known* the Jews, the exclusion of this book

is wholly inexplicable.

In the Hastings ef Dictionary of the Bible, the article by E. L. Curtis says,

"The place of the book of Daniel among the Hagiographa also favorq' its late composi

tion. If it had been written during the exile, notwithstanding its apocalyptic character,

it naturally would have been placed among the prophets."

In the Encyclopedia Biblica, the article by (7 1/4) says:

"Not until the time of the Septuagint does Daniel find a place after Ezekiel as the fourth

of the*e#- 'great' prophets, and thus it comes to pass that once in the N. T. Daniel

is mentioned as a prophet. In the Septuagint."

Prince, in his commentary on Daniel , says: "The position of the book among

the hagiographa instead of among the prophetical works, would seem to indicate that

it must have been written after th@ close of the prophetic books. The natural explanation

regarding the position of the book c Daniel, is that the work was not in existence at

the time of the completion of the 2nd part of the canon. As otherwise the collectors of

the prophetic writings who, in their care, did not neglect even the parable of Jonah,

would hardly have $ Ignored the record of such a great prophet as Daniel represented to be

And Homer in his Introduction of the Canonical Books of the 0. T. , says,

"Among 4't=, objective reasons of the utmost waste which render the view of its non

genuineness necessary, is the position of the book in the Hebrew canon, where it is

inserted, not among the prophets but in the first division of the canon, the so-called

Hagiographa. If it was the work of a prophet at the time

Cyrus, no reason would be evident why there should be withheld from it a designation

which was not denied to a Haggai, a Zecharaiah, and Malachi, nay, even to a Jonah!"

That's what Homer says.



O.T.I. 31. (8 3/4) 150.

And one more, Bennett and Adeni, in their Biblical Introduction, say, "In the

Hebrew Canon, Daniel is not placed among the prophets but among the Hagiograph,

the later section of the Canon. Although Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, who were

later than the time at which Daniel was described as living, are placed among the

prophets, Either the Jews did not regard the book as prophetical or it was considerably

later than Malachi."

Now those are some quotations showing the effect of this on the book of

Daniel. It is pretty hard to hold the critical theory of the canon and consider Daniel

as being a genuine book, and that, to some extent, is true of other books, but particularly

of the book of Daniel. So much then for B, its importance. Now C:

C Arguments for the Critical Theory. Now I am not giving you these arguments

in the order in which, for instance, William Henry Green gives them in his book on the

canon, I am going to pit first the arguments which is 'only strong one. There are

about 7 arguments they advance. And about six of them are quite easy to demolish.

But one of them is an argument that is very difficult to handle, and that is, therfre,

They maintain:
the one I am going toive you first,! 4l,the threefold division of the Hebrew 0 T cannot

reasonable be explained as an arrangement according to a definite principle, to a

logical principle, (10 1/2) They say, it must therefore be the result of

historical development, that is a big argument. Here is the fact, the fact of our Hebrew

Bible, that the Hebrew Bible has these books arranged in this order. And wherever you

find Hebrew Bibles anywhere in the world, you find the books arranged in this order.

Now they say, why on earth would a book ever be put in this order? They say there is

no logical reason for it. And therefore, they say, it must have a historical reason, and

there are many things in life that have a historical reason, rather than a logical reason

for them. Out in Los Angeles, you go downtown in Los Angeles and if you want to go

on the new throughway, (11 1/2)

from Los Angeles to Pasadena, you will find as you come out of Los Angeles you find a
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s street there called

and it starts about here and ends about here, and you

Now how did that get its name? When I was first in Los Angeles, Pasadena Avenue

started about here and went all the way to Pasadena, and then they rde a change in

it so that they had other streets

and that name just stuck to that little section of it. There is no other reason why that

street right there would be called Pasadena Avenue, but there was a very real reason

once, it was part of a long section that waat to Pasadena. When they got better ways

to go, they separated off the other sections, the names of the other streets were changed,

and this section just kept it, and there is a historical reason for it. Take the Santa Fe

Railroad, one of the biggest in our country. The Sante Fe is called the Atcheson, Topeka

and Santa Fe, and Atcheson isn't on its main line and Sante Fe it does not even go to,

but it's called the Santa Fe Railroad. Santa Fe was the old Mexican capital in California,

and the Santa Fe Trail went through Santa Fe and when hey builtithe railroad in that

section they followed the Santa Fe Trail, but they found a quicker way to get to California

saving about 30 miles by not going through Santa Fe, they used have a little railroad

branch going pp to Santa Fe, now they don't even have that, but it's still the Santa Fe

Railroad that doesn't go near Santa Fe, it's a hIstorIcl development that the name has

come to, rather than a logical development. This building here is called Lynnewood

Hall. I don't know where the name came from, we don't have any connection with

Lynne or with wood that accounts for this being Lynnewood Hall, but the Wideners

who built it for some reason liked the name. To them it was quite an important name,

we still keep the name, it is a historical development, rather than a logical reason

why we call it Lynnewood Hall. Well we have a fact, the fact is that our books are

arranged...
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... not prophetical books, it is a logical arrangement that we have in our English 0. T.

It is quite a logical arrangement we have in our English N. T. but in the writings (3/4)

and arranging the writings of Paul, not according to the order

of the writing, but according to the subject , a logical arrangement. But in he Hebrew

0. T., the critics say, Lhere is no logical reason why they should be this way, they say

it is a historical development. (1 l/4

perhaps probably the majority have historical development and there is nothing wrong

with something being a historical development, but (1 1/2)

But these books in the Hebrew Bible, how did they get that way? Well, they say, here

is a historical prophet, here was the Law, then there were other books added, perhaps

the prophets, and then other books added, that's the WiLings, it represents a historical

progress. It is what we call circumstantial evidence. But unless you can find another

and some conservatives
way to explain it, it is pretty strong circumstantial evidence, re-u-e-Mnei

(2) the. bi
1




coming up against this argument 100 years ago, I

don't know who it was, maybe it was 200 years ago, invented a theory by which he says

that these books are arranged to a logical order, which shows Ezra's logical mind,

arranging the books in a logical order. And personally, I think the (2 1/4)

is one of the most illogical things I have ever seen. But it has been quoted and copied

by conservative writers ever since, and you will find every one of these books I have

taken from the library, dogmatically stating this is the logical reason the books in the

Hebrew Bible are arranged in a definite logical order, they show the order (2 3/4)

Ezra as he arranged them. I want you for next time to have definite evidence

of what two of these books hold, but you will find they all hold the same view, and it is

the view that conservatives hold, and somebody might say well if all conservatives agree

on it, why get excited, why not just hold it Yes (3)

but it is assumed and taken for granted in practically all the liberal writers, so one of
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these days you may find yourself in the midst of a big discuss ioh about the critical

theory of the canon, and if you do, and you fall back on the theory you find in ll the

conservative books, it is my opinion you'll find you're standing in such a (3 1/2)

tht/ it will be very easy to make a fool of you in any discussion, and I feel that we

should look at the facts and see them and then (3 1/2)

yes? Yes, very good. A historical development is when, as a result of certain events,

something happens. And then , having come upon us in that way, it remains so. Now

for instance , you take Phila. here, if you want to drive from here down town, you will

find that Broad and Old York Road go like a figure eight. If you follow Old York Road you

cross Broad and recoss t and recross it, If you follow Broad, you'll cross Old York Road

and cross it and recross it. And it is a perfectly crazy arrangement, nobody with any

logic?( would ever arrange streets that way. If you go to Washington, D. C., you will

find that it is laid out on a logical plan, with certain centers and certain squares (4 1/2)

a very logical plan, a wonderful sensible arrangement for

use in the horse and buggy age. But a most inefficient system for the automobile, But

it is easy to see that it is a logical system. You go up to Manhattan, N. . , you will

find that the main streets and avenues are laid out according to a definite plan, there is

a logical system there. But if you look at Broad and Old York there is nothing logical

about it at all, and the reason is there is a historical development, they started a road

to go to York and 1ly left Phila. and went to York, used a horse and buggy in those day,

(5) then later on somebody decided it would be a good idea

to thake Broad Street the main street, and extend it straight north,

and they extended it straight north and the result was that it crossed Old York three or

four times. So that the extension of Broad Street north was a logical thing, but the

development of Old York winding like this is simply a historical development, and in

Boston they say most of the old streets follow the old cow paths, and the way the cows

300 years ago were brought home from tie fields, wandering this way and that, and
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gradually it got beaten down with the feel of the people and the cows, and gradually

they got roads there. Now the roads go winding around that way. And maybe that

accounts for the way Spring Avenue and Ashebourne cross over here and they cross over

here, twice, and you take Ashebourne and go across the street and cross Washington,

and Ashebourne just goes around in a circle and goes back and hits Washington again.

Well that 'S not a very logical way. Something that developeI as a result of circumstance,

is a historical development. What if they said , these are the books we're going to make

authoritative, we're going to pit them here. Then 100 years or 200 later, these are the

books they make authoritative, then 100 or 200 years later, they make these authoritative

and they didn't bother to make all this into a logical system, they just put them at the

end, that was historical development. Yes? (6 1/4) Yes, it is said that the 3-fdd

dividien of the Hebrew Bible, 0. T. , cannot reasonably be explained as an arrangement

according to a logical principle. It must therefore be the result of a historical develop-
of

ment. That is their statement, that's the first/six or seven 4-b arguments (7)

but the others sound very strong but I believe we can de

molish them in a few minutes. But this is a tremendously strong argument and all the

conservative books endeavor to demolish it with a dogmatic statement that I don't think

holds water at all, but I want you to get the evidence from these books. I shouldn't

say all of them, Robert Dick Wilson, in his discussion of Daniel, has the germ of

what is I am sure the correct interpretation, but I develop that (7 1/2 (break in record-

pe9ple believe the Bible is true, it's all true, ot they
starting again 7 3/4) . ./.don't believe it's true, none of it is true, but if you believe

the Bible is God's Word, it is a mighty important thing, how do we know whether we

have the right books or not, and one of these day, all of a sudden, it might become a

matter of tremendously widespread discussion, and it might become a great instrument

to try to tear down faith in the Word of God, to show that after all nobody known whether

we have the right books or not. So it is a very vital question to us, how do we know

whether we have the right books or not in the Bible, and the critical theory is a very
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clear definite theory to account for a fact, the fact that the Hebrew has the books

arranged in a certain order, that's the fact. Now the critical theory accounts for that

fact with an answer which strikes at the very foundation of all Biblical inspiration,

because according to their viewpoint a group of men could decide to make the books

feel thai they araIgement in tIe
canonical, and they e have evidence of that in the/Hebrew Bible , and that of

course is a view held by the Neo-orthodox today, the view held by all the ecumenicals

today, the church made the Bible, the church can change the Bible, the church decided

what books would be in the Bible. We believe that God decided what books should be

in the Bible, that God inspired the writers to write books intended to be part of the word

orqanized_churchof God and inspired the Christian people, not an Dut Christian people,

unorganized_church




,
nbt even an tineFyä1dtF, but Christian individuals to receive these things from the

hands of the writers, to accept them as such, and cause that eventually it would be

widespread throughout the whole (9 1/2)

That is what we bdl ieve, it is what the Bible teaches, it is what you have to believe

if you are to believe in the Christian view of the inspiration of the Bible. But now the

critics have this theory which is so important that I have given a Roman Numeral IV.

And under A I discussed what it is and hope everyone has an absolutely clear idea of

what it is, that it is a view that thbooks were cai onized in 3 stages, that a decision

was made to make the 5 books of Moses the Law of God, to accept them as such, to

follow them for their nation, and this decision was made in the time of Ezra, Deut. having

already been accepted in about 622, this decision being made in the time of Ezra. Then

about a century or two later t was decided to add another (10 1/4)

and then a century or so after that, the last division was added,the writings. So at

some time some leaders of the people, some council, or group, some body made an

authoritative decisioh, and how do they come to pick these and not those, how

do we know they were right? Well, that's the critical theory, then we note
1its

im-

C
portance, and then we began to look athe arguments for the critical theory, and I'm
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going to give you six arguments , they're given in different ways by different writers,

of course, the number of them might vary, but the argument usually they give as second,

the one I've given you as first. And the reason I've given you this first is because it

is by far the strongest argument. That argument is that the arrangement of the book

cannot be explained in any other way. This is the clear definite way in which they

must have come into existence, else why would their ever be arranged in this faIcn ?

Why would the books ever be this way? Now if you were to notice that n the U. S.,

in the states which border Mexico people have signs occasionally in Spanish, there are

a good many people who speak Spanish, and you wouldn't find any such signs up in

Montana or North Dakota, or up in Maine, but up in Maine and Vermont you might find

countries borderingsome signs in French. Now if you knew nothing about the enyi fULtn-i±t the U. S.

you might conclude there had been a historical development, that these southwestern

states had been right next to a nation in which Spanish was spoken and in fact there is

so much Spanish in New Mexico and Arizona and parts of Texas you might even decide

hadthat one of them3ctually belonged to Mexico and it would be a correct interpretation,

drawn from the fact of fidding so much trace of Spanish left there today. And up in Ver

mont and in Maine you would find a good bit of French and occasionally signs in French,

and not nearly so much as there are in Spanish in the southwest, but it might=lead

you to believe that next to it there was a large body of French people, as there is in

Q
Quebec, and thus you have a historical process which has resulted in certain phenomena

and which you find in existence today. You might, somebody might look at the U. S.

and find a good many states that have Indian names and they say there were once Indians

in this area. One or two names wouldn't prove it, you can say a name from anywhere,

but when you get a aizeable number of names, it is pretty good evidence of a strong

influence from that direction at one time. And thus historical processes have

results and when we find the results we know that the processes have occurred.

Well, here is our arrangement in the Hebrew Bible, and the critics say, this artangement
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is perfectly understandable as the result of a historical process W ich consisted in the

canonizing of the books in three stages and there is no other sensible way to account for

it. That's what they say. And we t 11 examine these arguments later but now I just

want to be sure that you know what they are.

The second argument of the critics is...

O.T.I.33 (3/4)

.now this is the second argument, and it would be a very, very strong argument if

you didn't bother to read what it says in the Bible, and that is the trouble with a

good many arguments, people don't look at the facts and see what they have to offer.

And you will probably find hundreds of theolgcal graduates today, from modernist

seminaries , who if you were to ask them, how do we know that the books were canonized

in 3 ses, they would say why you have an account of the first stage right in the Bible.

But if you were to question them further you ould find that the way they know the

account is in the Bible is they heard a professor say so. Or they read it in a book.

They have never taken he trouble to carefully read the passage and see if that is what

the passage means. It is alws (1 1/2) in any argumert

to get the facts clearly. Five years ago (1 1/2)

there was a young man came to me and said Dr. MacRae, what5will I need to take

in order to get myee this year . I said you just came last fall, how could you get

a B.D. this year, we require a person to be here two years before he gets a B.D. Well,

he said, I have had a year at the National Bible Institute for which I received a (2)

and I had a year at Dallas Seminary. Now he said a third year there would (2 1/4)

Yes, he said, but I came up here from Dallas because Dr. Stam wrote me that I could

get it in one year. Dr. Stam was then our Registrar. Well, I said, I will have to speak

to Dr. Stam. Well, Dr. Stam was away then, but I got his file, so I read the letter, and

I said to him now here is the letter Dr. Stam wrote you. He wrote Dr. Stam and said,
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Dr. Stam, it says in the catalog of Faith Seminary that a person has to be there 3

years to get a B.D. but he says I had a n extra year (3)
2

and he said I got a Mi. D. for it, and then he said I had a second year at Dallas Seminary

and there I 'd have to take two more years to get a master's becsise they don't give a

bachelor's, he said I'd like to come to Faith for my third year and get a B.]D. And

Dr. Stam answered and said Ddar Mr. so-and-so, you are quite correct that the catalog

ys it requires 2 years here at Faith. However, he said, in your case, with what you've

had , it would probably be possible for you to spend two years here and then take the

B.D. and the S.TIM at the same time. Well that (3 1/2)

but he took it as meaning that he could get the B.D. in one year (3 3/4)

Well, he said, isn't this what it means? Well, I said where did you get the idea that's

what it meant? Well, he said, I was just so anxious to finish in able year that I

interpreted it that way. It says said, however, in your case(4),and so on.

W1- a person, a college graduate, can read a letter and can get the exact

opposite from hat it says, you can't be surprised that theological students at liberal

seminaries will get an idea that the Bible says things that it doesn't say. But we

want to go to the facts. You will find studaits at conservative seminaries who do the

same thing , and we want to go tb the facts and see what they really are. So in

this case we have already looked at these passages and have noticed that that is a

misinterpretation. We refer to that again, but now we go on to look at 4I3. Rather, I

don't intend to discuss this now, { just to state it. I find myself discussing it a little

bit after e&d stating it. *2, here s one probably most of you know nothing about.

You might be able on a little consideration to remember (5) from the things you've
lea

some facts which would throw some light on it.

*3 It is said that the fact that the Samaritans accept only the Law proves that

none of the other books were considered as canonical in the ti 'ne of Nehemiah
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This is based on the fact that we read in the book of Nehemiah how Nehemiah came to

the temple, after he had been away for a time, he came back to Jerusalem, and he found

there an Ammonite living right in .he (6)

and he says I drove him from it, d out of the temple. This man then was a man connect-

assumed, hed with the Samaritans, so it is quite generally EFPP by the critics ,en he went

he took with him a copy of the law, and that this is the foundation of the Samaritans

having the law, and that if more had been considered canonical he would have taken it

with him too. Now today, if you will go to Palestine and go north of Jerusalem, about

halfy between Jerusalem and Galilee, there is a region called Samaria, and in Samaria

there there is a town called Nablus, Arabic corruption of the Greek word Neopolis, a

Greek city which is near the ancient city of Shechem, and at that place there still are

two or three hundred people left of the ancient Samaritans, Remember John 4 tells us

how Jesus Christ went to Sarnaria and there he talked to he woman at the well. She

said Jews say you should worship God in Jerusalem, Smaritans say they shoul d worship

him here. What do you say? Remember that the disciples were surprised to see Jesus

talking with her because they said the Jews had no dealings with the Samaritans. Well,

of these Samaritans of whom there were many thousands at the time of Christ, there

are only about 200 left today. Yet you still have those people there today who sacrifice

a lamb at their Passover every year, who have certain ceremonies they go through , and

they claim to have th e original copy of the Pentateuch that was written by Moses, but

a scholar went 0' in and asked to see it and they brought out a book, and they said this

is the original copy. He looked at it and immediately saw evidence that this was a book

that had been ide on paperth-e vrorth yps&, it wasn't made till about 70

years ago. Oh, well, we just showed you the poorer one, we don't want to bring the

real one out, but because we see/you know, we'll show you the real one. They brought

out another copy, here is the original copy by Moses, and he looked at this, and he

recognized that this was made of historical material but was im de about 300 years ago,
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and printing hadn't been invented then so h said this couldn't have been copied

earlier than, say, 1615. Oh, they said you are a real expert we can see that, we

couldn't show our actual original manuscript to everybody that comes along, it would

get worn out, but they said, we see you are a real expert, so they went and got another

one, and on this one, it was very ancient type of piaterial, it wasn't even paper, it

was made of the skin of an animal. Very ancient type of material. It looked quite old,

but when you looked at the letters you saw that two or three of the letters were written

in a form that was never used before about 800 A.D., and so he came away thinking it

is very uhlikely that they have any copy that Is more than about 12 or 1300 years old.

Well, you will read in books that they have a very ancient copy, maybe they do, but

no westerner has ever seen it. They have a copy that is several years old, but it

agrees, they have eep carried cn a tradition, they have copied it and recopied it, they

have kept the Pentateuch from early days and the Samaiktans had the Pentateuch just like

ours with a few changes, like (9 1/2) they make Gerazlm a very important place,

a few things that make their section more important than Jerusalem. Just a few small

changes, otherwise exactly the same as our Pentateuch, the Samaritan ms. But they have

a book they call the book of Joshua which is somewhat like our Joshua, but (9 3/4)

they have nothing in common. So the critics say , now when

Nehemi.ah drove this man out of the temple, he would have taken the whole Bible, the

whole 0. T. if that was considdred authoritative by the Jews, this is all that he took.

Now I'm sure (10)

we'll move on now to 44, and the fourth argument advanced is an extremely interesting

one. It is one that I want you to keep in mind, it is the argument that the synagogue

lessons--that is, I believe if you go into any synagogue today, in the service they will

read a selection from the Pentateuch, any synagogue, every Saturday, at the synagg,

the selections will spread through in order, they read the five books of Moses through,

but then after he reads this selection from the Pentateuch, he will read you a selection
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from the prophets that has similar material in it, and this shtion of reading from

the prophets, they call it the (11 1/4) that is, the select portion,

now these pastorals are read all over the world and they skip around in the prophets,

and read sections that have a relationship to something in the section that they have

just read from the law, but these are taken from the second group of books, the prophet

ical books. Now they say if the Jews had considered the whole 0. T. as authoritative,

they would have selected their synagogue readings from all the books indiscriminatively,

but they say in the Sabbath services they read only from the second division, now that is

proof, they say, that when the synagogue selections were made, that at that time, the

third books were not yet accepted as authoritative, so that they nude their selections

from the Law and from the second group, the Prophets. Now that is another argument from

circumstantial evidence (12 1/4) But it is a fact.

You go in a synagogue today, listen to the Sabbath service. They redd the Law, and

they read a selection from the Wrophets. Go next Sabbath, they'll read the next thing

in the Law, they go straight through, and then they'll read another selection from an

entirely different one, but it is again from the Prophets, not from the Writings. Well,

that is an interesting argument. That is *4. *5, It is said that the use of the term "Law"

and "Law and Prophets" fir the 0.T. are reminiscent of a time when only the first or only

the first two parts of the 0. T. had been canonized. Now this is something you may not

know much about but I am sure you have all had enough background to appreciate a little

Jesus said,
what it says. ,'lvi oses in the ]law and the Prophets...

0.T.I.34. (3/4)

... the Law came by Moses and Grace and Truth came by Jesus Christ. The Law and

the Prophets say this, but I say unto you. You have the 0. T. spoken of as The Law,

or as The Law and the Prophets. Now how do you come to say that? Today, in America,

the Jews refer to the 0. T. as the Bible, but the Jews in the world generally call it

the Tanach, that is, from the initials of the Torah (1)
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and they speak of it as the three divisions. Now the fact that you say the Law for

the whole book, they say, is proof that at one time that s all there was, the Law,

and therefore they'd say the Law, and having gotten that habit they can't drop it. But

later on some of the prophets were added then they would say the Law and the Prophets.

And then later on, after the WRitings were added, they would say, "the Law, the

Prophets, and the Writings." But they mi t fall into the old habits and just say the

Law or just say the Law and the Prophets. Now this actually is one of the weakest

arguments that they have, because it began, suppose Ezra arranged it, and Ezra said

here is the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, and these are all authoritative, they

ar'from God, they are the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, well people would get

tired of saying the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, all the time and they might

even say "the Prophets" meaning Law, or they might say "the Law" and mean the

Prophets, so that actually it is a pretty weak argument but it is an argument which is

given in the critical books on the subject, so we must mention it. Let us say, that it

might add a quarter of a percent to the argument. A clever lawyer could say it in

wuch a way as might seem like a rather big argument, but actually when you examine

the facts it doesn't deserve to stand with the other arguments we have listed. Now

in the N. T. we read on one occasion where it says that Jesus explained to them in

the Law and the Prophets and the Psalms, that is the only reference in this section to

the three divisions, but you often see about the scriptures, or the Holy Sctiptures,

and it speaks in the N. T. about the Law and it speaks about the Law and the Prophets.

Well that is 415, so we can go on to 416, It is said that the dispute of the first and

second centuries give proof that there was still uncertainty about some of the books of

th third division. Now this is something that probably none of you know anything

about. But if you will read the Talmud(the word means "teaching") and the Talmud

consists of the teachings of early rabbis. There is a certain section of the Talmud

written about the 2nd century A.D. but most of it is much later, but between the 2nd
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and the 5th or 6th centuries A.]D., various rabbis were writing their discussions of

the Law, of God, their discussions of Jewish practices, Jewish ideas, and so on,

and thd Talmud is a great and very extensive combination of all sorts of material. Men=1

have gone through the Talmud and made books called Gems from the Talmud and they

pick out beautiful verses and we read them and say what a wonderful book the Talmud

is. Other men who hate the book 1a ye gone through and have taken out a verse or two

out of context, and when you read them you say what a terrible book the Talmud is,

look at the licentiousness, look at the low morality, look at the bad (5 1/4)

well, you can do the same thing with the Bible or any othif book, if you're going to

just make selections without regard to context, but the Talmud is a much larger book

than the Bible, and is of all sorts of material, very few people are thoroughly familiar

with the Talmud, a few Christian scholars have devoted a great deal of time to it,

(5 1/2)

because it is the tradition which, to quite an extent, replaces the Bible as the real

center of Judaism. But in the course of the Talmud, much of which is very difficult

to understaad, because these rabbis got into a very involved (5 3/4)

they discussed this and that, and every sort of thing, but as you read t, you will

often find statements which undoubtedly show that some of these rabbis were engaged

in disputes and arguments about
whether books belonged in the 0. T., and these

discussions which they had of this type, were doubtless in the first and second centuries

A. D. and they are reflected in the book, so the critics say that these disputes are

reminiscences of a time when only the first or only the first two stages of the 0. T. had

been canonized. This is an argument which, given in this place, can sound extremely

strong, but when you examine it it is not one of their strong arguments. Let me read

you one or two of the seictions. Here is a selection from one part of the Talmud:

"Remember that man for good, Ananias, son of Hezekiah, by name. Th Since but for

him the book of Ezekiel would have been withdrawn, because its words contradict the
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words of the Law. What did he do? They brought up to him 300 measures of oil, and

he sat in an upper room and explained."

Here is another: "The wise men desired to withdraw the book of Ecclesiastes

but its language is often self-contradictory and contradicted the utterances of David.

Why did they not withdraw it, because the beginning and end of it consisted of words

of the Law.

Here is another: "At first they said that Proverbs, Sorof Solomon and

Ecciesiastes are apocryphal, they said they were parabolic writings and not of the

Hagiographa, so the men of the great synagogue came and explained them. 11

And there are other selections like that. We look at them a little more later.

But these selections show that among the rabbis of the 2nd century A.D. there were

very interesting discussions about some of these books, (8)

in the Bible. So they say, these discussions show that the third division was not

considered quite as definite as the first two. But nobody said that by that time it

wasn't settled, everybody agreed it was settled by that time. Some say it was settled

at the Council of Janre, about 90 A.D. but we know very little about this council,

I don't know that t is absolutely proved that there even was such a council, and the

at
evidence is strong about the agreement of the Jews et the time of Christ, that, I believ

by this time all, certainly most, if pressed on the point, would admit that the third

division must have been settled by 100 B.C. Now if it was settled by 100 B. C., the

disputes of 300 years later don't throw much light on it. So this is not a strong

argument but it is one that can be made to sound like a strong argument and one that

is given. The first argument is an extremely strong one, one whkth if it can't be

answered it would prove a point, come mighty near to proving it. But these others

are not very strong.

47, it is important in all these matters that we be aware of the argument used

against Christian position, and even if an argument isn't strong it is good to know how
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to answer it because it may seem very strong to somebody, so it is important that we

know the true facts, but I am interested that we know the really strong arguments, how

o answer them, but after all, they are what really matter, but some of the others may

seem strong to some of those who hold them, so it is vital that we look at them all. A

question? (9 3/4) No, it is Green said that, he said that some critics would say (10)

Green's book was written a long time ago, and there

may have been sme critics then who

but I'm quite sure most of it was settled by 100 B.C. Yes? (10 1/4) They are trying

to establish that the first division was accepted as authoritative at the time of Ezra,

the second nt till a couple of hundred years later, and the third division not until,

aay, 100 B.C. And consequently the book of Daniel which claims to tell about Nebuchad

nezzar in 580 B.C. must be entirely late production or else it would have been accepted

in the second division or would have been put over in the third. I LYiite a few

quotations that deal with that for the book of Daniel. Green has quite a full discussion

on it. I don't think his answers are all right, but (11 1/4)

Now the %7, It is said, that the books could not have been arranged by Ezra,

since some of them were not yet written at that time. William Henry Green gives this

as the first argument, as seeming to him the most important, but to me it seems the

least important, so I put it 7th. Well, the critics say that a lot of the books were not

written, that Daniel wasn't written, till about 160 B.C., and of course that is long after

Ezra. There are quite a few books that the critics say were written long after Ezra,

that we feel were written before Ezra, but we must admit that some of the books were not

written until after the time of Ezra. Was Zechariah written, at the time, or shortly after?

The same with Haggai. Malachi may have been quite a bit later than the time of Ezra.

It is altogether probable that some of them are after the time of Ezra, though we don't

think of them, but a little. So that, to me, this is a very unimportant argument.

Now I hope you all have a clear idea of what the critical theory is, but if you
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don't, please before our test Thursday try to read what Green says about it, and I

think you could get it from his section, a clear idea, very important, on what the

critical theory is. Thenl hope you will have in mind what these arguments are, Don't

spend so much time memorizing them that you neglect earlier things we have spoken of,

have a general idea, it does not have to be the exact wording, but have--I want yew to

examine them now, and I would like you to have an understanding of what we are going

to do in the examination because some of it is very important, particularly the first

one. Now the first --we are going to examine these arguments, still under point C,

we'll look at them now in order. *1, the first one, you remember , Is..,.

O.T.I.35. (1/2)

... that the law is separate first because Moses saw God face to face. There is a type

of inspiration that is superior, Moses saw God face to face, so we have the Law.

Then they say the Prophets were men who had the spirit of prophecy, were the men

who had the spirit of prophecy were called prophets. And the, they say, the writers of

the third division didn't have the sp*M spirit of prophecy but it was the Holy Spirit who

directed them. So that they arm of lower importance than the other two divisions.

Now what does that mean? What is a lower order of inspiration? Well, there

isn't any, because things are either inspired or they're not, either (1 1/4)

there is no order of inspiration and the Jews would agree, I mean the

Orthodox Jew (1 1/2) would say they're all free from error.

They are all equally inspired . Well, the difference then is the way they were given.

One by a man who knew God face to face, one by one who had the spirit of prophecy,

one by one who had the Holy Spirit. Well, they don't believe in (1 3/4)

the way we do, so when they say the Holy Spirit they mean he manifestation of God,

and when they say the spirit of prophedy they mean a manifestation of God;; power, and

there is no scriptural evidence (2)

It is a theory to try to account for the facwhIch doesn't account for them at all. It
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means nothing. No Protestant I know of follows or thinks it is worth anything, and it

is only incidentally mentioned by one of the rabbis, I doubt if most Jews would know

anything about this, but the fact that 4it is given shows that they didn't understand

why they are arranged this way. Tere they are, the facts, here is the Law, here the

Prophets, here the Writings. Why are they arranged this way? Well, thLs was an

attempt to explain it, yet it explains nothing. Merely expresses again, it points in the

direction of the critical view, that it is a historical power, unless you can find some

better explanation for it. Mr. ? (2 3/4) No, this is not an attempt of Jews to

answer the critical theory, this is a statement somwhere in italics, of some Jew who

wondered why are the books arranged this way, why do we have the Law, and the

Prophets, and the Haglographa this way, and he gave (3 1/4)

The Law , written by Moses who saw God face to face. The prophets, wetwrltten by

men who had the spirit of prophecy, and the Hagiographa , they were men who had not

the spirit of prophecy, but they hdd the Holy Spirit. Well, what does it mean? We

don't know any difference between he spirit of prophecy and the Holy Spirit, the Bible

doesn't teach (3 1/2)

I would say the fact that a rabbi found this the best way to answer the problem simply

shows he didn't have an answer, and there was the fact, what (3 3/4)

and the answer to the fact

It is like the case of Russia, where about 100 years ago there was a member of the

royal family who went out in front of the great palace bf the Czar, and there out on the

lawn at a certain place he found a soldier standing at attention, for 8 hours. 8 hours

later they changed the guard and put another soldier there. And 8 hours later another

one, and always , there was never a minute there wasn't a soldier standing guard at

this place. The other soldiers were placed around the palace to protect the Czar and

his family, there was a reason why they would be there to protect the Czar, but why

at this one spot on the lawn would a soldier always stand there at attention? Well,
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this member of the royal family was curious and he asked people and nobody knew.

Why, they said it has always been that way, that is the way it is. That is part of

the directions which have been passed down for centuries, always a guard standing at

this spot. Well, why did a guard stand at that spot? It didn't protect the Czar, didn't

protect anybody. There were plenty of them other places (5)




Well, there was

no reasonable basis, so he came to the conclusion that if there is no logical reason

maybe there -s a historical reason, so he began going through old records, and he found

that 100 years before there was a German woman who married a Czar and when the Czar

died she continued to rule after his death, and she is one of the most famous rulers of

Russia, his Czarina, Catherine , the Czarina of Russia, the widow of a Czar , she ruled

for a number of years, and she was interested in plants and she got a rare shrub from

some other land, and planted it out in her yard and she said I don't want any dog running

that thing cwer, any child playing or fcxling with it, or even a soldier marching through

and destroying it, I want that thing to 1 ye a chance to grow, so she gave very strict

orders a guard must stand right at this spot always, so that nobody can injure that plant,

but she didn't say why, she just gave the order, and the order was written in the

official orders for the guards of the palace and then Catherine died and was buried and

people forgot all about it and more than a cantury later they were still keeping a guard

at that spot and nobody knew why, wl&ethut but the historical reason why It was done

had good sense when it was done but the reason had now passed and there was no longer

any reason, but people were still keeping on doing it that way. But it is thew same

way in this country. We have the electoral power and Mitten lost by maybe a third of

a percent of the vote or something like that, it was hardly noticeable, the number of

votes, a shift of one person in the every area the size of Elkins Park, would have, one

person, would have given the popular vbte the other way. That doesn't mean Nixon

was anywhere near being elected.V Kennedy had the overwhelming mass of the electoral
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power and the reason was because we have our system we call the electoral

college, and the electoral college has ameeting in WTshington, 2 or 3 months after

election and they meet and officially vote and everybody knows the day after election

who was elected but they go through this form, a historical form, there is no reason

f or it. And if Kennedy had had another, I mean if Nixon had, Kennedy still would have

been elected on account of the arrainent of the Electoral College. Why do we do it?

Nobody is anxious to change it, a few people are, but very few, not enough to make

any difference. Why do we do it? We do it because the men who made the contribution

never (7 3/4)




leaders
and they also were men who were in education and didn't think the

common people would know enough to pick a president. So they said, let the common

people elect a man they know in their own state,' somebody they have confidence in,

Lhen let these electors come together and these men that the people have confidence in,

will consider who would make the best president and they will elect him, o they planned

the electoral $ college with these electors representing the different areas, and that

was planned 170 years ago, was estblished in our nation, at the very second election,

they divided into parties and everybody was m for one party or the other and they might

vote for the elector Sam Jones, and William Smith and Henry Brown, when they actually

were voting for John Adams or Thomas Jefferson for President because they knew that is

who this elector would vote for, but we still keep up the Electoral College. There is

absolutely no sense to it, but it is a historical development, and there are many things

like that.

Like the silly fool thing we have of having 12 inches in a foot and 3 feet in a yard.

Because nobody has yet thought of the intelligent thing of having 100 centimeters in a

meter, (9) Napoleon forced that on the continent of Europe, but we still follow the

silly arraggement that just makes things complicated, we are like the English woman

who was in Italy and she says, oh, how confusing things are here in Italy. She says,
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does it take to make a liter, oh yes 100. She says I can't wait to get back

to England where everything is simple , where there is 12 pennies in a shilling and 20

shillings in a pound, and 21 shillings (9 1/2) Well it is a historical

development and we stick to it, unless you get a strong man like Napoleon that forces

you to give the shilling thing and adopt the centimeter, and our crazy spelling system,

it is just a historical development. Well, here we have this arrangement of the book,

is it a historical development reflecting the fact that they were made canonical in three

stages, or is there a reason? Well, that is the problem. The critics say it is a

historical development, it proves the development of the 3 stages,

Well, that argument is one at which we are going to look for wquite a while,

but not going now to look at it for 'quite a whie, just introduce it a little. So we have

noticed what the Jewish explanation is, now what about the Protestants, the orthodox

protestants, what do they do? Well, I am sure that if you looked in any one of the four

conservative books on the su1ject which are upstairs , which I asked everyone to write

out what you found in two of them and turn them in to me at the end of the hour, I am

sure that you found that these four agreed on the answer, and this answer which they

agreed on was followed by some conservatives, I believe, within the last two or three

hundred years, I don't think it was over that, it may be in the last century, I don't know

when it was, but all conservative writers, practically , just followed in line, and the

explanation is, in my opinion, no better than the Jewish explanation. The idea that

you will find there is, the Law was by Moses, that is he foundation, that is the be

ginning, well, that is all right, we have no difficulty about hat. But the second

division, the Prophetical books, are written by men who have the prophetic office,

Isaiah was an official prophet, so was Jeremiah, so was Ezekiel, but they say, the

third division was by men who did not have the prophetic office but had only the

prophetic gift, and Daniel, poor Daniel, while he is one of the greatest prophet , he

had only the prophetic gift he didn't have the prophetic office. Now that is a distinction
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without a difference. But it is given in all these conservative books, and if we can't

find a better answer than that to the critical viewpoint, let's simply say I don't know

and wait for more light, rather than to try to use that sort of an argument. Well,

maybe that's rather extreme language, it would be until we look at it a little bit, but

under this we look at a small a, under this argument in answer to it, small a, under this

interpretation:

a, There was no ancient statement that this was the basis of division.

There is no ancient statement to this effect. You look through the Bible and find me any

place where it says that these books are put here because they hdd the prophetic office.

The others there because they had the prophetic gift. Find me such a thing in the Talmud,

or in any ancient Christian writer, it just doesn't exist, there is no ancient statement

that this is the basis of division. And b:

b, there is no ancient evidence of any such distinction anywhere. Find me any-

where in the Bible any statement of any difference between a prophetic office and a

proth etic gift, it is purely imaginary, despite the fact that these learned scholars give

it as fact. Willia-iHenry Green waxes eloquent, and the others follow in his train,

and actually I think we are far better off to get facts when we can, and if we don't find

facts, admit we don't know. In addition to that, his explanation rests on a multitude

of untrue assumptions. This whole assumption, they say, William Henry Green says

Daniel has a prophetic gift such as no man ever had. He predicted the future, tre

mendously gifted, but they say, as for a prophetic office, like Jeremiah going among

the people and their problems, and Daniel never did that. That is ridiculous.

What proof is there Daniel never did that. It is fantastic. And if you're going to say

that anyway, here is Jeremiah, in the Prophets, you've got Lamentations in the Writings.

And they're both...
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... but I won't mention that yet, but the ones for

is not due until towards , well along in next month, don't have the exact date here,

... I'll tell you the natue of it now in case you want to start getting nterial for it.

The paper is similar to one you've already given me, it is on this question: What does

the 0. T. claim for itself? Does the 0. T. claim to be a book simply of human wisdom

or does it claim to be a book that God quotes, does it ever say "thus saith the Lorc?

Does it ever say you are to be judged by what you do in relation to these things, or

been judged by what you did in relation to something that was supposed to come

from the Lord. Our last paper was on, What does the N, T. think of the 0. T.? This

one is: What Does the 0. T. Claim for Itself? There is an abundance of material on

the subject, I can recommend 39 good books as sources for the subject, but you, of

course, won't have to read all of them to find what you are looking for. Don't simply

copy from any discussion anywhere, there is only one who did that in the last paper.

It was a very good discussion but it wasn't what we wanted, we wanted your own dis

cussion in that. Your own study of these passages (2 3/4)

not the answer to the problem.

The other shorter assignment will be mentioned later on when we come to the

question. Incidentally, this shorter assignment was due next--let's see, next Tuesday

is the day of Prayer. . . (3 1/4)

Well, we go on with our lecture then, we have started our discussion with IV,

The Critical Theory of the Canon of the 0. T. And we noticed first what it is, that the

theory that is contained in so many books today is the theory that the Jews

decided to accept the book of Deut. as an authoritative canon, and then that later they

decided to accept the whole Pentateuch as an authority, then that they added a second

canon which was the canon of the Prophets, and is the 2nd divithon of the Hebrew

0. T. And that later on they added a third canon, the so-called sacred writings,

which we have in the 3rd division of the Hebrew Bible, and I have asked you to memorize
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the books in these divisions very carefully so you know exactly what the books are

which the Jews have Inthe Hebrew Bible in each of these divisions. Now we listed

the arguments for the critical theory, found in the critical books. We examined,

mentioned seven such theories, that was capital C, and then I told you last time that

I was going to go straight on in C, discussing these theories, and I think you could

mate a slight change in your notes there tqinake them a little clearer, by calling it

D Brief Examination of the First Argument The First Argument, as you remember, is:

that the critics say that there is no reasonable explanation of how these books get

into this arrangement, in which they are found in all Hebrew Bibles, except this idea

staqes
that there were three distinct of canonization. Now we of course don't believe

that at all. We believe that God made the books authoritative., that the books were

canonical when written because they came from the Holy Spirit of God, that is our

belief about it, but the critics say, how then would they get arranged in these three

divisions , in which you find them in all Hebrew Bibles and Hebrew manuscripts? So

D is a Brief Examination of the first argument, and last time we looked at *1 under that,

the Jewish explanation, and we noticed that during the Middle Ages the Jews pondered

over this. Why should we have these particular books in the 2nd division which we

call The Prophets, and these other books in the,Ø' 3rd division which we call The

Writings? And the Jewish Rabbis said they represent three different stages, types of

inspiration. First are the books of Moses, who saw God face to face. Second are the

books ofthe men who had the spirit of prophecy, and third are the men who only had the

Holy Spirit, not the spirit of prophecy. But yet the Orthodox Jews held that all the three

divisions were God's Word, inspired and free fronérror. Well, if that is the case,

there is not much meaning in this distinction. Nowhere does the O.T.y anything to

suggest that h4re are two different spirits, one the spirit of prophecy and one the

Holy Spirit. It is an attempted explanation by the rabbis which simply shows they did

not understand why the books were arranged this way. There was an old tradition which
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they passed on and which they hold, but they didn't understand why, so that is an

evidence in favor of the critical interpretation, that it is a historical process, it came

to be this way because there were three stages of canonization. Now in examining this

argument further we look at 4t2 the Usual Conservative Explanation And we notice

that the usual conservative explanation is that the books were arranged by Ezra in this

way, according to a definite plan. And this plan is that you have the books of Moses

first, the foundation. That's no problem , the first division. But that the second division

is those books who had a prophetic office , and the third division men who had only a

prpphetic gift, not a prophetic office. Now .hat is the explanation we found in the four

conservative books which I had you consult in this matter. It is found in the William

Henry Green, it is found in Unger's book, it is found in Edward J. Young's book, it is

found in Raven, Intro. tD the 0. T. All of course present this view, that they were

according hd the proQhetic Qffice,
arranged4o a definite plan because the writers of the 2nd c1ivis].oryg, while the

writers of the 3rd division had only the prophetic gift but not the prophetic office.

Now this explanation is contained iihese books and as long as we don't have much

argument about this in our churches at present, it is very easy for most people to

simply ignore the matter and if somebody is bothered about it, look in one of these

standard conservative books and see what he says, and here is an explanation.

Well, we cannot tell when this matter of the canon may come to be a matter

of tremendous importance, we may one of these days suddenly find ourselves right in

the middle of a tremendous amount of discussion of the problem, how does it come we

have these books in the 0. T., do we have the right ones? Should we, as Brunner says,

consider that the church put the books in the Bible, the church can take some out if it

wants. Should we like Brunner question whether the gospel of John belongs in the Bible,

whether Revelation belongs, whether Esther belongs, whether certain other books belong?

Or is it something that man didn't arrange, but God gave us, and therefore it is a dii'ine

thing, these books of the Bible, and ) man cannot take them out, man did not put them

1
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in but God did. Well if that discussion someday becomes a tremendous discussion in

our Christian world, as it may very well happen, then let our people who know little

about his sib ject go to a conservative book and look for an answer, will the answer

which they find there be one that is satisfactory, or will we then have to try to find a

different answer? I personally am convinced that this answer which we find in our

conservative books is extremely unsatisfactory. And I watit to dive you the reason

why I think so. The--so I will call 4I3 Objection to t1 explanation And last time I

gave you the first two of these objections.

The first of these that I gave you was the fact that we do not have, this is small

a We do not have any ancient statement anywhere which says that the books were

arranged/to men who had the prophetic office and those who had the prophetic gift.

It is purely an idea of modern times. There is no ancient statement to that effect of the

books. Now if Ezra did it this way, he might not have left us a statement as to how he

did it, but yet it raises a question about whether our interpretation is correct, the fact

that he did not leave us any such statement. There is no ancient statement that this

is the basis of the arrangement, but small b, In addition to that, even more important

than that, b There is no ancient statement anywhere that there is any such thing as a

,çiifference between a prophetic office and a prophetic gift No such statement in any

ancient book, not in the Bible anywhere, in the Talmud, in any ancient Christian writing,

that there is a difference between the prophetic office and the prophetic gift, it is purely

a modern attempt to answer this critical argument, by finding an explanation, and that is

fine if you find one that wcrks, but I don't think this one does, but the fact that it is

purely a modern idea, that there is no ancient statement of such a difference is to my

mind a rather important objection to the theory. Now small c:

c. The suqqested explanation rests on a multitude of unproved assumptions.

William Henry Green staes that the prophetic office was the office of ge4ng about among
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the people and looking after their spiritual welfare and giving them the Word of God

in reference to their need, while he prophetic gift was simply the ability to give the

Word of God as God would give it to you and it did not imply this similar interest in

the welfare of your own people. He tried to explain the fact that Daniel is in the Writ

ings, not in the Prophets, by saying Daniel didn't take an interest in the spiritual welfare

of his own people, he was not like Jeremiah and Isaiah who were going about among them

presenting the Word of God to them, he simply gave a wonderful vision to the future,

tremendously valuable for us, but not the same as the prophetic office, tbw this rests

on a multitude of unproved assumptions, I think an outstanding one is Joshua. Accord

ing to Joshua, it is the first of the books of the 2nd ptage of the Hebrew Bible, that is

called The Prophets. Now who wrote the book of Joshua? It is usually considered that

it was written by Joshua. What reason do you have to say Johhua had the prophetic

office? Joshua the military leader, the great director of God's people in their

activities, it is true that at the end of his life he said, Choose ye this day whom ye

will serve, but as for me and my house we will serve the Lord. Joshua was a loyal

servant of the Lord, but to say that Joshua had a prophetic office in a sense in which

Daniel didn't have, is an utterly unproved assumption. The same is true of judges.

We don't even know who wrote the book of judges. What right 1 do we have that the

author of the book of judges was the man with this prophetic office and the author of

the book of Ezra

O.T.I. 37. (1/2)

.against the Assyrian Empire which had so oppressed Israel ard which God was going

to destroy, there is not a word in the book of Nahum to show that sort of an lit erest

in the hearts and lives of his fellow Israelites, such as Isaiah and Jeremiah are so full

of, surely bn this position Nahum should have been put in the Hagiographa, in the

sacred Writings. Daniel on the other hard shows much interest in the welfare of his

people, praying, and confessing their sins to God, calling upon God to fulfill Ms
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promises and take them back to their land. The theory, as you can tell in many other

cases, rests on a multitude of untrue assumptions. Psalms and Proverbs are interested

in the lives of the people in bringing them to loyalty tot he Lord. Psalms is a wonderful

expression of the relation of the people to God, surely Whoever wrote that had the

prophetic office if there is such a thing, as different from the prophetic gift.

So the suggested explanation rests upon a multitude of unproved assumptions.

d, The suggested explanation is absurd as far as Daniel is concerned. If anyone ever

was a true prophet, it was Daniel. And if anyone ever had a true prophetic office, it was

Daniel. Daniel who prayed for his people as he did in Daniel 9. Daniel who did l so

mubh to help his people through the Babylonian captivity, Daniel to whom God gave such

marvelous visions of the way He was gog to deal with the people in the future Daniel

who had that picture of the 70 weeks, the future development of the life of Israel, leading

right up to the coming of the wonderful Messiah, it says that he doesn't have any prophetic

office, only a prophetic gift. The suggested explanation is absurd as far as Daniel is

concerned. Some of these other books, we can say it rests on unproven assumption,

but in the case of Daniel we can certainly say it is absurd. And then small e:

e, The suggested explanation completely breaks down when Lamentations is con-

sidered. These four excellent conservative books to which I have referred, excellent

in many ways, but following a tradition developed within the last two or three centuries

on this point, are in an absolutely untenable position when they try to explain the

arraggement of the Habrew books in the Hebrew Bible, on this assumption which is so

common among conservative scholars today when they deal with Lamentations. Because

what they say is the books are arranged according to he character of their writing.

the_secondThe books of men who have the prophetic tt otten are in &&& division which the

Hebrews called The Prophets. The books of men who have only the prophetic gift, not

the prophetic office, are in the 3d division which they called, the Hebrews called, the

Wrltingg, the Sacred Atritlngs. Well, look in your Hebrew Bible and you find Jeremiah
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is given among the Prophets, and Lamentations is given among the Sacred Writings.

And so far as I know there is no one, certainly no conservative, who questions for a

second that Jeremiah is the author of Lamentations, so if you have two books by Lhe

same author, one in the 2nd division and one ' in the 3rd, it makes it fantastic to say

that they are arranged according to the character of their author. So that the theory which

in all conservative introduction to the 0. T. that I know of, the theory utterly

breaks down on this point of Lamentations.

Now you might say why should you take our time disproving something that

great conservative teachers accept, why should you? We should because what we are

interested in is not in as sing on traditions but in finding what truth is, and what we

are interested in is in preparing not merely for thIs year or next year but if our Lord

tarries, it might be five or ten or twetity years from now that our whole Christian world

would be torn by a discussion of this matter. And if there is a conservative explanation

w hich simply won't stand up, it is better for us to explore it than to leave it for the

Liberals to explode it and to think that thereby they have proven that the Bible is

officially (5 1/4) and not God's Word as truth. We want to see what the

real truth is on this matter, and a good way to do it is to first clear away the false

theories.

Now he assignment which I was going to give you for next Monday because I forgot

that many of you don't have class next Monday was to take these four books which I

assigned you a little back to see what their discussion of these critical theories is, to

take these four books and look at the two now that you didn't look at then, each one of you

I said any Ø two out of the four, then. Now, look at the other two that you didn't look

at then, and look at it in order to see wFa t their answer is to these questions that I have

raised about it. These five objections to the theory. Now you may find this under dis

cussion of the critical theories of the canon, you will more likely find it under discussion

of the arrangement of the books, the 3-fold arrangement. But see what the two books
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that you didn't look at before, what they say about these particular questions I have

raised, what do they say about, if anything, about Joshua, about (6 1/2)

more particularly , what fr'do they say about Daniel? And most particularly of all,

what do they say about canonization? Now if you should find that when you look at two

books one of them didn't say anything about one or two of these most important things,

then look in a third one, so you'll be sure that you have a definite answer. Now you

shouldn't have to take more than half an hour on this, three-quarters at the very most.

Next Monday we don't have a class and Tuesday is the day of Prayer and I don't want

to have the assignment run over the Day of rayer. I think it wouldn't hurt to have you

turn it in Monday, even if we don't have a class. I don't want you to be tempted to

study this on Day of Prayer, Tuesday, so turn it into the office Monday. (7 1/2)

and if you don't get it in by that time I will deduct a little from your grade for being late,

but not any more if it is 2 weeks later than if it is just a day later. In other words, I

don't want you to be tempd to work on it on the Day of Prayer, .. .(7 3/4) I want you to

see what they do about this and what they do particularly about Lamentations will prove

later or)'In our discussions to be of tremendous importance, so I want you to have it well

in mind.

Now this conservative interpretation then on this point is not satisfactory for these

reasons. Now 44, The Importance of Seekirg a Satisfactory Explanation for the Arrange

ment. I believe that there is a satisfactory explanation, an explanation which explains

the fact and does remove the argument that there is no explanation for this and therefore

the critical theory is the best explanation, which, after all, makes the book of human

origen, rather than of divine origen. It is important to find that and we are going to devote

a certain amount of time to doing it. But before we do we're going to go on E:

E Brief Examination of the Other Arguments
/ Now under this, *1: r I

l, Note the Lack of sitive Evidence for the Theory. The critics say that in it is thatTh A
they canonized the book of Deut. in the time of Josiah. Now I personally don't believe
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it was the book of Deut. but the whole entateuch, Wi1ch Josiah declared his determin

ation to follow. But we've aireddy noticed that if you look at 2 Kings 22 you do not

find there that the Jewish people took a book and said we will make this authoritative.

Josiah said great ath has come upon our nation because we have not beeifollowing

this word of God, and they covenanted to follow it in the future, in other words, there

is nothing in 2 Kings 22 to suggest that they were doing something new , establishing

an authoritative canon. They were recognizing a book as books already authoritative

from God, books that they evidently considered that they had had a long time. Then

what the critics say is the canonization of the first part of the O.T., the Law in the days

of Exra, they say, there we have in Neh.8 the account of the first stage in canonization,

the acceptance of these books to be the authority for the nation, to be their canon. But

if you read Neh.8 you find that the people said, to Ezra, read the word of God to us, and

they gathered together to hear him and he read the Pentateuch aloud to them and they

stood and listened and dec lared they would follow it, but there is no suggestion that

they were taking a new step, they considered themselves to be doing what the nation

had been supposed to be doing all along, and recognizing what was already authoritative

for them. So when the critics say here is a historical account of the first stage of the

canon, the only way you can get the first stage out of it is to completely change your

interpretation from what the words actually say. And when it comes to the 2nd stage of

the canonization, that at about 200 B.C. or so they decided to add a 2nd stage, and

add the prophetic books, there is absolutely no historical evidence of such a thing, there

is no ancient statement anywhere that says that the Jews added books to the Canon,

added a 2nd section, it is purely based on circumstantial evidence, the arrangement of

the i'oF
H

hBibeos not prove it is false, there is many a thing that has to be

proven by circumstantial evidence. If we all were to leave this room except Mr. Pryce

and myself, the rest of you all were to leave the room and you were out in the hall, and

suddenly you heard a shriek and you came in here and saw me lying dead on the floor,
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and Mr. Pryce climbing out the window, you would immediatd y risk the conclusioti

that Mr. Pryce had for some reason been angry at me and shown it in rather strong fash

ion. No one would have seen him do it. You would have no direct observation, but you

would have circumstantial evidence, you would have my position and his posttion,

Well, we have the arrangemant of the Hebrew Bible, it is circumstantial evidence.

Circumstantial evidence is often very strong evidence, sometimes it is very weak evi

dence, we have to examine carefully to see. Sometimes it is even better than observa

tion because you can be deceived. If we had a historical statement from ancient times,

that statement might be incorrect. Somebody might have been mistaken who wrote it.

There is always a certain amount of possibility of error. But yet the fact that we have

no such hLstorical statement is a strong argument against the theory. So the lack of

sa ge
any definite true evidence, in the first Hve the lack of any historical evidence at all

stage; h.storical
in the second p; and the lack of any/evidence at all in the third stage, is a strong

point against it. Now the critics used to say, the Council of Jamre in 90 A.D., many

of them said, that was the 3rd stage, that was when the sacred writings were put in the

4 X9(13 1/2)canon, but investigation has led I think, also, long before't-hils time, to the kT=Of=

that the 3rd stage must have been completed by 100 B.C., that there is too much evidence

at the time of Christ, that the canon is definite, to think that the /4' 3rd stage was open

until the Council of Jamre in 90 A.D. Well, 4F2, then...

O.T.I.38. (3/4)

.we have just noticed again that that is a misunderstanding

of what is found in 2 Kings 22, and in Neh.8. That argument simply does not stand.

And you know I find it is amazing how often when somebody has a difficulty with the

Bible, how can you explain this that the Bible says, look at this contradiction in the

Bible. Look at this problem in the Bible. When people come to me with something like

that I have a definite view on this. Don't immediately start to answer them, ask to

see the passage, look at the passage, and you will find that half or two-thirds of the
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difficulties people raise with the Bible disappear immediately upon careful examination

of the passage, because a great number of them are based on superficial or hasty reason

ing, or even more likely, on hearing what somebody else said, which they heard from

somebody else. Always look at the facts and the evidence before you start to argue.

And in this case if you look at the facts of the evidence, you find that this argument

which you w. 11 find in all liberal books which say anything about the origen of the canon

of the O.T., this argument rests upon complete misunderstanding of what the statements

are in 2 Kings 22 and in Neh.8.

43 The Third Argument You remember, it is stated this way. It is said that

the fact that the Samaritans accept only the Law proves that none of the other books were

considered canonical in the time of Nehemiah. The critics say, when Nehemiah drove

this man out of the temple, this Samaritan out who had established himself in the Temple,

that this man took with him a copy of the Law, and they say, that if there had been more

to the sacred book than that he certainly would have taken the rest, and therefore, the

fact that today the 200 or 300 Samaritans who still survive there in Palestine, accept

only the Law , that is proof that the other books were not yet canonical in the day of

Nehemiah. But I submit to you that it doesn't prove that at all. This Samaritan who

was driven out of the Temple by Nehemiah, just how much did he know or care, about

what the Jews actually believed. And when he was driven out, as Nehemiah says, I

drove him out, how much time do you think he had to think definitely, just what are the

Jews books the Jews consider as authoritative in order that I may take all of them with me

up to Samaria. It would be a11'ogether possible, that what he grabbed to take with him

in a hurry/, uW1 a difiing in a hurry under those circumstances. They claim

where the
this is wRt= Samaritans got their Pentateuch, but that is not what the Bible says.

The Bible says that after the northern kingdom was conquered and foreign peoples were

brought in there to occupy the land by the King of Assyria, that the population was so

decreased that lions and wild animals began actually coming to the towns and do damage,



O.T.I. 38. (4) 183.

and that the people complained about this injury and they said it is because they don't

know the Law of the God of the land, so that the King of Assyria ordered that they come

to Jerusalem and ask for the priest to teach them the way of the God of the land, and

then 2 Kings says that this priest went up and taught them about the Lord and that they

then served the Lord and also erved the heathen gods. Now according tothe Bible then

they had some knowledge of the way of the Lord two or three hundred years before the

time when Nehemiah drove this man out, and yet how much they knew is rather problem

atic, but under the circumstances they belonged to Assyria, Judah was a distinct country

from them, they got a priest to come up and teach them, they did not 1who1ly decide

to follow the Lord but they tried to unite His worship with the whrship of the other gods,

we just don't know how the Samaritans got the foundation of their religion. They do have

the Law, they have whet they call the book of Joshua which is quite different from the

book of Joshua in the Bible, but their 'entateuch is almost identical, they have n otherØ'

parts of the O.T., but it does not prove the critical th ry of the 3-fold stage develop

ment of the Canon. So I think this argument from the Samaritans is one we can lay

aside as not particularly important. We know too little about it for it to be a teal evi-

their assumption
dence and certainly e iu umc that it went in the time of Nehenuah and therefore

proof that the 2nd stage hadn't yet been adopted is without any foundation. We So we

don't need to bother particularly about the 3rd argument except to see what the facts

were. Now the 4th argument of the critics is: that the fact that the synagogue lessons

read in the Sabbath service are all taken from the 2nd division and none of them from the

3td division of the Bible proves that whenthe synagogue lessons were made they did not

accept the 3rd division. Now that is an argument which at first sight sounds very strong,

but when you think about it a minute, you will immediately notice certain reasons why

it isn't very strong. For one thing we don't know when these Synagogue lessons were

selected. We don't know that, there is no statement when they were. We do know that

the N' Jews have the custom of reading from the Law in their Synagogue services on the
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Sabbath, going straight through the Law, and then that they read sections from the 2nd

division, from the Prophetical books, skipping around those sections, they are selected

to fit with the selections they read from the Law. That is, you read a selection from the

Law and then something that illustrates that point, related to that, from any part of)itie

Prophetical books , may be the reading for that particular Sabbath. Now that is their

custom, but does that show that they thought that the 2nd division was more sacred than

the 3rd? Well, they don't read from the 3rd division in their Sabbath services, right,

but they do read from the 3rd divisior'rheir daily service. They read the Psalms in their

daily service, do they think these others are more sacred than the Pealms? They read

the Megaloth, as we noticed, on their special festivals, the books of Ruth, and Lamenta

tions, and Esther, Song of Solomon, these five Megaloi, which they read at their spel

festivals which occur five times a year. Do they think they are any less sacred than the

redtlings they they read in the ordinary Sabbath service? We will look a little more at

these facts later under another head. At this point we merely say that this is certainly

not a strong proof of the critical theory of the arrangement of 3-fold division, the critical

theory of the canon.

Now the 5th argument that I s found in the critical books is: it is said that the

use of the term Law and Law and Prophets for the O.T. show that there was a time when

only the Law was accepted and then that there was a time when only the Law nd the

Prophets had been canonized. Now this argument, as we have noticed already, is one

which is not particularly strong. It is a natural tendency to name things after the first

part, and today the Jews speak of the O.T. as the Tenach, a word which combines the

first letter of Torah (Law) to the (8 3/4)

the Tenach is just simply the first three letters, they speak of it as the three divisions,

but it is particularly among the Jews a frequent habit to name a thing after its begirang,

for instance, they call the book of Exodus "Names" because it starts with the names of

the men who came down through Egypt with (9 1/4)
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Now you might say "Beginnings" is a good description of Genesis, but "Names" Is no

description of Exodus whatever. It is simply the first word of the book. It is a common

custom among them to name a book by its first word. Now rather than always speaking of

The Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, it would be quite natural to speak of the whole

thing as the Law, and indeed it all is the Law, anyway, it is all the Law. And

it would be quite natural to speak of the Law as Law and Prophets, and anyway it all is

Law and Prophets, because it is either Moses Law or it is written by the Prophets that

came after Moses. Anyone who was a spokesman for God is thereby a prophet, because

that is what a prophet is, and therefore all the writers of the O.T. are prophets, in the

true sense, so Law and Prophets is a perfectly valid title for the whole, and so this

argument does not really add anything to speak of to the critical argument for the three

stages. Yes, Miss Plckett? (10 1/4) Well, I meant it for a rhetorical question, I don't

know as we would have evidence whether they did or not, but what I meant to say was,

if they thought the 2nd division was more sacred than the 3rd, why ln these five

great festivals would they read from the 3rd section? Are not the five great festivals

just as sacred as anything in the whole year? I meant it as a rhetorical question. This

5th argument then is not one of the stronger arguments of the critics.

Now the 6th argument is one which used to be quite a strong argument. The 6th

argument as we noticed was: it is said that the dispute of the 1st and 2nd centuries gives

proof that there was still uncertainty about some of the books of the 3rd division. And I

read you one or two of the evidences of these disputes. Now these disputes used to seem

like a rather strong argument. They used to seem like a strong argument because it was

thought by some that the COUnCIl of Jmre in 90 A.D. was the time when the 3rd 3et of

books Nas addod to the canon, 'but now t1:; prett;' th'. OUj: given. , just about

all schca: belie-L! tii: it was 206 yea:'J r wh that t was about 100 B.C,

becau the evd:c .1 concusi' to thini.: thi was ..:.I under . abcuJ,

it. We ha'7t. 1u' stat.'L_n': v1ch speak: all Jew: from the:
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very birth would consider these books as the commands of God and no Jew would

ever add anything to them or take anything from them. Josephus, to write a statement

like that, to defend the Jews against the anti-Semitic attacks in the Roman Empire,

at about 93 A.D., knowing all the time that about 3 years before the last third of the

Bible had been added to it would put him in such a ridiculous position that nobody is

quite ready to consider him quite stupid enough to do a foolish thing like that. Somebody

might make a stilly statement in a private letter without thinking, but in a book that

Josephus wrote to be disseminated throggh the whole Roman Emjire Empire, in defending

the Jews against anti-Semitic attacks, to make a statement that all Jews from their

very birth consider these as the commands of God and no one would add or take anything

from them when a third of them had been added only 3 years before, is just utterly fan

tastic, and so I believe all critical scholars who study into L.his at all, who haven't

just perhaps parroted what they read in some other book but all who have actually studied

it, would agree that it was perhaps 100 B.C. when the 3rd stage was settled . Now

if it was 100 B.C. the dispute found in the Talmud , written down in maybe the 3.4'rd or

4th century A.D. and claiming to tell about rabbis in the first and second centuries,

don't tell a great deal about Lhe adding of the 3rd stage as early as 100 B.C. And so

that leads us quite naturally to notice certain considerations about the 6th argument,

so under that I have five points I would like tç,nention. The first of these, small a:

a Know the nature of the evidences regarding these disputes..

O.T.*. 39 (3/4)

... and in these disputes they asked the question, should this book be hidden, in

other words put out of sight, not kept among the books we use, should it be hidden

because after all, the book of Esther doesn't contain the name of God , should it be

hidden. Or they say, does this book defile the hands, in other words, after they used

this boi of sacred scripture, they were supposed to wash their hands, and so they

say does this book defile the hands by which they mean, is it a sacred book? And
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the answer is some rabbi explained the difficulty and proved that it does. Let me read

you again perhaps one or two that I didn't read to you last time. Here is a statement

According to Rabbi Judas, Samuel said, Esther does not efi1e the hands. Are we to

say then that in the opinion of Rabbi Samuel , Esther was not spoken by the influence

of the Holy Spirit, it was spoken to be read, not spoken to be written. Rabbi Simeon

says, Ruth, Song of Solomon, Esther defile the hand In opposition to Simeon, Samuel

agrees with Joshua that Esther was only intended to be read, not to be written.(2) How

wasn't written?
would you read it it it/ I don't know. According to Rabbi Simeon

said Ecclesiastes does not defile the hands because it is Solomon's

own wisdom. He was answered (2 1/4), is Ecclesiastes the only thing that Solomon

spake, does not the Scripture say he spake 3000 proverbs, yet this Solomon says, Prov.

36, add not to his word. What is the force of this truth? You might think (2 1/2)

but this idea is contradicted by "add not to his word." And I read you one or two last

time about some of these books showing how the book of Ezekiel, the book of Ecclesiaste

the book d Esther, certainly these books, these rabbis engaged in these heated dis

cussions of whether they were canonical or not. Well, A was note the nature of the

evidence, it is nct contemporary, it is later evidence, and consists of these rather

difficult to understand statements about what the rabbi said. But notice this, b is

very important, small b, This evidence says nothing of cact of canonization of the

writing With all these quotes, this rabbi said this and this rabbi said that, thd this

said the other, it is rather strange there is no reference to the establishment of the 3rd

division, to the decision to add it if anything like that. There is no such thing in al y

of these evidences about these divisions. And then small C:

c, There is no evidence of any discussion of putting something into the canon,

but only of dropping something out There is no evidence in these sputes of any book

being mentioned that isn't in our Bible and saying , does this defile the hands? Should
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this be considered as a canonical book, no evidence of any kind. It is only the dis

cussion of books that we have in the Bible. Does this book defile the hands, should

this book be withdrawn? That's the full situation. Then d:

d, There is no evidence that any book ever was dropped out That is to say,17

as Buhi points out, one of the critical writers who has written a book on canon and text

of the O.T., that is very good, Buhi, from the critical viewpoint. Buhl says, as you

read these disputes it is plain that there was no real effort to make a change in what

was in the Bible. The dispute assumed a fixed canon, and they were simply arguing

in order to have an understanding of what they held. In other words, after the de

struction of Jerusalem, when they no longer had their temple, they were trying to

crystallize the feeling of the people around, holdiijg to their views and their teaching,

even without a national center, and under those circumstances they examined all their

views in order to see how to defend them. And someone says how can we believe that

Esther is a part of the Bible, it doesn't even mention the name of God. And someone hays

how can we believe Ecclesiastes is a part of the Bible, it o ntains much wisdom of man

under the sun. How can we believe Ezekiel is a part of the Bible, it contains statements

about the Law which don't seem to fit with oth4rs that we have elsewhere. How can

we believe these things? Should these books be withdrawn? And the answer always is

that some rabbl$' is to be remembered for good, because he eee 6howed how the true

situation was and that they didn't need to withdraw the books. In other words, they

were simply trying to find arguments to sustain the position they held, 'Which was that

these books are divine books, they were not discussing adding any books or taking any

away, the is never even a suggestion oft adding any. The only discussion was of

taking books away and this was never done. Should we not withdraw y6 this book, it

doesn't belong in the Bible, does it? And then they brought the rabbi so much (6 1/4)

in other words they brought him light so that he could see properly in the

dark hours, and he explained it to them and settled it. And that was the nature
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of the dispute. There is no evidence any book was ever dropped out, there is no evidence

that they were really discussing to make a change but simply how to defend what the

sittion was. Then e "These disputes were not confined to the 3rd division.

Now this is extremely important, these disputes were not confined to the 3rd div.,

but included two books of the 2nd division, and one of these was perhaps the most hotly

disputed of all These disputes were not confined to the 3rd division but . . .(repetition).

As an evidence for the critical theory the dispute of the 1st and 2nd centuries simply

don't hold water, because if it was an evidence as some of the critical books say , that

the 3rd division wasn't considered as quite definite and certain e t, and therefore they

argued about some of he books of the 3rd division, actually two of the books ti-a t are

mentioned as prominently as any are Ezeki and Jonah. And particularly Ezekiel, one

of the most hotly discussed books in all the discussions. And Ezekiel and Jonah are

from the 2nd division and so if they showed anything, they would show that there was

uncertainty about different sections, they wouldn't show that the 2nd division had been

established and the 3rd had just become established, and still considered not quite

definite. So this argument on the dispute of the 1st and 2nd centuries is one which

appears, at first sight, as quite strong, but when you examine the facts, it is seen nct

to be much bf a support for the critical theory. That was %6, #7 is the Seventh Argument

And the 7th Argument is , it is said that the books could not have been arranged

by Ezra since some of them were not yet written at that time. -i-4 Well, of course,

the critics hold that many of the psalms were written 300 years after Ezra, 400 years after

The critics hold that Daniel was written 400 years after Ezra. They hold that many of

these books were written long after Ezra. We do not hold that. But we do hold that there

are some books which may have been written a little after Ezra. Was not N ehemiah

written a little after Ezra's time? Was not Zechariah, --Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi

--were they nlrt written a little afta Ezra' s time? Are we sure Chronicles was written

when Ezra was living? We don't know. From the viewpoint of the Convervative--
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usual conservative answer that they are arranged by Ezra according to a definite$

s'stem, according to a prophetic office and a prophetic gift, this may be a strong an

the critics find to answer that. But I don't believe that is the correct way to answer

the problem of the critical view. From my viewpoint God made the books canonical

whenever they were written. And while Josephus says that they were written up to about

the time of Artaxerxes and that is our general belief that ,within a few years after

Ezra's time, anyway, they were settled, whether Ezra collected them or not,= there is

very little evidence. Ezra was tremendously interested in the Law, yes, Ezra was a

great spokesman for God, but did Ez make the arrangement into the 3-fold division?

Your usual conservative view assumes that he did. I think it is an assumptlai without

critical
proof. So unless that is going to be our answer this 7th mitbi a& argument does not-

is not of any great importance, it does not carry a great deal of weight, unless that is

going to be our answer. Then F:

F, Conclusion of our Preliminary Examination. I would say that we have looked

at 7 critical arguments and of these 7 critical argumert s, 6 of them have varying

strength but none of them any great strength as far as supporting their theory of the

3-stage development of the canon theory. These six arguments, some of them can be

completely eradicated, one or two leave something to be looked at a bit further, but

they are very, very far short of probing a great deal. But the first one, what I list

as the first--Wm. Henry Green lists it as second, but I think it is by far the most

important so I have put it first, is a verystronga-rgument. How did the books get into

this arrangement that they have in the Hebrew Bible? We can trace that artangement

back through many centuries. How did they get into that arrangement? I do not see

any logical reason by which some man put them into that raggement, the arrangement

of the SeptuaInt is a logical arrangement which is followed in our English Bible, the

Law , then the Historical books, then the Poetic , then the Prophetic. It is a logical

arrangement. So is our N. T., it is arranged logically. Gospels, historical books,
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letters, apocalypse, a logical arrangement, but the arrangement in the Hebrew Bible is

not a logical arrangement, unless you adopt the theory of prophetic office and prophetic

gift, which doesn't work after all. What they, 11w then did they get into this arrange

ment? Well, if it is not a logical arrangement, it must be a historical arrangement, but

is it the historical development that the critics say? The development according to the

stages of canonization, or is there some other reasonable explanation of how the books

got into this arrangement? We make that our next head but I won't start it until next time.
(12 1/2)




.our second largest paper will be due this month on the 21st, Nov.

It is a paper which is to tell what the 0. T. claims for itself, and as I told you, I can

recommend 39 ood books on the subject. I don't think you'll have time to read all 39,

you'll probably need help from concordances and other things, but you may remember a

good many places to look for information on it, what does the 0.T. claim for itself. If

you find somewhere it says, thus says the Lord, or, The Lord spoke through the prophet,

or something, that is surely the claim that that has come from God, and if you find in

Nehemlah 8 that they wanted to hear the Lord, and he read to them from the Pentateuch,

that is a claim about the Pentateuch, made to Neherniah. So gather your material, anc1

it might be that you could find somewhere in a book somewhere a statement that would

be better than something you could prepare. I don't know where you could, but maybe you

will, if you look for it, but I think you'd better spend your time looking in he Bible, be=

cause what you do yourself, even if someone could do a better job, will do you more

good than something you just take at second hand from someone else. I'm interested in

what you find that the 0. T. claims for itself.

0.T.I.40. (3/4)

... 1 want you to have peace of mind on the Day of Prayer, not be thinking of stdying

your assignment, so, though we have no class next Tuesday, this assignment is due

Monday, should be turned into the office by 4.30 Monday afternoon, to me. And if it is

turned by that time it is fine, if it is later, I'll have to deduct something but I will not
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deduct any more if it a week than if it is a day late, so there won't be any urgency on

you for the Day of Prayer. Now this small assignemati. . . (about previous assignment)

(3 1/4)... now we finished our preliminary discussion of the critical theory and are going

to go on to V1 and I hesitated whether to call it V or G and keep under the same head,

but since there is a good deal to say about it I think I '11 call it V:

V, Order of the books in the Hebrew Bible. Because, as you see, this is a very

vital matter in connection wlththe problem did men canonize the books as they gathered

them together three times and said we'll make these authoritative, or is there some

other explanation for their order in the Hebrew Bible? And under this I will give you

as capital A, a statement which strangely is overlooked in practically every book on

the subject. This statement is ve have no right to assume,without evidence, that

a fixed arrangement was necessarily maintained frothe earliest times. It would be

very easy for us to do that, but it is quite distressing when we find a first-class writer

and good scholars overlooking something that is perfectly obvious. Now, for instance,

you were to read a book by a first-css archeologist and he were to tell you that we

know that Nineveh fell in 612 B.C., because we found a ea4 claim in the ruins that

had that date on it, well you would immediately know that that man's mind slipped a

cog when he wrote that, because the dating by B.C.gdid not even start until 500 A.D.

You would know that he overlooked something vital, but if you were to hear the statement

that George Washington once addressed the students at Johns Hopkins University, you

might not quite so quickly conclude that that was a ridiculous statement unless you

lived in Baltimore and knew that Johns Hopkins was a wealthy man in Baltimore of less

than 100 years ago, who gave his money to found a univesity, so George Washington

could not possibly käve spoken in a univer. ty that was founded 75 years after his

death. He could have spoken in Harvard University of course but if you were to give a

list of 100 schools in the country at which Washington might have spoken you probably

would find it difficult to know which ones might be before that time, and which after.
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It is very easy for us to assume that what we are accustomed to has always been. We

think of the world as found, we just take it for granted as round, we have been raised

from earliest childhood to think of it as round, but 600 years ago practically everybody

thought of it as flat. The h ole concept was different from ours. And great changes

take place in people' s attitudes on particular things. We e think the English are

rather stupid in having a monetary system which does not divide their main units into

hundreds, we think they are rather stupid in doing that, and yet practically all, of

Europe, before the time of Napoleon, did that. But Napoleon intorudced the metric

system and all of Europe excppt England and the U. S. have had sense enough to apply

it not merely to numbers but to distances , into wei11 and everything else, since that

time. These great changes take place and when we have a situation it is easy to assume

that it always existed that way. Now you pick up a critical book on the subject and

they will say, well, it is perfectly obvious, here is the Law, here is the Prophets, and

here is the Hagiographa, perfectly obvious. These are the three divisions, these must

have come through a historical development, because here is no cal arrangement,

and you take most conservative books on the subject and they assume exactly the same

thing, they say, here are the three divisions the Hebrew Mble is always arranged in this

way. Therefore it must be that Ezra arranged them this way and all we have to do is to

figure out the basis on which he did it, and when they can't find any logical basis on

which he did it, they try to make up one. And try to twist things and put them into line

to make a logical arranement out of it. But all these writers, conservative or liberal,

know an important fact, and the strange thing is that they do not take it into any account

hi their thinking on this matter. So we will give nunber 1, under A.-

#1, We sh ould not forget that our present codex, or book form, was hardly known

before the second century A.D Now that was a fact which will be mentioned in just

about any book on 0. T. Intro. All writers that ha ve worked in this field are thoroughly

familiar with this fact, and yet they don't stop to think of its implications.
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Now supposing that I had 39 copies of books of the O.T., each one in a separate

cover, and I come here and I read to you today we are studying Deut. , say, and

Ecclesiastes. I bring these two and read from them. ",-Tomorrow I bring Isaiah, the next

day I bring Genesis. I do that for three weeks, Unless I'm a very unusual person, at

the end of the 3 weeks you come to my desk and see those books on my desk, what order

do you find them arranged in. Chances are, no particular order. They are separate books.

Now suppose that I were to , instead of bringing separate IDoks, that I were to bring, as

I always do, a copy of the bible here. Today I read out of Deut., tomorrow I read out of

Ecciesiastes, the next day I read out of Isaiah, the following day I read out of li.eviticus.

You come to my office and you find this lying on the desk, what order are the books

arranged in, they are always arranged in exactly the same order, because they are bound

together. When you have this codex or book form, whatever you get into one book, you

naturally have a fixed order, it takes no effort to keep those things in that order, it's

just there, they're bound together. But this matter, this very convenient idea of having

pages like this, so that you can just turn from one to the other, probably never occurred

to anybody until after the time of Christ. And it was not commonly used until the 4th

or 5th century A.D., that is to say, it was used almost universally by that time. But

by the 2nd century it may have be used rather widely, we don't know just how rapidly

it came into use, but eventually/ft altogether replaced the previous system, Now I

I wonder how many of you know what kind of books they had prior to this change. If

you would go into almost any synagogue today, particularly if it is an orthodox synagogue

you will find they have scrolls of the Law. And you may think this matter of a

scroll as being some sort of an old Jewish custom, it isn't at all. It is the way in

which all books were written prior to the introduction of the codex form. You've all

heard about the Dead Sea Scrolls. You don't find Dead Sea Codexes, Dead Sea Books,

you find Dead Sea Scrolls, because books were not used, that is, book s in our

present sense of codexes were not used at that time, they used scrolls. Now one
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of the scrolls that was found, the Dead Sea Scrolls, the most complete of all, and the

longest, has a whole book of Isaiah on it, and I don't know whether you have seen

pictures of it, how mahy of you have seen what a scroll like that looks like, ,but it is

a s if you were to have two sticks here and on this stick, you glue the end of a long

piece of paper, that is, say, a foot or less wide, and then fastened together. It might

reach clear from here to the other side of the room, and you take that and you roll it up

on one stick, and then you have the other end on the other stick, and you start in and

you read down the column and then you turn the roll so that the column is moved and an

other column is moved into view and you read that column,and so on, and that is the way

all the ancient writings were prepared. The Greek classics, the Roman writings, the

classical writings, everything at the time of Christ was kept in that way, unless of course

people used pottery to write short things on, or something like that, but all books were

in that form. And a scroll like that could nbt contantly contain more than a can paratively

small fraction of the amount that we can get into a book. So that, since , let us sw

the 4th or 5th century A. D., when you have books, and you copy things in order, you

make a new book, you just copy it naturally in the same order, unless you want to

change the order...

O.T.I. 4l.( 1/2)

.they often call it The Twelve, because it was on one roll. You had the two books

of Kings ai one roll, our division is an artificial dividion, made by the Greeks in the

Middle Ages, it's one book of Kings. You had Chronicles on one roll. You had Genesis

on one roll, and the result would be that these rolls would not stay in any particular

order, t- unless you definitely determire d that you were going to keep them in this

order. So that is 42, With the smaller amount of mderil contained on a scroll, the various

books would not remain in any particular order unless one made a special effort to keep

them in that order. Now Wm. Henry Green is one of our greatest 0. T. sc~ars of the

last century and the early part of this century, and he, in his Intro, to the O.T., in many
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of the things with which he deals is very excellent, but vii en it comes to this matter cf

trying to answer the critical argument on the order of the book, he simply assumes that

the order we have now must have been from the very beginning. Now I'm not at this

poli-It saying it wasn't. I'm saying we have no right to assume. He is assuming that

this present order nt back to F2ra, well does that mean that Wm. Henry Green does not

know that the books previously were written on separate scrolls? Not at all, in fact,

the
right in his book, on p.204--in fact there is a whole chapter there, chapter 12 is on EFFFe

order and number of the canonical books--and in this secttcn he points out the fact that

the various manuscripts had the books of the Hagiograph within the Hagiographa, and

they have the books of the prophetical books in various order. In time there came to be

two special types of mss, there were the German mss, which he said had ai e particular

order, there were the Spatiish mas. which he said had a different order, and he gives here

the order of the German mss, the order of the Spanish mss, and then what he calls the

Talmudic order because it's the order they're mentioned in one place in the Talmud, has

still a different order, so he brings out clearly here that, among the different mss, within

these divisions, the order varies. And he has a footnote on p. 204, in which he quotes

from the Talmud, from a section of the Talmud called (4 1/2) BabaBathra. That is the

name of a section of the Talmud which they call a tract. The Talmud has quite a large

number of sections which they call tracts, and one of them is the Tract of Baba Bathra,

and inthat tract he quotes this statement. It says, "Our rabbis taught it is not forbidden

to write the Law and the Prophets and Hagiographa in one volume." The are the words

of bbi Myers, an eminent doctor of the 2nd century A.D. Rabbi Judah who may've

been either first or second century says, the Law ought to be written by itself, the

Prophets by themselves, and Hagiogrhpha by themselves. Other scholars say each bodc

wkould be written separately. Rabbi Judah defends his opinion by relating that (5 1/4)

had the eight prophets written together in one volume, and this was

approved by Ellazer Ben Ezeriah, who was a friend of Gamaliel's , first century. But
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some say that the prophets who were each written separately. Rabbi

Judah hac further said, they brought us the Law, #ey kt-tuyh=s, the Prophets, and

Hagiographa combined in one volume and we pronounced it all right. Now this quotation

which we give shows very clearly that at the time when people began to make codexes,

some rabbis said yai can't put the different books of the Bible in one publication, that is

in one codex. You have to have each book separate. And others said, no, it's all right

to put the prophets together, or the Law together, or the Hagiograha, and a few even

went so far as to say it would be all right to put them all together. Well, that makes

it very clear that previous to that time they were always written as on separate rolls,

and if you had them on separate rolls they would not naturally remain in any particular

order unless you tried to keep them in that order. In fact, when you think about it a

minute, you will see that the example I gave you of the books on my table was even not

a good example. It goes beyond that, for this reason, if you stand up books in a shelf,

and they stand there next to each other very neatly, and if you're using one and pitting it

back and putting it back, they are not going to stay in the same order unless you make

a definite effort to keep them in that order. I even find encyclopedia volumes getting

out of order, when they are numbered, but not only that, these books are in scrolls and

you can't stand scrolls up in a shelf like that, they just don't stand like that. The

scrolls wouldn't stand up in a shelf, 1, 2, 3, 4. The only way to keep them in order

*would be a very dinite determined effort to do so, otherwise they would just constantly

get into all sorts of order. You don't stand scrolls up on a shelf, you put them in boxes.

You have a box wlith a certain number of scrolls in, another box with another, but they

don't line up like books. So that the fact that it is assumed by all these writers,

the idea that they must have been in this order from the beginning, is an idea which

simply cannot be taken for granted in that way. It is necessary to find evidence that it

was. If you find, if I give you a copy of the Bible, it is easy for you to say, well,

now this probably was copied exactly this way from a previcu s publication, and that
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from a previous one, and that from a previous one. You can go back to the beginning of

printing, back of printing you have mss, and there is a serious change. It would be

very easy for changes to come between mss and printing, but far easier than that, be

tween the use of the roll form, the scroll form and the codex form, and so there is a point

behind which you are not going to have a fixed order unless a special effortwas made to

keep them in a particular ord. Well now that we will mention as a 3rd point then,

43, we have no evidence that in ancient times a special effort was mader to keep the

books in a certain order. In a fixed order. We even have some early mss. which have

the books of the Pentateuch written this way, Genesis, Exodus, Numbers, Leviticus,

Deuteronomy. We always put Leviticus first, but when you have 5 scrolls to arrange,

anybody having these 5 scrolls and deciding tb transfer them to a codex, would naturally

begin with Genesis the book of beginnings, and naturally after Genesis he would take

Exodus, which e tells about coming out of Egypt. And then he'd look for the others,

but
Dauteronomy, the farewd.l words of Moses, naturally you'd put that last, hich one

will come third Would it be the Law of the priests in Leviticus, or would it be the

account of the continuation of the wilderness journey, after Exodus, the Numberings?

hAve
Well, most agreed that Numbers ends with the establishment of the tabernacle, it

is the logical one to put next to the Leviticus the Laws of the priests. But this particular

man who made this codex, thought, no, (10 1/2)

and then have Law in Leviticus and Deuteronomy

last. Their opinions might differ on it, there was no fixed order. Now we have no

statement in the Bible anywhere, these books should be kept in any certain order. We

have no statement from ancient times that a special effort was made to keep books in

any particular order. Now there might be such an effort, but no evidence of it. But

there is very strong evidence against it in the fact that we have this difference
a

one

ms having Lev. and Num. In different order, and that we have our Spanish ms, having

the prophets in a certain order, and the German mss having them in a different order,
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and we have the Spanish mss having the Haglographa in a certain order and the German

mss in a different order, and our printed books follow the order of the Spanish in one

of these two sections and the order of the Germans in the ct her section. So h.et they

are impartial between the two orders. But the order can easily vary, of the books, before

you have the codex form, t here is nothing to prove that it would have been necessary

to keep them in a certain order. So hat this is a fact that is tremendously important

in ox whole attitude toward the matter. We can't just say Exra did it and it has

been carried on since then. We have to have some evidence and we do not have evidence

that they were in a fixed order.

Well, now the critical argument does not require they be kept in a fixed order,

the critical eM argant requires simply that they be kept in three distinct divisions.

That of course is a much simpler thing, to keep -L-hem in three distinct divisions. But

if you can't assume they are in a fixed definite order, without proof, have you any right

to assume they were in three definite divisions, without proof. What right have you to

assume that this division goes back right to the very beginning? Well, you should in

vestigate the na tter and see, and see what is the evidence on this point, and so when

we do that, we dome to a second main head, I'll call it B:

B, There are some early references to the O.T. books that suggest that they were

thought of as being in hree groups. Now you could immediatel of course think of an

early reference that would suggest that they were in two groups. Jesus said Moses in

the Law and the Prophets. There is the N T. often refers to the Law and the Prophets,

and this suggests that there were two groups. Is there any N. T. reference that suggests

that the books were thought of as 3 groups? Well, some of you may immediately think

of one, most of you may...
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.about the books of the so-called apocrypha, that is to say, these 9 books which the

Roman Catholics consider to be inspired and we do not. I'm going to say a little about

them later, but now it is necessary to quote one of them, so I Just want to mention again

that these are not wicked books, they're good books, the books of pious Jews, they are

not inspired books, not boks that we believe God gave to be part of tHis Word. They

are books which vary in value, but they are ancient books, on the whole they are good

books, they can be accepted as testimony as what their authors thought, though not

necessarily what God thought. Now one of these books the book f Eccesliaicus,1s a

book of wisdom, that is to say, it is a book in which a godly Jew gives us his ideas

about various na tters, and he tries to exalt the Law , to exalt the custom of the Jews,

to exalt the things that are designated in the O.T. It is on the whole a very good book.

Now this book was written about 200 B.C. , and then about 70 years or so later, the

grandson of the author of the book, the author's name was Jesus, that is to say, I expect

that you all realize that the word Jesus is the Greek form of the Hebrew word Joshua, and

this man's name was Joshua or Jesus, depending whe)lther you give it in Hebrew or Greek,

and his father's name was Sira, so we speak of him as Jesus the son of lra, and

Ecclesiasticus is spoken of as the book of Jesus the son of Sira, Now this book which

he wrote in Jerusalem at about 200 B.C., was translated later into Greek, by his grand

son about 70 years later, and his grandson in introducing this book, wrote a little

preface to it and I want you to listen to this prologue. This prologue is not part of what

Jesus the son of Sira of Jerusalem wrote, but what his grandson wrote vho translated it

into Greek, and I want you to see whether you find any evidence in this prologue that the

grandson of the author of Eccleslasticus thought of the books of the 0. T. under three

headings. And if you find any such evidence in this Prologue, how many times do you

find such evidence? And in addition to that, if you find it, does it give you enough

information to be sure that the three divisions he thought of e are exactly the same

as in our Hebrew Bible. Those are the three questions I want you to have in mind as
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I read it to you. The rest of what he says is interesting and you can read it in the

edition that has the apocrypha any time, but now I just want to get the¬ expression.

Here is the statement. The knowledge of many and great things has been shown us by

the Law, the Prophets, and others (4) that have followed. Does that sound 1lI 3

groups--? For which things Israel is to be commended for doctrine and wisdom because

not only they that speak must needs be skillful, but strangers also, but both speaking

and writing, may by their means become most learned. My grandfather Jesus, after he

had much given himself to a diligent reading of the Law and the Prophets and other books

that were delivered tio us from our fathers, --does that suggest three divisions--had a

mind also to write something himself pertaining to doctrine and wisdom. That such as

are desirous to learn and are made knowing in these things, may be more and more

attentive in mind and be strengthened to live according to the Law. I entreat you therefore

to come with benevolence and to read with attention and to pardon us for those things

wherein may seem , while we follow the irra ge of wisdom, to come short in the

composition of words, for the Hebrew words have not the same force in them when

translated into another tongue. And not only these, that is , he means his translation,

he says I can't exactly translate what my father gave, what my grandfather wrote, be

cause words differ in another language, so he says, not only these but the Law also

itself, but the Prophets and the rest of the book, have no small difference when they

are spoken in their own language. Now how many tix does he refer to a 3-fold division

of the OT.? Three time He refers to it 3 times, as a 3-fold division. Now that is

about 200 B.C., and Ezra is about 435, so that is more than 200 years after Ezra.

That doesn't necessarily prove anything about Ezra but it goes back a lot further than the

time when codexes were written. And it suggests that they thought of the book as in

three divisions, which might mean that they kept them in three boxes, and if so, what

woukithe first box contain? The Law, the five books of Moses, just as in the synagogues

today. The second box would contain the books of the Prophets, how many books would
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that contain? Well, if you'd look at a Hebrew Bible today you can say what it contains.

But what right have you to say, that the books in the Hebrew Bible today are the same,

as the ones *e cal1he Prophets then? And, well, if he said the Prophets and the

sacred writings, using the technical terminology of the day, that miht be pretty good

evidence up to a certain point at least that they were the same book, but did he use

that terminology? He did not. In fact he spoke of the 3rd group in a different way, one

time he said the books that follow after, and one time he said the other books, he used

three different manners of speech in speaking of the third division, and 50 years ago,

some of the critics used to say , t1Ls introduction to the book of Ecclesiasticus shows

that the third group was still considered as not yet settled, becai se he had two, the

Law and the Prophets, and used varying terms for the third, so they didn't think of it as

settled yet, it shows the third stage of canonization. Well, that is drawing too much

from his words, we cannot draw that from them. But this cannot be drawn from it, a

certainty that the books at his time were in the same three divisions as today. We can

say this, they had k box with the Law in it, they had a box with some books in which

w ere prophetical, fly had e a box with some other books iti. But how many were in

each box? He has said nothir about it. So unless we have some evidence we cal not

draw from him, we can look further to see what egidence we may have to suggest , to

give us certainty that we have the same grouping he had, but unless we find it we cannot

draw that from his words. So that was 4l, Our earliest reference to the books in 3roups

is the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus Now we do not have any &her evidence this is alDut

130 B.C. , we do not have any other evidence that speaks of them in groups until we come

up to the time of Christ. And there is a statement in a book by Philo--he was a Jewish

philosopher of Alexandria, and his boks have been much studied in modem times, there

was an English ecclesiastic four years ago, who really paid more attention to Philo than

he did th the Bible. H e was a great follower of Philo, and the Egglish people probably

don't know much about him today. But PhilO, who lived at about the time of Chris t , in
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one of his writings, called "Concerning the Contemplative Life" mentions a sect called

the (9 1/4) Therapeuti.-----------------------Now there have been people who have questioned the

genuineness of this writing from Philo, and therefore most books on the subject don't

worth seeinaeven bother to quote it, but whether it is enuine or not, it is-_iupptxJcu wnat he says.

Here is what he says, that the of the Therapeuti received the Law and the

oracles written by the Prophets and the hymns and the other writings by which knowledge

and piety are augmented and perfected. How many groups does he have? He says, the

Lqw and the oracles 1/uttered by the prophets and they hymns and other writings by which

knowledge and piety are augmented and perfected. How many do we have? Some say 3,

some say 4, and I think a good argunt can be made for either position. You can say,

the Law, the oracles uttered by the Prophets, the HYmns, and the other writings by which

etc. Or you can say the Law , the Prophets, and the Hymns and other writings, etc.

So Philo is not very good evidence for a 3-fold division. If you can prove it otherwise

he can fit with it, but he certainly doesn't prove it. Maybe he was familiar with a 3-fold

division, maybe he wasn't, we can't be sure from what he says.

Now the next evidence we have from early times of a 3-fold division is found in

Luke 24.44, and there the Lord himself was speaking and it is interesting to see what He

says, it is the only reference in the N.T. &ich speaks of the O.T. under, and makes a

statement that can be considered as pointing to a 3-fold divion. But here is what Jesus

said, lie said to them, these are the words which I spake to you while I was yet with

you, that all things must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of Moses, and in the

Prophets, and in the Psalms concerning me. Now does that suggest more than two divis

ions in the OT.? It does. It suggests 3 divisions and what are they Law, Prophets,

Psa1. Well, now to which bf these three divisions does the book of Daniel belong?

If you look at the book of Daniel you say is this a psalm or a prophet? It certainly looks

like a prophet, so we'd say well it sounds as if it was one of the prophets, but no, our

Hebrew Bible doesn't have it among the prop1 ts, it has it among the writings. Well,
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now how can you get Daniel under a section you call the Psalms? Well, this you will

find taken up by different writers on the subject and they will say the first book of the

ird division is the Psalms and therefore they just refer to the whole division by the

first book. Well, that is not illogical, it is possible, but it's not proven, it is altogether

possible. The Jews refer :;o the book of Exodus as Names, simply because the first

wcrd is the names of those who went down into Egypt with Jacob. It is possible to

refer to something simply by the first part of it, but if you look in your Hebrew Bibles

I don't think you will find Psalms is the first book in the 3rd division. You will find

it job. Why didn't #hee Jesus say, as it is written in the Law and the Prophets, and

in Job? He said the Psalms. Well, maybe the Psalms were thought of in his day as

the 3rd of the group, but after all in his day you didn't have codexes, so instead of

having a book with books in a certain order, you had a box, and why would Psalms

necessarily be the first one in the box? Well, Psalms is the biggest one in the box,

but youtake all the rest of the Hagiographa put together and it would take a lotore

space up than the Psalms. I don't think you'd be apt to speak of the Hagiographa as

the Psalms...

O.T.I.43 (1/2)

.but that you cannot prove from this statement that there 3 divisions in his day just

like ours in the present day. Well maybe he wasn't speaking of 3 divisions--he isn't

saying here the Bible is made up of Law, Prophets, and Psalms, that is not what he

says, he says, he told them the things concerning himself, he says, you should

believe the things written in the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms concerning me.

Well, maybe the Law said a lot of things about Jesus, maybe the Prophets said a lot,

maybe in the 3rd division, only the Psalms have anything about him or4t least

much. So he is not referring to the whole 3rd division but picking out the books in it

that talk about Himself. Well, is the Psalms the only book in the Hagiographa that

talks about Jesus? Certainly Daniel is one of the most outstanding and it is pretty hard
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hard to see how he could include Daniel under the heading of Psalms. If He said

in the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalm=, and Daniel, that would be much better

evidence, I think, for a two-fold division, because he'd be naming two books of it,

than to just say the Psalms. But at the present moment we're not trying to reach the

conclusion but to see what the evidence is, so we have these three statements, what

would be the next place ti ere you would find a reference to the books of the 0. T. in

a definite grouping. How many of you could tell me--I think you could all tell that.

44W'
Because I have already given it in class. osephus, of course. And Josephus, as you

remember, writing about 90 A.D., writing against this Alexandrian grammarian who was

so anti-Semitic, Josephus, in defending his people against him, made a statement

out What the Jews believed. Now we can expect, in that case,tla t a man will speak

very clearly and d.nitely against it. He is writing to defend his people against false

accusations, and if he says anything that is contrary to what people know is the case,

how much influence is it going to have? Now if somebody were to tell people in a new

country where they had just learned to read and write and never saw an automobile be

fore, if a Chevrolet salesman were to go there and to say you ought to get Chevrolet

cars over here because they have got four wheels in them and it is much easier to ride

in an automobile that has four wheels, now if he were to say that they might think that

was a wonderful argument for Chevrolet cars, but if there were to be an ad to appear

in the newspaper which sais get Chevrolets becai se they have the advantage of having

four wheels, in this country, they'd be just laug1-1ed
O1
bjt of existence, because

everybody would know that the statement would be ridiculous , that all other cars also

have four wheels. Well, now Josephus is writing to be read all through the Roman

Empire in defending his nation, and if he would make a statement--for instance, if the

said get Cievrolet because
Cheilet company Wt--- maKe a-etumeit every Chevrolet comes out with a spare

tire in the trunk, and then suppose that you went into a Chevrolet agency and you

bought the car and you get home and look in the trunk and there is no spare there, and



O.T.I. 43. (4) 206.

you say what is the matter there is no spare, they say oh we don't furnish spares.

Well you would immediately either lose confidence in them, or lose confidence in the

company that had put such an ad in the newspaper. Josephus is not just talking to a

few people, he is writing womething that is to be read all through the empire, and if

he makes a statement that somebody can say, well look at here, here are all these

Jews in this secibn, they don't do this at all (4 1/2)

It is going to make him ridiculous. So you can be sure he weighed his words carefully.

Now here is what he said--I've redd it to you two or three times already but it is very

important: "we have not tens of thousands of books, discordant and conflicting, but

only 22, containing the record of all times, that- which have been justly believed to

be divine, and of these,five are the books of Moses which embrace the Law 1iid the

tradlØIton from the creation until Moses7 death. This period is a little short of

3000 years, from the death of Moses to the rign of Artaxerxes, the successor of Xerxes

king of Persia, the pgphets who succeeded Moses wrote was done in 13 books, the

remaining four books embrace hymns to God and counsels for men and for the conduct

of life. From Artaxerxes until our time everything has been reporthd but has nbt been

deemed worthy of like credit with what preceded it because the exact successimof the

prophets ceases, and then it goes on , how much credit they give to these books.

How many divisions does Josephus thin of the O.T. as divided into? It's very clear,

three divisions, Fits exactly, doesn't it? Are they the three divisiors of our present

Hebrew Bible:? How many would say they are? Is there anybody here who feels sure

they're not. What did he say about the 3rd division, he said the remaining four books,

consist of hymns to God and counsels to men for the conduct of life. How would you

get all the books of the Hagiographa into four books, and how would you get them under

a category that includes hymns to God and counsels to men for the conduct of life?

How would you get Daniel into that, Chronicles into that, Ezra and Nehemiah into that?

Of course, Proverbs fits there perfectly, Ecciesiastes and Song of Solomon, some of
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the Hagtographa fit there perfectly, but some doh't. So you will find that the writers

all say that Josephus for paoses of his own, departs from the official order. Well,

now official and how fixed and definite was it if Josephus for purposes of his own

could depart from it, in writing a defense of the Jews which would be read and studied

all through the empire. It seems to me that it proves one of two things, it either proves

that there wasn't any fixed order and they could arrange them any way they wanted to,

or it proves that there was an order but it was a different one from the one we have

would
today. It surely proves one or the other. Because Josephus in a book like this,

not just arbitrarily depart4'from something that was fixed and established and vital

and had been maintained since the day s of Ezra, because it was a determined and

definite effort to do it. And it is most amusing as you do this assignment, any of you

who haven't yet done this assignment for Monday, it'll be most amusing to you, if you

happen to notice, what these writers do with Josephus, how they just brush him aside,

and if you're going to just brush evidences out of the way, you can prove anything

in the world you want. But I don't--it is very easy to brush evidence aside and just

give what seems to us will convince people, nd you will find men who do much to

advance Christianity, with giving great sweeping assertions, that people that don't

have much knowledge, acct, but then when these people learn a little more and find

that some of these sweeping assertions just werent true at all, they are apt to lost their

faith in Christianity altogether, so no matter how ignorant the people ry be to whom

we are speaking, I think we ought to be careful in our statements to try to have them

in with facts, so that when they learn a little more they won't find that we were

quite mistaken in what we said. And most of our conservative books do not use that in

general. They use a sound scholarly method in general, but on this particular point

they depart from all sound scholarship in my opinion, they just sweep Josephus aside,

"for reasons of his own he departs fromthe established order." Now what is the next

evidence of a 3-fold division after Jospphus?
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Well, Lhat is impossible to say for this reason, that-s very important evidence

hich
is one can't date,. I'm going to give that as 45, but I'm not sure whether it should

and Baba Bathra
be 5 or 6, that is Baba lAtho, which I've already spelled to you/is a tract in the

names and
Talmud, which/discusses the books of the O.T. And this tract was written somwhere

between the 2nd and 8th century A.D. So it is definitely later than Josephua, but

how much later, we don't know. Somewhere between the 2nd and the 8th century A.D.

Baba Bathra lists the books of the Law, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa, so we

know that whenever Baba Bathra was written, the Law, the Prophets and the Hagiographa

were thought of in the same way we think of them today, but we don't know when be-

know
tween the 2nd and 8th century Baba Bathra was written, but the next one we do ke!w

the date of. 46 is Jerome, and
ISt.Jerome

is the great Latin scholar who translated

the Vulgate, a wonderful translation into Latin which is today the official Bible o the

Roman Catholic Church, and they considered that the Word of God. They don't follow

Hebrew or Greek, they follow Jerome. But Jerome considered he was translating from

the Hebrew and Greek, and Jerome in4"A.D. 391 wrote an intro, to the first book that

he published, in which he spoke of the 22 books of the 0. T., and in 392 J4 he wrote

an introduction to another one in which he spoke of 24 books of the O.T. He says

some consider them as 22 and some as 24, but in our Hebrew Bible today we have 24,

and Josephus had 22, and most of your consdrvative think that is quite important,

but I don't think they half realize its full importance, but it is important from any

viewpoint, that Josephus said there were 22 books, Baba Bathra said there are 24,

and Jerome refers to both methods of enumeration. So we have in St. Jerome a

definite arrangement but we have two different methods used, being referred to among

the Jews at this time, one of which had 22 and one 24, and this made a difference in

what was included in the Hagiograph, and the Prophets, Well, that is the state

of our evidence and between now and a whole week from today, you will have time to

digest this evidence, to have it thoroughly in mind, and probably you'll be able to
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give me the e44neconc1usions from it, I won't have to give them to you, a week from

today. But I'm not assigning that, but only assigning you to see what the conservative

writers say about the objections I listed last time. Now if you also happen to note

what they say about Josephus, it will be interesting, but I've already told you pretty

well what most of them say. So we continue there Thurdday, no class next Tuedday...

44(break 12 -- 12 1/4).. .1 notice many are late this morning, probably forgetting

where we are in view of skiing a day, no classes, and it's being a week since we met.

So I want to resume just a bit and to refer to the paper to be handed in on Monday.

Most of you got the paper in on time, anyone who didn't the'll be one point off your

semester grade, 1 %, which means if your grade is 95 this makes it 94 which is still

95 so it doesn't matter a bit. But if your grade is 93 this makes it 92 which is 90, so

it matters a lot in that case. And of course we can't predict just where the percentage

is going to fall. So I'd recommend that you get l in by next Monday for sure, or else

it wil1Y be two points off instead of 1, one extra for each week that this particular paper

is late. Now this paper, I had a very specific question that I gave and some of you

copied great amounts of matter from various books and good na tter too, but I didn't take

anything for copying a lot of extra mataia1 that wasn't desired, but I looked at that to

see if you had the particular thng I did want, because what I wanted could have been

answered very briefly and I want to be sure you have that, but when you give a lot of

other stuff it just makes me a little bit uncertain whether you really realized that that

was what I wanted, the particular thing I gave you. Now the paper that was due Monday,

I asked you a very specific question, which was this: of the 4 books of which you

used two for a previous paper, tkke the two you did not use then and see what these

books say about the objections that I have given...

O.T.I.44 (1/2)

... says on page so-and-so about such-and-such a thing, he explains it this way, and

in one or two sentences you could easily tell what Green says about one objection,
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about a second, about a third, and so on. You could do the same thing about Raven,

or the others. Now there were a f, papers that didn't say what books you used,

that of course was not an answer to the question. The question was what do Lhese men

say. And I wanted to know what men you quoted. And what page you quoted it from,

in answer to this particular question. There were papers which said at the beginning,

books used, and named 2 or 3, and just gave stuff from them. Well, if you had the

right thing I counted it correct for this paper, but what I wanted was this particular men

said this, and this particular man said this. Now the thing that was to be looked up

was the objections that I raised to the interpretation of the 3-fold arrangement which

is usually contained in conservative books. And I raised certain objections to this

and the first objection I raised was tFat this explanation does not have any ancient

evidence for it, that is tosay, if we had an ancient statement somewhere that said,

the books were divided into 3 section with the 2nd seclion dealing with those that had

the prophetical office and the 3rd those that had the prophetic gift, that would be

important evidence. If you don't have such a statement that doesn't prove it isn't

true, but it 's a strong argument against it, and I think that is a very important point,

not a conclusive point. These four books do not say anything about that argument, so

if you menti aied that, that was excellent, if you ignored, simply didn't say anything

about it, it's not too bad. The 2nd bbjection I raised was that there is no evidence in

airy ancient book anywhere of such a thing as a difference between a prophetic office

and a prophetic gift. That is anct her thing, these four books say nothing about it, they

just take for granted there is such a thing as a difference between a prophetic office

and a prophetic gift. Now there might be such a difference and nothing said about it

of course, but it is uElikely. I think it is not a conclusive argument against it, but it

is a rather strong argument against it that we have no evidence of any such an ancient

idea, of a difference between a prophetic office and a prophetic gift. The third

question I raised again was, that the suggested explanation rest on a multitude of



O.T.I.44. (3 1/4) 211.

as
unproved assumptions, such/chat Joshua was written by a man who had the prophetic

office. What possible evidence is there of such a thing? Absolutely no ground on

which to base it. Tl t doesn't prove it might not be true, =4t there is no proof to the

contrary, but they say Psalms was written by David, well David wasn't officially a

prophet, he had a prophetic gift but hot a prophetic office. There is no proof there ever

was such a thing as a difference between a prophetic gift and a prophetic office, but

suppose there was. If you say so confidently David didn't have it, how could you say

so confidently that Joshua did have it? There is not a shred of evidence anywhere to

say that ®e Joshua had an office of a prophet. Nor the author of the book of judges.

And they say Daniel was not among the Jewish people giving God's Word, he was at

the court of heathen kings, therefore he had prophetic gift rather than prophetic office,

what proof do you have that Nahum was going around among the Jewish peop1e Every

thing he gives us is an attack on Nineveh for its wickedness. He is dealing entirely

with a foreign nation, more than Daniel does. These are unproved assumptions, so

this third argument, in my opinion, is a very strong argument against that explanation,

but no one of these books says anything about that.

Now the 4th argument is that the suggested explanation is absurd as far as

Daniel is concerned, and every one of these four books does deal with that, they all

say Daniel had a grear prophetic gift but he was only a prophet in a general sense, he

did not have a prophetic office. That is pure speculation on their part, but they all

give it so you could quote from any two of the four and have the answer on that particu

lar thing. There was one paper which said that one of these books, that Green dealt

with these, but that nothing was found in the others, now that is not true because

they all dealt with this matterdout Daniel, all dealt with it and gave the same answer

about Daniel, an answer which was pure assumption , nothing else. But then the one

I was most interested in, I gave as my fifth objection to it, the suggested explanation

utterly breaks down when Lamentations is considered.
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That, I told you, was the most important one of all. What answer do they give

to that? Well, you find that in Green there is a long statement about it, a statement

which was quoted in many of the papers, a long sta ement by Green trying to prove that

Lamentations does not disprove the matter because Lamentations was originally in the

2nd dividion, not in the 3rd division , and was later moved, and then you have a

statement of the same thing, rather at length, in Raven, giving the same argument,

that Lamentations of course utterly disproves this, being in the 3rd, but it wasn't

always, it was in the 2nd division, he says, and he says Ruth was too. And you'll

find the same tling given in Unger. I have them all here and have clips in the pages,

I don't think I'l'l tkke time to read you the precise words, but hey're there, in all 3 of

them.




Now when you come to Young, it is most amazing, that though it is the biggest

book of the four, in the oourse of the book, while he deals with Daniel exactly as the

other twj, he says nothing whatever about he fact that Lamentations completely de

stroys the whole theory, he doesn't even mention the problem about Lamentations.

Now there is another objection which is given in all four of these books, and many of

the papers quoted their answer to this other objection. I had not given this other

objection, because I think it is triviM, I don't think it is worth bothering with, but some

of the critics raise it. They say , how about Amos, he says I am no prophet nor the

son of a prophet. And so all four of these books go into answering that, and say well

Amos doesn't say I am no prophet, he says $ I was no prophet. He hath 't been a prophet

but God made him a prophet, well that is perfectly obvious, I mean to me that is no

objection to the theory that Amos is there. So I didnd't even mention Amos, and if you

gave me their answer to the critics' attack on this view on account of Amos, -4 there

is no objection to your giving it, but it is not what I asked for. It is such a trivial

objection that I didn't feel it really was worth spending our time on it.

But the objection regarding Lamentations is an absoltitely insuperable objection
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to it, it is utterly disproven, the argument from Daniel makes it utterly absurd. There

fore, I was tremendously interested in your viwwhat these men said on that.

And this morning, I got the books, just to have the exact pages here, I have clipp in

them, the exact pages where they are dealt with, and I was amazed this mr)rning that to

find that in Young the matter of Lamentations should not been be mentioned. I can't

see how you can deal scientifically or reasonably with the presentation of an argument

like this without answering the strongest objection against it, or at least recognizing

that such an objection existed. But the others they all do deal with, though Daniel of

course is the one they deal with most, and then Amos they deal with. As I said, Amos

is just a trivial argument. Yes? (8 3/4) That woudibe a rather logical conclusion

wouldn't it, but they don't say that. For instance, in connection with Daniel, they do

not say Daniel belongs in the 4th divlthen because there is no evidence of his being

called as a prophet, they don't say that. They say Daniel was not working among the

people but at the court of heathen kings, which would seem to imply that anybody who

worked among the people was a prophet, and if that is so, how can you (9 3/4) rule out

Ezra, and say Ezra was not a prophet but a safile. Why can't a scribe be a prophet?

What is a prophet that Ezra wasn't? They--if the Bible says so-and-so was called to

be a prophet, so-and-so was called to be a prophet and said that about everybody who

wrote the 2nd division, and not about anybodywe the 3rd division, you could

base a strong argument on it. But there are many men in the 2nd division of whom we

are told they were specifically called, but there are many others of whom we arild

any such thing, and there are many that we don't even know who wrote the books, so

it is purely an assumption of a distinction which could (10 1/4)

but it is very strange if such a one did lt,we have no evidence of it from any ancient

statement, and it is absurd as far as Daniel is concerned, and completely breaks down

when it comes to Lamentations. So I'm amazed that Young doesn't say anything about

Lamentations, but I stressed Lamentations so I'm disappointed with any papers that
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don't deal very specifically with the matter of Lamentations. Well, we went on after

we looked at this last week, to begin a new section, V1 which we called the order of

the books in the Hebrew Bible, and under that we looked at A, that we have no right to

assume without evidence that a fixed arrangement was necessary to maintain from the

earliest times, and under this head I gave you facts which are known to every writer

on ::he subject, but which practically none of the writers, with 1 or 2 exceptions, none

of them draw from it the reasonable conclusions, that the book wouldn't just stay in

a certain order unless you made a definite effort to keep them in a definite order. The

books in our Bible stay in a certain order, because it is printed, it's one book, and you

can't change the order without deliverately deciding to change it. But in those tine S,

when they were on separate rolls they wouldn't even stay in the same order on the shelf,

you drop them into a box and the order would immediay be mixed up in the box, and

if you're going to keep certain order in certain boxes it would take a definite effort to

do it, and of such an effort we have no evidence, nowthere could have been such an

effort, without leaving evidence, but we have no evidence of such effort, so it (12 1/4)

to assurre there wasn't. Then I gave you point B, that there is some

evidence of an ancient 3-fold division, and under that I listed for you the ancient

evidence. 4l, the prologue to Ecclesiasticus, and we noticed that in that there are 3

references to the O.T. books, in one paragraph, and those 3 speak of the Law and the

Prophets, and then they speak of the other books that come after them, but they use a

different, varying terminology for the third, and that fits with the idea that Lhere may hay

been an established t 3-fold division, but it doesn't prove it, because it would be

entirely possible for a person/speak of them in general divisions without their being

divided into water-tight compartments. I might say for instance this class here is

made up of men under 25, men over 25 , and women. That would be one way of dividing

this class, into three groups, but that wouldn't mean that I kept you in three rigid

compartments that way. It would just be a general way of putting you into three groups.
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But I'd say this class is made up of people who were born in North America, people who

were born in South America...

O.T.I.45 (1/2)

... have a fixed and definite arrangement. Now Mr. Abbot has a question. (3/4)

Thank you. And that is why I don't want anybody ever to quote me as having taken

down from my speaking, I don't want anybody to take anything from these records as

by me, for there is not anybody living who doesn't speak without making slips of the

tongue, and when we do in a class like this, it can be usually remedied by my saying

Lhe correct thing in some other sentence, and if it isn't I hope you'll call attention to it.

Yes? (11/2) All right, let's get that clear. I gave that but it is something that if a per

son isn't familiar with, he might not get immediately, so a let's everybody be sure you

have this in mind. The Bible contains the book which has the foolish name of Ecc1esias

7 7
--it would be better to call it poms, because it starts as a book of poetry, as someone

said, the Preacher is a very good name for it. The (2 1/2) would be an

excellent name because it occurs in the first sentence. Now for some reason they called

that book in the Greek Ecclea1ases which means the priestly book, and if you were to

pick out in the Bible the books you might call priestly books, the five least would

certainly include this one, there is nothing priestly about it, but the title The Priestly

Book , or Ecclesiastes, is the name that has been given to this book. So we is e it as

meaning one of the books in our 0. T. (2 3/4)... Than there is another ok, which

for some reason has a similar name, not the church book, but Ecciesiasticus, the

churchly book, the ecclesiastical book, again the title doesn't fit. Somebody gave the

title to this book, they weren't originally there at all. This book was originally a book

of wisdom written by a pious Jew named Jesus the son of Sira, and he , who lived at

about 200 B.C., in Jerusalem, wrote a book of wtdom and it is in the apocrypha, that

is to say, we consider it .. -- an English Bible that contains the apocrypha will contain

it. A Roman Calitillic Bible will contain it, because the Roman Catholics consider it an
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inspired book. But it really should be called the wisdom of Jesus the son of Sira. It

has nothing to do with anything ecclesiastical, but it is a good book of wisdom, a book

like Pilgrim's Progress, a devotional book, a good book, but not inspired, not God's

Word to us. And this book of Ecciesiasticus was written in Jerusalem in Hebrew in

200 B. C. about, and about 70 years later the grandson of the author of the book who was

living in Alexandria, the leading city of Egypt, a city whose culture was Greek, trans

lated his grandfather's book into Greek, and the translation , which he made into

Greek, is the only one that has come down to us. A few fragments of the Hebrew have

been found in recent years, but only the Greek was actually well preserved, by the

church, the Jews did not preserve it because they did not consider it an inspired book.

But inthis intro, to he Greek tnslation of the book of Jesus son of Sira, the grandson

of the author said that his grandfather had spent much time studying the Law, the Prophet

and the books that follow after. And he said that he had made a translation and he said

that even in the translation of t1 Law and the Prophets and the other books, there were

places where the translation isn't good, you shouldn't blame him too much if his trans

lation isn't good. So that in general is the meaning of the preface which I read you.

If a person isn't familiar with it,it may be a little difficult to get that, so glad Mr.

Gregory called that to our attention. Not extremely vital but helps to understand.

Now we continue then. B, as we noticed last time is that there is some ancient

evidence of early division into three sections, and the first we looked at was the

prologue to Ecclesiasticus, second we looked at Philo's statement, and you remember

that Philo's statement could be three divisions or four, so you can't fasten much on it.

In addition there are those who think that it is not an authentic work by far, and some

books don't even mention Philo's statement. Then we notice third, the statement in the

N.T. where Chtlst explained to Lhe disciples the things concerning Himself in the Law

the Prophets and the Psalms, and you will find in these four books that I gave you, in

some of them, you will find a strong argument that the Psalms means the 3rd division.



O.T.I. 45 (6 3/4) 217.

I think it is a pretty poor argument. I don't see how anybody could describe these 11

books, the Hagiographi, these 11 writings, as Psalms. How would Chronicles ever

be called PsalnE, how would Daniel wver b called songs. Pretty hard to use Psalms

as a title for the whole thing. And of course they say well Psalms was the J.rst bok

of the group. But in our Hebrew Bible Psalms isn't the first book, so in order to do that

you have to assume a different order than they were in. But it does suggest the 3-fold

division , to have these three heads. But all the other references in the N.T. either

speak of it as the Law, or speak of it as the Scripture, the sacred writing, something

like that, or speak of it as the Law and the Prophets, i two division rather*han

three. That was our third reference in ancient times, the fourth was Josephus, and I

had read you before and I read you again at our last meeting what Josephus said. And

Josephus you remember gives the book under three heads, so there is a pretty good

evidence of a 3-fold division. But what does Josephus mean, does he mean the books

belong in three set definite groups, or is he just summarizing the three groups? You

cannot tell from this. He says there are the boks of the Law, of Moses; then he says

fromthat time until Artaxerxes what occurs was written down in books, and so on, and

then he says the other books contain hymns to od and counsel for the life of men, and-

the other four books, and it is very clear when he says four inthe 3rd that he is not

following our present arrangement, and we can be quite sure what arrangement he is

following, it is easy to figure it out. But it is a three-fold division, so we have evi

dence not of a definite 3-fold division but perhaps of a 3-fold division as early as the

time of Josephus, and yet all these men who argue about prophetic office and prophetic

gift try to brush aside Josephus instead of taking him as a strong support fo.theIr

theory, and rightly so, because while Josephus looks like a 3-fold divion, he does

not follow their division, and they say, Josephus, for reasons f of his own, ignores

the official groupings and treats them under a different division of his own. Well,

how what proof is there there was an officl grouping at all? And if there was, what
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reason do you have to think that Josephus ignored it? But that would be evidence of

Josephus which was *4, then *5 is the evidence of the Talmud, and I spelled out for

you the name of a tract in the Talmud, Baba Bathra, wh is a section of the Talmud

which was written somewhere between the 2nd and the 8th century A.D. So since we

don't know when it was written, we don't know how early this Baba Bathra division

was known, but the division which it gives is exactly the same as in our present Hebrew

Bible. And then we referred, *6, to St. Jerome, and many of you in your papers re

ferred to St. Jerome, quoting references to him, in connection with this argument about

Lamentations. Because St. Jerome who translated the Hebrew Blue into Latin in 391

392 A.D, in his prefaces to his book, refers to the arrangement of the book in the

Hebrew Bible, and St. Jerome refers to a division in 22 books and a division in 24 books,

and the division which he gives in the 24 books is exactly the same as the division

today and he names all the books in it, there is no question in the world, so we can

say that by 392 A.D. the present position of our Hebrew Bible was known and recognized

among the Jews. We can say that for certain. By 392 A.D. they had it. Now maybe

they had it earlier, maybe Baba Bathra was written 150 years before that, but if Baba

Bathra wasn't written until later, then the earliest evidence we have for this is Jerome,

and it is very interesting to find something today and to trace it back and know that it

was in existence in 392 A.D. , but that is a long ways from saying it was in existence

pan
in 444 B.C., more than 800 years eadler, that is a long time, and maiy changes

take place in 800 years. So this was our point B, that there is some vvidence for an

early three-fold division, and then, point C:

C, The Earliest Statement that clearly gives our present division is not earlier

than the 2nd century A.D., and perhaps not earlier than the end of he end of the 4th

century A.D In other words if Baba Bathra was later than Jerome, then Jerome would

be earlier, and nobody can ruve Baba Bathra is earlier, but even If he is earlier,

he certainly is not earlithan the 2nd century A.D., probably not earlier than the third.
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So I have already discussed the evidence for that statement with you, it is a

very important statement, and it raises serious questions , not only about the conserva

tive answers to the critical argument, but also about the critical argument. If you are

trying to convict someone o something and you say I believe this man did this...

O.T.I.46. (1/2)

.in the area where the tkng happened, it is the best evidence you could want, but

if somebody comes along and proves that he was there three days after the thing

happened and couHhave made the footprints there and there is no proof the footprint

was there before three days after it happened, it makes it pretty hard to prove anything

about the situation in the first place. Your circumstantial evidence has to go back

to the actual time in order to be of much value.

Reminds me of the Law case of Abraham Lincoln where he got the people in a

murder case to swear that they had seen certain things happen by the light of the full

moon, he got that very clearly brought out by these witnesses who seemed so sure ef*

--absolutely sure it was by the light of the full moon they saw this thing happen, and

then Lincoln brought out an Almanac and proved that on the datein question there was

no full moon, that it was half way between the two full moon. Completely destroyed

fullthe evidence, that the moon had not been at t1t time. If the three-fold division

goes back to the very earliest date, it is a pretty strong argument for the critical

theory, since this prophetic-office, prophetic-ift explanation really doesn't prove

anything.

But are we sure it goes back that far, and if it doesn't go back that far, why

try to argue about Ezra having arranged it according to a definite pattern, a definite

plan, unless we're sure it went back that far at all. Well, that was C. Now D:

D, The Earliest Clear Statement of a Three-fold Division presents a Different

Arrangement than that Found in our Hebrew Bible Today. Now you all know what that

is, because we were just discussing it, it is Josephus. Josephus' statement is the
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earliest clear statement and Josephus lists the books as 22 books, and of these 22, he

puts the Law in the first division and in the 3rd division he says there are four books.

And these four books which he pits kJ the 3rd division, with the descriptions he gives

of them, hymns to God and coucrnels for the conduct of life, I believe it is agreed by

all students that they are Psalms, Proberbe, Ecciesiastes, and Song of /Solomon, that

those are the four poetical books which Jesephus puts under a third category. Now

did Josephus describe a 3-fold category, because that was the official arrangement,

in these three divisions, as he did, or did Josephus simply group the books into three

divisions and as such these four poetical books were a bit different from the rest, and

so he sort of grouped them dk- dVe don't know. But here is a place where the

critics argue, why Josephus just ignored the division for reasons of his own, and

the conservatives who think they can explain it because Ezra did it, they also say

Josephus ignored it for reasons 1 his own. And oh how often the truth, not only in the

religious sphere, but in other spheres, is lt because we get an idea and in holding

to it we brush some evidence aside, and thus we have two sides arguing and they're

evidence
brushing asldej which must be taken into account.

When I was in Seminary, I was utterly disgusted time after time in the course in

systematic theology, in the course of which [ had there the conclusions which they

reached, and the main thinthat they taught, I was thorogghly in agreement with

and am today, but the thing that disgusted me was that when an objection would be

brought, the regular method of the teacher seemed to me to be to take the verse that

was raised as an objection to a doctrine, and to twist the words around in 1 such a way

that it said nothing, except some perfectly obvious thing that anyone u1d know, or

said something which was the opposite of what the verse sounded like, and it seen ed

to me that it is true that you get the great teachings of Scripture and no other verses

are going to contradict/ these teachings, but the fact that those other verses are in the

Bible means tIt God has some truth in them for us, and we should try to find what the
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truth in them is, rather than try to brush them aside, and make them not say anything

except what we alEady have in other texts. And in this case, here is an important

statement by Josephus which is a complete stumbling block both to the critical theory

and to the answer that i normally given, and each of them has his idea and just

brushes this aside, but I dont think that knowledge progresses or that the work of

God progresses by ignoring the truth. We should see what the truth is and follow

the truth and the truth is tI t this is our earliest statement which seems to point to

a 3-fold division and it points to a different one than we have in our present Hebrew

Bible. To me it is an overwhelming objection to any idea that Ezra arranged them as

they are today. If Ezra arranged them as they are today, p11 them in this arrangement,

and told people this is very important, thse second division must be kept here, this

third here, they mustn't be mixed and must be kept separate, this must be remembered.

And if he did say that, it wouldn't be because they didn't have them printed in one

book, but on separate scrolls, in boxes. If that's what Ezra had said and then nobody

paid any more attention to it thanh%'sephus to just ignore it and say nothing äout it,

well, how would people ever come to find out about it again two or three centuries later?

It just doesn't work out reasonably at all. So that this 4th point is very important, but

now that is not all, by any means. There is a 5th point here, and that is E.

E, The Other Early Statements Fit Better with JosephusArrangement than with

the Present One Now maybe that statement is a little lit too strong, because the

earliest of the other statements, of the grandson of Jesus the Son of Sira (we don't know

the grandson's name), his statement might fit with either one, the Law, the Prophets,

and the other books, we can't tell how many of the other books there were, it might

fit with either one, and yet why on earth would Daniel be put with "other books", or

books that follow after? It certainly fits at least as well with Josephus' as with the

present one. You might make an argument it fit s better with it, I don't think that is

necessary. I didn't say every one of the early statements fits i better, I said the
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early statements in general, and as far as eep Eccleslasticusjs concerned, I

don't think it is necessary for us to prove that it fits better, we certainly can say un

questionably it fits at least as well with Josephus as with the present arrangement.

Now he statement of ØPhilo was that the sect of the Therapeuti received the Law,

the oracles of the Prophets, and the hymns and other writings by which knowledge and

piety are augmented and p&rfected. Well, certainly if you saw a statement like that,

Daniel would seem to it better under prophets than under hymns and writings by which

knowledge and piety are augmented and perfected." I would say of Philo, as I said

of the progue to Ecclesiasticus , that it fits at least as well as with the later, and

probably better.

Now we come to one which doesn't fit with the later one at all, and that is the

statement in the N.T. Jesus discussed with them the things concerning Himself in the

Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms. How does that fit th the present day statement?

Well, there are two ways of taking it. If Jesus was speaking of an official arrangement

of three divisions, was the division the one Josephus had or the one we have today?

If it was the one Josephus had, we know that the term Psalms would fit perfectly,

Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon, the three of them together are not 1/3

as long as the book of Psalms . Psalms is most of it, Psalms could describe it very

well. Psalms would be entirely appropriate as a description of these four poetical

books, but is Psalms a proper way of describing the Hagiographa today? How could

you ever call Chronicles Psalms, how could you ever call Ezra Psalms, how could you

ever call Daniel Psalms? It is ridiculous, so nobody would say that Psalms is a de

scription of the type of material that was described by third division today. So the

only way to try to do it ts to way it is named after the first book of the division, and

if you do that, fhy they never callthe Pphets "Joshua." If you're going to use Psalms

for the third, you ought to say, "in the Law, in Joshua, and the Psalms." You never

call the second Joshua, why should they call the third after the first book, and anyway
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Psalms isn't the first book of the third division, and to say it must have been at that

time, that is arguing in circles , so that as an officiql division, like it is today, why

it doesn't fit with what Jesus said at all. Now supposing that Jesus wasn't referring to

an official division, suppose that he was just lumping the books together, Me would say

Law, let us say, referring to the first book, first division; He would say Prophets, re

ferring to the second division; now for the third division, if you had our present third

division, suppose He only talked about the PBalms. Well, that would be perfectly all

right, you don't have to mention the whole division. I might read to you here from three

of the five books of Moses, you'd say I read to you from the Law, then I might read to

you from most of the prophetic books, you'd say I read from the prophets, then I mtiglt

just read from the book of Proverbs, no other in the third division, then you could say

we read from the Law, the Prophets, and the book of Proverbs. Did Jesus just discuss

Psalms and not scuss any other book in the 3rd division, therefore he wasn't referring

to the whole third division, it is just to the one book ble dealt with. I hope that all of

you lmmediatd y see that is utterly impossible, because if Jesus explained to them the

things in the O.T. concerning Rtmself, one book that He did not fail to do it from,

was the book of Daniel. And you can't call Daniel Psalms, If He said the things told

about Him in the Law, the Prophets and the Psalam and Daniel, that would fit with

our/ present three-fold division. You say He ignored Proverbs and some of the other

books, Chronicles and Ezra, but He spoke about Psalms and Daniel and then some of

the others, but when He doesn't mention Daniel separately, you have to say that when

it says the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms, things concerning Himself, He is in

cluding Daniel in the 2nd division, and that fits exactly with Josephusdivis ion and

does not fit with our division at all. So that this one of the early statements, the one

in the N. T., fits far better with Josephus' arrangement, than it fits with the present

arrangement. Well, that was the 5th argument 1 re E. Now F:

F, There is...
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...were not included in it at a time shortly before the introduction of printing.

F, There is strong evidence that at least two of the books in our present third division

were not included in it at a time shortly before the introduction of p-n

This can be proven. It is of course an extremely strong argument ainst the idea that

they go back to Ezra in the present division, and it is an extremely strong argument

aint the critics' idea that they were kept this way because that is the order they

canonized in, if this is a fact, and here again we find Wm. Henry Green on our side,

and it's nice to be with him rather than against him, because he was agreat defender

of the faith, most of what he says is excellent, the fact that he got off on this, I thihk,

rather silly idea of prophetic office and prophetic gift is unfortunate, but God allows

most men to get off because no man is perfect except the Lord JesusChrist, and on minor

things everyone is apt to be off on some minor point, and Wm. Henry Green', excellent

on most things, I think is bad on (2 1/4) but on this point again we're

with him, and these other three books that I referred to, most of what they say is

simply copied from Wm. Henry Green, copied (2 1/4)

the idea is from him. I'm not sure whetherj he originated this idea or whether he got

it from somebody else. But on this point, some of the critics have tried to argue

against there having been a moving of two books from one division to the other, here we

have them strongly against it, because they know that their arguments for a three-fold

development, a historical development, is retty badly injured, if you can prove that

the Jew's felt free to take some books out of one division and put them in a second division

--it pretty badly wrecks theirs. Therefore they argue against it. Well, you would expect

the conservatives to argue against it too becauee it wrecks theirs just as badly. To

say that Ezra arranged them in three divisions and then to say that about 350 %A.D.,

the Jews took two boks out of one division and just stuck them over in another division,

well if they could do that then how many other times did they do that? If they could do

that then, what reason do we have to think that in all the years from Ezra up till then,
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800 years when they were not in codex form but in scrolls which wouldn't stay in any

special order, that they religiotisly kept them in this order and then just made one change,

and yet that is the point I wanted to bring out in your papers, on this last point, that

the way that the conservatives, the holders of this argument, defend the fact that you

have Jeremiah in one and Lamentations in the her, is to say well, Lamentations was

moved, and if Lamentations was moved, what right do you have to think others werent

moved too, and they argue that Ezra arranged them according to a definite system is

pretty much given up, but their theory can't hold if Lamentations wasn't moved, because

you can't say the prophetic office/and the prophetic gift there, and have the same author

of books in both of them. So that, Young ignores that matter of Lamentations, maybe he

looked a little further into it than ethe others, and saw that if he admitted one

was moved he might as well give up the whole theory, so he just ignored it--I don't know.

But the othef them, in order to try to defend their theory, they try to prove Lamentations

was moved, and how do they prove that Lamentations was moved? Well, in the first

official
place they go back to Josephus. They ignore Josephus when it comes to !s position:

Josephua just igores, for reasons of his own, the official position, but they all say in

Josephus it said there were 22 books, now how did Josephus get 22 books? And here,

when they say that, they have all four agreed together that Josephusj in his 22 books

had the same as our present 39 books. Josephus had 22 books because he thought of

The Twelve Minor Prophets as one book, he thought of, as the Hebrew manuscripts do,

Kings, Chronicles, Samuel, each of them as one book. They sahe thought of Ezra

and Nehemlah as one book, and there is pretty good evidence (5 1/4)

but when you put them together this way you get down to where you have 24 books instead

of 22, 24 books like in our present Hebrew Bible. And like Baba Bathra's statement, and

so hew do you get 22? Well, a century ago there were scholars who said there were one

or two books Josephus didn't consider to be canonical. But they couldn't agree which

ones, because when someone , when one critical scholar would make an argument that
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Josephus had left out a certain book, another one would come along and give pretty

good proof that this book was accepted from the very early times, and the result is that

by the beginning of the present century, I think all scholars would agree, that Josephus'

22 books were exactly the same as our 39, then how did he get them. It is easy to get

24 but how did he get 22, Well, the only way you can get 22 is to say that Ruth was

originally part of judges and to say that Lamentations was originally a part of Jeremiah.

So if Ruth was part of judges and Lamentations part of Jeremiah, and so you just copied

one book '
Jeremiah, and one book of judges, you can get 22 books, and I thinlç all

scholars agree that's the way Josephus counted them. And that's not purely theoretical

either, because we have the statemeM-Jerome. I didn't think I'd get to that this

morning, I didn't bring it with me, I got it from the library this morning, checked on it,

and have it in my office, so I '11 read it to you next time, but Jerome in his introduction

explicilly says some consider there are 22 books, some consider the are 24. He said

this in 391 A.D., and he said the reason is some considered Ruth part of judges, and

some considered Lamentations as part of Jeremiah, while tbhers consider them as

separate books. Well, there is a definite statement then of Jerome who studied with

the rabbis, learned Hebrew from them, was among the Jews in Palestine and learned their

views and Jerome said that some consider it as 22 , some consider it as 24, because

some consider Ruth as part of Judges and also Lamentations as part of Jeremiah. Now

some of the critics try to brush that aside, but the evidence is pretty strong fot it,

the evidence from Josephus definitely giving the number as 22, at 90 A.D., and the

evidence from the direct statement from Jerome to that effect.

Well, if that is the case, the Jews felt free fo take two books from the 2nd

division and move them to the 3rd, and these two were literally part, according to that

theory , of two other books, and if that is the case then your argument of Arm. Henry

Green, and the others, completely dissolves because if that is so, then Ruth was also

written by the author of judges and Ruth as well, then, by somebody who had the
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prophetic office and it is over in our third division, and if they felt free to take two books

like that and switch them, how many other times may they have switched books. It

completely wrecks the idea that Ezra divided them according to the prophetic office and

the prophetic gift. It also completely wreck s the critical idea that the books prove

a historical development. They prove that only if they were kept in that specific con

dition. Now Mr. Hauls has a very intelligent question, I believe. Maybe he is merely

going to call attention I misspoke myself in, but I hope he has a really intelligent

question. (9) Oh, is it more logical, do you mean? Or is it ma e historical? (stu)

Yes, well I think it is definitely more logical. I'm not tryir to base an argument on

this, but I would say that it is definitely more logical, for this reason. That your books

are all, except Psalms, Proberbs, Ecciesiastes, and Sorgof Solomon, all the books are

either a prophet's declaration of God's message to the people, or an account of the

historical development of the nation. And the account of the historical development of

the nation is so mixed in with what the prophetsdid said, it would be pretty hard to

separate them. Historical books are prophetic actually. Judges is full of statements of

prophecy. It is pretty hard to separate them. But you have Moses first and then as

Josephus says, what was done is put in these books, and it tells you the historical de

velopment of the nation. Kings, and Chronicles, Daniel, Isaiah. But Psalms, Proverbs,

Ecclesiastes and Song of Solomon are different, they don't go under that heading.

Well, we'll la ye to stop there. It was a very intelligent question but...

(break, starting again at 111/4).. the O.T., and we had gotten down to the discussion

of the change that took place among these books, at a v late date, that is, a good

many centuries back of the time of Ezra. I gave you F. And under it I' like to mention

l Jerome witnesses to this fact I have here the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers,

2nd series, vol. VI, from our library. And in that vol. on p.489 we have St. Jerome's

Preface to the first part of the Vulgate which he translated. That is to sq', St. Jerome

made the translation from the Hebrew into the Latin, which is today the official Bible of
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Roman Catholig Church. It was called Lhe Vulgate because he made it to be in the

vulgar tongue, the tongue of the common people, and today it is the official Bible of the

R.C.church. Now when he had translated the books of Samuel and Kings, he published

them instead of wthing to get the whole Bible translated, and in the introduction to these

books of Samuel and Kings, he began with a general discussion of the books of the O.T.

and some of the language in this, to tis today , seems to deal in (13 1/4)

in a way that we would not be apt to do today, but nevertheless it is important in showing

us what understand the situation to be regarding the books of the O.T. I'll

read a part of the Preface. He says that "the Hebrew had 22 letters as testified by the

Syrian and Chaldean languages, which are nearly related to the Hebrew, for they have

22 elementary sounds which are pronounced the same way but are differently written.

And then he goes on...

O.T.I.48. (1/2)

happens that by most people five of the books are reckoned as doubled, namely

Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra, and Jeremiah with his Lamentations. And then there

are 22 elementary characters by means of which we write in Hebrew all we say, and the

compass of the human voice contained in their religion, so we reckon 22 books, of

which is by the alphabet of the doctrine of 1od a righteous is instructed in tender in

fancy, and (1) ' Then he mentions the five books

of Moses first, then he says , the second class is composed of the prophets, and they

begin with Jesus the son of Nane, who among them is called Joshua the son of Nun.

Next inthe series is the book of judges and in the same book they include Ruth, be

cause the events narrated are occurred in the days of the judges. Then comes Samuel

which we call I and 2 Kings, that's in the 2nd group, called 1 & 2 Kings, the fourth is

Kings, the fifth is Isaiah, the sixth Jeremiah, the seventh Ezekiel, the eighth is the

book of the Twelve Prophets. Then to this third class belongs the Hagiographa of

which the first one begins with job, the second with David, whose writings they divide
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into five parts, comprising the one volume of Psalms, so here Jesephus definitely says

391 A.D., that the prophets include Ruth and Lamentations, Ruth as part of judges,

and Lamentations as part of Jeremiah. He continued, to the third class belong the Hagio

grapha, and then he lists them. Then he says, so there are all-told 22 books of the O.T.,

that is five of Moses, 8 in the prophets, nine in the Hagiographa. Though some include

Ruth and Lamentations among the Hagiographa, and think that these books ought to be

reckoned separately. We should thus have 24 books in the Law, and these the Apocalypse

of John represents by the 24 elders who adore the Lamb and with downcast eyes offer

their crown while in their presence stand the four living creatures with eyes before and

behind, that is looking to the past and the future, and with unwearied voice crykig,

holy, holy, holy, Lord God almighty, (2 3/4)

So you see, that , just as Jerome says there are 22 letters in the Hebrew alphabet,

so there are 22 books, and just as five of these letters are double letters, so five of

the books are really two books in our arrangement, but of course he makes a mistake

there because actually there are six of them, counting Ruth and judges, but he definitely

includes Jeremiah and -ct-nr Lamentations. He said Ith is a part of judges so he is

trying to make a comparison is,ying to say that this numerical comparison proves

it should be that way, or is he just giving a comparison that helps in memorizing? I

think probably the latter. But then he says there are some who consider Ruth and

Lamentations as separate, making separate books, and this way they make 24 books

like the 24 elders in the book of Revelation. Well, now of course in the present Hebrew

Bible there are 24 books, and the assumption of the critics is that this 24-book arrange

ment we have today, goes back to the three stages, and the assumption of men like

Wm. Henry Green and these others is that our present a4-book arrangement must go back

because the whole thing was made by Ezra according to a definite plan, then they

give up the whole thing by saying no, actually there was a change in the time of St.

Jerome, so if there was a change at that time, how do we know how many others there
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might be? Mr. Brown? (4) All conservatives consider, I believe, that Jeremiah wrote

Lamentations, and I think most liberals do too.

So here we have an explicit statement from St. Jerome, that Ruth and judges are

in the prophets, but he says there are some who consider them as separate books and

consider them in the Hagiographa, that is the arrangement we have today which the

critics assume goes back to the very beginning of the stage. And the fact that Jerome

would say this, Jerome had rover heard of the critical theory, he wasn't trying to dis

prove it or anything like that, he was simply giving the facts as he knew them, and

the fact that there was a change, 391 A.D., shows we don't know how many other

changes there might have been. Yes? (5 1/4) Well, they lave been read for a very

long time, that particular (5 1/2) when it started, we don't know. Maybe

it started 200 B.C., maybe it started 200 A.D. I don't think there is any doubt it was

well before 391, but it might be rather hard to prove, we'd have to go into the Talmud

to look for incidental references, to find the exact time, but (6)

Well, that was 4F1. Then 42:

2, The fact that Josephus counts the books as 22 strongly supports this evidence from

Jerome. So that is our evidence for a change, is Jerome and Josephus. But it is a

fact, our earliest reference that numbers the books as 22 is Josephus about 100 A.D.

And Jerome at 391 said 22, but then Jerome said some consider 24, now today everybody

considers it as 24, and the critics assume the present 24 division goes back to the

very beginning. I think this is a pretty strong argument against that. But it is also

pretty strong argument against Green and Unger and Young and all the rest of them who

say Ezra arranged them according to a definite plan and that is what we have today.

If Ezra told people this is the important way, they wouldn't be making ckknges. The

book would automatically 9te stay in he regular arrangement, you'd have to make a

special effort to keep them in the particular arrangement. Well we go on to the next one,

and the next point is he one to which Mr. Gregory alluded.
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G, it is easy to see the reason why these two books were shifted, And Mr. Gregory

just suggested--if they were going to read three books vh ich are in the Hagiogrpha at

three special festivals, and then at the other two festivals they read two books which

were in the prophets, it would be rather natural to shift them over, to put them with the

other three and have the five megiloths together (8 1/2) - be a rather natural thing-

liturgical
so the shift took pLi ce

liturgical
for =t friuse UP convenience, It was for=t- --ti

venience that they rade the shift. I don't think there is any question of that, these

books that take this rather anomalous attitude , like Green and Young and the others,

are assuming that our division goes way back to the beginning and Ezra tried to make

it according to a definite reasonable basis on this prophetic-office--prophetic-gift

theory that has no evidence for it anywhere, that Ezra did it on that basis, then they

find they're not that wy today and they have to say a change was made, and how would

they account for the change? Well, they will tell you, for liturgical convenience.

These two are read as part of the megiloth, so it is quite natural they ift them over, and

put them with the other megiloth. So it is very easy to see, if they had three boxes-

now if Ezra had said here is the arrangement, you keep them this way, don't ever make

a change, this is vital, this is prophetic office and prophetic gift, well people would

keep it that way, no matter how inconvenient for them. But if they were just keeping the

books in boxes as was convenient for them, and if on five special occasions, they had

particular books they read at these special feasts, it would be very convenient to have

them in a special box. And then if they have others thal they read every Sabbath, it

would be convenient to have them together, and so when, on many Sabbaths, they'd be

reading slectIons from judges or from Jeremiah, it would be a nuisance having that big

roll that had judges and that had Ruth on or Lamentations, and every time they'd notice

that, they'd say, pull it out to read in the synagogue service, they'd put it back, they'd

pull it out and put it back, and then when it came to special festibal and they wanted to

read that book through, they'd have to go and run through all the books that they read in
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their daily Sabbath seruices to find it and somebody got the bright idea, why not let's

just make two rolls, and this one that we use on the special service, we'll have over

there with the other books we use on special services, and these that we use every

Sabbath in the synagogue we'll have together in one place, a very natural zimple explan

ation of why the shift was made. It is not a new explanation, it is what Green and all

the others suggest was the reason, a very natural reason, but if they felt free to do it,

it destroys both the critical theory and the conservation answer to the critical thary,

and shows us why- this shift of these two books was made, and so we can logically go

onto H after that. And H is:

H, The Same Reason Prodes a Satisfactory Explanation of the Rise of the Whole Three

fold Arrangement whenever it may have occurred So now we find that actually instead

of a 3-stage development, each one being a separate canon and they had to keep them

separate, they shifted two books from one to the other, and if they didn't keep them

sepaate, what reason do we have to think 1t ever was established in a 3-fold canon in

this way, stages of canonization, or that Ezra ever arranged them according to a logical

principle, a principle which was purely imaginary, whey they try to make out is a logical

principle. Actually , if they felt free to move two, what reason do we have they didn't

feel free tomove any of them, if they wanted to. The situation doubtless was this, that

the five books of Moses were read every Sabbath. And it was natural to have them togethex

in one box, books of the Law, the foundation, they come from Moses, it would be quite

natural to put them in one box by themselves, but it would prove particularly convenient,

because every Sabbath they use that box, go to that box, they pick out one of the five,

a nd read it in their service. Now 1n their services on the Sabbath they also read from the

Prophets, they read from the Law and from the Prophets, and so they have maybe all the

rest of them in the second box which has the Prophets in, but the second box is a very

big box and when the readings in the Sabbath...
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thenonWIhflng ?f gom~tus Se w cl w e rom oner ea It similarof the books of the second division.

Now they have to run through all these books to find the right one for that morning, and

every time that they're running through them they find one great bi roll gets in their

way, that's the roll of the Psalms, and every day in the d. ly service they are reading

from the Psalms, so quite naturally they take the roll of Psalms and pl2t it in a different

box, so they now have gotten a third box. There is a box for the Law, box for the Pro

phets, and a third box for the big roll of the Psalms, which is read in the daily service

every day. It is no less holy in a separate box, but every day they go to it and they

don't run through all the rest to find it and then when the S bbath comes why they don't -

not in their way,... but there are certain books of poetry that are different from

most of the books of the Prophets, namely Proberbs, and Ecciesiastes and Son g of

Solomon, and these books are in their way, as they're looking for the books of the

Sabbath services, they don't happen o read them in the Sabbath services, and so they

put them over in the box with the Psalsm, and they're not in the way at all, in the box

with the Psalms, as that i a much bigger scroll, so they put them over there and they

don't have to thumb through them looking for the books for the Sabbath savices. So now

you have a situation with one box having the Law in it, and the fee-- third box having

four books in it, the big one of Psalms, BInd then the smaller ones of Proverbs, Ecclesiasi

and the Song of Solomon, and that is the situation with which Josephus was familiar.

He doesn't think of it as being anything holy or required, but as a convenient arrangement

because these are a little different in the types of material than the others. So

Josephus in 100 A.D. describes the books, that they considered to be inspired and

authoritative, and he doesn't say anything about any prophetic office or prophetic lift

or anything like that, but he says there are the books of the Law, the five the books

of the Prophets, the Thirteen and then he says there are the other four, hymns to God,

and advice to man on the conduct of life. Then however this fourth box has got the Song

of Solomon in, and when it comes to the special festivals at which they read from the
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Song of Solomon they go right to the fourth box and pull it right out, but then when they

come to a festival where they read Esther, they have to rummage all through the second

box with these 13 books in it, in order to find the roll of Esther, and sometimes, after

they read Esther somebody didn't bother putting it back in the second box, but put it in

the third, the one with Song of Solomon, he remembered how on the previous occasion it

was so convenient to reach right in and select the Song of Solomon and put it bad in

that box, and at this festival, when he took Esther out he put it back in there, so

soon it developed that you had, in the third box, you had three of the megiloths, and

then it so happened that they 1 d been reading in the Sabbath services, fror{he book of

Kings and not from the book of Chronicles, not that they thought Kings was any more

like w do
sacred than Chronicles, but it's a habit that is easy to get into/In our services, we're

much more apt to read from Kings than Chronicles. It is a simpler me book', it has

less genealogy in it, it doesn't go in so much for the details of the temple service, when

you have the same story in both, we usually read from Kings. We study Chronicles and

find it a great help, but they got the habit of reading from Kings in the daily service,

and the Sabbath services, and so Chronicles was put over into that box, so you get the

situation by 391 A.D. where in most of them had the Hagiogrha just as we have it to-

still
day except that Ruth and Lamentations were part of judges and Jeremiah, but were t

In the second box, and then somebody said, well now look how convenient it is when

thirdwe reach to our i box and get the other meglloth, and these two, we have to hunt

through the roll of Jeremiah and find the place where it starts and all that, let's just

cut it off and make a separate roll out of it, so they did. So you have Jerome showing

us (5) the very end of the development, and the result is we

have our situation today , and about that time we began writing in codex form, and

hating it in codexes instead of in scrolls, the order becomes more or less (5 1/4)

Yes? (stu.) Well, maybe they didn't have separate individual boxes, I don't knxw.

But if they did, they would be in larger boxes, they wouldn't want to hunt through 22
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different books to find Exodus every Sabbath morning while they were readi ng through

Exodus. (stu) Well, the thing is, in almost anything--they say that our present P.O.

system, if they could do away with our present systemid start a new system from scratach

it would cost half as much to operated but w ye got all these buildings and all this

equipment which has gradually been developed (7)

take
and it rare indeed that people, phase of life and just sit down and work out a whole

system of convenience. As a rule, we make life's decisions, one by one, and we get

into habit, we do things that are very (7 1/4) but gradually we develop

a new system that is more convenient, and, I mean that is a little like 11is, and we

might, in the light of our present situation say this is the way they would do if they

had any sense, like anybody in Europe today would say if the Americans had any sense,

they'd use the metric system and have a hundred centimeters in a meter, instead of having

12 Inches in a foot, three feet in a yard, and 1760 years in a mile, and how many in a rod.

It is the most crazy inconvenient thing you can ever think of, but we just got into the

habit, and when something that is convenient, people succeed in getting done, then

pretty soon everybody thinks everybody with any sense should certainly follow it.

Now we could work out a very fine system, in fact, I could go into your study

and chances are that I could show you how you could have a system far more efficient

than you have, but the probabilities that you are developing it little by little , and you

will get into very inconvenient habits and then all of a sudden you'll say, looka here,

why don't I change this, think of how much time I'd save, and you cange (8 1/4)

But in this case, the thing I'm trying to bring out is

that if Ezra said these books are the Law, these books are the Prophetic Office, these

are the books of the Prophetic Gift, and keepthem in these three sets, people wouldn't

there
feel free to move them around. Or if as the critics told us, they felt they were three

distinct canons and they forgot they were canons but they felt they must be kept in this

order, it would take a definite effort to keep them in that order, whereas we can easily
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see how with little steps that would improve convenience, they gradually got into three

groups, Now the idea for instance of putting them on a shelf might be more convenient

than boxes, if they are always kept in one place, but there's another thing, Jerusalem

was destroyed, the Jews had to flee, they had to move their stud, they often would hve

to hold services in different places, there would be all kinds of things, and it wasn't

thought out, it was simply a gradual development. And the only clear evidence we have

of it is Jerome' s evidence that they made a very reasonable change (9 1/2)

with two books, and if you take the principle which entered into that, 11 easy to see

how (9 1/2)

But it shows that there is no reasonable basis for assuming, as the critics do,

that this was a sacred division which must be preserved (10), where it came from, we

don't know , but we must keep it that way. And then when you trace it back and see how

it got that way, well, like our Electoral College, you can hardly think of anything more

ridiculous and silly than our American Electoral Eollege. It was a clever idea of the men

in the Constitutional Convention, but within 12 years they found it was ridiculous, and

yet we still use it 150 years after. And you get a thing established and going, but if

you don't feel it is sacred you gradually make changes for convenience' sake, if it was

sacred they wouldn't have made any changes. So that we have here evidence of a

reasonable guess as to how it developed. Now the details may be quite different, but

the principle is quite definite, that the arrangement of the look came as a matter of

liturgical convenience, whether it was three boxes, or three shelves, or wia t, it was

arranged for litugical convenience, and through that there developed a system which then

became set and rigid, due to two things, one was the establishment of a book form, which

meant that when they were put a certain way, they stayed that way, another was due to

the fact tia t the/ Jews, after the destruction of Jerusalem, found it necessary to try to

make things rigid in order to maintain themselves, and so we have the Massoretes of the

5th century A.D., counting the number of letters in every book, counting the numbers of
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occurrences of each word, doing all sorts of things, as they said, to put a hedge around

the Law, to keep it without any change coming into it. And the word Massora means

hedge, and we call them Massoretes, the men who made the hedge, and our Massoretic

Bible is divided the way those people tried to preserve it and keep it;, they put in vowel

points, before there were no vowels. But they said, everybody knows how to read

this, but people may forget , let's put vowel points in and then it will be 12 1/4)

and they were Lrylng to make things rigid so they would last, and whatever

t he system was then, it became established and people forgot how it came into existence.

So that is H, and we'll skip I because it looks too much like a Roman Numeral I, and

take J. And J, Conclusion Regarding the Critical Theory.

1, The Critics are right in saying that the 3-told arrangement is a result of the

historical process

2, But the Historical Process that gave rise to it is in no way a proof af 3 stages

o canonization.

3, One of their arguments for such a 3-stage process is really a result of the

true cause of development of the 3pfold arrangement

O.T.I.50. (1/2)

it was an entirely different s,ort of process.
" . s/it was a process ot convenience of arrangement rather than a process of canonization.

Well, 413 here--one of their arguments , you remember , was that the Jews read in their

synagogue service from the second set of books, therefore, they said, they muhave

made tIe artangements when they only considered them as authoritative. Well, as

we noticed that there is no reason to put the selection for synagogue reading back as

far as two or three hundred B.C. We don't know where they were selected, but it is an

assumption on their part, they were selected between the seudnd and third stage of

canonization. We noticed also that from the third they read on the daily services,

and on the great festivals , and there is no reason to think they thought then (1 3/4)



O.T.I.50. (1 3/4) 238.

But actually what it means is the other way around. They read from these books, it

just happened that the selections picked were the 52 Sabbaths in the year, that those

selections came from certain books, and those books they wanted to have together.

While the selections for the day or for the special festivals they together.

So that instead of its being an argument for the critical th ry, it actually is merely a

phase of the real development according to llutg1cal convenience.

44, There is no direct evidence for the critical theory, and valid circumstantial

evidence is also lacking That is to say, as we have noticed, the critical theory, that

they were built in three stages, and that they were canonized in three stages, here is

no evidence of any such canonization. It is purely a theory based m circumstantial

evidence, and it would now seem the circumstantial evidence also does not point toward

that. So 45, We may conclude that the books were canonized by God as each was written,

And that their collection and anigement proceeded according to the oonvenience of the

users Now we go on to VI. And that is:

VI The Extent of the Canon What do we mean by the extent? (stu.4 3/4)

(Dr. M.goes back over J, 1, and talks more about the historical process and how many

things develop in this way, the names of the U.S., and our systn of rrasuring. Also

our alphabet.) And we don't want to assume that things will be logical, it takes effort

to make them logical. Probably Europe would still be in a crazy system too if it wasn't

for Napoleon forcing the mettical system. By this time of course they're all accustomed

to it. lp,-* repeated, commented on. J, 3 --one of their arguments for such a 3-stage

.t*4t process is really a result of the true cause of development of the 3-fold arrangement,

That is to say, they read in the synagogue service because it was made canonical first.

Actually they had the books in the second group because those were the ones they happenec

to read in the weekly service rather than the daily service or (9 3/4)

hen J,4 repeated and commented on.) crhen J,5 repeated) Now does everyone have them?

(10 3/4) stu) Oh, Daniel, all right. That 's very important. According to the critical
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theory Daniel was written about 150 B.C., and the second division was already closed

so they couldn't put it in the second division they had to put it in the third, even though

logically it would go 1n'the second. That/Is the critical theory. According to the real

situation, Daniel must have been in the second division if there were three divisions

originally, because the N. T. refa to1as a prophet. Josephus said the other four

books are prayers to God, and rules for the conduct of life. Daniel doesn't come under

that, Daniel must have been in the second division. And when Jesus said, He told them

the things written in the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms concerning Himself, the

word Psalms could never cover Danid. . If Daniel was in the third division, He'd have

to say Daniel and Psalms, or else give a total name to cover the third. He doubtless

covered Daniel u nder the second, whatever books He discussed, He certainly discussed

Daniel because it is one of the principal Messianic books of the O.T. So that I would

say there is no doubt that when He said Law, Prophets and Psalms, lie was including

Daniel with the prophets. Now --

Now it so happens that there are only 52 Sabbaths in the year, and in those 52

Sabbaths as they read fromthe book of the Dentateuch, going traight through, after each

division, somebody at some time selected something from the prophets to read with it,

w hich they called the haphtera, the selected reading, I ve a book originally published

by the chief rabbi of London, the Law and the Haphtera, that is, it discusses the passages

of the Pentateuch which they read straight through, and it discusses the passages that

they read in the Sbbath services from the different books of the Prophets. Now you've

got all these books of the prophets, and you've only got 52 Sabbaths, and from these

books you don't want to read long passages to cover them all, you want to read about

the same length as what you read out of the Law, and it so happened that they fouond

sufficient passages for the 52 Sabbaths without happening to select one from Daniel.

So as they , each Sabbath, reached in the box, or went to the shelf, and they wouldn't

sy in the same order on the shelf, unless you made a deliberate efrt to keep them ft t
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way, and they went over the she1f or went through the box, and they picked out

O.T.I.51. (1/2)

.whole book of Daniel through special times during the year, but they don't happen

to have a selection from it on one of the Sabbath services, so it happens that Daniel

is always getting inthe way and somebody says well now look let's put Daniel CV er here,

with the books for some special occasion (1)

probably didn't even think it out 1i) that, just picked it up and put it over there. He

was a man of real standing in the community, had young fellows working with him,

learning how to do it, and everything (1 1/4)

Now of course somebody says, well why didn't they read from Daniel? The answer is,

we don't know how they selected, but they only had 52 to select out of all these, they

just happened, they saw other passages they thought fit with the particular entateuch

selection for the Sabbath wervice, which was more appropriate than they happened to

feel about any part of Daniel. Glad 'ou raised that question because that is a very

important part of it. I mean, I probably (1 3/4)

maybe I should have made that K, at any rate it is something I trust you all have in mind.

Now is there any further question on this? Yes? (2)

They would have special times, to study those books, maybe on some special evening

they'd have a big service and read the whole way through it, but when it came to

Sabbath services, they didn't happen to have selection from it. As they were looking

through these books, and here they come a-i Ezekiel and here is Ezekiel, well we read

that two weeks ago, and you don't mind quite so much if it gets in/your way when you

read it two weeks ago and three weeks from now you may be reading it again, but when

you hit one that you haven't read for some months in a Sabbath service, and perhaps

you realize well say you just don't happen to read from that at any of the services, you

read other books, but every Sabbath you're picking out the books for that month, and
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you put it over on the other shelf and that would account

how the development of the liturgic

Any other questions? Now to go on to VI. The Extent of the Canon.

Now that word extent might not immediately be obvious as to what we mean by

it, but I'm sure with a little thought it can be explained. We have been speaking thus

far about the principles of the canon. How do we consider these books as authoritative,

because they were written by men inspired of Go for the purpose. And these men

wrote the books, they became part of God's word, they were received by the people of

God from them, they were kept together, that is, they kept these books, gradually they

were brought together, and Jesus Christ set His seal of His approval upon that process.

He refers to them as a group, that this is the holy scripture, the books that are able,

as Paul says, to make you wise unto salvation. He put the seal of His approval upon

the gariing of them, not upon the writing of them, that was
l

ty0od, but upon

the recognition of the fact that the correct books had been recognized and no others had

got into the group, so Christ set the seal of His approval upon the result of the collecting

but the canonizing (4 1/2) occurred when they were written.

But now what are the books, here is a question where we have a disagreemetit

with the Roman C atholics, they would agree with us that these books are God's word,

they are inspired, they are free from error, whatever is taught in them is true, now they

would differ' from us in that they say they're smnvolved that you have to get a group of

Roman Catholic priests selected by the pope, to decide what they mean, nobody can tell

what they mean, they differ from us there in their interpretation on a very vital point.

But as tb which the books they also differ, because if you get a Douay version of the O.T.

or any R. C. Bible you will find in it certain books tin t are not in our Bible, and so we

are interested in knowing what are the books that are the inspired books, what is the

extent of the canon? And that is a very vital question. Brunner says the church put the

gospel of John into the Bible, the church can drop it out, if the church decides to. We
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say God made the book of John an inspired authoritative book and no man has any right.

We differ with Brunner on this, but weon't diffe' with the Roman Catholics on the

recogg.ition that God has nde certain boks inspired books, so we are interested in

determining are they right in their idea of which they are? Or are we right And after

all, (6) it is very important to be sure we have the right books.

So under VI we call A The Canon ofthe Jews And why do we list first the Canon of the

Jew? We do that, because Jesus Christ set the seal of His authority upon the book which

the Jews accepted as canonical. It was the holy scriptures which Timothy had known

from a boy which Paul said were the books that are able to make thee wise unto salvation

and all of which are profitable, it was the books On t the Pharisees and the Sadduce

were using as the authoritative books that Jesus C hrist referred to whan He said not a

jot nor a tittle shall pass from the Law till all be fulfilled. So we are tremendously in

terested in knowing what was the canon of the Jews, and that is A. Under that, 4l is:

1, In the_First Century A.D, the WAR .69-5-94969 the canon as definite and fixed

I am sure any of you would know immediatd y what our first point under that is, because

it is one we have stressed a good bit, but I see we'll not be able to give it today.

(break, starting again at 8 1/4)... about the canon. W1a t books are free from error,

intended of God for the guidance of His people. Under this head we took up A, and *1,

and under that small a The Testimony of Josephus You see how very important this

paragraph by Josephus in his letter to Appion is. He says in it that though other things

have all been written up yet these are the only books they consider as authoritative. He

says every Jew from his birth considers them as comna nds of God and no one would add

anything to them or take anything from them. That is a very definite positive statement

for Josephus to make, at about 90 A.D., and it is a pretty conclusive proof that the Jews

consider the canon as fixed and definite at that time. But now anither very important

evidence ai this is small b References inthe N 1
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This, most of you dealt with in your papers you turned in, there were 3 or 4 that were

much too brief t, that didn't deal with the subject properly, but most of the papers

were very good, and gave a very good examination of the n terial and you noticed how

the N. T. refers to the 0. T. as a unit, these are the things in the scriptures, in the

sacred {sriptures, the boo1that Timothy had known from a child and were able to make

thee wise unto salvation, the way they are spoken of in the N. T. is the way you would

speak ci something that was fixed and definite , not something that is uncertain as to just

how much is included in it. It is impossible to look at the N. T. references to the 0. T.

a nd think that the N. T. writes had any question as to what the Jews consider to be the

authoritative scriptures, and consequently this is a strong evidence, even if a person

didn't believe I4the N. T. at all, this is a strong evidence from a historical viewpoint of

the fact that the Jews at that time considered the canon as definite and fixed, and then

we must note a negative point here.

c, The_disputes of the first and second centuries do not prove the contrary.

We've already dealt with that quite fully, under a previous head. But it --sometimes a

person forgets to go back to a previous head in connection with material. If somebody

asked you to discuss the 3-fold stage theory of the critics you would immediately think

of the matter of the dispute, and you would either have at your fingertips or could easily

find in your notes, the points that we mentioned to show that those disputes did not show

a situation of uncertainty on the minds of the Jews as to certain of the books of the

(11 1/4) division. But that instead they are disputes which show the Jews,

having lost their dity, their ten pie, lost their physical concre evidence of their unity,

trying to establish a situatii in which they would be enabled to hold unitedly to these

main things and to defend what they believe. And therefore the Jews in those early

centuries proceeded to count the number of letters in every book of the O .T., they pro

ceeded to try to make a hedge about the Law, and in connection with this, in those

early days they set to work to try to find answers, when people would say oh these are
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your sacred books, what has Esther got to do with it, Esther doesn't even mention the

name of God. How about Ezekiel, they'd say, that contradicts the Pentateuch? Well,

they'd say, I haven't studied Esther and the Pentateuch thoroughly, I can't answer it.

But Rabbi so-and-so, one night he talked for four hours and he explained the whole thing,

and most people, an argument from ailhority is the most effective argument there is,

the Talmud has a good many. Rabbi so-and-so said, that settles it. And of course that's

the way among Christians, very clten. So-and-so said, that settles it. A man said to me

one time, another seminary where I was speaking at the time, I poirted out to him that

the 20th chapter of Rev, clearly taught the coming trñ the millennial kingdom of C hrist on

earth. Well, he said, Warfield has an article which disproves it. He says, Warfield

has completely shown there is nothing to it. Well, I said how did he do it? Oh, I don't

know, I just merely know he did it. Well, there you are, Warfield was a gat scholar

and a great writer, and he wrote some marvelous things, but a fzietid of mine said that wher

he read his article on Rev. 20 he felt as if a great mind, preoccupied with other matters,

was trying to dismiss an unfamiliar subject with as little consideration as possible.

And the unfortunate thing is that everybody who does any great amount of writing, does

that. They write on some things they knew a great deal about and on soe things they

don't know much about. And in that particular article, you have the most beautiful style,

t he most effective manner of saying things, but when you examine the argument, they are

the wildest sort of (13 1/2) He says for instance that 7 is the number

of perfection, 3 is the number of d. ty, 7...

O.T.I. 52. (1/2)

.hard to imagine that a great mind, who wrote such wonderful articles could use such

shoddy thinking in one particular argument, but it is an unfortunate thing that most human

beings do write an occasional thing like that, and one of the greatest injuries to our whole

p-uxit Christian testimony as Christians is that we go by authority instead of by fact,

and consequently we find a man who is a great scholar who is an excellent student in
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some line, and we take what he says in another line inwhich he is not trained, and if

you study through commentaries, it is amazing how you will find interpretations which

some great mans cast off in a careless moment, and lesser people have copied and

recopied in their books. I always say I'm not the least bit interested in what so-and-so

thinks or what so-and-so bellves, or what so-and-so thinks, I don't care how great a

man he is, but I'm tremendously interested in what reason he gives for what he says.

Because anyone may have excellent reasons, or may not lave. And we have to look into

thee reasons, but it is a sad tendency to go by authority, so these rabbis were looked

as real authorities felt that they must, among themselves , come to unity, but as you read

t he disputes in the Talmud there is no evidence that they seriously thought of dropping any

books from the canon, and there is not the least evidence that they even gave the slightest

consideration to considering as authoritative ay book that isn't actually in the Jewish

Bible today. There is absolutely no evidence of either of these thirg s, but they simply

were discussing these matters in order to be able to defend them, so the disputes of the

among th Jews
first centuries do not prove that Lhere was hesitation or doubt or uncertainty/as to which

books were in the canon. Now we discussed this under the other head but it is very

vital under this head too, so I just wanted to pMelalt here and to remind you of it and give

it a head under this. But l. Well, what do we care about what the Jews thought in the

first century AD. Isn't it much more important what they think today? No, it doesn't

make the slightest difference to us what the Jews think today about the canon, unless

we are in Jewish missionary work, the Jews might all be completely wrong today, we

ought to be interested in what they thought in the first century A.D. Why? Because Jesus

Christ set the seal of His approval on 'what the Jews considered to be the O .T. then.

He spike of that which they then considered as scriptures, they could change their

mind completely today, that wouldn't affect the evidence in the slightest, it is what they

thought then that was of interest f= to us. So this of tremendous importance, that

in he first century A.D. the Jews regarded the canon as definite and fixed. Well, then,
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a second point of very great importance, is 2:

denied2, The Jews had never the canonicity of any of the books in our Protestant

0. T. In the disputes they asked a question, is Esther Inspired? But their answer was

it is. Is Ezekiel inspired? The answer was, it is. There is no evidence of any authori

tative Jewish leader or any sizeable group of Jewish people, at any time, first century,

second, third, up to the present, there is no evidence of any such group that believes in

an insrJ)iri'eving that certain parts of our present Protestant 0. T. should not be

included in it. No such evidence. Yes? (4 1/2) It is pretty hard today to talk about the

Jewish field anyway, because the Jews are broken up into so many different groups with

many different ideas. Today you have the conservative group, and you would think that

the conservative group would above all hold exactly as we do, but the conservative Jews

are conservative on the traditions of the elders and on the Septuagint, and on the

Pentateuch, a conservative Jewish rabbi will keep a cap on his head all the time, he

will never think of going without it on. He is very strict on what he considers to be

the customs of the elders and en= there are many different groups among them with many

different ideas of custom. They look upon the scriptures with great veneration, but as

far as I can see, most of them don't study them a great deal, or know a great deal about

what is in them. The conservative Jews are very, very strict on certain of their customs

although they have this idea of veneration to scripture, now just how carefully they have

thought through the matter, I don't know. They are considered among the other Jews as

rather backward, reabtionary and ignorant, though there are individuals who are highly

regarded. They are probably the greatest number, but of the Jews with considerable

money, and considerable advancement in scholarship, most of them are Reformed, and

some of the Reformed Jews are just like Unitarians, or ordinary men, some of them don't

believe in anything. I talked with a Jew who is professor of Talmudic Lore at the Univ.

of Chicgo. He said to me, the Jewish Religion is the finest religion in the world, be

cause, he said, all you have to do is to perform the ceremony, it doesn't matter the
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least bit what you believe. So long as you pefform the ceremonies and observe the

festival, he said, you can be an atheist if you want, it doesn't make the slightest differ

ence, you can believe in Jesus Christ, if you want, it doesn't make the slightest differ

ence. tte said all that is required of you is to perform the ceremonies. Well, you can

imagine what his idea of inspiration is. He wrote articles on different parts of the Bible

following the most extreme higher critical views. He was, JE rhaps the extreme of the

Reformed Jews. Prof. (6 4) Pres. Morgensen, who was president of Hebrew-Union

College a few years ago --the present college and their president is very different, but

Prof. Morganstern wrote innumerable on the Bible, making all the wildest theories on

anything you can imagine, it didn't seem to make the slightest difference on what he said

on anything. Most scholars today consider him as just extreme and ignorant, imaginative,

and don't consider his ideas really worth paying much attention to, or authoritative.

Now the Reformed Jews have the greater part of the money, and they have (7 1/4) the

finest and there are among them many very fine men. But their ideas (7 1/4)

differ very much. Then there is whit they call the conservative, a

third group, which is sort of in between. Reformed rabbi keeps a hat on his head all

day long, whenever he is awake, a conservative rabbi keeps it on whenever he is reading

or stdying the scriptures, but otherwise not. A Reformed doesn't bother with that.

But the conservatic,e is apt to follow the tradition much more than the Reformed. But just

how much they believe in inspiration I'm not sure. So it is pretty hard today to give the

Jews' views on this, particularly on this. They are like the Roman Catholics, the Jews

and the Roman Cdtholic s--the Bible is the authoritative sacred scripture, but their

attention is on the tradition. The Jews have said you make the word of God (8 1/4)

tradition, and the most of the Jews today --It is the traditlcn of the elders.

For Instance, the Bible says you shall not boil a kid in its mother's milk. Well, you want

to be very careful you don't, consequently how do you know which is its mother's milk,

so the best thing is don't take any milk, when you're using meat, so that an orthodox
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Jew, today, and many will have two sets of

dishes , and if at once meal they have milk products they will have nothing with meat

in it, and if one they have meat they have nothing with milk, now that is an interpretation

of one particular verse, and there are hundreds of other verses they pay no attention to,

but that is a custom which has become established. Now among the Roman Catholics

it is the same way, the tradition of the elders is that there is a purgatory and that you

have to have mass to get out of purgatory, they dont find it in the Bible, but that gets

at least three-fourths of the attention of the average Roman Catholic, towards the matters

that are purely traditional , and they have some very fine Biblical scholars, but the

mass of them (9 1/4)

We had a man on our faculty in Wilmington, who went to a Roman Catholic bookstae

and asked for a Roman Catholic N. T. They looked at him in astonishment. They hunted

around in the back room and found a copy , they said this is the first time in four years.

They sold loads of prayer books, loads of images of the Virgin Mary, all sorts of things,

bu t there are a few of them who are very excellent scholars, but the rank and file, the

Bible is the sacred authority which is buried underneath a lot of other things. And that's

the way with the Jews today. But of course, what we're intaested in is the Jews of the

first century A.D. And I just incidentally did mention that I know of no group of Jews

at any time but the important thing for us is that those earlier Jews (10)

that would say we believe the Bible is inspired, we believe it is authoritative, but we

think Esther isn't, or we think that Chronicles isn't. They might say, the prophets,

they are on a higher level than the hagiographa, yes, but the prophets are men who had

the spirit of prophecy and the hagiograph is only the holy book, but they say they're

both true, both inspired, both free from error, so actually it is no different. Well,

under this I will mention four subheads, the first, a; the evidence of Tosehus & BabaBatha

We've already noticed that Josephus says 22 books, and when you figure out what these
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are, there is. I don't think there is any scholar today rko has given any great amonnt

of time to the study of this who would say that those 22 books do not include every book

in the Protestant 0. T. There were some men 100 years ago who tried to prove one hook

wasn't included but they didn't agree on what book it was, and they're pretty well agreed

now that it fits with all of our books.

b, Most of the 0. T. books are quoted either in Tosehus or in Philo. Here is an

interesting point. Josephus wrote voluminously, Philo wrote a good deal. josephus on

history, Philo on philosophy. The attempt was not to quote the 0. T. books, but in the

course of their writing, they did quote om most of the O.T. books, now that is not a

tremendously important point but it is interesting.

c, There is no evidence of any question on this point. You might say, everybody

agrees on this, why spend time on it. Well, it is agreed on, it is definite, we should

be familiar with it, it may/be important in connection M. th other matters. There is no evi

dence of any question as to the Jews' having acceptecJ)e first ci tury, in fact, in

every century, since, all the books of our present N. T. And then small d: it may impress

you as strange but it is necessary to say:

d, This relates to all groups of Jews including the Sadducees. I pay including the

Sadducees because some have tried to build an argument on statements in the N.T.

that the Sadducees did not accept the resurrection, but there is no evidence that the

Sadducees rejected any of the books, they did not accept the doctrine of the bodily

resurrection. You will find Christians today, good Christians, who will refuse to accept

certain doctrines that are clearly taught in the scripture, that doesn't prove they don't

lat
accept those booksontainj it. Sometimes they just brush them away, they say this

is symbolical. Well, if it is a symbolic book, it is part of God's word, you should

t ake what it says, but the fact that a person says it is a symbolic book doesn't prove

d0 't 2
that we 'eInit1y consider it inspired and authoritative

And the Sadducees said to Jesus, questioned him about the resurrection, and Jesus
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proceeded to give them an argument about Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Some say well

He could have found better arguments in later books of the Bible. The fact He argued

from the Pentateuch proves the Saduceed only accepted the Pentateuch. Wd. 1, it may

be would support that if we had other evidences, we have no other evidence anywhere

so it is perfectly reasonable to think that the Law...

O.T.I.53. (1/2)

... and to the fact that they considered these books to be authoritative and inspired.

They might consider them so without

3, The Jews have never believed that additional books were part of the canon.

Why even bother to state that after' all we have stated before? Simply because of the

fact that the Roman Catholics differ as to the books of the O.T. And consequently an

thing on this point is imptant in dealing with them, and me Roman Catholic1 scholar

is apt to grab any kind of an argument he can find on this particular point. Their 0. T.

contains 7 books and parts of 2 others that ours does not. So it can become a very im-

portant matter in dealing with Roman Catholics, particularly because some give evidence

disputed
from those books on e points. So we make small a under this:

a, All investigators agree that this was true of the Palestinian Jews. I don't believe

you will find any Roman Ctho1ic scholars trying to make an argument that the Jews

of Palestine in the time of Christ tthe other books that they had in their bible

that we don't have in ours. It is agreed. Well, why do I say the Palestinian Jews?

Because some Roman Catholics ay the Jews of Alexandria held a different view, so we

say as small b, This was also true of the Alexandrian Jews. We have referred to Alex

andria once or twice before,tbough we haven't explained it. Some of you may know a

tremendous amount about Alexandria, and some very little. So it perhaps would be

good to take a minute or two here, just to brief anyone who isn't familiar with Alexandria.

Alexandria is the city in northern Egypt which is the great pcrt ctV and has been ever

since the time of Alexander the Great, about 300 B.C., one of the two or three most
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important cities in Egypt. There is no other city in Egypt that is as important today as

it was important in the time of Christ. Cairo was not founded until half a millennium

later, but Alexandria, while not as old as the previous great cities, was a very great

city in Egypt at this time, and had at least 100, 000 Jews in it, maybe 200, 000--a

tremendous Jewish population, at the time of Christ. It was one of the great cities of

the Roman Empire, it was a great center of culture, learning, literature, the Septuagint,

the Gek translation of the O.T., was translated at Alexandria at about 200 B.C., and

Alexandria was a great center of Jewish learning, Jewish thought, and Jewish life, at

that time, and continued so until within the last three centuries. So Alexandria was of

great importance in the history of the Jews and there are those who say well, the Alex

andrian Jews, they accepted these other books. So we say, as a footnote, l, or as an

answer to this (1), A difference on a vital point like this between the Jews of Alexandria

a nd the Jews of Palestine would be extremely unlikely. We have abundant evidence that

the Alexandrian Jews sent representatives to the Council at Jerusalem, that many of them

made trips to Jerusalem when they could. There was constant intercourse between the

two, they looked to Jerusalem as their headquarters, to Palestine as their sacred land.

And thus on a point as fundamental as this there would have been a difference between

them is extremely unlikely.

(2) The Prologue to the book of Ecciesiasticus. I lave read you already the prologue

to this book, which was not written by Jesus the son of Sira who lived in Jerusalem, but

by his grandson, whose name we don't know, who lived in Alexandria, and he says in this

book, as 'ou, I hope, recall, whereas many and great things have been delivered unto

us by the Law and the Prophets and the others flat have followed in their steps, --now if

he is writing this in Alexandria he includes all the books of the O.T. that they accept in

Alexandria, but he goes on, "my grandfather Jesus who was in Jerusalem , having much

given himself to the reading of the Law, the Prophets and the other books of thd Fathers,

was (6 1/4)
" and so you have here a
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reference in these two sentences to the two different ones, the reference to the books

that the Jews of Alexandria wrote, a reference to the books that the Jews of Jerusalem

hold, in a way as to suggest that they are identical, nbt the slightest suggestion of any

difference betweent hem. So .he Prologue to Ecclesiastlcus would be very strange indeed

if there was a difference on this vital point as to what the books were which are the in

spired books in the opinion of the Jews of Alexandria. Then (3) Josephus, while livingn

Rome, and he came from Palestine, he was writing against an Alexandrian anti-Semite.

It was a Greek rhetorician of Alexandria, named Appion, who was writing these terrible

anti-Semitic things, and Josephus felt called upon to answer, and Josephus to write

against him and say all Jews from their very birth accept these as the commands of God

and they wouldn't add anything to them or take anything from them, if Apion could back

and say what does this fellow Josephus know, look what a liar he is. He says all Jews

agree and here are the Jews in Alexandria don't accept these books he mentions but they

accept seven other books, they accept 29 books instead of just 22. It would have made

Josephus' statement utterly ridiculous. So for Josephus to write as he did about 22 books

which is definitely the books we have, against the grammarian in Alexandria, in OR=, book

for distribution throughout the Roman Emp.re , would have been ridiculous if there had

been such a difference. If there was such a difference it would be up to Josephus to say

a few words about it, and explain it, rather than have someone else bring it out as a

bombshell to utterly destroy the (8 1/4) of his work.

And so the fact that Josephus was writing against an Alexandriam anti-Semite would

beuick to prove the truth on this point. 4(4) Is an interesting little point, not a big one,

but one which, if an argument were aroused over this, could sometimes be very telling.

(4) Phllo never refers to the apocryphal books. Philo, Jew of Alexandria, who wrote Iftft

philosophical work, Dean Inge of England, 30 years ago, very famous English leader, was

4quoting
Philo, based his philosophy largely on Philo s. Philo was quite a tyong writer
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of the first century A.D., and in his book he quotes and refers to mcgi-CANEX.irt every

with
book of the O.T., as he does er many other books of greek and Roman background,

but he never refers to or quotes from any sing&è one of these books, which the Roman

Catholics say are part of the O.T., and which we say are not. He never quotes from

any cne of them, pays no attention to them. Well, if they were considered there in

Alexandria, where Philo lived, as part of the O.T., it might be quite conceivable that he

wouldn't happen to quote from any particular one, bu?the whole seven of them would

never once be quoted by him, or referred to, when he is quoting and referring to most

of the other boks, is quite inconceivable, if they were part of the same collection of

the books of the O.T. Now , as I say, that is not a tremendous proof, it is an interest

ing, but it is something which, in an argument, sometimes can be more ffective than

stronger evidences actually,re.

(5)--$ now we get to the root of the matter-- (5) The Presence of apocphal books

in the manuscripts of the Septuagint does not prove that the Jews of Alexandria accepted

t%'J in addition to those accepted by the/i Jews of Palestine. I expect that the

first year students have none of them yet had N. T. Intro., that comes second semester,

doesn't it? You're havi ng it now? No, that's Survey, N. T. Survey, but there is another

course N. T. Intro, which deals with mss, so consequently the first year students are not

yet familiar with mss of the N. T., but I believe the second year, every one them

should be able to name several mss of the Septuagint, without any trouble, because in

N. T. Intro, it is very important to learn the names of the great mss of the N. T.

And many of these mss include the 0. T., so when you speak of the ms Aleph, or B or

A, you are speaking of great mss of tremendous importance for the N. T., but these mss

are of equal importance for the Greek translation of the O .T., which is included in them.

Now we have many N. T. mss that don't include the 0.T., but we have many that do,

and the great (12 1/4)

So that some of the same mss which are important for proving the N.T. include the Old.
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But these mss were largely made in Alexandr).a, that is whethe Septuagint was trans

lated, from Hebrew into Greek, and cxnsequently that is where the first mss of the

Septuagint were made, was in Alexandria, and i en you take--you take Aleph, or B,

you are apt to fird the book of Beracha, or I Maccabees, or some other of these in the

Septuagint, you're apt to find the additions to the book of Daniel, or the addllhiions to the

book of Esther in the Septuagint, and therefore, some Roman catholic scholars have

said, the fact that these books are included in the Greek 0. T. is proof that the Jews of

Alexandria accepted these bobks which the Jews of Jerusalem, they will admit, did not.

That is the only argument upon which, the only statement upa-i which any argument can

be made, to say that additional books were accepted by the Jews of Alexandria, is that

they are included in the Septuagint, And so that leads us quite logically to look at certain

subjects under this very important point, and the first of these is

O.T.I.54. (1/2)

to assume that the group that we have must go back to the time of Ezra, so small a

under 5 is: a, The mss were in rolls before Christian period. The mss of the Bible books

were in scrolls, in Greek as well as Hebrew. The Septuagint, the Law was trarated

200 B.C., the other books .. omewhat later, probably at different times by different

people. The Jews had these boks in scrolls, they had scrolls in their synagogues, and

Jews in Alexandria who taught Greek all the time, Greek was their regular language just

like Jews in Americay are taught English ll the time. If the rank and file want to know

what is in the Bible, they will get (11/2) an English translation.

And there is a Jewish committee composed of representatives from all three main

branches of Judaism, hich has been meeting in N. Y. every month for one or two or

three days, completely, making, in the last three or four years, making a new rnglish

translation for the Jews d the 0. T. The previous one was put out about 40 years ago.

But the rank and file of the Jews, if they're going to read it, they read it in the translation

of the language they talk, and most of the Hebrew or Aramaic they know are just words
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they hear in the synagogue and most of them don't even know their meaning of these

words. Now it probably'a ts much that way in Alexandria at this time, but it

was getting in that direction. So the Jews would go to the syiagogue and would hear the

Bible read in the Hebrew, but when they would come home , they were taught Greek, and

if they wanted to know what the Bible saU, they would get a Greek Bible, but they

could not get a Greek copy of the O.T, because there was none at least before the 2nd

cfiatiy, and maybe the 4th century A.D. You would get a scroll which might cover

Genesis or might cover the 12 minor prophets or might cover Isaiah, you would get a

scroll, there were 22 scrolls that made up the O.T. and consequently what we have in

our Septuagint books do not necessarily prove what the Jews thought at the time of Christ

about these separate scrolls. Then small b in connection with it:

(b) All copies of the Septuagint that we possess came from Christian and not from

Jewish people. That is not to say that Christians made the translation, it was Jews who

translated the O.T. books, not the O.T. as a completed thing, but the different scrolls,

the different books into Greek, but these they did not think of authoritative or sacred,

they were just a4 presentation in your common language. If yai want to know what the

real Bible says, go to the Hebrew. They were just for popular use in the home. Now

when they began making codexes, by that ti ne, the Jews had largely turned against the

Septuagint. It is said in the Talmud one place, that there are two terrible days in the

history of Israel, the two most unfortunate days in the history of Israel are when the Jews

made the golden calf coming out of Egypt, and when Jews translated the Septuagint.

The reason for that is, that the early Christians began presenting Christ from the Septua

gint, and they said look at here , it says that a virgin will conceive, and the word virgin

is very clearly there in the Septuagint, and they quoted case after case where the Septua

gint made a foundation for Christian teaching, and naturally those Jews who did not accept

Christianity, would say well now let's go back to the Hebrew, maybe they didn't know

the Hebrew, and na ybe the Christians (4 3/4) didn't
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know the Hebrew either, so they 'd go to the rabbi and he'd say oh well that's what it

says in the Geek but that's not what it says in the Hebrew, and so pretty soon they got

to the attitude, well, this Septuagint is just a rough thing to use at home, not authori

tative, in fact, it's bad because look at all the arguments made aainst it. So the Jews

who had used the Septuagint extensively from the time it was translated up till about the

2nd century A.D., stopped using it altogether, and all copies of the Septuagint tht hade

been preserved have come from Christian hands, that is, up till the new discoveries of

the Dead Sea Scrolls which contain a few copies (5 1/2) of portions, but

that was before this attitude. So the Septuagint was put together by Christians, and

the Christians when they started ma king these codexes they t would say, let's have

the books of the Q.T.,we wart to put 'cl-trtrt-ethem together into a ms. And Lhe man would

start copying, he might be an excellent copyist, he might be of a very good writing hand,

b ut that wouldn't necessarily mean that he knew much about what were the correct books,

he would get someone else to bring in the books, they would bring the books to him, and

it would hot be strange if some mistake would be made under those circumstances. At

any rate it shows you what some Christians thought in the 2nd or 3rd century A.D., not

what the Jews of Alexandria thought. Well, that is point b there and (c) is of even more

importance. (c) the additional books found, in copying of the Septuagint, vary

from ms to ms If you will get a list of the books found in almost any of our old copies

of the 0. T. in Greek, you'll find some apocryphal books in them, but you will not find

any Septuagint msI that has exactly the books that are in the Roman Catholic Bible,

you wont find one. You will always find some of them missing, and you will usually

find one or two additional things which the Roman Catholics do not accept as authoritative

In other words, these people who put the copies of the Septuagint together, were able

to get rolls of the 0.T.(7 3/4) but there were other books

they weren't sure of, and they did not agree on whet these others were, and it is even

possible that they even thought, somewhat like making a devotional book, and putting
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in certain books which would be helpful, but which they did not consider as part of the

Bible. We can't be sure of that, but we can be sure of this, that they do not agree.

There is no one of them that has exactW the books that the R.C.'s exejipt, nor as far

as I know, are there any two mss, certainly not any three, that exactly agree in the

extra books that they have included in there. So if we had known, if you or I had be

in Alexandria at that time and we had known that the Roman Catholics today were going

to add seven books, that we don't accept as authoritative, we might have gone to all the

ms copiers and made a special effort to help them to get lust the right books and not to

get any extra ones whatever, but we weren't there, and nobody there mir-aWl this partie

ular problem that was going to come now, and it probably was difficult to get information

from the Jews exactly which ones they thought were authoritative. And so

they do contain copies of apocryphal books but it varies finom ms to ms. Yes? (9)

That gtatement is generally true, it is a little too precise to say for this reason. That

we don't have a great many early mss and many of them are in a bad state of preservation.

But of those which we have which '1 seem to be the whole 0. T., I would sarthey include

all the books (9 1/2) and if one is missing it is clear the

ms is (9 1/2) But the extra books they contain vary in

practically all of them, in the 0.T., not in the New. (9 3/4)

Well so much then for this very important question, the

canon of the Jews. The Jews in the time of Christ had many disputes, they had the

Sadducees and the Pharisees, they had great discussions and arguments and divisions

over many things, but there is no evidence of any difference between them as to what

the books of the 0.T. are, and there is much evidence that they held to exaatly the

same books, they held to all the books that we typrotestants accept today , and there is

no evidence that the Jews of the time of Christ, that any sizeable gropp of them

anywhere, includes any additional books which are not in our Protestant 0. T.

So now we take up B. A was interesting to us. B is more vital:
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B, The Canon of Christ and the ost1es. This of course is what determines it

to us. Not what the Jews thought, not what the Christian church thinks, not what any

group of Christians or group of Jews think, what we're interested in is what did Christ

say, and what did the Apostles say? So B is the mcs t important netter as far as we're

concerned. And as far as-- 1, The Importance of this Matter.

I went to a meeting at Princeton Seminary two year ago, when they had the moderatcr

of the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A., the Moderator ct the southern Presbyterian Church

and the Mode-&r of what was then the United Chur$ch, all three were to speak there at

Princeton on the plan for a union between the churches, they have now got two of them

together, the southern did not join. But the Moderators of the 3 churches spoke ofi the

great work of getting them together into one big church, and at that time the Moderator

of the Presby. Church in U.S.A, that's the northern Presby. Church , was the president

of Princeton Theological Seminary. So it was very interesting to see what these 3 men

would say. And after they got through there was a question period but they didn't let amy

body stand up and ask questions, they had questions handed in in witing. And there were

some questions handed in in writing ich got right to the root of the important matter

of the attitude of these churches toward the Bible. And it was very interesting to hear

Dr. McKay 'who was then president of Princeton Seminary and who was then Moderator of

the esby. Church of the U.S.A., to hear the way he answered these, and in his answer

wlt he practically said was, we differ on many things but what difference did it make,

one things this and one thinks that and one thinks the other, and all that rtters is that

we follow Christ, and we follow Christ h o is the head over all things together, and we're

all knit together in Christ, but thwway he talked Christ could be some imaginary idea of

his, unless you could 1prove that Christ specifically spoke to him and told him, he did

ndt give the slightest feeling that the Bib ;ells us what Christ wants us to believe,

Christ was sort of an idea floating in Lhe air here and/you could believe most anything

as long as you were convinced that that was Christ, that that was what Christ wanted.
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The way he was using the term. .it if we are Christians we want to have some definite

evidence as to who Christ is and what He believes and we find that in the Bible. And

whatever Christ taught ,,3e is our leader and we were saved through Him, that is what

should determine for us. Therefore we cannot do as Prof. Brunner said in Princeton Semin

ary, the church made...

O.T.I.55 (1/2)

.and that is what should determine the question for the Christian, what did Christ

mean , what did He say? So 2, Christ and the Apostles treated the canon of the Jews of

authoritative. We, noticed
their day as a unit, and referred to it as eFtpt. (H-d-t4- previously there is

no evidence of any disagreement on this point. Christ disagreed with the Sadduceed and

the Pharisees very violently on many things, but on the question what a the scriptures,

there is no evidence of the least disagreemai t between Him and them, but instead there

is the attitude of standing on the word of God and basing everything on that as the

authority. When he dealt with statements, His answer was never a philosophic argument,

but a quotation from scripture. When Peter presented the gospel it was proven from the

scripture. Paul said to Timothy that from a child you have known the holy scripture which

are able to make thee wise unto salvation. THe y referred to it as a unit and they referred

to it as something which is authoritative. Peter said not one jot nor one tittle shall pass

from the Law until all has been fulfilled. The Law would at least include the Pentateuch,

and probably (2 1/4)

At least there were many cases when He did refer to it in a way which unquestionably

referred to the O.T. So Christ and the Apostles treated the canon of the Jews of their

day as a unit, and referred to it as authoritative. *3 I have already mentioned but it's

worth a separate point: *3, there is no suggestion of any difference between Christ and

the Jews as to the extent of the canon If you think that 1e just wanted to be polite

and not give any evidence of the difference, you redd what He said about them on other

matters. He used the strongest language when He talked to them. He denounced mdi-
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viduals very strongly for their erroneous ideas, but there is not the slightest evidence

in the N.T. of any difference between them, on the part of Christ or of any of the Apostles

with the Jews, as ,' to the extent of the canon. Now, this is a separate point, it is

true that the N. T. quotes from most of the O .T., but we don't have to prove the book

is authoritative by finding a N.T. quotation. We have the attitude toward the 0.T.,

as a whole, which is very clear as you brought out in your papers. But *4 is an interest-

revprse
ing point. No, the interesting point is 41:5. these , I gave it one time as 4 but

I think perhaps I'll give it as 41:5. As 41:4, I will say:

41:4, While the N.T. occasionally quotes non-canonical writings, it never refers to them

as authoritative. Paul quoted from certain Greek writers, one of their own poets, he

said. There is occasional quotation from non-Christian writers, non-Jewish writers,

but that doesn't mean they considered them as authoritative, or anything of the kind.

There is a statement in Jude that Enoch (5) Adam said so-and-so.

Well tht quotation is found in the book which today is called the Book of Enoch. He

noch
doesn't say the Book of Enoch said, he says,/the second from Adam, we don't know when

this book was written, did somebody know that from the book of Jude and build the book

of Enoch on it, did somebody incorporate that into the book they had then? Was that a

statement just passed on from Enoch and known and incorporated in a IDok? There may

be many things in the book of Enoch that Enoch said, but there are certainly are many

he didn't say. This does not quote the book of Enoch as authoriftve, it just quotes the

man, and there are very few cases like that. It speaks about Jamnes and Jambres dis

puting with Moses, that doesn't say that when an apocpha1 book mentions Jamnes and

Jambres it is necessarily an inspired work. It does not say that. It is not at all like

where Jesus it is written, and then He quotes from the Bible, where Jesus says, Christ

is shown by what David said, and then He quotes from the Bible. There are no quota

tions from other books in a wy to show that they considered them as authoritative.

Well we have to stop there...
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(break in record, starts again at 6 3/4)... were looking last time at the extent of the

canon. We looked first at the canon of the Jews, then at the canon of Christ and the

Apostles, and this of course is what determines for us, and the thing that determines is

that Christ set the seal of His approval upon the books tlat the Jews rejected. Therefore

the important matter for us is what books Christ approved of, w)but the way we find out

is by seeing what boo ks the Jews accepted at that time, that was what lie approved,

what He treated as a unit, and referred to as authoritative. Coming to the other potht

we were looking at, the third of course is very important there, there is no suggestion

of any difference between Christ and the Jews as to the extent of the canon, that is tre

mendously important, Now the 4th is perhaps not quite so important, and yet it is a

point at which there can very well be considerable discussion. 1t I believe the last

thing I did was to state this and say a very little about it. I don't think I said much

about it. If we were to examine all the alleged cases we would find quite a number of

cases where it is claimed that the N. T. quotes from non-canonical books. Well, we

mentioned that me of them is "as Enoch the 7th from Adam said." Well that doesn't say

as what the Ethiopic church says is what the book of Enoch says. There is a book that

has been preserved from fairly early days. We don't know how early, maybe 2nd or 3rd

century A.D. We don't know how early. It is a long rambling book with all sorts of

material about the stars and the relations/ to the planets and a whole lot of things like

that, and there is a great variety of things in it, but early in the book it makes the state-

ment that the Lord comes with ten thousand of Mis host (8 3/4)

statement that is given. Well all Jude says is that Enoch made this statement, and for

all we know somebody read that in the book of Jude and used it as the foundation from

which the book of Enoch was written. Aside from the Ethiopic church I don't think there

is anybody who even dreams that Enoch wrote the book of Enoch. Certainly the R.C.'s

don't accept it any more than we do. It is simply a book that the Ethiopic church has

had, a book written in rather early times, as many books were written in early times,
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in which people put their own ideas into the mouths of ancient worthies. And this one

was in the name of Enoch. There's a book called the Testament of the 12 patriarchs,

which has everyone of the sons of Jacob said, and as far as I know, no scholar living

or no church leader living believes that iiy one of them represents what Simeon said,

or Asher, or Levi or any of them. It's an imaginary book written somewhere around the

time of Christ, perhaps a little before, perhaps quite a little after. But that of course is

not quoted, but there are cases where it eys, there are those who clainyfhat the N.T.

quotes froná book that has been lost. Now that's pretty hard to see. As the scripture

says, in one case, where it says, the scripture says, And then there is a statement

which we can't find in any book that ha s been preserved from ancient tirs. Some say

that proves thaa the writer thought they were books that were authoritative and canonical

i is
which we don't have. But in that particular case the better interpretation is that4he

scripture speaks rather than the scripture says. In that particular case it is calling ai

us to follow tip the scripture says, rather than specifically giving a quotali. on. Now

of course we know that Pail said, that certain of your own poets love said. There is one

very interesting case of that, iow--the first time I hadn't brought my Bible with me to

class, but I think it 's worth noting, but it's in Titus, where Paul says that one of your

own poets has said, the Cretans are all liars, slow-bellied, and something else like

that, and Dr. Zwemer, veteran missionary from Arabia, told once how he said you never

know when any particular verse in the bible is going to prove to be of value to you.

He said he was in the Turkish empire before the first world war at the time, and he

said he was selling a lot of these Turkish officers, many of them were buyinc

these Testaments. And they were in a littlq.6ffee house run by a priest, and he said

that the Cretan was a member of the Greek orthodox church and after a little these men

began coming back and asking for their money back. D. Zwemer saw pretty soon he'd

lose all his sales, so he looked around and noticed that before they'd come to him, this

Cretan who ran the coffee house was talking to them, and he was saying that is not a
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good book, I'm a Christian like he is but that is not a good book he is trying to sell

you, so they wanted their money back , and he was going to lose his chance to get the

N. T. into the hands of these Moslems, and of course he was selling the book, they're

more apt to read it if you sell it than if you give it to them. His ject was to get it

to them rather than the money he would get fromselling though that did help in buyihg

more, but these people were all coming anxious for their money back so he had to do

something, so he turned to this Turkish colonel and said it is not at all surprising that

that fellow ever there tellsXyou that is a bad book, not at all strange because that book'

tells about him. He said it does, how's that? Well, he says, look here, aid he opened

up to Titus where Paul says that the Cretans are always liars, slow-bellied, and so on.

And the Turkish colonel said sy that's right, he says that's right, he says that's a

good book, so the colonel bought the book and all the other officers came and bot them

bak ari and the rest of them all came. Then he went over to the Cretan, and he said,

say I was gkind of hard on you, so he said 1/ I'll give you one of the books if you4l

promise to read it, so he gave it to him, and Dr. Zwemer said that that way, a verse in

the Bible that you might never think of as any particular use in spreading the gospel

today proved to be very helpful. Well, you don't often have experiences like that but

it does illustrate the fact that God has a purpose in everything in the Bible and we may

not know what it is immediately, we may not understand the reason for it, but there

is a purpose in everything/an be sometime when it will be of tremendous value.

Not in the life of any one of us necessarily, but in the life of the Christian church. There

is bound to be many times when every particular verse will be of great value. But those

matters that he wishes to be studied and used and tb be of importance to all the church...

O.T.I.56. (1/2)

N. T. does not simply quote from authoritativooks, it occasionally quotes from

Greek poets, occasionally quotes from other ancient writers, and occasionally quotes

from men without necessarily saying that the books from which it is quoted is
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an authoritative book. Now this matter of quotations from alleged ancient writers

which are lost, there are quotations from ancient writings which nobody today could say

(1)

and in most of them he gives a very good proof, in one or two cases it impresses you that

he just tries to brush it aside with insufficient (11/4)

Mr. Gregory? (1 1/2) Well, I think it would be all right to ive a sermon on the text:

"There is no God," as long as you give the context that the fool has said in his heart,

there is no God, it would be perfectly appropriate, and right, and the Bible says there

is no God but it quotes it from a fool. Now the Bible says very distinctly it quotes

from ancient unauthoritative authors, if you wanted to give (2)

you should make clear that it is a quotation, and it will hp the reader to get a truer

understanding of the nature of the Bible. I'm afraid there are just t®many people who

have the idea that the Bible is a book of magic words and yai can grab three out anywhere

and here is a wonderful blessing for you in these three words you grab anywhere, wonder

in




the
ful blessing for you. And it is true that God brings a wonderful blessing ost sur-

prising places, but if people get the habit of thinking you just grab three words anywhere

and get a blessing from/ it, without paying any attention to context, sometime you may

be grabbing the wrong words, giving the wrong interpretation, because they don't pay

attention to context. And I d think we are doing a disservice if we let children grow

up in the church thinking the Bible is just a book of magic rather than a book of reasonable

presentation of ideas, but if we can teach them to take the Bible and study it and see

what it means, and understand it, we are preparing them to meet the onslaught of in

fidelity that they're going to meet, so I would say anything in the Bible is good and

proper to use as a text, provided you give the readers a proper understanding of the

situation in its dontext, and don't just take it as a nail to hang something on, without

trying to find out what th it really means. That would be my estimation. I've had
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people say oh my we shouldn't take the last part of Mark

because that is not part of the original scripture, Well, as far as the last part of

Mark is concerned, many of our ancient mss have it, some have an bbrevlated (3 1/2)

There are two ancient mss that just break off, that

they were filled with fear. Now anybody knows that Mark wouldn't end with the words,

"they were full of fear, It There must have been an end. So whether this is the original

ending or not, everything in it is contained in Luke, except one thing. There is nothing

in it but what is contained in Luke except this one thing, and therefore you get exactly

the same idea from Luke. It is the same thought, just expressed more simply. I dcn't

see any (4 1/4) we are not

sure that these words were part of the original. There is much reason to think they were.

But if they weren't, the same thing is in Luke. That is except for one statement, they

shall take up serpents." And as far as that is concerned, whether that was in Mark

or not, it certainly is a true statement, and I think it is a good statement to understand

what it means. It doesn't iean you go out here and pick up a rattlesnake just to whow

people how it can't hurt your because you're a Christian, it doesn't mean that at all.

But it does mean that God will protect you from danger if you're doing His will. And

we have the illustration that Paul picked up the serpent and they all thought he must be

wicked man and waited to see him die. He just shook it off into the fire. Paul didn't

go about picking up serpents in order to show what a goat man he was, but when Paul

in the course of his work fell into this danger with the serpent, God protected him, and

it is an illustration of the truth of that statement and that part of Mark. Now whether

that was actually in the end of Mark ot not, it certainly is a true statement, as Paul

proved.

So I personally feel that anything in the Bible is quite valid for a text if you explain

i relation to context and give the situation. And if you don't I think any verse in the

Bible can be dangerous. Like the episcopal, young e/piscopal nn whom I heard of
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last year, who preached a great sermon on , "Hear the Church.' It was his first

sermon before the bishop. And the bishop heard it and liked it, said it was fine. But

the trouble was the text was, "if they will not hear the church then . . ." treat them-

you remember that text in Matthew, it is taking three words out of it. And I don't

think badly of it but it wasn't a fair (6)

so the bishop said to him afterward, "Young mar' that was a great sermon on that text,

I'll give you another one to take next week.// Hang all the law and the prophets.

That was a good illustration of the error of taking words out of context, and you can be

making just as bad an error if you take a whole verse, if the verse is not properly un

derstood without relation to context. So that the New Testament occasionally quotes

a non-canonical writing but it never refers to them as authoritative, and I think this is

a very important fact, not so much a positive fact as a rebuttal fact, against those who

try to use these quotations as an evidence to destroy our whole idea of the authority

of the 0. T., and of the New also. Now the next point is much more interesting than

this one, but much less important, much more interesting but much less important. *5:

*5, The N. T. never quotes any of the" Now that is a very interesting and

startling fact. But as I say not half so important as *4. Because the fact that the N. T.

quotes from the 0. T. as authoritative, says it is written, says it proves a matter-.

This statement from Psalms, this statement from Jeremiah, this statement from IsaIal,

this statement from Joshua proves that Jesus is the Christ, that shows the attitude toward

it that it takes it as authoritative, but the fact that when it quotes these writers, or

when it quotes other ancient writers, it does not quote them as quthoritative books, is

the negative side of that and very important. Now this one is not nearly so important,

but it is xtremely interesting. God knew that hundreds of years, in fact, one and a

half millenniums after the time of Christ, more than 1500 years after the time of Christ,

there would be those who would try to ma ke the Christian church accept an 0. T. which

contained seven books that are not in the Hebrew 0. T. God knew that, and so when the
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Holy Spirit permitted the apostles to quote from ancient Greek books and from ancient

Jewish books but not as authoritative, and to quote from the 0. T. books as authoritative

He caused that they should never once give any sort of a quotation or allusion whatever

to any one of the seven books, that is an interesting thing, an interesting evidence of

the way the Holy Spirit directs. It is not a proof because after all why dhould not they

have quoted from the facts of the book of Maccabee for a fine statement made by

Ecciesiastes. Why shouldn't they have quoted it? Just as they would quote from Greek

writers? There would have been no harm in quoting them, at all. So long as they didn't

say it is written, or the sacred scripture says, or something like that, there'd have been

no harm in it, but it is an interesting fact, that the Roman Catholics when they say this

is the 0. T., including seven books we don't have in ours, they look at the N. T. and

they find quotation after quotation from the other books ohe 0. T. and never once from

these seven books, the nearest they can come to it is in Heb. 11 where he speaks of

the perseutions that believers have gone through, he says they were sawn asunder,

some received their dead raised to life agaln', and they say in Macabees there are one

or two cases that sound like that, so he must be referring to them. But there were plenty

of other things he could have been referring to, it doesn't have to be from Maccabees

at all, there is no specific name or anythng. Jude speaks about Jamnes and Jambres

I mean in an ancient book,
withstood Moses. Those two names occur in the apocryphal books,/that doesn't prove

that ancient book was authoritative or inspired, it doesn't prove it at all. Those two

names are true which are in that book, it doesn't prove anything else in the bok is true.

But it is interesting that the book from which those names are taken is not a book the

Roman Catholicc,hs1ders inspired. They don't even take a name like that from any one

of these seven books, so that is a very interesting fact. I don't think it proves anything.

But if it was the other way it would confuse the issue a little bit, if there were quotations

from them, and God directed in such a way that there should not be a single quotation

from any one of the apocryphal books. You understand when I use the term apocryphal
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now, I mean those which the Roman Catholic church considers to be authoritative, and

which we do not. That is the way I'm using that particular term now. It is not a good

term for the purpose but it is so used, so that is what we mean when we say it. Now

this was 45. 4f6 is one which we should have in mind because you don't know when, in

the providence of God, you might be thrown into conversation with an intelligent Roman

Catholic, and you are not going to win him to the Lord by arguing on these points, any

one is won to the Lord by seeing himself as a sinner and Jesus Christ as the Saviour, and

that is what wins people to the Lord, but misconceptions, based on false ideas of the

Bible can put a block in front of someone to keep him from being ready to look at those

important things, and it is useful to be able to remove these misconceptions by knowing

the facts on some of these thoughts that are in peoples minds m this matter, these very

matters. So if you should be thrown into discussion--the average Roman Catholic doesn't

evm know there is such a thing, he knows nothing out these matters, they are kept in

great ignorance on most of these points, --but an intelligent Roman Catholic who has

looked into it , and a priest for that n- tter, because there are many priests who have a

real longing for something right , something true, and they are trying by going through

their rosary, and saying their beads, and their prayer books, to win acceptance with

God , and there are many of them who know that they are not satisfied and they know there

is something lacking , and you might in the providence of God, have an-t,t opportunity

to talk with such a one and the fact that you could show serious flaws in certain of the

willing
views of the church, would not win them to the Lord, but might make them more e4e

to listen to the true facts of their relation to Christ, and so for that, in view of that, it

is good to know about this question of the evidence regarding the apocrypha, and *6 is

a negative thing, dealing with Roman Catholic argument:

*6, N " T. quotations from the Septuagint do not in any way show recognition of apocrypha]

books as authoritative. Now this is purely a negative argument, but it is good to have..
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... which quote from another book as authoritative you will naturally that it refers to the

whole of the other book as being authoritative, and even if it doesn't mention the other

book (3/4)

he quotes what the Bible says,

the Bible says this, and then he gives a rendering from the RSV or the New English

Bible, your listener is apt to think you consider that as an authoritative presentation

of the Word of God. He will not if yat make it clear. But this particular case (11/4)

But I've heard of people who say if the KJV is good enough for St. Paul it is good

enough for me. And it is true that many people have gotten the impression, because of

the way we quote (1 1/2)

the way that we quote it as the Bible leads people to think this is the inspired word of

God and of course the K)V is a translation of the word of God and no translation can be

Any translation (1 /4) perfectly obvious to anyone h o

has had even one semester (2)

so there are many points which are obvious to a person who has a little Hebrew and

Greek, but you can't get




have gone tQ colJ.eg aridbut there are young people whc?7are Bible-believing people, with real faith in the Saviour,

and have got there and have said I bel. ieve the Bible is God's Word, and the teacher says

which version do you believe, the KJ or the RSV, and they have been unable to decide

between the two and have decided to give up all faith. And part of the fault for that is

they're not given a true idea of what (2 1/2)

ahd the KJ is a wonderfully good translation in the language of 300 Wars ago, and the

ASV not quite as good but at least in the language of 200 years ago instead of 300. And

the RSV and the New English that are far pporer than the ASV but are in the language

used (3)
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and so if people understand this, they are protected from a lot of error.

Now you look at the N.T. and here is a problem that causes many people a good

deal of difficulty, the N.T. says that James says that this agrees with the words of the

prophets, and then he quotes and you look in the 0. T. and you don't find it? You find

in Amos 9 a certain statement, and when you read what is found in Acts 15 it differs from

it, very markedly from what you find in Amos 9. Because Amos 9 in your English Bible is

translated from the Hebrew and James quotes this from the Septuagint and you find many

places where the N. T. quotes the Septuagint, so there are those who say well this

proves that the Septuagint is the Bible, that is what the N. T. quotes from, the Septuagint

Is the Bible rather than the Hebrew. Well there are not many who say that, because the

Roman Catholics try to make it be the Latin translation of the Bible, they don't (4 1/4)

the Septuagint is , and we Protestants kw it is the Hebrew, so that it doesn't

confuse many people, but it has in the past, but some people to say the Septuagint is

the Bible, and some people Vi say well this whole idea that Biblical authority depends on

the exact words is wrong because the N. T. doesn't bother with the words, they quote

from the Septuagint. Well, the fact of the matter of course is, that if the N. T. was to

quote exactly from the inspired 0. T., they'd have to quote in Hebrew, and if the people

didn't understand Hebrew, what good would it do to quote it? The Jewish version does

that very nicely when they take Isaiah, read in Isa.9, we have it in our Bible: "And his

name shall be called wonderful, counsellor, the mighty God, The everlasting Father, The

Prince of Peace." We say Jesus Christ was predicted by this, but no Jew has to think

that because he reads in his Jewish version published 30 years ago, and it says in it:

"And his name shall be called (5 1/4) and so on, it just transliterates

the Hebrew, so it is just a long name, a lot of signs, that have no meaning. And that

is the way the whole 0. T. reads if we quote it in Hebrew, for most of our people. And

the same with the N. T. people, most of them didn't know Hebrew. So that the N. T;

writers quote from the common translation they were familiar with, when it brought out
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the point that was under discussion clearly. It does not mean their translation is an

exact translation n the original but there is no such thing, but they quoted the common

translation but if the common translation doesn't bring out the poirt they have in mind,

then they make their own translation from the original, so some translate from the Septua

gint and sometimes they make their own translation from the original. But Iti does not

mean they consider this is the Word of God, this is the translation of the Word of God.

Well, the Roman Catholic argument then has a fallacy in it because the N. T. does

also
not always quote fran the Septuagint , it en departs from the Septuagint, follows the

Hebrew , gives a translation of the Hebrew, to bring out the point in mind, though very

often it quotes from the Septuagint, but more important than that, N. T. quotations

from the Septuagint do not prove that the N. T. considers Septuagint as authoritative,

everything that was contained in it, because of the fact that we have already brought,

first that the Septuagint as a volume did not exist in the time of the separate rolls.

So they quote from one of the separate rolls, that doesn't prove that all the other rolls

that would be combined with it into a volume Poor 300 years were to be authoritative,

proves nothing of the kind. It merely, if it refers to a particular book, it refers to this

particular roll. That would be all. Arid the Septuagint was t least 22 different rolls.

Up until the 3rd or 4th century A.D. So that quotationjfrari the Septuagint is not a

quotation from the book we today call the Septuagint, that book did not exist till the

3rd of 4th century, but it is quotation from separate rolls, and then in addition to that,

two or three hundred years later, as you know from our previous discussion, when they

took these rolls, the Septuagint, and put them together in codexes and made a codex

of the whole 0. T., Sinaiticus, or Vatiriannus, or whatever they are, the different one,

they did include some of the apocryphal books, but they vary as to what they include,

no one included all. They vary as to which they included, so it merely shows what

the man who made up that particular codex thought, Wnich doesn't prove anything about

what God thought, and certainly hothing about what any writer of a N. T. book thought.
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Yes? (stu) Oh yes. One of the things that we are proud about our Bible is that it is

one of the most translated books in the world. To translate Shakespeare into another

language is very difficult because rhyme and rhythm , all these things enter, but in the

Bible it is the rhythm of ideas and your poetry is still poetry in any language you

translate it into, and the Bible is one of the most translatable of books, but that doesn't

mean you can make an exact tranblation, there is no such thing. Any translation of the

Bible honestly made into any language will give the facts of salvation, and enough to

save sinners and start them on their way to heaven. But if you want e precise knowledge

on theological points, you must be able to go to the Hebrew and Greek and see exactly

what they say. But the wonderful thing about our Bible is its translatability. Now the

Mohammedans take the exact opposite attitude, they glory in the fact that the Koran

which is a gr t Arabic classic, one of the greatest works of Arabic literature, as our

Bible is of world literature,--they glory in the fact that it is not translataöle, that any

translation is far inferior, and they insist on using it in the original even when the people

don't know a word of it, they hear those beautiful sounds, and they are beautiful but

it doesn't mean anything. But we glory in the translatability of the Bible but the authority

rests in the original. Yes? (10) Well, no translation is quite accurate, there is no

such a thing as a quite accurate translation, it doesn't exist. You cannot translate from

any language into another and be exactly accurate , but there are certain cases where

the Septuagint translation is very different from our Hebrew as we have it, there are very

few where a change of one letter in the Hebrew will make it identical with it. And in

those cases the fact the N. T. translation is to me proof that the correct original Hebrew

had that change of one letter, and that our present, that the variations have come in

probably since the time of the N. T. Now there are not many such cases, but there are

1"\
a few, Then there are some cases I believe where the N T. writer one important point

a nd that was clearly brought out in the translation and even though the translation was

quite poor in other regards, people used it as a translation familiar with the Hebrew.
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But where the meaning hangs on something that i s different, I would say that either it

is a possible translation in regard to hat one point or there is some error in the original,

in regard to that thing which is the point of meanir which is under discussion. (stu.

11 3/4) I would say yes, now for instance, Acts 15, where Acts quotes from Amos.

Amos says that they will pcs sess the remnant of Edom, and all the nations upon whom

my name is called. James says quotes in Acts 15, that all the remnant of mankind shall

seek the Lord, and the nations upon whom my name is called. Well, now the argument

is that there will be nations that seek the Lord, they'll still be nations therefore they

don't have to become Jews, therefore they don't have to be circumcized, that !s the

argument, that James is using because the discussion is circumcision, but many

people today, a great many misunderstand that passage utteñy, they forget the fact

that Acts 15 is talking about circumcision and they take it as if it were talkirg about

Gentiles could be saved, which had already been decided at a council several chapters

they, sayearlier. But they take it as if that is what is under discussion here anq/tne fact that

when Amos says, that they will possess the remnant of Edom and the nations, and James

quotes it as the rest of mankind will seek the Lord and the nations upon whom my name

is called, that is proof that the N. T. takes the prophecies of the 0. T. and raises them

to higher levels, wherever the 0. T. talks about a kingdom it is really fulfilled in the

church, so it is raised to a higher level . Well that is the argument people use...

0.T.I.58. (1/2)

...a professor of a theological seminary strongly urging agnst

the millennium and his whole being iriew of that position. That

was And actually if you look into it, that argument forgets the fact that

it wasn't whether they could become Christians or whhther they uld be circumcized

under and taking it that way has nothing to do with circumcision, but
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the way Ihey tttd James takes it it does have to do with circumcision and to get

what James said out of what the Hebrew has you only have to change one letter in the

Hebrew, because mankind is (1 1/4) and Edom is and

the vowels were not put in until the 5th century A.D. so that

is no change whatever, the only change is in the word becoming the word

and that is change of one letter in the original, between a daleph and a resh

and those two letters look wo much alike, in most of the ins s that it is very hard to

(1 3/4)

So I would say that in that case, when James got up before the people and here were

these Judaizers who were determiK Jude and Paul were wrong, after thd discussion

James got up and he sided in favor of Peter and Ptt Paul aid he gave proof of it, this

is what the prophets say and he quoted the Septuagint an4*what he saidwas entirely,'

differeht,vs raising to a higher level, knowing what1 was there, those Judaizers would

say what is the im tter with James. You're not quoting what is in the briginal at all,

you're quoting a Greek mistranslatikn, they'd have said that has nothing to do with

this decision here aád the whole thing would have been thrown out, because the~, don't

find that any objection was raised to it and to me that is clear proof,t they thought

that James had a right to raise it higher level, when they were arguing so specifically,

but that they recognized that what he quct ed in the Greek was what was in their Hebrew

Bible that they had. Some of thosi,i'tudied their bible very thoroughly, and that

resh is (3)

So there is a case where one letter but it makes a tremendous differ

ence in meaning, and I feel Now I don't think you

can do that with every quotation from the Septuagint, because I think

the main idea is what

to try to get a ecise translation you can't do it
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but this proves that the original had been wrongly transmitted since the time of Christ

Well, that takes an hour or two to discuss that Acts 15 properly,

so I only refer to it here, but our big point here is N.T.quotations from the Septuagint do

not in any way show recognition of apocryphal boks as authoritative, and the fact they

were on separate rolls and not one volume is sufficient (4)

that particular argument, part of the apocrypha.

But now we turn aside for a minute, we've been looking at the canon of the Jews

and the canon of Christ and the apostles. I'm going to make C, The Apocrypha, because

we're talking about the apocrypha, I want you to know what they are, and the average

Prostant knows very little about them. And for us to discuss it fully, I had a course

once which was 1w) hours a week for a whole year, at the Univ. of Pa., from a man

a professor there who had spent his life studying the apocrypha, and I listened to his

lectures 2 hours a week through a year and he gave us dozens of volumes to read a-i the

subject and when we got through we'd love to have heard him another year, it is a

tremendous big subject, so in a few minutes all I can do is to give you a brief intro.

the apocrypha,
to this subject, but I want you to know enough to know a little bit about, Because

they are vital in this discussion. So under C, 41l , The meaning a! the term. This is

a little bit involved but this is a matter I want you to get for sure. Now there are two

ways we could ask about the meaning of the term. One would be , what does somebody

mean today when he talks about the Apocrypha. The second way would be, whet does

the word itself mean, and how does it come to be used this way?

Let's look first at the first: what do you mean when you say the Apocrypha?

Well, if you are a Protestant, when you say the apocrypha you mean seven books which

appear in old editions of the English Bible, they appear there in small print, between the

Old and New Testaments, under the heading Apocrypha--you mean those particular

books, that's what you mean by the Apocrypha. Now those particular books are books

which the Roman Catholics do not call The Apocrypha, because they say they are part
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of the O.T., and to them iMaccabees is simply an 0. T. book, and these books are

scattered through the R. C. Old Testament, the books which in the old Ei.ish Bibles,

in a Bible for instance when you crown a king of England, you have to have the

Apocrypha, but they are by themselves with a heading, The Apocryha, If you buy a

copy of Luther's Bible, a German Bible, you will find that in that they have the 0. T. in

large print, and the N. T. in large print, and in between in small print, they have a

heading called, "Boks not authoritative but useful for reading' and that will include these

books which we call the Apocrypha. So those are the books which we call the Apocrypha.

The Roman Catholics don't call them the Apocrypha. Now there are other ancient books

which were written sometime between the time of Li.ah and the, let's say, the 5th century

A.D., other ancient books of that period which we do not accept as authoritative, and

the Roman Catholics don't either. The Roman Catholics called them the Apocrypha,

but we don't, we call them the Pseudepigrapha. Now the Pseudepigrapha are books like

Enoch. Somebody wrote a book that says Enoch says, and we don't believe Enoch said

it, we think it is a pseudonym and we call them the Pseudepigrapha. We think they're

falsely called after the names of ancient worthies, so we call them the Pseudepigrapha.

Now we don't refer/to the books that are Pseudepigrapha, like the book of the 12

(8) we refer it to any other religious Jewish books of that general period

around the time of Christ, which neither we nor the Roman Catholics consider inspired,

we call them the Pseudepigrapha, but the books the Roman Catholics consider inspired,

we call the Apocrypha.

Now the Roman Catholics call all these books, the Pseudpigrapha, they call them

Apocrypha, so you see there is a confusion of terms. You into great confusion if

you use terms in different senses in discussion, but if you have an idea of the different

senses they are used in, it is very easy to agree on a sense for any parti/cular dis

cussion. So that it is good to have it in mind, the way the terms are used.
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Now they also use the term apocrypha regarding certain books relating to the N. T.,

which are sometimes called , The N. Apocrypha. Those are books which we don't

consider inspired and the Roman Catholics don't consider inspired either, the N. T.

Apocrypha. They are a different kind of thing altogether. iie say a word about them

later. But now the meanir of they' term.

Anybody who knows a little Greek knows that apocrypha means hidden. Why on

earth do we call the9e books hidden? Why do the Roman Catholics books which

we call Pseudepigrapha, why do they call them hidden? Well that goes back to a de

velopment in Church History. In the early days there w4re groups of people who said-

well there are today, the Seventh Day Adventists, they have a book in a way you might

call apocrypha, a hidden book, it is not quite, they say the writings of, is it Mary Ellen

White, they say her books are prophetic books, wFe was inspired. Now what they say

is you folks have the Bible and the Bible is God's Arcrd and it is true and it is wonderful

but they say we understand the Bible better than you do, because we have got Mary

Ellen White's books, which are inspired like the sayings of the ancient prophets were,

not inppired like the 0. T. , which is the writings of the ancient prophets, but they're

like the sayings of the ancient prophets, free from error just like the Bible is, so I

don't see what difference. According to their view Mary Ellen White's books are

authoritative, they are books which that sect claims to be true books that give them

tru* the rest of us don't have . Well in ancient times some of these groups claimed

to have books which they wouldn't show anybody. They said these are secret books,

we don't show these to anybody but the one who is worthy to read them, we don't cast

our pearls before swine, we keep these to ourselves, and they said if you prove yourself

worthy and join our group then eventually we'll let you see them, so when they began

to come out with heretical views and with immoral views and they said why these are

(11) these hidden books that we have, the other Christians began to

say well these hidden books they're pretty bad sort of things, anything that you got out
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of a hklden book, that's bad, and so the term apocryphal, which origiilly meant

hidden books, came to mean false books, claiming to be authoritative but wrongly so.

Etymologically, it is hidden, but it came to mean false. And so in the Christian church

there developed a use of referring to a thing that is false, as apocryphal. For instance,

if you were say to me that I saw Mr. Goble the other day down town and he was

reeling down the street, I think he 'd been drinking too much liquor , I would say well

I'm sure that dory is apocryphal, by which I'd mean there is not a bit of foundation/ to

it, it is somebody's imagination. And so the term is used today, apocrypha. If some

body tells you a story about President Kennedy that you don't think is true, why you

say that story is apocryphal, you mean it is a false story, you don't mean tt is hidden,

you mean it's false. Well, the term then, apocryphal, came to mean false, and so today

when we call these books the apocrypha, we are meaning the false books, but the false

books which the Roman Catholics think are true. We don't use it about those books,

except the N. T. While the Roman Catholics use the word apocrypha for all other ancient

religious books that were written by early Jews, except the books that we call apocrypha.

So that is the development of the meaning of the word, first h44den then becomEig

false then restricted to those books which the Roman Catholics falsely considered as

part of the scripture. So 41l, then, the meaning of the term.

2, A brief description of the apocryphal books. Now the apocrypha& books vary

considerably, there is quite a difference among them. There is this important thing to

remember about what we call the apocryphal books, they are good books, they are not

bad books. It is too bad we use a term for them which means false, they are false

books if you put them up as authoritative, if you come to me and say look at here,here is

I Maccabees, that's God's Word, you must folbw what it says, I'd say that is wicked,

God's Word Is in the Bible and nowhere else, and if you say Pilgrim's Progress is God's

Word, I'll say it is wicked. Any book...
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the N. T. Now that is a little out of our field, but I'll say a few words about it on

Thursday.

You turhed in the second paper for this course and I explained in the notes that

a fly who had any special problem with illness f d give them permission to have it later.

because your Hebrew and Greek I want you to keep up with for sure. Those build each

day an the day before, keep up with them if you have to leave this till later, but there

are only two reasons why this can be postponed, one is sickness and the other is if

a person is taking Greek a and Hebrew, beginning of both, it is much more important to

keep up with them... (ll 1/4) Now the next paper is in 2 parts. I told you at the

beginning of the year there would be 3 papers, and the next one is in 2 parts and the first

would be due by 12 noon on Dec. 20, the first part of the two. What's the matter? (stu.)

Then it is the 13th, I looked at the wong line on the calendar and appreciate your correctinc

me, because I wouldn't want anyone to leave it till Friday when it is due Wed...

Anyone (more about the papers (12 1/4)...

(13 3/4)Now we were speaking last time about D, the attitude of the Christian church

--the canon of the Christian church, and we noticed 4il that this does not determine

what are the inspired books. The Christian church might be wrong on the matter, and

that would not determine...

O.T.I.63. (1/2)

" ..actually none of us believe in inspiration the way we do anything, as the Roman

Catholics do to an extent, but they agree in this, that they put the church ahead of the

Bible, and we believe that it is not only clearly taught in the Scripture, but clearly

evidenced in the attitude of the Christian church through the ages, that the scripture

is what God has given us, and that the scripture makes the churel', not the church

makes the scripture. And God gave the scripture, not to a particular organization with

an official to say what is true scripture, He gave the scripture to inspired men whom

He selected, not by virtue of their having any particular position or being set aside by
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any particular human being, but God selected them and God gave them the books that

He intended to be inspired to us and free from error and authoritative, and these men

wrote the books and gave them to the people as such. Now some of these men were

close friends of the leaders of the Jewish people, and I'm sure when David wrote part

of the inspired word of God, the High Priests and the leaders of the antion were very

happy to receive it from his hands, and to accept it as part of God's Word. But there

were others of the writers of God's Word, who were attacked, imprisoned, stoned,

detested by the leaders of the people, and yet their books today are accepted as part of

(2) It is a miracle of God's providence, how

But the miracle is that after , within a few centuries at most, after the time when

the last book of the 0. T. was written, were unanimous in knowing what were

these inspired books, and there is no group of Jews of any size of which there is any

evidence, between 200 B.C. (we don't know of course, as I say) and 500 A.D., or even

up to the present, which says these books are authoritative , we accept these, but we

don't accept Esther, we don't accept Ezekiel, we don't accept Psalms--no such group.

This is a miracle of God's providence, that there was a unanimity among the people cf

God, as to what were the inspired books, and Jesus Christ set the seal of His approval

upon that which the Jews believed in this regard. He set the seal of His approval upon it,

that these are the inspired books, they are God's Word, there is nothing that can be

added to them or taken from them by human beings (3 1/2)

So we who believe in Christ and follow Him as Lord take it on His authority, these are

a prophetthe books, we do not take them because we can prove they were written by G4H4t-t we'd

be in a terrible fix if we had to prove that Esther was written by a man who had the pro-
office, or prophetic wh9 wrote Psi-her

phetic/gift, or anything of the kind, we don t knowZ We don't know who wrote quite a

few of the books of the 0. T. We know that these books are part of God's inspired Word,

because Jesus Christ set the seal of His approval upon them, and He sets the seal of
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His approval upon a process which had occurred in the providence of God, a process by

which the people of God had come to a unanimity within ,o or three centuries, at most,

after the writing of the last book, that these were books which God Intended. Well,

when the early Christians came, they knew that Jesus Christ held these books as in

spired scripture, these were free frorierror. They knew that the great truth that Jesus

Christ is God, is what He claims to be, is what is predicted in the scripture. And in

their early services, as you read inthe book of Acts, this is the great burden of their

message, He was predicted by the men whom God inspired to give His truth, they pre-

dicted Him and He has fulfilled the prediction. And when they had the great council at

should be
Jeruem, to settle the important matter of whether circumcision i required for entrance

to the Christian Church, the matter was settled when lames quoted fromthe 0. T., and

showed what the prophets taught, and that the event that is now taking place is in line

with what we might expect, in view of wI t the prophets had taught. It was what the O .T

said, that was historical, because Jesus Christ and His apostles set the seal of their

approval upon them.

Now our course is Introduction to the 0.T. and you might say that the N. T. is out

s ide of our field of consideration at presert, and yet I think it is worth taking a few

minutes to examine the question as to how this principle relates to the N. T. Jesus

Christ set the seal of His approval upon the 0. T. Paul wrote to Timothy and said that

he was so happy that from a child "thou hast known the holy scriptures which are able to

make thee wise unto salvation," and the scriptures that Timothy had known from a child

were from the 0. T. Now what right have we got to add anything to it, what right have

we got to believe that there were books written later which would also be part of God's

Word? Well, in John we have two verses, I don't have--this is the first time this year

I haven't brought a Bible with me, but I don recall the exact reference either. But you

here I think are all familiar with it, one of them is where Jesus said that when he tha(
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Spirit of Truth is come, He will lead you into all truth. And another one that says that

the Holy Spirit will remind you of the things that I say and bring all things to your re

membrance. In other words, He taught these peoe, He told the apostles that He had

not given them the whole truth, He said there are many other things I'd like to teach you.

He didn't say He didn't know them, He knew every one of them, but He said you cannot

bear them now. Why? Because He had not yet been crucified, and they wouldn't under-

staid them, they didn't understand yet, the great central message that He had of salvation

through His blood, because He hddn't yet died. They didn't yet understand, so He gave

them many truths when He was here, but He told them the Holy Spirit would lead them

into greater truth, and that is truth which was tremendously important, which grew out

of these (7 1/2) And He promised the Holy Spirit would

bring these things to their remembrance, and that He would take the things Jesus had given

and remind them of them. Now wolild that mean, then, that the Holy Spirit , through

the succeeding centuries would be with every Christian to tell him what Jesus said on

earth here, to give us the things that Jesus had said, and to tell us the new things, that

would be quite different fronhat He did before and that would be very strange in view

of the finite nature of man and of the effefts of sin upon him. And so it would seem very

reasonable to expect that when He promised us further truth like this, and promised us

that the Holy Spirit would bring these back to the remembrance of those who were then

listening that He meant that He would again provide certain books like the 0. T. which

would be available for ]his followers, to bring them to truth in (8 1/2)

Now If He should do that, then we would expect that these men would begin writing

down books which would be the Word of God to us and free from error, and suppose they

did, and different #ones did, how were we to know which ones are the true ones? Arid

what books some unbelievers may be trying to foist upon us? Well, that might be a

difficult probn, unless Jesus would come back again 400 years later and would again

set the seal of His approval, as He did before, but He didn't promise to do that. However
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He set the seal upon what the Jews accepted, and wIa t they accepted was the result

of a long process in God's proutdence, whereby the books that were given to different

groups of people, came together and they unanimously agreed , these are books of the

0. T. Would He do the same thing again, would He cause the new people of God, the

Christian, to within a few centuries after the writing of the last book which He intended

to be a part of the N. T., to have a similar unanimity, as towla t were the books ci the

N. T. If He should do that, that would certainly look very much as if, in authenticating

the 0. T., He was authenticating in advance a similar process for the N. T. Well,

what happened? The apostles began quoting what Jesus had said, and telling the story

about Jesus. LUke looked into it, talked to the virgin Mary, talked to other people,

gathered facts, used historical, careful, accurate research in gathering facts to write

down a full picture of the life of Christ and of the Acts. Well, why did Luke do this if

Didn't lust it
the Holy Spirit was going to bring to their remembrance-,what- God/dictat? Well,

that's not the way the 0. T. was given. The 0. T. writers investigated, they observed,

they thought, but the Holy Spirit led them so the book they wrote was just as much His

Word as if He had dictad every word of it. He led them with their human efforts, to

gather things, and to take the revelation He gave and try to preserve it, and yet He

oversaw the process and directed and kept it from error as He wrote. Well, we have

exactly the same thing in the case of the N. T. We 1 ye Paul writing revelations that

God gave him, and giving the Word of the Lord that God gave him for the people, and

then we have Paul writing and saying on this matter, I have no direct word from the Lord,

but this is what appears to me to be the right thing to do under the circumstances. So

we have Paul writing epistles, which were partly revelation and partly his own ideas, but

they were written under the inspiration of the Spirit of God so that every part represented

the mind of God, and they were kept free from error. And if Paul wrote any other epistles,

which we don't know if he did, I don't believe he wrote them under inspiration of Spirit

of God, If he had I think they would have been preserved by the power of God.
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But the result was that you have N. T. books quoting other N. T. books as divine

scripture, on the same level as the 0. T. books because they knew that these were part

of the books that had been given by inspiration of God. Now some of these were written

by apostles, and some were written by men who were companit of apostles, and some

of them were written by Hebrews, we don't know who wrote them. We have no idea and

it doesn't matter as long as we know God is (12)

But within a period of 3 centuries at most, after the writing of the last book of the

N. T., we find the people of God, he Christians, unanimously agreeing on what are

the books of the inspired scripture, and soon you have a situation where the people ~~ au

.the east
have got about 24 books that they're sure are God's Word, and they have an

other three that they think may be God's Word, they're not quite sure, and the people in

the west have about 24 books that they're sure are God's word and anoth&three that

they're not sure about, but there is no one that the people of the east doubted about, that

the people of the west doubted about, that they were a different group. And then very

soon we have them cominj to a unanimity of agreement between them, and you have 27

books which they agreed wee God's Word, and modernists will sometimes talk about a

book missing one vote in a council, there is no evidence of any council that ever made

a decision as to whether a book was in the N. T. or not, with part of them voting for it

and part against it. We have Christian councils, and we accept the books of the N. T.,

which are Matt., Mark, Luke and John, and so on, and wheiwr you have a decision

like that it means all the books that we have in our N. T., and there is no evidence of

any Church Council ever debating whether a certain book should be included in the N. T.

or excluded7 fromthe N. T " And there is no evidence of an
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decision, the church, the people of God, by the providence of God, came to a unanimous

opinion about the matter , within two or three centuries, after the time the last book was

written, a strange thing, a remarkable thing,that you don't just have continuing difference

on the matter. But you don't have, you have a unanimity within 2 or 3 centuries, exactly
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the same thing that happened regarding the 0. T. ...

O.T.I. 64 (1/2)




2 Thess. is 4n
...and if somebody says to me I believe inspired book because Paul

wrote it, I'd say I believe God inspired Pal 1 to write this inspired book, and I believe

it's inspired because God gave it to him, not because Paul wrote it. Because If I too

that attitude, I'd have to say (3/4)

and nobody else can. There are Christians who are absolutely sure Paul wrote it and

there are Christians who are just as sure he didn't, and you can put some of the great

names of Christian history on both sides, who the at.t hor is of Hebrews. And we just do

not know why some of these books were written, all we know is that the Spirit of God led

and caused them to be written, and caused them to be free from error. Yes? (1 1/2)

Now we will look at that, it's a very important pdnt, and we'll look at it a little later,

but I'm glad you brought it up because it reminds itle of a thing I wanted to stress right now

The Christian , the Professing Christian Church, today, those who go by the name, and

who accept the great cardinal facts about the deity of Christ, among them there are cer

tain differences regarding the 0. T., because the R. C. Church adds the apocryphal

books and we do not. But among the professing Christian church to this day there is no

difference about the N. T., and the N. T. is that which God gave to the Christian

Chizch, they are the people of God to whom God gave it, and God gave the 0. T to

Ialf
the Jews. Now the Jews today might differ and half of them reject/the 0. T., it would

not affect them now. Jesus set the seal of His approval upon that unanimity which was

reached within, at the most, two or three centuries, after the last book was written.

And the Christian Church might today, the Wod Council might pass?( a decision that the

Gospel of John and the book Ephesians should be dropped from the Bible, but it would

not affect them in the least, the unanimity (3)

But it is an interesting fact that no church body that holds to the great cardinal doctrines,
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no church body ever officially ever rejected any portion of the N T. , and no Jewish

body has ever officially rejected any portion of the Old. Now they might, they might

all reject it, it wouldn't affect (3 1/2) but it's interesting to notice that.

But the 0. T. was given to the Jews as the children of God and the Christians got it from

the Jews, and the Christians now can leeide any way they want, it doesn't affect the

matter. Jesus Christ set the seal of His approval upon what the Jews accepted, what God

had given to them as (4)

Now Miss Pickett had a question. (stu.) Well, now there I should say this, there was

no official action by the people of the east saying, we accept these 24 books

and rejecting two The people of all the churches laim to accept

all the books that came, that were given by inspiration of God, but in discussion, after

three centuries or so, you will find books onthe canon of the N. T., that in the west

there were those who questioned certain books, about 3 books, and in the east there were

those o questioned certain books, and there were about 3. But you will note they

were a different three, there was no one book of which there wqs widespread (5)

but there were two or three on wh ich each

But by the time we have the Council of Nicea, for instance, in 325 A.D., there was ab

solutely no questbn on the part of anybody there, that these 27 books are the 27 books

of the N. T. That was absolutely unanimous by that time, and probably quite a bit before

but how much before is hard to know because we didn't have roving reporters to go around

and ask evewbody. But there was no offbcial action. Mr. Petters? (5 1/2) Yes.

Well, I would say that modernists today indulge in a lot of wishful thinking, add they

like to think hat the Reformers turned away from an infallible church and now that we

like they did
should turn away from an infallible Bible/ and so they try to show that the .otioi-i of the

Reformers was a negative turning away from the church's infallibility, and that as far as

the scripture was concerned, actualjy they were beginning to move that way too. But
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if you look into their actual writings, yoido not find it. Calvin's attitude is very, very

clear, that the Bible is God's Word and is free from God's word and anything clearly

taught in the Bible is true, and if Calvin found this taught in the Bible, and this taught

in the Bible, and stood on it and when it came to putting them together and saying

logically this proves this, Calvin would say, logically this seems to me to prove this,

but I will not say it proves it until I find it also taught in the scriptures. He would not

his human reasoning as a source of truth on anything of divine nature unless it was

definitely taught in the Scriptures. Now of course it might not be obvious , ;you might

have to digs little to find it, and human reasoning might show you a subject for investi

gation and see what it says, but his attitude was thatwhat the scripture says, is the an1

swer. Now Regarding Luther we are in a little different position that regarging Calvin,

for this reason, that Luther was a first generation Reformer and Calvin was a second.

That is to say, Luther came in a day when everybody had a superstitious veneration for

the old, and .hen the old established church was the thing. It did not have the control

the Roman Catholic church has today, but it had a veneration and had control in certain

sections, but these were xcattered, (8)

but Luther grew up with this great veneration to the church, and then Luther began to see

that certain thihgs were true and they wee so vital that he must stand upon them, and

he found himself , to his great surprise, coming into collision with the leaders of the

church, and then when people said to him, you're wrong, the pope says this, Luther

couldn't believe it. He said, well, I don't believe it, the pope would stand for the

truth, and then when they brought him clear proof that the pope condemned what he

said, Luther said I appeal from the lope-ill-informed to the Pope-better-informed, and he

wrote his great statement of Christian doctrine, on Christian liberty, and began with a

letter to the Pope in which he said, 0 Pope, /you are like a lamb among wolves, you

there in Rome, with all these wicked people around, you the great pastor of the church

are like a lamb among wolves, and thus Luther gradually dropped a lot of ideas he had
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had before, and Luther wws facing an issue, studying the Scripture, working it out,

fighting on this issue, taking another idsue, studying the scripture, working it out,

fighting on this issue, and thus he moved forward step by step, as great different issues

came up. But Calvin, being a second-generation Reformer, had the Reformation already

in good progress by the time he reached mature years, and ze was able to sit down add

do what Luther would have liked to do but never could because of the time he was in and

the situation he was in, to take the Bible and say well now look here, here is the Bible,

what does it teach, to start right in. Let's forget the church, let's forget everything

else but just take the Bible and see what it says. So Calvin wrote The Institutes of the

Christian Religion, which gives a summary of Christian doctrine, in which there would

be hardly a word with which Luther would have taken exception. The two stood very, very

closly together in their views on just about everything. But Ltither' s attitude always

was the Bible is God's Word and is absolutely true, and he did think the pope was Gods

Vicar on earth and would certainly hold the truth too, and Wi en he found the pope didn't,

he stood by the Bible and didn't stand by the pope. So when they brought Luther before

the emperor at Worms, and they said, Luther, will you recant from these books here,

they had two questions they asked him, they said, Dr. Luther , did /you write these

They
books here? Luther looked at them and said , I believe those are my books. tutllew

4Vtwritten. Wd 1, they said, Dr. Luther, will you recant these?

Luther said, I cannot give a direct answer to that. He said, there are three sorts of

things in those books. He said there are statements in those books which are contrary

to scripture. Now he said, I have never knowingly made any statement contrary to

scripture, but he said all men are fallible, and I'm sure I have made mistakes and said

things contrary to scripture. He said anything in any book there that I can be shown

by clear reasonable argument is contrary to what is in scripture, I gladly will recant.

And then, he said, secondly, there are statements in there dealing with matters with

which scripture does not deal, gokng beyond scripture, expressing my human thoughts
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about matters, which scripture doesn't give a clear answer to. He says on those I've

expressed what I think is true, but if it will please the emperor and please the leaders

of the German nation for me to give up any statement I've said based on my own thinking,

I will defer to their judgment and give them up. But he says there are a third class of

things inthose my writings, there are thoughts there taken direct from scripture, there

are ideas there which are carly taught in scripture, there are matters there which you

cannot honestly investigate scripture and not find in scripture. He said, on those I

cannot retreat one inch. He said anything scripture teaches, I must stand on, here j

stand, I cannot do otherwise, God help me. Well, ncw , that was his attitude toward

scripture. It was about as different from the attitude of arymodernist as anything could

ever be. Well, then, Luther right after that went to the Ararthurg, where he was in hid

ing. And there in hiding under the ban of the empire, as an outlaw who could be ç:

killed if anybody could catch him, he devoted himself to studying the N. T. And to

translate the N. T. into German, and he translated the N. T. and the 0. T. and issued

a translation in German for the people, and this translation which he ued included

all the books that are in our present Bible. Well, after Luther speaks so strongly about

the Bible and the difference between it and all other books, and then issues a translation

it should be easy to see what books he thinks are in that category by seeing what is in

that translation. And then, Luther, not only translated the N. T. and the Old but he

kept reviging his translation, for the test of his life, and he was anstantly issuing

new editions, new revisions, trying to improve the translations, but every one of these

included the book of James. Now if Luther did not think lames was a part of the Word

of God after he talked that way about the word of God, and Luther was a forthright man

who stood on what he thought was right, no matter what anybody said, if he had*'t,

you can be sure he would have dropped lames out. But he translated it, he repeated it,

he kept it there. But Luther was a man of very strong language. He was not like

Calvin who took the matter and tried to survey all the truth and write a clear presenta-
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ti on. Calvin wanted to live off alone somewhere and just write books and study, and

he was forced into becoming aleader which he didn't want to be. But Luther was a

natural born leader. Luther was always facing issues and fighting...

O.T.I.65. (1/2)

... faith without works is dead, and that Abraham was saved not by faith alone, but by

faith with his works. Luther said the book of James is a book of straw. He said,

read Romans, read Ephesians, id you get the gospel clearly, but that's an epistle of

straw. He says the book of James I'll throw it in the Tiber. Well, the language (3/4)

but when you take the attitude you find him 'ust as strong worded on everything else,

very, very strong language , and to get Luther's position you have to take all his books

together, and when you take his books together you find that it's very clear what he

meant. Our great need today is stress on salvation by faith, that is clearly taught by

scriptures.
other books, James is written for a certain definite purposes which are important, but not

our present immediate And therefore as far as we're concerned today for our work,

James is an epistle of Straw, it's not (1 1/2)

Now I think he was wrong there, I think that some of his problems would have been solved

if he had put more stress on James, but toward the ai d of his life he was (1 3/4)

But Luther, instead of pointing out this clearly , which I'm sure he could have done (2),

he had one of the greatest minds of his day, he preferred to say put the stress on these

things that a the foundation of the gospel. But the language does not mean James is

not in the Bible, (2 1/2)

Yes To Luther wkt mattered was, what does God's word say? And in view of this,

we have to interpret the language as meaning that this is for the purpose of the preset
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situation, it is not the place to bein. That's all. But the modernists today of course

like to (3 1/4) And actually I don't quite--I

know he never said thks in any sermon. Far as I know it's just his papers. Luther's

sermons were mostly very close to the N. T., his writings on Christian doctrine are

wonderfully able (3 1/2)

but Luther was the sort of man that just bubbled over with thought, and he always had at

his table 15 or 20 guests , always, and they say, they'd come tothe table there, and

Luther would sit there and read the Bible to himself, and read the latest theological

eating
(3 3/4) or womething , sitting ther1and reading, and everybody would

sit quite, pay no attention (3 3/4)

and then he would just kind of ramble on, in the later part of his life, and what he said

was so interesting that some of the people wrote down (4)

along with a lot of offhand remarks that , if he had written, he never would have said.

And that's thw way somebody remembered it, he sMd, oh, that/ is just a book of straw.

And the active, the leader, is apt to take this thing and fight on it, and when he is, the

things he says about other things (4 1/2)

He's glng forwi on one thing, while the thinker, and the careful examiner must be

careful as he weighs his words, that when he's dealing with this he doesn't give a wrong

impression, they are two different things, and Luther could do the work (4 3/4)

but he was placed in a situation where

Calvin also was forced to be a doer to a Very great extent, but Calvin's primary interest

was the work of a thinker and, being a second-generation Reformer, he had the opportun

ity. Well, thatis very important at this particular point, because this matter of inspir

ation is a tremendously important matter. Of course, our course in 0. T. Intro, the N. T.

is aside from our study, but the attitude of the average book on Intro, to the Bible is
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inconsistent. They will say, why do we accept the books of the 0. T.? Because Jesus

set His seal of approval onthem. Why do we accept the N. T.? Because they were

written by apostles. Well how can you prove this? Half t of them were not. Well,

how do you explain that? Well they say they were written under apostolic direction.

Some apostle authorized them. But there is no proof of that. If we had to prove that

about each book we'd be put in a situation where our (6) would depend

on historical research, and we cannot (6)

So it is a position that doesn't work but is a position that is taken by nearly by all

books on Bible Introduction. The 0. T. Jesus approved, that settles it, fine. But the

N. T., well, apostles approved it, but you can't prove that. But if you're consistent

you take one position for both. If the N. T. is this way because apostles wrote it, well,

then the 0. T. we accept because prophets wrote it, How are we going to prove that?

You're in an utterly impossible situation, but if you take the situation that is the basis

of everything we Ikeve in scripture because it is what Jesus set His approval on,

He did upon the Old, and it is not hard to establish that He did in advance upon the

New by approving the process by which came unanimity of the Jews for the old, hFT a

similar process, if it occurred in the New, would be c 6 3/4)

Yes, Mr. Abbott? (7) Well, I would say that the human

authorEhip is nowhere of tremendous importance, the important thing is, that they are

inspired books, but it is (7 1/4) that the human element , that God used

human beings, that these human beings were people who had an opportunity to see and

to c 7 1/2) Now in dealing with the modernists, I don't thiniith

the modernists--our primary thing to deal with is inspiration, because after all, you can

believe in inspiration and not be saved. The primary thing, with the modernist' is that

he is a sinner and needs a Saviour, and Jesus Christ is the Saviour. That's the thing

with the unbeliever, but with the true believer, with the Christian, it is vital that he

accept the whole Bible as God's Word, because that is the foundation from which he
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draws his food, his meat, his growth, his understanding of Christian things. Well,

then, with the modernists, the nu tter with the unbeliever is, not to prove every word

in the is true, but to prove that we have reliable documents, which give us facts

which are in the main accurate, thus that you can know the basic facts about Christ

(8 1/4) and then that is all you need to know to be 'ffaft and then

you're saved you're interested what bise can you know to know how to follow Christ, and

so you're interested in finding the proofs about inspiration then. And in dealing with on

this other basis, it is very important to be able to show that we do have books which

simply as human books, are written by first-hand observers who were there on the ground.

So the authorship of Matthew brA John by men who were with them is a great thing for

evidence in dealing with the (8 3/4)

That's an interesting point but again it is a little remote from 0. T. Introduction. But

I'm always glad to pave you raise points that are of importance and if we cbn't have time

for them here, maybe I can see you personally, but this one is, I think, of great import

ance all through I think the same is true of the 0 . T. You find a statement anywhere

in the 0. T. This is God's Word interpreted in context, I want to know what it means

for my life. But as I deal with unbelievers I am glad to have any evidence I can to prove

to them the histcrical accuracy of the 0. T., and to prove to them the genuineness of

it. That doesn't affect their (9 1/2) but it is helpful

for the matter which is vital in our discussion. Well, the canon of

the Christian church, then, we're still on 4l, consideration of its importance.

But now we can go on to 4t2 which will not detaih us more than one minute I believe.

2, Christian Church has always accepted all those 0. T. books that are accepted by the

Jews. Now what do I mean when I say that, the Christian Churth always has--haven't

there been ChrIstns who've rejected the whole 0. T.? Surej. Haven)t there been

Christians who thog ht some of it was true, and some not? Certainly. But no substantial

unit of the Christian Church, no large body of professing Christians holding to the great
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and central doctrines of Christianity, has taken a stand which would hold the 0. T. as

a whole to be God's inspired word but rule out certain of the books that we have in it

now. That has never been done. Consequently we can safely make this statement.

There are one or two points that might be argued about, but they're very minor, I don't

tiEk they're worth taking oi.r time on. We touch upon them under the next head.

have
43, Individual men sometimes been mistaken, in their attitude toward other books,

but leaders of the church and church councils were almost unanimous in early centuries

in accepting as authoritative only those books which the Jews accepted as canonical.

Now that is a long statement and after what I said about its importance you (12 3/4)

but it is a matter of discussion, a matter which

we will have to discuss sometime, so you should be informed about the facts regarding it.

And this is a rather strong statement which I've made, as you notice. But it is a statement

d,e spite
which71-the impression you might get in talking with Roman Catholics, this is a statement

which is in line with facts.

Let's look at a little of the evidence under it. a, Evidence from the 2nd century.

We have no evidence from the first century A. D., except the N. T. on this subject.

But the 2nd century A. D., that is from 100-200 A.D. was at a time when Christians

were active in their Christian life and Christian studies and Christian thought, though

we do not have a great number of Christian writing from this period. But Christians at

this time were a roup that was scattered all through

O.T.I.66. (1/2)

as far as the Bible was concerned there was
,6o evidence of any great discussion or argument about it, here was the Bible, they

took it. But what was the Bible? It wasn't a book, it was a lot of scrolls, and so they

got the N. T. scrolls, read the,t1y were interested in them. When it came to the 0. T.,

probably a great many of them were not very sure just what were the books of the 0. T.

But we find that a bishop of Sardis in Asia Minor , named Melito, about 171, made a trip

to Judea, and made diligent inquiries there to arrive at certainty as to what are the books



O.T.I.66. (11/4) 315.

of the O.T. Now there are some today who will try to tell you, well, the Christian

Church accepted the apocrypha, Melito wasn't interested in it, determining what the

Christian church accepted, he wanted to know what the Jews accepted. Well, wh? what

would the bishop be doing, in wanting to know what the Jews accepted that differed from

what the Christians accepted? We have no list of books of the 0. T. from the 2nd century

A. ID., except Melito's list, it is the only list we have from that time. And Melito's

list he got by going to Judea to talk to the Jews. Well what does this show? It shows

that according to this bishop of the 2nd century, the boks of the 0. T. are those books

which the Jews considered authoritative. That is important. Now he was there to try

to find but, and Eusebius, in his church history quotes Melito's letter, in which Melito

says, I went to the east in order to find out, so as to know exactly what are the inspired

books, and he said I found that these are the books, and what he says is five of Moses,

Gen., Ex.,Lev.,Numb.,Deut.; Joshua, judges, jg:sRuth, four of Kings, two of

Chronicles, Psalms of David, Proverbs of Solomon, (whicb4s also wisdom), Ecclesiastes,

Song of Solomwn, Job, the Prophets Isaiah, and Jeremiah, the Twelve in one book, Daniel,

Ezekiel, Ezra. Now that's what he says, now how many apocryphal books are

included in that list? Well, there is one statement in it: Proverbs of Solomon, which is

also wisdom. The Greek word (3) that means

including the wisdom of Solomon. Well, Green says, that the word

cannot be traalated properly in any other way, than, "which is also wisdom" another

name given to the book of Proverbs. Well, we don't need to argue about (3 1/4)

We can say that at least a strong argument can be made against his having included the

Wisdom of Solomon, and if he did include the Wisdom of Solomon, it was the only one

of the apocryphal books he included, if he did. But a very strong argument could be

made against his including it. He included no other of all the apocryphal books, and

it is very probable that he did not mean to include that one. But now , here is an inter

esting thing: his list includes --his list omits one books of our 0. T., and that is the
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book of Esther, definitely omitted. Now why doesn't he name Esther? Well, we can't

ask him, unfortunatdly, he died a long time ago, and nobody can ask him why he didn't

inlude Esther. The other llsts,iat we find in later years, give'Esther. He doesn't

include Esther. But it seems very reasonable that what Melito did was to go to Judea
Greek

and see the Jews and ask them, can you tell me, here I've got all these different

scrolls here. Can you tell we which of these are the genuine 0. T. books and which are

not? And this Jew said well , they didn't have names on them , you know. In the Hebrew

Bible most of them are just thamed by the first few words . The Jews said to him, let's

see them, what are they? Well, Melito probably Xcidn't know Hebrew, starts reading,

in the beginning God created heaven and earth, oh, the Jew says that's (5)

book of Moses. Then he reads, these are names of the men who went down to Egypt with

Jacob--oh, he says, these are the names, that's the second book of Moses. That's what

we can them today, the names, their title for Exodus, because that's the first wards of

the book. So he went on, and showed them these different scrolls, and then he came to

a scroll which he had which had Esther with the apocryphal 4,kditions, and it so happened

that the apocryphal Aditions of Esther begin with the very beginning with a prayer of

Mordecai (5 1/2) And he begins reading this

so the result was that he did not mention Esther because what he had as the book of

E:;ther, the Jew didn't recognize as part of the Bible itself, because it had apocryphal

1itions Well, now we can't be sure

that is how it happened, we do not, cannot say the Christian church in the 2nd century

did not accept Esther because in the 3rd century we have plenty evidence they did accept

Esther. We have no reason to say Esther was one they didn't accept, but we have the

interesting question why did Melito leave Esther out, and what I'm quite sure is the true

answer of it simply shows again that the apocrypha/ was not accepted by the Jews of

that time, and that Melito considered and rightly so that the 0. T. had been given to

the people of God at the time (6 1/2) so they're the ones who can
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tell you what is in the 0. T., and that is what Jesus set the seal of His approval on.

Well, we have to stop here till next Tuesday...

(7 1/4) What determines what the canon is is what ate the books which Christ set the seal

of is approval on. That is the one basis by which we know what the books are that

are inspired and free from error. However, it is of great interest to know what the

attitude of the Christian Church has been toward the 0. T. and we notice the second

point that they always accepted all the 0. T. books accepted by the Jews and third, that

individuals have sometimes been mistaken in their attitude toward other books, but in

church
early centuries/ieaciers and church councils were almost unanimous in accepting as auth

oritative only the books which the Jews accept as canonical. So we notice that from the

first century A. ID., we have no evidence on the n tter from the Christian Church. From

the second century A. D " we have the list of Melito, Bishop of Sardis in Asia Minor.

Melito, who found that qeople were reading from these different scrolls that were part

bf the Bible but that sometimes there was confusion and uncertainty whether some book

was part of it or not. So he made a trip to Palestine in order to investigate and find out

what are the tree and correct books of the 0. T., and he gave us a list, and as we saw

the list includes all except Esther, it does not include any of the apocryphal book, and

we saw why it probably was that Esther was omitted from the list. I mentioned to you

in our discussion of the apocrypha that Esther and Daniel have very considerable additions

in the septuagint which are not in the Hebrew, and in Esther one of these additions be

gins at the beginning of the book, so it is easy to see that when Melito took this book

and read the first few words out of the Greek, translating them into Hebrew, and said

to the few there, is this part of the Bible? He says we don't have any books like that

in the Bible, so he did not name Esther. But there are others who refer to the books of

the Bible from these early centuries, who say Esther is accepted by the Jews as canonical

but is included th some other book, such as Ezra. In other words, they were quite sure

Esther was canonical but they didn't know just where it came in. You can easily inagine
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it was hard to get things just definite and right in these natters, they didn't have the

advantages we he today of libraries, encyclopedias , and all that. There could be

confusion, but the important thing is that their attitude was that the books the Jews

acdept as part of the 0. T., they are the books on which Christ set the seal of His approv

al. That was the attitude. And of course the books all being in separate scrolls and

their being in Greek, and the Jews and Christians having compar&tively little dealings

with each other at this time, it was very easy for misunderstanding to come in, on the

part of some of the Christians as to just which ones were included. But we have no

evidence that they ever rejected any book that is in our presert Protestant 0. T. NGH this

we mentioned IvIelitQ under it
was a, 2nd century evidence,/and we Ames might also mention Justin Martyr. He is

perhaps slightly before Melito but he did not leave us a critique list, and therefore I

mention hinecond. Melito gave us a list. But Justin Martyr was a man who about 150

A.D. was martyred, that's why they call him Justin Martyr. The only name he went by was

Justin. He was a philosopher who became a Christian, and he continued to be a philosoph

er, that is to say, he wandered about the Roman empire, giving classes and lectures

everyv-here and presenting Christianity in these lectures. It was 164 A.D. when he

suffered martyrdom for thd faith. He had been born in Palestine, had traveled extensively,

and while we don't haw a list that he gives, we do find that in his writings of which we

have a fair amount, he quotes freely from the books of the 0. T. , but never makes any

use of the apocryphal books. That is to say, the situation is the same (11)

as with the N. T. There are quotations from the 0. T., quotations from other books, but

no quotations from the books that the Roman Catholics consider inspired and we do not.

And we have a long book by Justin Martyr which consists oft an account of his debate with

a Jew named Tryto, and in Ephesus this Jew, Tryto, and this Christian , Justin, had a

long argument about the claims of Christianity and Judaism, and in this discussion we

find no allusion to any difference ç/ in their idea of what the books which were inspired

of God. And if there had been a difference between them on this point, it would be very,
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very strange for it not o come up in that discussion. Well, this is all the evidence we

have from the 2nd century A. D. That century during which the Christian Church was a

small group, scattered throughout the Roman Empire, constantly increasing in number,

but made up largely of poor people, a few well-to-do but not many, and gradually howevex

deveping characters in it which had to be excluddd from it. The great Gnostic movement

which came during this century forced a decision on various points, vital points, of

doctrine and of attitude toward the Bible. But now we go on to the third century, and

during the 3d century we don't have a great deal of evk1nce either, but= have

some. One man ki o has left us a specific list of the books of the 0. T., is Origen.

And Origen 'v'ho died at 254 A. D., and who was perhaps the mce t learned of all the Greek

fathers, a man who wrote so many books that some people say that it would take the

average person a lifetime just to copy what he wrote--of course he had scribes , he had

people who took down all his words, he was a very much sought after lecturer, and some

of his boks are very polished and worked out in detail and some of them are just seldct

ions that he gave, taken down as he gave them and are not worked out in nearly as much

detail, but he left a tremendous amount of material, he was a very constant writer, and

Origen said that there are 22 books in the 0. T. Now this as you notice fits with the

evidence we got from other directions that before about the time of the Romans, the 0. T.

was considered by the Jew as 22...

O.T.I.67. (1/2)




that
... it fits with what Josephus said, but cannot include the additional seven books the

Roman Catholics say are part of the 0. T. You can't possibly squeeze them into a list

of 22 books, so Origen explicilly restricts the 0. T. to 22 books, and then he says these

22 books are as follows and he goes on to give a list cf them and the list which he gives

only gives 21 names, and whether there was a mistake in copying on the part of some

scribe or whether , as he was speaking, his mind slipped a cog and he left out one which

he thought he had already given, we don't know. But the list e flat he gave of 23
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books includes Esther

but it leaves out the minor prophets. Well, there is certainly no evidence anybody ever

questioned the Minor Prophets as part of the 0. T., so the fact that the list as we have

ifl preserved, Origen's list, when he says 22, gives 21 and omits the Minor Prophets, it

seems not to be much of a problem, there is no suggestion that he did not believe the

Minor Prophets as part of the Bible. There is one other little problem abwt it, where he

speaks of Jeremiah, he says Jeremiah and the epistles, and there is a book which is the

last chapter of the book of Barak, which is said to be a letter that Jeremiah wrote, and

well, he is
so some have said WE. ff-EFV including this one apocryphal book. Well, to think that

he left out the minor prophets is hardly conceivable, but if he did leave out the minor

prophets, and put in one apocryphal book in their place, that would hardly mean that he

acdepted all the apocryphal books of the Roman Catholics, and in addition, if he meant

an apocryphal book, it would only be the last chapter of the book (2 1/2)

it wouldn't be the whole of any one of their books. So it seems more likely that when he

said Jeremiah and the his epistles that he is making a reference perhaps to some part of

the book of Jeremiah, or something like that, we don't know, but at any rate there is no

reference to the apocryphal books, as a whole, or to any one of them, and his number

22 fits exactly with *Mr-the Jewish canon, as it was given by Jerome.

Now there was a friend of Origen' s named Ruffin, and Ruffin translated much of

Origen's writing into Latin from Greek, and in his translation the minor prophets are

included, so that maybe he noticed the omission and put it in or maybe it was originally

there and just dropped out by mistake in the copying, we don't know. But his a py in the

Latin does include 22 and we have statements from Ruffin definitely listing 22 books.

Now the other important catalog in this time is from a man who lived in N. Africa named

Tertullian, he is the first of the great writers that hay e been preserved, Who wrote in

Latin, wkie4t- first of the great Christian writers who wrote in Latin , and Tertullian

says there are 24 books in the 0. T. Now this differs from the 22, but we 'ye seen in
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our other discussions why there was a figure of 24 and a figure of 22. I t was suggested

in this part of the world, in North Africa, among the Jews they had already begun to

separate Ruth from judges and to separate Lamentations from Jeremiah. As we suggest,

that had already occurred, but it does not leave any room for the seven additional books

of the Roman Catholic t So that Tertullian's statement about the 24 fits in also with

in
the idea that they accepted only the books which are/the Jewish list.

Now we move on to the 4th century, and the 4th century is a different situation,

because that is the century in which Christianity had become an accepted religion.

Early in the 4th century Constantine the emperor became a Christian and Christianity

was no longer a persecuted religion, and the Christians had the opportunity to have

much more settled property and esthlished buildings, and all that sort of thing, much

morhan they he had before, and there were many more things written by Christians

in this century. It would be easy for any one of you, in the course of two or three

days, to read everything that has been preserved in Christian writings in the 2nd century

JA.D. Or maybe in oneIay, in two or three--well, it might take you a week to

read everything that has been preserved from the 3d century, but when you get to

the 4th century, we have a very sizeable amount of Christian material that had been

written. And in this century we have quite a number of lists. We have five different

lists coming from the eastern church, from the Greek church. Five different lists

of the books of the O.T., which include simply the books contained in our present

0. , and do not include the books of the apocrypha. There are two of these lists

from this century, which omit the book of Esther, two at least from the 4th century,

and that's probably fr.r the same reason that we found one from the first century that

does it. Athanasius, one of these great writers, says that the book of Esther is a non

canonical book, because it begins with Mordecai' s dream, which is the beginning of the

apDcryphal addition, but he further says, that Esther is canonical among the Hebrew,

and as Ruth is reckoned as one book with judges, so Esther with some other book, so
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this fits exactly with the idea of a conãision on that point, because they believed that

it was the books the Jews had that Jesus had accepted as canonical, thiey anew the book

thatof Esther was such a one, but they coukdfit get a definite statement from any Jew/, OEM

of t1e books
their book in the Septuagint was one/ in the 0. T., because when you'd read the first

part of it to him, he would say no that's not a book (7) at all.

And of course if they'd take time to go further, after dpter 2, they'd say oh yes, that's

the beginning of the book, but when you're talking with somebody of a different language

and neither of you knows the other language in which you're trying to compare, &*d though

you have a common language to speak together, you read and compare, it would be very

easy to have misunderstandings. We do not have that misunderstanding in Origen in the

3rd century, but we do have it in two out of these five in the 4th century. Yes? (7 1/2)

That's a good question. The books are written in Hebrew. Here are the books in Hebrew

and they're all in separate rolls; now, the Jews considr the 0. T. is the Hebrew Bible,

that they read in the synagogue, that is the sacred thing.

Now in Egypt, in Alexandria, there are hundreds of thousands of Jews, and these

Jews go to the synagogue and they hear it read, but sun e of them would like toread it

at home and they can't read this language, reek is their language, the language of the

country. The Hebrew is for them something that they learn with difficulty, they read with

difficulty, so they say, let's have a translation of these books we can read at home and

get a general idea of, they don't consider then authoritative at all . So me of the

books are translated by somebody, some by somebody else, and eventually they had

rolls which covered all the books of the O .T. And eventually they had rolls which cover

ed all the books of the 0. T. Now that's What the Greeks and the Jews had in

Alexandria at the time of Christ. Now later on, when they began making the book form

instead of the scroll form, a Christian book publisher got together books and put them

together, and he made a mistake. In fact, the several different books that were written

do not agree on the apocryphal books in it. They all include all the books of the Hebrew
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0. T., but some of them include certain apocryphal books, some include other apocryphal

books, there's a variation in our great Greek mss. , what they got together. Well, now

the mss which they got of Daniel had additions, and the ms which they copied into this

book of the Greek, Esther had additions. Well, now, who put these I1tions in? We

don't know. Did some pious Jew who considered the book of Esther in Greek as merely

a translation for use at home, not the sacred scriptures, say well now look at here,

this book of Esther we don't have the name of God at all. Well, that's all right, God

didn't choose to put it in, but these man were godly people. Wouldn't it be interesting

to think a little bit about what these folks did (9 3/4)

so he wrote for his children, he wrote a little addition, he said, now, I think likely before

these things ever Øiappened to Esther, Mordecath had a dream, and he said, this dream

was--God would have told him about it. How would know to follow the Lord the way he

did if Mod. hadn't revealed it to him, so he made a stcry up for his children, and then

somebody in copying the scro1. in Greek put this story in at the beginning. Now a

pious Jew did that, maybe a pious Christian. We don't know. All we know is that the

copies of Esther in Greek which were taken from the scrolls and copied into the book,

that were our "B"i' our "A", and our Aleph, and those early mss., those copies had

been already made, and so when the Christians got--after Constantine gave them more

freedom, they got complete copies of the books of the Old and New Testaments, these

copies had Esther with all these additions in it (10 1/2)

and naturally then, when somebody would check to see whether this was correct, he'd

say well now is this book part of the Bible , he'd say to a Jew, and start reading Morde

cai's dream in fron t$ of Esther, and the Jew would say we don't have any book that

starts that way. There are Jews even today who know most of the Old Testament word

for word in the Hebrew, and there doubtless were then, but when they hear something

starting, they immediately think now what does that sound like, does that sound like

Numbers or like Ruth or like Jeremiah. But (11 1/4)



O.T.I.67. (11 1/4) 324.

? No, here is the situation
they said no, that'd doubtful. Yes? (stu.) Didz you uay iii thutu thcLt

with Athanasius. First just a word about Athanasius.

Athanasius , as a young boy, in his teens, found hirr elf pushed into the Arlan

controversy, and Anus the w1 old man, highly honored old man, began denying the deity

of Christ, and Athanaslus, this young fellow, who was a close friend of the bishop', of

Alexandria, began defending the full deity of Christ. Then when Athanasius was only in

his middle twenties, the bishop died and Athanasius succeeded him, and Athanasius

had a life of fighting against this Arian controversy which threatened to destccy Christian

ity. Five times he was driven into exile. Time after time he had to hide in the desert,

for months hide in a 1mb, went through all kinds of experiences when the soldiers were

after him, or his enemies trying to kill him. But he was an able administrator and he

administered the church in Egypt so effectively, that whenthe persecution of the otthodbx

was removed, the people clamored for Athanasius to be brought back and when he came

back there were all these situations in his dIoci%o fix up and all that. And in

addition to that he was constantly preaching and he wrote sermons which have been pre

served, dozens of sermons, a tremendous amoung of writing was preserved. Well, now

the question, what are the books of the 0. T. was not a question under accute discussion

at that time. And he was not a man mho had leisure to think in his study, now r d like

to write a book, what shall I write about. What would interest people? He was a man

who was facing situations and dealing with practical problems and constantly writing,

to try to deal with these problems, and this wasn't one of the problems that came up.

Therefore when we have somewhere in his writings--somebody asked him, now just

exactly what are the books in the 0. T., and Athanaslus says the books of the 0. T. are-

and then he names them. But he names all the rest except Esther, and then when he

comes to Esther, he says, Esther is a non-canonical book...
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.you say to Athanasius, is Esther a part of the Bible? Of course it is, he'd say,

Esther is one of the Jews books of the Bible. Well, you say, the Jews don't have it.

Well, he says, it's not in the list but they combine it with some bther book, just like

they combine Ruth with judges, but I áon't know what the book is. Now if Athanasius

had been free, he, with his great mind and tremendous ability, would have ferreted it

out and given it to us, but it wasn't a moot question. He was dealing with many other

questions, and this was a question on which he gave his ideas $as he knew them, and

when it came to the book he knew all about all of them except this one, and on this one

there is that confusion, and he just didn't feel the necessity to lay other things aside

to look into it. So that when we--he didn't know that 1200, L300 years later, it would

become a great point of argument between Roman Catholics and Protestants, whether

these books were part of the 0. T. He didn't know that. And when we go back, we find

his statents,inot written to give a decisive consideration to this important matter,

but to give information to the people who asked it on this point, when yhe was primarily

concerned with other matters. So of these five catalogues by Greek fathers, two of

them omit Esther but the other three include Esther, and one of the two that omits it gives

these explanations. So it's no vital question, but it's interesting to figure out how it

was. And of course even if Athanasius had rejected Esther , if the whole Christian

church had rejected Esther, Lhe fact is that they rested their acceptance of the 0. T. on

Hl approval on
the question what did Jesus consider it, and Jesus very clearly put_Uc gwupz

those books which the Jews accepted as scripture. So their principle was the books the

Jews accept are the 0. T., and if they were wrong on a certain book, which they weren't,

(just an occasional was, but the whole group wasn't), that would merely prove they were

wrong (2 1/2)

Well, in this century, 4th century, as I say, and into the 5th century, we have many

lists and these lists commonly agree exactly with what we have. There is only one

point where there is aerious problem and that is a serious problem. So under this c:
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I better call c, 4th and 5th centuries, because the most important things in it come

right at the turn of the century between the two, and fall part in one and part in the

other. $ And inthese two centuries, as I say, *1, we have many lists, but *2, the

big problem comes about St. Augustine. And St. AustIne is one of the greatest lea

in the Christian Church. And to St. Augustine the Roman Catholics look as their strongest

evidence in the early tirr s for acceptance of the apocryphal books. Well, to get back

into the situation again, and we relize one thing, the term "apocrypha" as we use it

was not used then. It has developed to where we use it for these books that the Roman

Catholics say are inspired, and we do not. It has developed into that, it has developed

into where the Roman Catholics use it for all the Jewish religious books, except the ones

that are in the 0 " T. Realize this also, that the matter of what are the precise books

of the 0. T. was not a matter of discussion at that time, to any great extent. In the

16th century, purgatory was under discussion, and the Roman Catholics based their argu

ments upon 2 Maccabees. There was no such (4 1/2) at that time.

Then remember that St. Augustine was a man who was vitally concerned with all

the controversies of his day. Athanasius gave his life to the settlement of one contro

versy and Augustine was in about four of them, and in every one of them he was a tre

mendous vital factor/. Augustine was a vigorous fellow, constantly writing, constantly

thinking, constantly preaching, and always concerned with the affairs of the day,

though he did take time off to write commentaries on book after book of the Bible, and

do all sorts of things that are of great value, he was a great Christian thinker, but he

was not the careful scholar type of na n, who instead of trying to cover the whole wotld,

and dive what is valuable and helpful on everything he can, settles down to a little

small area, and tries to study very, very carefully and see just what the facts are in that

area--that was not Augustine's type at all. Then realize this, that Augustine in his

early life1 before he became a Christian was misled by the Manicheans. The Manicheans

were a Gnostic group which held that there was a duality between Gdd and the powdCs
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of evil and there was a struggle between them to see which one would win out, and we

should help God win out. Augustine reaced violently against that, and took a very

strong attitude on the sovereignty of God , that God does not have to struggle with evil,

God is supreme, God is in control, but in his early days he faced these Manicheans,

which were a powerful group in North Africa, and which wee having a big influence, and

they had their religious books which had all' sorts of weird ideas about the natir e of God

and of Christ, and Augustine wrote tremendously against the ManidEans, and he was

anxious to do everything he could to defend people against these erroneous ideas of these

pagan sects, Now Augustine came in contact with these books of the apocrypha, and

as I told you, these books are not heretical books, they are not bad books, they are not

books which present that which tears down Christian faith, they are books which hold to

the great doctrines of the 0. T. But they are books of godly Jews who are presenting

their ideas, in praise of the great teachings of the 0. T., and they are meditations and

thoughts along lines of Jewish piety, not thinking in any way of being heretical or depart

ing from anything taught in the 0. T. They're good books, just as we read books of

devotion by Christian writers today, but they're not inspired, they're not free from error.

Now Augustine was so anxious to keep people from reading these Manichean books,

and from being misled by the pagan books, the heretical books, the books that were

filled with the false ideas about God, that I n comparison with it, the apocrypha seemed

to him like very fine godly books that he'd like to have people use, and consequently,

Augustine' s point of interest was not this. (7 1/2)

which is authoritative and free from error and that which is human, maybe good maybe bad

but not free from error. Augusttine's point was: let's read good Christian literature,

let's read the Biblical books that are free from error, that are s lid, that are true, let's

read good devotional literature by other Christians or Jews, but let's keep away from those

heretical and pagan books that would lead us astray, so that's where Augustine put his

emphasis and there are lists of books with which the very word canonical is used, and
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this word canonical , as we use it, means the rule of faith, the books on which we

can determine what are the books free from error, on which we can establish doctrine.

But Augustine sometimes used the word, it wasn't settled then, as a technical word,

like we use it today, and he used it, a rule, the books in accord with the great doctrines,

the books that fit with the rule of faith, rather than the books that lead you astray from

the true doctrine of the Scripture. So Augustine was very , very influential in North

Africa. And at two different councils in North Africa, the list of books were adopted, and

there is also a writing by Augustine, in which books are named as being excellent books

for people to read and even called canonical, and these books include certain books which

are in the Roman Catholic apocrypha today. And he even speaks of them as 0. T. books.

Well, now, I gave you an explanation which I think we are Ji.s tified in holding, as to

why Augustine made these atatements. But even if we were not justified in making this

statement, if Augustine thought those books to be part of the 0. T., we would than have

a situation where this great Christian leader was wrong on one point, because it is the

authority of Christ and the authority of the apostles that settles it for us, not the author

ity of the Christian church. It would be a place where he was wrong, where this great

Christian leader was wrong. I don't think he was wrong, I gave you an explanation of

how I think it was. But if my explanatinn is not acceptable, if he was wrong, still it is

a case where one great Christian leader was wrong. Not only does it differ from the

basis of our determination, the authority of Christ and the accepta-i ce of the books which

the Jews held to be canonical, not only does it do that, but it differs with all the other

early Christian lists we have, none of which include the apocrypha. Rarely as much as

one apocrypha in any of these lists, and usually there is a question whether even one

early
is meant to be included, so he differed with all the other/Christian writers, in addition

to differing with the evidence from Christ and from the apostles, and the evidence of the

attitude of the Jews. But we don't have to stop at that point, we can notice two other

facts;, one of these other facts is, that the list which Augustine gives, while it does
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contain most of the books contained in the Roman Catholic apocrypha, does not include

all of them, and does include one or two books that they don't include, so it is not ex

actly the same as the Roman Catholic list today, and that is quite interesting, that he

is not an authority, a great Church Father that holds exactly what the Roman Catholic

Church holds today on it, because even if you don't accept the explanation I gave, his

view of it is somewhat different from the position they take today. But then another point,

even more important than that--as I stated, Augustine did not feel that this was a great

controvery of his day, the determination of exactly which books are the 0. T. books

that are free from$ error and inspired and can be absolutely relied on, to eztablish

doctrine, he did not feel that was a greet point of controversy then, he was dealing

with other points, where his interest was. So he does not give a full and detailed and

extensive discussion anywhere to show/Us exactly what he thought on the matter. How

ever, in his writings elsewhere, he has statements whlc1pe justified in bringing into

connection with what he has said, and thus seeing whether we are right in considering

that he thought those books were part of the inspired 0. T. One place in his writing,

we find Augustine saying this, after Malachi, Haggai, Zechariah and Ezra, the Jews

had not prople ts until the advent of the Saviour. He says this thing, and nobody that I

know of believes all these apocryphal books were written by the time of Ezra, so that

that would seem to exclude (13) that they were on the same level

as the other books. But most important, in his discussion in one place, with a fanatical

sect in North Africa, a sect that believes that suicide was justified, Augustine, writing

against thi1s4i sect, and finding that they based their arguments on certain statements

in the book of Macabbees, makes...

O.T.I. 69. (1/2)

.lf it be heard and read soberly, especially for the sake of the history of the Maccabees

who suffered so much from the hand of the persecutors for the sake of the law of God.

He put these in a different category from the others, he said that the Jews
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don't accept it, we must accept it soberly for its acnt of the persecution, In an

other place he says there, 4iat in great straits for authority, having only this one

passage to which they can appeal in all the books sanctioned by the church. So it

would look as if Augustine was interested in making his division between helpful books

and harmful books here, but did feel there was a difference between a book like Maccabees

and the books in which he was ready to rely upon any word. Yes? (11/4. stu) Oh, yes,

Maccabees

Well, this case then of Augustine is a case where I believe we can satisfactorily

explain it to show there was no real difference and between him and us today. Mr. Sadiq?

(1 3/4) What I was just reading was a quotation which has a footnote telling the exact

place in Augustine where these things are written, but you can easily get it, this is

William Henry Green's General Intro, to the 0. T., page 168-172 (2)

And he gives the evidence on it. This particular matter we're now

dealing with, the canon of the Christian Church, he has an excellent disnussion, he has

everything I've given you on this, and quite a little more.

Well now Augustine then, I believe that we can say that we can feel quite certain

that his view really was the same as ours. But we can't absolutely prove it, and if we

should be wrong there, and if he held the view like the Roman Catholic Church hblds to

day, it still would only mean one of the early ohm-a!i Christian fathers, even though one

of the greatest, 'was holding that. But I don't think we have to say he did, but if he did

it doesn't determine the matter. It is the attitude of Christ and the apostles that deter

mine the matter. Yes? (3) Yes, there are one or two that the Roman Catholics do not

include, and there are one or two that are familiar, you can get precise details m that

from Green. But now, that was our second thing we looked at under this 4th and 5th

centuries, we looked at Augustine, who is one of the great fathers of the Latin church,

the great doctors of the Latin Church. The Roman Cath olics think of them as four great

doctors of the Latin Church, four great scholarly men of the Latin Church, and Augustine
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is one of those four. Marlin Luthr was one of the greatest of the old writers, because

Augustine held the doctrines of grace so clearly, so straight, and so strongly, the sover

eignty of God. And so did John Calvin, they thought tremendously highly of Augustine,

who was one of the four great doctors of the "Oman Church. But there was another of

these four great doctors of the Roman Church who lived at the same time as Augustine,

that is to say, he was maybe 20 e ars older than Augustine, he died earlier, although he

died as an aged man. But this other doctor, whom the Protestants tend to think of as a

very great doctor of the ancient church, but not quite as great as Augustine, these Roman

Catholics tend to put higher than Augustine, and one of the great differences between

Martin Luther and the Roman Catholics, as I say, when they discussed ancient times

rested or Luther rested.like that, they aduieu d-everything-t1t Jerome, and tiit-y--t e everything on

Augustine. So it's interesting to see what Jerome says. Now St. Jerome, then is the

third matter we should mention in connection with the 4th and 5th centuries, and St.

Jerome was, like Augustine, a very extensive writer. He wrote a tremendous amount of

material. St. Jerome, it is interesting to note, is the man who translated the Bible into

Latin. There were earlier translations but he made the translation which was so excellent

that it is today the official translatin of the Roman Catholic Church, and in fact today

the Vulgate is the Bible to the Roman Catholic Church, and they say any other book may

lead you astray, the Greek may be wrong, the Vulgate is what inters. And if a Roman

Catholic today wants to take the Greek and make a wonderful translation, a new trans

lation of the Bible into English, he won't say (5 1/2)

he will say, a translation of the Vulgate into English with observation of the Greek,

o something like that, even if he puts his main stress on the Greek. He has -itn,j

officially put his main stress on the Vulgate. And the Roman Catholic translation has

officially been made from the Vulgate rather than from the Greek, because they say the

Greek mss may have been corrupt, but the Vulgate is the official Bible of the Roman Cath

olic Church. Now the man vJi o made the Vulgate was St. Jerome, and St. Jerome at about-



O.T.I.69. (6) 332.

a little before 400 A. D. translated the 0. T. into Latin, and the N. T. also. He trans

lated the whole Bible into Latin, he was one of the greatest doctors of the Roman Church.

And Jerome was a far better nu n to make this translation than Augustine would'-ve been

because, though Jerome was mixed up in a lot of controversy and Augustine was, he was

not the doctrine man that Augustine was, who was interested primarily in the great

doctrines of Grace and how we could prot God's people from that which would lead

them astray. Jerome was a scholarly man who was interested in the precise detail of

scholarly fact, and in the fact that he was the greatest scholar living and anybody who

differed with him was someone who was pretty much off, and there was no language too

strong for him to use, about this. (7)

a very scholarly man, a very great scholar, and a great Christian, though not as great a

Christian as Augustine, but a far greater scholar than Augustine. Well, Jerome, in his

introduction to the first book of the Vulgate of the 0. T. that he translated, he made the

statement that these are the books which the Jews accept, they are the booIswhich belong

to the 0. T., all other books are of no authority as far as Christian doctrine is concerned,

and he explicitly named the books, he says the Jews sometimes considered them as 22

books and sometimes considered them as 24 by counting Ruth and Lamentations as separate

books 0' instead of as part of judges and Jeremiah, but he explicitly names the books,

exactly the books we have in our 0. T., he says these are the books of the 0. T., all

other books are to be considered as not Biblical books, Jerome is a s clear and straight

and plain as anybody can be, on this matter. And Jerome refused to translate the books

of the apocrypha, he translated only the books of the Old and New Testaments. But

some fri got after Jerome, 0 Jerome, they said, we love some of these other books,

some of these extra-canonical books, they're not books of authority to the church, but

they're ood books and we get value from reading them in the Greek and we'd like our

friends to be able to read them in the Hebrew, won't you translate them for us? And

Jerome gave in to the pressure of friends and translated two of them, the books of Tobit
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and Jude, and the book of Tobit is a book that is a long book that would run maybe 20-25

chapters/ and Jerome translated it th one day, and with tha books of the 0. T. he was

taking his time and going careful', studying every word to have it just exactly right,

examining all the mas he could get ahold of, but he translated Tobit, ran off a translation

of it in one day, Tobit and Judith. He says that's enough, I won't translate any ma e

apocryphal books. So those are the only ones he translated, and he did them very hastily,

didn't bother about them, he explicifty says in his introduction, they are not canonical,

so if Augustine the great saitit, the great theologian', the great authority on doctrine, if

he was mistaken on this point, which I don't believe he was, though a big argument can be

made to prove that he is, but if he was, Jerome the scholar, Jerome the man whom the

Roman Catholic Church thought so highly of that his translation of the Bible today they

put even above the Greek and the Hebrew and consider as authoritative, Jerome explicitly

and strongly declares that these are the books of the 0. T. and no other is authoritative,

and refused even to translate them. Later on, when the Vulgate was put together, into

one volume, see he issued them srately as they came out. He would translate a book,

they would dldtribute it. But later on, when they were put together they took the other

apocryphal books out of earlier translations that had been made into Latin and they in

cluded it inthe books with the translation that Jerome made. So the Latin Vulgate contains

all the apocryphal books. And one or two other books that the Roman Catholic Church does

not accept as authoritative, but Jerome did not translate the others and explicitly said they

were not authoritative. Miss Plckett? (10 1/2) How do they answer it today? The

Council of Trent in 1542 authoritatively declared that anyone does not accept these books

with all their parts, let him be anathema. It has been authoritatively declared. Now

Jerome lived before the Council authoritatively declared it, so he made a mistake. You

can't blame him, he made a mistake before it was authoritatively declared. The pope

said the Council of Trent was authoritative on the natter, so that settles it. But if you

are going to deal with the matter of reason , logic and argument, thefe they're in a pretty
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difficult position. Of all the points of difference between the Roman Catholics and

Protestants there is none on which I would say from a logical and evidential viewpoint,

our position is quite so largely as on this particular point. Now I asked the Roman

CaIitolic Bishop of Wilmington, once, if he would come to my class and present theft

viewpoint, and he had sense enough to make one excuse after another, and not come,

because he realized (11 1/2))

but he put me off and put me off and p1 me off.

He didn't like to say no, but he says of courser-you see, I didn't ask him to--I dropped

into a church there and asked the pr&t if somebody could come and give their viewpoint,

in my class. Oh, he said, seminary students, he said, nobody could do that without

the permission of the Bishop. So I said, where will I find the Bishop? And I found he

was just three doors from where I was, and in fact, when we botht our new seminary

building it was right nm door to him. So I went to see him and asked him if he would,

and he said, well, of couree, it would have to be somebody that really knew it, he says,

we all know a little about it, but he says to get somebody, he sai's ['11 have to think

about it and see if I can ggt someone. And I went several times and he kept putting me

off and putting me off, finally he says, well, here's some books, you can give it all

right. So they are in a tough spot on this, and I said to Prof. Montgomery of the U. of

Penna. one time, I said--he was referring to some of those great Roman Catholic schol

ars who were doing a wonderful work on some of the l ok of the C. T., very, very

scholarly, --I said well what tt they do with some of the problems in the apocryphal

books? I said, they're required to believe by their church that they're authoritative,

and part of the word of God. Oh, he says, they just pt rke devote your attention to

other thoughts. That was his judgment. Yes? (13 1/4)
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.1 don't know why they left them out, because they are good books to be read, I think

they would have done well to put them in. But the fact that they did not (/1

Well, the action of Jerome was very, very quick , it cannot be questioned it was a

most interesting thing (1) Now that was 3, under c.

d, Later Evidence. And later evidence I don't think is of ny great importance to us

but it is interesting to note the fact that authorities differ, right up to the time of the

Reformation, but that the best authorities and the most scholarly authorities and the most

numerous authorities, as a rule, if they discussed this matter, took the position we have

today. For instance, Gregory the Great who died in 604 A.D., Gregory the Great was one

of the greatest of the popes, he lived, was bishop of Rome at about 600 A.D., and in one

place he quotes from 1 Maccabees, in one of his writings, and he says this: we adduce

a testimony from books, though not canonical, yet published for the edification of the

church, that's in a writing by a pope in 600 A.D., and one of the greatest of the popes.

Now when you get up near the time of the Reformation, you find that just about the time

of the Reformation, just about when Luther was getting ready to write his theses, which

was posted on the church in 1517, the archbishop of Toledo in Spain, Cardinal Ximenes,

head of the R. C. Church in Spain, or there was no Roman Catholic--head of the church in

Spain, was preparing a copy of the books of the Bible in various languages Hebrew, Greek

Syriac, various other ancient mss in ancient languages, called the comprehensive polyglot,

we speak of it later in arher connection, but a polyglot is a book which brings together

various languages, and Cdinal Ximenes spent several years preparing this, iwktI it was a

great scholarly work and he dedicated it to Pope Leo X, the pope who a little later con

demied Martin Luther. But in his dedication of the book, which was dedicated to Pope

Leo X and t*r- accepted the book and approved it, in his dedication he says, that the

books of the 0. T. which are there printed only in Greek, namely, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom,

EcclesIastis , Baruch and Maccabees, with additions to Esther and Daniel, were not
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in the canon but were received by the church rather for the edification of the people,

than for confirmation of the authority of Ecciesiastkfal doctrines. And Cardinal Cagetan,

who is also called de Viol and those of you who had Church History last year read quite

a bit about his attempt to force Martin Luther to submit, Cardinal Cagetan was a theolog

ian of great eminence, he was sent by the pope to force Luther to submit and rie a good

effort to do it, but ordinarily he was not concerned in that sort of thihg, he was a theolog

ian , he was a writer, many people thought that he would have become pope if he had

livecth little longer and died in 1534, but in his preface to his commentary on the epistle

to the Hebrews, he said, we have chosen the rule of Jerome that we may not err in dis

tinguishthg the canonical books, for those which he delivered as canonical we hold to be

canonical, and those which he separated from the canonical books, we hold to be out of

the canon. And in dedicating his commentary on the historical books to Clement '111, he

said the whole Latin Church is greatly indebted to St. Jerome for distinguishing the

canonical from the non-canonical books. And this was just before the Council of Trent,

Cardinals, leaders of the R. C. Church, we are indebted to Jerome for saJir us from

considering books canonical that are not canonical. But a few years ter the Council of

Trent decided, the çe set the seal of his approval upon it, and history may say, what

a ruling, any R. C. who is any position in the church is required to hold this position.

We continue there next week...

O.T.I.69W. (3/4) ..
N

... hea and rea oberly e ecially for the ke of the,-history of the ac ees who

s ed so much from t hand of the persecutors for the sake of the w o od. He

put the M cabees n a differe t category f m the oth s. He ss that the Jews don't

accept it, we t accept it soberl o ts account of the p ecutian. In anothe place

He says e are in eat straits r auth ty, having oi4 this e passage/' which

the can appeal in all the b s sanctioned by the urch. So it u1d lo as if
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... see the later evidence, later than this 4th century A.D., and we notice what Pope

Gregory said, and then we notice, not looking at many different evidences that could

be taken, we look at a couple of things just at the very beginning of the Reformation.

Two Cardinals, men who dedicated their books to popes, men who were highly esteemed

for their orthodoxy in the Roman church, spoke in the very strongest language against

the acceptance of the Apocrypha as part of the Bible, and so at that time when the dis

cussion was strong between the Protestants and Romanists as to what the truth was, they

--to the Protestants it was tremendously important what the Bible is, to the Romanist it

is not nearly as important, because to them it was the church, what tradition said, what

the pope said, and while all this /supposedly rests upon the Bible, and they would not

admit the right of any pope today to add anything whatever, to what is already established

yet they do like , in argument with Protestants, to have points that they can rest upon,

and they claim it all rests on the Scripture eventually, and so this became an important

(7 1/2) And when Lhe Council of Trent met, that council which was in

tended by the emperor to be a bringing together of Protestants and Romanists into one

church again, but which the pope twisted around until it became rather the making of a

general plai against Protestantism, as something that was difficult to do because there

were many views within the council and he had to maneuver very skilfully, but he managed

to do it, with the help of the Jesuits, and so the result was that on this particular point,

the point of the Apocrypha, when the council met there were some there who took the

attitude of Cardinal Cagetan and Cardinal Ximenes, that these books should be declared

to be not part of the Scriptures aid not inspired of God. There were others who wanted

to take an attitude like that of Augustine, to say these are ood books, worthy of reading,

we can use them in the churches, but when it comes to establishing doctrine, they are

not of the same authority, as the others; and then there were those who said, no, these

are part of the 0. T. and you have the three different views, and you had a great many

people there who w e rather uncertain as between the three, and it took a considerable
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amount of maneuvering on the part of the pope and the Jesuits, but they succeeded in

getting through the council the iewpoint that they wanted. And so on April 8, 1546, a

year which those who had Church History will have no difficulty whatever in remembering,

because they will recall that that is the year in which Martin Luther died. 1546. And

I didn't realize till this moment that I never tried to learn the date of this particular action

of the Council of Trent. The council itself met in three different sections that extended

over many years. But this action was taken in the year in which Martin Luther died, 1546.

And on April 8, 1546 , they adopted a declaration saying, the synods that receive and

venerate all the books of the Old as well as of the New Testament, since one God is the

author of both, also the unwritten traditions pertaining to faith and morals, as received

from the mouth of Christ, and dictated by the Holy Spirit, with an equal belief and piety

and reverence. And then they proceeded to list the books, and the list which they gave

includes Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecciesiasticus, Baruch and the two boks of Maccabees,

but for some reason they didn't put in the I and II Esdras, or the Prayer of Manasseh, which

are in the scrolls but they did not include them, but they included these others, and

then they said, if anyone does not receive these books entire, with all their parts, as

they are accustomed to be read in the Catholic Church, and knowingly and intelligently

espousing the traditions aforesaid, let him be accursed. Well now that was the stand

which they took in 1546, and you notice first it added these seven books, scattered among

the books of the 0. T. And secondly, they said, if anyone does not receive these books

entire and with all their parts, and that was in order to include the additions to Daniel

and Esther, which are in the Septuagint and not in the Hebrew, and which we do not con

sider as part of the Bible, and so this action was taken , 1546, and from that time on, any

member of the Roman Church who does not accept these books, thereby convicts himself

of heresy, and ©uld be expelled from the church, with that ground. This is the solid,

definite stand of the church. In the Roman Church you can have differences about in-

spiration, you can differ about whether God created the world or whether it evolved, '
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you can differ about many things and still be a member in good standing of the church,

but you cannot differØ' aboutwhether these books are part of the Bible because that was

decided by the council of Trent, and approved by the pope (11 1/4)

So that is an official stand of the Roman Church. Now in the Protestant churches, they

continued for many years as they still do in the German church, to print the Bible with

Apocrypha in small letters between the Old and New Testaments, and headed books not

inspired or authoritative or established in any doctrine, but suitable for reading. But

in the English churches, they began to feel that if these bookren't in the Bible, why

should they be printed in the Bible? And so about 100 years ago, there was a big dispute,

a big discussion in the British and Foreign Bible Society, because in that society, there

were those vo were anxious that the books they issued should be useful for the spreading

of truth in Catholic countries, Romanist countries, and therefore they said, let's print

the Bible with the Apocrypha in it, and others said, no, we're a Bible Society, to distri

bute the true Bible, we should not include the Apocrypha, and so about 1819 there was a

big discussion in the British and Foreign Bible Society, arid finally in 1824, a man asked

the aid of the Society in issuing an edition of the Latin Bible, and said he would pay the

cost of the Apocrypha, if the Bible Society would pay the cost of the rest, but there were

s ome in the socy who said no, it confuses people to print something in the Bible that

isn't part of the Bible. He said let's separate them. He wanted to have them mixed

in like the Romanists do, so that nobody could object to this as being the Bible, inthe

Latin countries, the Roman Catholic countries, but finally, the British and Foreign Bible

Society took the pothon in 1824, we will not print any Bibles that contain the

Apocrypha, so from that day to this , the British aid Foreign Bible Society, and the Amei4t

American Bible Society have taken the stand , the Bibles that we print and that we dis

tribute, contain the Word of God and nothing else, and so the present generation of

English and American people is not accustomed to seeing the Bible with the Apocrypha

in it, either scattered through, or in a separate section. When they came to--Queen s .
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... properly crowned and they found that the statement made 300 years before said he

must swear upon the Bible, and what is the Bible, the Bible is a book that contains the

Old and New Testament and the Apocrypha, so in order that he should be crowned properly

they had to hunt arouii to find an English Bible that had the Apocrypha, or else he would

not have been crowned. Weligit would have been ea. er that that to have changed the

law, but the English don't like to change their laws, so they hunted around and found a

book with the Apocrypha in, and that's what they do when they crown a king, but other

wise English Bibles hardly ever have Apocrypha in any more, as they used to. But the

Roman Catholic Bible, which comparatively few people read, unless (1 1/4)

that book has got the Apocrypha scattered through. Well,

now that is the situation then as to the attitude of the Christian Church, #3. But we

must look on to 414 The Arguments Advanced for the Apocrypha are Insufficient.

I don't believe I have given you a bit of evidence which any Romani. would touch, what

I have given you are facts, and these facts are established and definite and cannot be

denied. And that being the case, you might say, well, then how on earth can they justify

the decision of the Council of Trent to have the Apocrypha included inthe 0. T. And

the answer is that they have three princip1 arguments upon which they base, and theee

three arguments can be given in such a way as to sound pretty solid when you first hear

their. And these three arguments are as follows:

a, that the Apocrypha are included in early versions of the Scriptures.

Well, what are the facts? The fact is that the Hebrew Bible never contained the

Apocrypha, many of them we have no evidence ever were in Hebrew. But the Septuagint

of earliest times always contain one or more--I believe all of them in early times--

apocryphal books. So they have a strong argument there, that the Septuagint contains

However
the apocrypha. 4 eF the argument was greatly weakened when we examine the

history of how the Septuagint came into its present position which we have already gone

into, in connection with the evidencd as the attitude of the Alexandrian Jews. And in
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addition it becomes greatly weakened when we look at the further evidence that we 'ye

already given, that no ancient copy of the Septuagint contains all the books that the

Roman Catholics say are part of the inspired books, no one of them. Some of them contain

all the books of the Old Testament, but no one of them contains all the books of the

apocrypha they say belongs to the Old Testament, though some of them contan a good

many. No one of them contains all, and furthermore, most of the books of the copies of

the early Septuagint contain some books that neither the Roman Catholics nor we accept

as being part of the Bible. So those are considerations which tremendously weaka-i

the argument as far as the Septuagint, the old Greek translation of the Old Testament is

concerned. Well, than there are two other ancient versions, one of those is the Syriac,

a nd the other is not very definite on the Syrlac, but it is very definite that the earliest

copies of the Syrlac did not contain any of the apocryphal books, very definite. I'm

not sure whether it is definite enough to make a big argument about it, but it certainly

can't be proved that they did contain the apocryphal books, and actually it can't be proved

that they contained all--I'm not sure you could prove that any early Syriac manuscript

contained any , certainly none of them contained all of them.

Add then the other early version of the Old Testament is this (4 3/4)

Latin Vulgate, and the Latin Vulgate, all the copies of the Latin Vulgate t1 t we have in

recent years, contain the apocryphal books, but there is no question of the history of the

Latin Vulgate, that was translated by St. Jerome, who refused to translate the apocryphal

books, under pressure did translate two of them, refused to translate the others, declared

that none of them belongs in the Bible. So the argument fm its inclusion in the Vulgate

is nc a very strong argument. And in addItio{o that , the copies of the Vulgate contain

certain additional books which the Roman Catholics would not say are part of the Bible.

So that is the first argument, they're contained in the early versiai s, and yet this arg.

ment may sound very strong, but when you look at the evidence of it, it is not.

Thd.r second argument is that the apocrypha were used in the ancient church
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b, that the Apocrypha were used in the ancient church in public w rship, that they were

read in public worship, and there is evidence that in some cases parts of these boks

were read in ancient churches. But when you think of the history of the early church,

being made originally among very poor people, a as others came in ahd presented the

story of Christ, and these little churches spran up here and there, none of them for a

logg time had complete copies of the New Testament to say nothing of the Old.

And there were very few people among them who knew exactly what the books were that

belonged in either, and 1liie it is a marvelous thing, that you have the unanimity re

garding the (6 1/2) within

two centuries, two or three centuries after the time of writing there was a unanimity

as to which books belonged in the New Testament, but as far as the Old Testament was

concerned in the earliest days, none of them d the whole Old Testament, probably

they would be anxious to get some copies of some of the books and they were all on

separate scrolls, really very easy for mistakes to come in this way, and in addition to

that, they did ncl have the feeling that you musad anything in a public church ser

vice, that i s not part of the Bible. The Bible is that on which they rested their authority,

but if they got a letter from a missionary, they would not hesitate to read it in the

church service, and if a man founded a church and then moved on to another area, and

he heard about problems in the churth, and he wrote a letter to them giving his opinion

on these problems, they would think it was very disrespectful for them not to read it

in their church. So we have certain books which were read in services which were written

by godly Christians in the first and second century, which we know were read in services

occasionally, which nobody claims to be part of the Bible. And there is also occasional

readings of parts of these apocryphal books in the services. So that this argument, if

it proves that they were inspired, would prove other things were inspired that the Roman

Church doesn't say is inspired, and it actually doesn't prove the natter at all, and as a

matter of fact, a very interesting thing is that the Church of England today, has a system
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as to what shall be read on each day of the week, and through the year, in daily service,

and what shall be read in Sunday services. A set system laid down for their ministers,

and the Church of England has an official statement of belief which declares that they

accept the Bible containing the following books, and they name the books of the Old

Testament as (8 1/2) and they specifically do not accept any apocryphal

books and yet the readings which they have to read in their services, do include

occasionally selections from some of these apocryphal books, which were printed with

the Bible in the early days of the Church of England. So that it is even today pou have a

church reading in public service as part of its program something which it does not con

sider to be part of the authoritative word of God. So that you cannot build (8 3/4)

on this sort of thing.

And the third argument which they make, is that the early church fathers quote

fromthe Apocrypha as God's Word, they say the Scripture says, it is written, and then

they quote from the bookfr' of Wisdom, from Ecciesiasticus, from II Maccabees, they

quote from these, and what does this prove? Ds this prove that these men taught that

these were part of the inspired word of God? Well, if so, it simply proves these men

were wrong, that's all it proves. Because we don't determine what the Canon is by what

men taught, but by what Jesus Christ said. But it doe s not prove that, because we have

men like Athanasius and others who have given us statements as to what are the books

of the Old Testament, in which they name exactly the books we hold to be part of it,

and specifically exclude the Apocrypha, and from the same men we have in their writings

occasionally quotations from Apocryphal books, even headed with the statement, it is

written, or , as the Scripture says. And so the answer to that is that in those days they

did not have printing, and consequently copies, while they would make copies of a book,

they'd have a factory, might have 50 people sitting here, scribes, and sombbody would

sit up in the front here and would read slowly and these fifty wnald write down, and the

result is you'd make fifty copies of the Bible, because fifty Bcribes wrote as one read,
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well if they did that, it's easy for mistakes to come in, but they had, in the earliest

days, they laU simply scrolls made this way, never a whole copy--individual scrolls.

And these copies were distributed, but they did not have fnrincordances, and with a scroll,

if you want to find something in one of these scrolls, you have to hunt through the box

till you get the right scroll , then you have to start rolling it from one end to the other,

it's an awful lot harder to find a place than it is when you have a codex like this aid you

can open and find a page exactly, and can find a spot in the Bible in one-tenth the time

it would take a man when they had scrolls, and which were just read along from ale end

to the other and were not printed. And even today you will find, I can probably give you

thirty statements, half of them taken from the Bible and half from Shakespeare, and ask

you to say which was which and probably everyone here would be mistaken on one or

other. It is very easy to misremember. I've had something, I'm preparing a sermon and

I wart ID give this quotation, and I think of this quotation and I think that, well now that's

in either 2 Tim. or 2 Thess., I 'ni not quite sure which, and I start in and I can run my

eye right through one of those books and can look right past it and not see it, four tine s

and not see it, other times I might see it immediately. But it's very, very easy to forget

which book something is in , like that, ct course , what I do is pull a concordance off

the shelf and look it up and have it in an instant, but they didn't have the concordance,

and even when we do have, we don't always use it, so it's easy to Blake mistakes.

And under their situation, it was so easy to make mistakes, that even men like

Athanasius who knew what the books of the Bible were, and had no question on it,

and he gave the list of them in their official statements, could make mistakes in

their writings, and think now where is that Scripture that said so =and-so, it just fits

this particular situation we're dealing with, in this letter to this fria-i d wIn has a little

difficulty, and I want to encourage him, I want to comfort hl heart, and I remember this

verse, it just fits. Was that from 2 Thess., was it from 2 Peter, was it from 2 Tim.?

Which was it from, and he star ts to unroll the scrolls and look through them and hunt,
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and he could spend two or three hours hunting, and eventually he might find it was from

the book of Baruch after all, and not from one of the others, but it was very easy to simply

say, the Scripture says, and give it. So that these three could be supporting arguments,

but they couldn't establish the attitude of the early church and every one of them has

(13 1/4) So that it is important for you to know the

aituationregarding these arguments. I was much interested so me sears ago when I was

teaching first semester of Chir ch History, or second semesr it was, and the fact that

somebody in Wilmington, wherethe Seiiinary was then situation...

O.T.I.72. (1/2)

... probably to a nunb er of Protestant churches, I don't know, all I know is that I re

ceived a little package addressed in a feminine hand with no return address, and on

opening it up found a religious section of Our Sunday Visitor, and in it it discussed the

matter of --different matters of issue between Romanists add Protestants, and they had

an answer (1) Someone wrote and said, why do you talk about

the authority of the popes the way you do, when you lay so much stress on the statements

of the ecumenical councils? And the answer given to this was, after all, every one of

the great ecumenical councils was called by a pope, every one was presided over by a

pope, every one of them received its decision on doctrine from a pope. Now that was

the sta1eeiit specifically made in that popular magazine, but if you get the Roman

Catholic Encyclopedia which gives youe scholar view of the oman Church, you will

find in it, that if you look up the ecumenical councils, 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and

7th, running over a period of three centuries or more, and you will find that not one of

them was called by a pope , quite a few were called against the (1 3/4)

of the pope. Not one of them was presided over by a pope, and only one of them adopted

a statement of doctrine which was prepared by a pope. But in this popular magazine

they simply , someone wrote it who didn't bother to look up the facts, at all, and gave

that strong statement. So you may run into similar strong statements about the apocrypha,
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and if you did, you know what the facts are on this, and they are very well discussed

in William Henry Green's Introduction to the Old Testament, you have them a very good

statement on these particular arguments, fairly well in detail. So much for *4.

5, Errors in the Apocrypha. Now here is a place where I differ with Wm. Henry

Green. He makes a big argument about errors in the Apocrypha. He has a chapter here,

chapter 11, seven pates, beginning on p.195, called The Apocrypha Condemned by Internal

Evidence. And he gives heieatements regarding most of these, Ø in which he points out

historical error, errors of morality, errors of doctrine, particularly errors of geographical

fact, as when he says in the book of Judith, the march (3 1/2)

was full of extraordinary zigzags. Nebuchadnezzar is said to have reigned in Nineveh,

whereas Babylon was his capital , and Joachim is said to've been a contemporary high

priest, whereas there was no high priest of this name until after the Exodus. So he

gives you specific errors of fact in the Apocrypha, errors of geographical fact, err of

historical fact, places where it does not --where it differs with our ideas of morality

on secondary matters, and pdnts where on matters of doctrine, but always secondary

doctrine, they are in error, and you read the chapter, and your impression when you

finish these seven pages, is my what a book, just absolutely--you can see, at a glance

at them, that they are full of errors, but it is not that bad. These are good books, holding

a high standard of Jewish morality, and of Jewish loyalty to the great teachings of the Old

Testament. They are books in which on secondary matters there are mistakes which we

would expect in books that are not inspired. When it comes to matters of geographical

accuracy, or historical fact, there are real problems, but there are also in some of the

other books. And I personally am very skeptical of the ability of any man to take a book

and ay look at the errors, thae are scientific errors in this book, hlstcrical errors in

this book, this cannot be a book that is inspired of God, because our knowledge in

all these fields is only partial, and in any one of these fields we may make new discover

ies viich ira y show that at some point our previous ideas were wrong. I would say that
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the important thing is that the Bible judges us, not we the Bible, and when someone

brings me a difficulty of this kind in Esther or in 2 Chronicles, I say well, let's look

into the facts, and in most cases I look into the facts, I find the statement can be sup

ported, but if I don't find such evidence I say well let's wait till we know more about it,

and in case after case where I've come up against problems like that where we did not

have the material to answer, in a few years it has come to light, and we have found the

evidence. So I would say that as an argument it is worth noting that the number of such

problems in this group cf seven books, proportional to the size of the book, is greater,

there are more of this sort of problem in this group of books than in any other e group

of seven books picked at random in the Bible, many more--I wuld say that. And I would

say that is something of an (6 1/4)

I am afraid of trying to prove a book is not God's word by showing rrors in it,

I don't think we're competent to do it. I think the thing that proves a book is God's word

is that Jesus Christ set the seal of His approval on it, and if Jesus Christ set the seal of

His approval upon a book and I find a statement in that which flatly contradicts the view

of all the scientists in the world today, I will say let's wait a few years until they dis

cover a little more, until they find where they were wrong, and what is necessary to

bring new facts they've discovered in line, and the same thing is true about history and

geography. Now of course if you ha a book which has a great many problems of science

a nd of history, you have a tough problem, but you don't have any such tough problem in

the Old Testament, there are only occasional points where it contradicts present ideas

of certain scholars in these fields, only occasional points. There is no one book which

stands out from the rest as having any great number of difficult problems in it. The

number of such problems in proportion is greater in the Apocrypha than in the other books,

but I don't think any one of us can take any one book and say I can decide whether that

is God's word or not. I think we need the authority of Jesus Christ that these books

which the Holy Spirit gave to the Jews were God's Word and free from error, and then



O.T.I.72. (7 1/2) 348.

it's a historical question, what were the books which the Jews at the time accepte7 1/2)

and the same thing I believe applies here. Jesus Christ set the seal

of His approval upon the practice by which the people of God to whom the Old Testament

was given had come to a unanimity, within two or three centuries after the last book was

written, as to what were the books of the Old Testament. And He set the seal of His

approval in advance on the New Testmnent that would be given, and when we find the

same strange unexpected process had occurred, a process that only the providence of God

could have had occur, that you have the unanimity of the people of God within two or

three centuries after the last book was written as to what were the books which were part

of the New Testament, inspired and free from error, I'd say that settles that matter, and

when I was in seminary, the professor of Church History said, it is probable that Paul

four
wrote t letters to the Corinthians, of which we only have two, and if one of the others

should be discovered, the next copies of our Bibles would include it. I say no, they

should not include it, I don't know whether they would or wouldn't , but if they did, it

would be wrong. Because 4the books that God inspired Paul to write as part of the

Scriptures, God caused to be preserved, and I wouldn't be a bit surprised if Paul wrote

many other letters, and 1aul gave many sermons which were all good and all helpful,

he was a wonderful man, but he made mistakes, as all human beings do, but in those

books that God intended to be part of the Word of God, lie kept Paul frorrror, just as he

kept David from error in writing the Psalms, but did not keep David from erra when he

wrote the letter to Joab saying put Urlah in the far front of the battle, that was by David,

not by the Holy Spirit, not part of the Scripture. So that 45, errors in the Apocrypha, but

in discussing it I also discussed 46, Our conclusion regarding the attitude of the Christian

Church. This I merely put in for emphasis at this point, we've already dealt with it

quite fully, that the attitude of the Christian Church regarding the Old Testament, might

be completely wrong, but it isn't. It might be, because it is not the attitude of the

Christian Church that settles the matter, what belongs in the Old Testament. It is
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the attitude of Christ. And C hrist set the seal of His approval on the books iven to the

Jews as the people of God, and to the Christians as the people of God the New Testament

was given, but unto the Jews was committed the oracles of God, the Old Testament. And

Jesus set the seal of His approval upon that, and that settles the matter of the Old Testa

ment, and the unanimity of the Christian Church t thin two or three centuries after the

last book of the New Testament was written, settles the New Testament. And we have no

disagreement since in the Christian Church, but thw World Council, at its next meeting

might decide to reject all these books and substitute for them books by Mary Baker Eddy,

and by Ellen G. White, and others, and it wouldn't affect the matter in the least. Because

the Christian Church today has no right to decide. Jesus Christ ded.ded on that process

which occurred centuries ago. But as far as he Old Testament is concerned, the Roman

Catholics and we all agree thaie books in our Old Testament are inspired, but that

doesn't prove it, it is proved by other way, and they are in error ti-i these additional

books, which they put in, but any human being can be in error. So that is 416.

Then E, Conclusion Regarding the Apocrypha. And this conclusion is that these

are good books, books of pious Jews, not like some of the so-called New Testament

apocrypha, hIch are bad books, full of harmful ideas, but these are good books, ex

pressing the ideas of pious Jews, books from some of Wi ich anyone might receive a real

blessing, books which have much in them which is good and helpful and the early chu'ch

derives much value from reading them, just as we can derive from stories of missionary

biographies, Pilgrim's Progress, from other fine works of Christian devotion, but they are

no tIrpired of God and should never be confused with those books which are free from

error and the solid foundation upon which Christian doctrine can be built. Now that then

finished VI, The Extent of the Canon. And we go on to VII:

VII, The Languages of the Old Testament. And right here we now enter a

point from which I'm not going to give you much that is a matter of reasoning things out.
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From here on, most of what I give is simply a matter of factual information, which is

available in various forms. Therefore I'm going to skip over some of it a bit rapidly,

that is, to give you all that will be useful to you in this next part of Introduction to the

Old Testament, we alld take another ten months, very nicely, but it's not as vital for

your attitude and your understanding as what we've had thus far, and it is contained in

varia..i s books and fairly easy to get to, so I'm going to run over it a bit hastily. And yet,

I'm behind schedule. Our Day of Prayer cut out one of our classes and school starting

on Wednesday made us lose one there, we're a little behind on our schedule, and that

being the case I'm not going to give you a full hour test this calender year, only a half

hour. So it will be only a half hour test I'll give you...

O.T.I.73. (1/2)

" . a matter of getting these facts in mind, and if you don't understand certain things,

don't worry too much about it because you can easily look them up. But now the languages

of the 0. T., VII. By the way, while I am mentioning matters and announcements, I'd

like to express my disappointment today, when we began the class, we seemed to have

aboutMi class here, and one row had hardly anybody, and anybody who came in after

the prayer began, be sure to give me a statement of that effect, so that I can mark you

late instead of absent, but it is the same ones, sometimes, they are late day after day,

and I wish they wuld set their alarm for ten minutes earlier, and be here on time, because

we have a lot of material to cover (1 1/4)

Well, VII, The Languages of the Old Testament. By this, I don't mean the

languages in which the Old Testament is written, but I mean (1 1/2)

in connection with the Old Testament. That is

And under that A, The Semitic Languages in General. I could spend two hours on

this, but I'm just going to mention The Semitic Languages in General. I'm going to simply

remind you of the fact that there are a number of features of the Semitic languages which
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differ fro m most other languages, and you in learning beginning Hebrew, have had to

rub up against these peculiar Semitic features, and it has taken a great part of your time

in leariiing in Beginning Hebrew, learning things that are common to all Semitic languages,

so if you ever learn another Semitic language, you have these features that are different

from modern European languages, and common to all of them. Now I'm not going to ask

you to learn them but I'm just going to mention several. 41L, The Primary Importance of

the (2 3/4) I don't know whether I want to take time now for you to

write them down, but whatever you can get will be all right. You're familiar with all these

fromour Hebrew. Now in English you say rid and red, they're two different words entirely.

He got rid of this if he read the book entirely, but when you say read and read,they're

the same word. The consonants change the tense, in the other case, the consonant

changes the word, I mean the towels--change the tense in the one, and changes the

word
in the other. In Semitic languages you speak your (3 1/4)

you can change your vowels and make all sorts of different arrange

ments, just like in English we do with read and read. The primary importance of conson

ants, 4$2, Triliteralism. The fact that in the Semitic languages in general, the majority

of (3 1/2) have three letters. In English they may have one, two, or ten.

They vary tremendously. In Semitic languages they mostly have three. 4, the Use of the

Construct. That's of course new to you, we say the son of the queen. They say the

"son of" the queen. This form, (3 3/4)

you never have in any other language, unless you have another Semitic language. It is

common to all the Semitic languages. Theni'e lack of compound nouns. Compound

nouns are common in English, extremely common in German. Like in German I remember

seeing a sign which had about twenty letters on it, all run together, one word, city-street

cleaningr department--just one word. But they make these compounds that run all kird s

of words together. Well, we do it in English t with two, very commonly, a teaspoon,

a tablespoon, and so on. We have many. But in Snitic languages they do not have it,



O.T.I.73. (4 1/2) 352.

every word is separate. And then,'the fact that there are only two genders. We have three

in English, there is some sense to ours. In German they have three with no sense to them.

In Semitic languages they only have two and everything is masculine or feminine, which

again doesn't have much sense. Like in German a spoon is masculine, a fork is feminine,

and a knife is neuter. A girl is neuter, unless she is a flapper and then she is masculine.

It is purely a matter of form, it has nothing to do with real gender. Well, in Hebrew, as

you know, most of the words are masculine, there are very few feminine. Then,c affix

ing of pronominal suffixes. That's in 1l the Semitic languages, and not in the European

languages at all. My horse, having the word 'my" part of the horse, killed him, having

the "hind' part of the word. These pronominal suffixes which you had to struggle with in

Hebrew are unknown in our European languages. It is a very simple thing , once you get

used to it, but the lfficulty is to know how to tie them on. So instead of taking two hours,

we' ye taken three minutes on A here. We move on to B, The Specific Semitic Languages.

Now we can take an hour easily on each one of than, but you can look them up in

the Encyclopedia sometime, if you want to learn a good bit about any one of them. I

want now to just give you a little general idea that will be worth anybody's while who

deals with the Old Testament. Of the Semitic languages, there are five primary Semititd

languages. That is, there are five of them which are rather (6 1/4)

to use. These five, the oldest one, the one of which we have earliest evidence, is one

which we might call Babylonian. I think a hundred years ago they'd have called it

Babylonian. Fifty years ago they'd have called it Assyrian, Today they call it Accadian.

But to most people Babylonian means something and the other two (6 3/4)

So I'll stick to the term used a hundred years ago, Babylonian. That is the language

that was used in ancient Babylon. But it also was used in a city called Accad long before

Babylon was founded. That's why today scholars call it Accadian instead of Babylonian.

It was spoken over a very wide area, this language was, very wide area o the Near East.

= It was spoken over a long period. We have evidence of it nearly as far back as
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3000 B.C. We don't know how much earlier it may have been spoken, and it continues

to be spoken almost to the time of Christ. So t1tlat 1¬ much longer than English has

been spbken . It was spoken over a very wide area, and over a very long period of time.

So this Accadian language. It can also be called the Syrian for j one of its great empires

that spoke it, or Babylonian for the great city that became the most powerful city of

anywhere it was spoken. This language is a language which had a long history of im

portance in human history, human life. And this language, now it is good to separate

language from writing, because the two are quite distinct. We speak English, but we

write the Latin alphabet. We have to call it the English alphabet, but it isn't. You can

find people with (8 1/4) thirty other languages who could use this alphabet the same as

we do, and in many cases it fits their language far better than it fits ours. Actually the

Latin alphabet fits the English language about as poorly as any alphabet you could invent,

and if we had sense enough to throw it aside and make a brand new one we'd be far better

off. But of course that would be a very difficult job to get people to do, and of course we

are far better off with any alphabet than we are with (8 1/2) So we are very

thankful for the Latin alphabet, though it fits our language so very, very poorly. Now

they did not have an alphabet, the Babylonians, they never had an alphabet, but they

had a system d writing. What is the difference? Our word alphabet comes from the first

two letters of the Greek alphabet, aiphabeta, because it is one of the eairliest alphabet

and the one that became the mcs t widely known. So we name it after the first two letters

of the Greek alphabet. But an alphabet theort.cally is a system in which every sound has

a sign and every sign has a sound. Well, that certainly--we don't have an alphabet

from that definition. Because in English practically every sign has five or six sounds

it could be, and a lot of the sounds have several different sounds it could,( represent.

But theoretically that's what an alphabet is, and ours is near enough to it that we're

far better off than we would be with any other system of writing. Now the alphabet

actually, today speaking of an alphabet is anything that has about thirty letters, because
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that is more or less the number sounds in any language. But befa e the accidental

invention of the alphabet there was a system of writing--several systems of writing, and

in these systems of writing, people used signe for words or for syllables rather than for

individual signs. In Babylonian or Accadian, they have a sign for each of the consonants,

but no signs for each of the vowels--signs for each of the three vows, but no signs

for any consonant alone. A sign if it has a consonant in it, must also have a vowel.

It can have a vowel preceding or it can have a vowel following. For instance, if you

want to express the sound ba, you simply write like this, but if you want to express the

sound a, you just write like this. It is very simple. And if you put this sign, it can be

pronounced as "she" or as(IJJ 3/4)

If you put two of them together, then you have your problem whether to read it as she-lin,

or as un-she or (11 1/4) but you'll find

innost cases when you do so, that instead of being integral it makes a new combination,

making the word (11 1/4) Now this gives you a little idea of the com

plexity of the cuneiform system of writing, almost as complex as our alphabetif systn

that we have in English, but to one who doesn't know it it seems much more so. Well,

now this system of writip was invented by a people called the Sumerians. And the

Sumerians who invented the system of writing had a language which was four tine s as

different from Babylonina as English is from Latin. In fact, it was about the same differ

ence as English is from Chinese, very, very different. And the result is that the

Sumerian system of writing doesn't fit the Babylonians very well. And that's why we have

these difficulties, just as the difficulties in our English are from taking an alphabet not

native to our language. But fortunately for student the Babylonian language is a fairly

simple language. That is to say, it is quite regular without a great deal of complexity.

It is a much simpler language than English, and I think a simpler language than Hebrew.

But the writing system, you see, is much more complicated, you I ye several hundred of

these signs, and each sign could have anywhere from two to ten meanings. So hat I y"
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spent hundreds of hours working on it, and it has a tremendous fascination, there is

much of tremendous interest in it, but there's alBr much of very great disadvantage.

These signs through a period of 3000 years went through changes in their manner of

writing. (Dr. M.=-ve gene to the blackboard to write &e This sign ba

here which the Assyrians wrote that way, the Babylonians wrote it this way, and you see

it is very different, and some of them you ca see how they vary, but the variations

(13 1/4)




But it was a language which the Sumerians wrote their stuff in it, and then the

bylonians took it o.er from the Sumerlans, and used it for thd r language, and their

language is similar to the Hebrew in many regards. Many of the wows are the same, the

constructions are in a way simpl& than the Hebrew construction although it was used

for very involved material. It's the...

O.T.I.74. (1/2)

.for a very long period of time, iiy people who had great empires, who controlled a

tremendously wide areas, who were interested in many different types of thought, litera

tue , you have medical texts, mathematical texts, you have law (3/4)

we have long some of which are very, very boring, and some of which are amoi g

poems
the most beautiful thg in the world's history (1)

and of course we have the great historical writings of the kings of those days, and so

this literature is a great and interesting study by itslf, Most people know ) nothing

about it, but for the Bible student there are three reasons why this is of interest, this

Babylonian or Accadian material. I've spent what would amount to several years

actually because (1 1/2) I studied at the

University of Berlin for two years, gave two-thirds of my time there to it, and then I

spent maybe a fifth of my time since, so you see that I considered it, from the viewpoint

of a Bible student, as that, and the reasons hy are these:
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The most important reason for interest in this language, for the Bible udent, is

Historical Derivation, historical corroboration. That is to say, there is a great deal of

material from the same time as the Old Testament, written hundreds of miles away,

written by people of very different viewpoint, but yet dealing with the same things, and

consequently it corroborates many, many events in the Old Testaaat, sot hat it is of

great importance for historical corroboration of the Old Testament. You'll find a law for

instance in the Pentateuch, and sombbody says Moses couldn't have written this law,

and he says it's impossible, you couldn't have a law of this type that early. And then

you find there was discovered about 15 years ago a set of laws in a place called Eshnuma,

in Mesopotamia, an extifisive list of laws, and some of them are almost word for word

like some of the laws of Moses, and that shows that not only was such a law possible

at that time, but that a law almost identical did exist, some hundreds of years earlier.

Now the laws of Moses are not taken over verbatim from he laws of Eshnuma, by any

means, but there are individual/ that are (3) And that's one of the

many ways in which they are valuable, historical corroboration. Second, they are im

portant for the question of derivation, and third for help in interpretation. We'll have to

say a little bit about each of these three next week...

(Break in record , starting again at 3 3/4) ... by this I didn't mean languages in which the

Old Testament was written, but languages which were of importance in connection with

the understanding of the Old Testament, including those in which it was written, that

is ancient languages were very important in this regard. And under B I was speaking

about *1, Babylonian, and I gave you a very rapid sumrra ry of the history of the language,

j.
and of this, a few of its main features, something of its type of writing, andl was speak

ing at the d of the hour about the reasons why it is important for Old Testament study,

and under those small a, It is important for Historical Corroboration. We have a great

many tablets which throw specific light upon statements of the Old Testament, and show

the accuracy and dependability of these statements, Then b, The Question of Derivation.
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And this is not evidence of a statement, but it is something with which we should be

familiar. The nutter of derivation is the claim which is nude by many today, that

Biblical statements, Biblical stories, Biblical views, Biblical ideas are borrowed from

other nations. And when we first began to discover Babylonian material , immediately

the claim was made, well, you have the origin here of most of what is in the Bible, here

is where it came from ), here is where the people got the ideas that are in the Bible, and

that is taught today in many schools, very widely taught today, that most of the Biblical

ideas are taken over from Bbbylonian sources. In 1903 Prof. Friedrich Delitsczh , pro

fessor of Assytiology at the A Univerty of Berlin gave a lecture in Berlin which was very

prominent, he was a very noted scholar, and he was/speaking tinder the auspices of the

German Orietit Society, the Emperor was there, and most cf the ambassadors from foreign

counties, most of the leaders of the German governments, and his talk was first on how

Babylonian material corroborates the historical accuracy of many things in the Old Testa

ment, but then he went on to say, here is where the Old Testament ideas came from, and

then he told about the Babylonian story of the flood, and he said that according to this

story, a greet flood came, a man was warned in advance, he took his family and some

friends, got into a boat, shut the door, the flood came, everybody else was killed, he

looked out of the window, and he saw people floating about like (6 1/2)

in the water, and he gded that all mankind was destroyed, and then the flood comes

to an end, the boat lands on a mountain, he sends out birds to see whether it' s dry enoug:

to get out yet, eventually he comes out, he makes a sacrifice to the gods, and he and

his wife are made immortal bythe leading Babylonian gods, and PeF.Professor Delitsch

said, when he quoted how he looked out and saw mankind like(7) drowning

there, and wept because all mankind was destroyed, he says, there is no compassion

in the Biblical Noah at all. In other words, the Babylonian was the source of the Biblical

material, but better and higher and finer and more ethical. Arid that was the view that

Delitsch presented, Well now today those extmes that he presented have mostly been
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disproven. And the ethical and moral superiority of the Bible is quite evident on any

careful examination. But there are those who teach and it is very widely taught, right

in this city here, taught as proven fact, that the legends s they would call them of

early Genesis and the laws of later parts of the Old Testament, and a great many of

a
the ideas were simply taker)óver from the Babylonians. And now this then is threason

why for the student of the Old Testament, or for the student in Biblical learning at all,

Babylonian is a language of great importance. It is very important that some of us in

vestigate these things carefully, not simply sweep it aside with a wave of the id, and

say thae is nothing to it-,-iii some cases you can do that, in some cases, the claims

that are made are very, very extreme and with no foundation whatever, but there are many

cases , like in the case of the flood story, where the similarities are very great, where

there is a definite relationship, to study what that relationship was, to see just how

close and how (8 1/2) it is, to see what the evidence is as to which of

the two came first in each particular case, and how it is to be explained, is something

that is necessary for the defense of our Biblical view against the attacks of unbelievers.

And many a person has been swept into unbelief, a person who didn't know a great deal

about the Bib, but thought he had a real faith, has been swept into unbelief through

this sort of argument of derivation from Babylonian, Egyptian, or other heathen sources,

and so there is more of that evidence from Babylonian than from any other source, because

that material is contemporary with the Bible and has great similarity in many regards.

So this is a reason why the study of the Babylonian language is of great importance for

Biblical study.

And then the third, which is perhaps the most important reason cf all, although

rwt
perhaps/the most conspicuous, is c, It is of great help in Interpretation. It is very fine

to show that Biblical statements that formerly were doubtful, are paralleled in Babylonian

records, and it is very fine thus to show the dependability and historical accuracy of

those statements. It is very fine to get the evidence to repel the attacks of those *io
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say Biblical religion, ethics, law and so on, is simply copies from Babylonian sources.

But for the true Bible student, even more important than these are the places in which

light is thrown upon the understanding of blical statements, by statements we get from

Babylonian literature. Because after all, the Hebrew material is a comparatively small

amount of material, and runs thmugh a period of many huddreds of years. And during

that eriod there naturally are many references in the Old Testament which we do not

fully understadcl, and the great teachings of salvation are so clear there that 'any

translation honestly made, a wayfaring man, though a fool, may not err therein. In

any honestly made translation of the Bible, a man can find out how to be saved, and the

first steps in the Christian life. But when you get into the closer details of the meaning

of the Bible, as we regards history and as regards theology, and so on, then it is im

portant to know the exact meaning of the words, and the exact understanding of the

incidents that occur, and W en you get into that, another literature from about the same

period, even though it is several hundred miles away, it has many direct contacts with

the Biblical listory. It gives a great deal of material which at particular points can throw

a flood of light on the understanding of the Biblical narrative, or the Biblical statements.

And therefore t &ipu in the interpretation of the Bible, this iabylonian material

is more important than material in any other ancient language because it is contemporary

with and from the same period from which the Biblical statement comes. There is a very

interesting illustration of this which is still in process of being worked out, but a pro

fessor right here in this city of Philadelphia has for ten years been interested in evidence

in the Babylonian records of an attitude taken by a group of people called the Hourians

w ho lived around Haran, the area in which Abraham red-i* e-Ai'ahm stayed for

many years, and the area to which Jacob went and where he spent a large number of

years, that among these peo, a people which was rather widespread in that section of

the ancient near east, a people who borrowed the Babylonian language for their official

documents, for Babylonian culture and so on, but kept in many regards their own culture,
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and language shows through, in many pla?es, through their documents, this people

had certain customs ery different from the Baby lonina customs. And one of those

was the question of what they called sister marriage. In other words, the brother had

a great control over, and autha ity over, his sister, and was regarded as her protector.

So among those people, when a woman would marry, the brother turned her over to the

husband who assumed the position of the brother, the protector of his wife, and his

position was eva-i greater s a new brother, the brother who had the authority and the

control, and the protectorate over her, even higher among this particular group d people,

than his position as husband. Now this professor says , when you read that Abraham

said that Sarah instead of his wife, and when you read that Isaac said the same thing,

he says it simply shows that they were simply folliw ing the custom of the Hourian

people among whom they had lived, in referring to her as sister instead of wife, and then

he says when that story was included in the Bible , the...

O.T.I.75. (3/4)

... as you see and is quite a step in the direction of the derivation of b1Ical ideas from

Babylonian sources. Now that is just in process of bd. ng published, that material is in

has
process of being gathered, it not yet been gathered together entirely, but there is

are
evidence that there is a good deal of material, there some real facts in itthat are

important to deal with. Now as you see, fronthe viewpoint of corroboration it in general

corroborates the Biblical story. Even though it raises difficulties. From the viewpoint

of derivation it raises, it is an interesting situation and there we must remember that

we don't think that God gave the people all their customs, all their language, and

everything, that is, He gives ebody everything (1 1/2) but we don't

claim that everything was brand new and different in the life of Abraham and his people,

they had, they followed the culture of the regions in which they lived, in which they'd

been brought up, in a great many areas of their lives, and we find literary evidence of

the types of literary style that is used in Egypt, we find it in Genesis, t.t we might
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expect,
their

having gone down into Egypt, and in the earlier parts evidence of the type

of literary structure found in Babylon, that's derivation, but derivation not in the sense

which is at all (2) as far as the Scripture is concerned. And then we have,

we come to this question of interpretation. We believe, on the authority of the Lord

Jesus Christ, that everything in that book of Genesis, as originally written by Moses,

is true and free frorror. Well now how are we going to deal with this evidence that is

presented. That's a thing that I am mulling over, I am thinking about, I need more of

the evidence than I yet have to be ready to give the final answer, but my thought has

been moving forward and I'm inclining to think that I'm seeing the final solution of it.

I'm indining to think that actually the Scriptural account is exactly true, I believe that's

true of course, but I'm incling to think that actually perhaps this indicates that what

thappened wasn't that Abraham went down and told a lie in Egypt and then went up and

told the same lie up among the Phllistthes and then Isaac told the same lie, but that

Abraham was more or less habitually following the custom' of the people e with whom he

had previously lived. And saying she was his sister, he said these people are not (3)

there's danger here, he invoked a higher protection which he would have

had if (3 1/4) but they didn't understand it,

because that custom was unknown then, and consequently we get a little higher idea of

Abraham maybe from this, and we get a better understanding of the whole situation, and

these 3 Now the evidence is not yet fully
the clear enoughfr' to have reached that

point, but you see how it is moving in that direction. I Ia ye no doubt that when we have

all the evidence in we will have no question Itut that the incident is entirely true exactly

as told in the original documents of Genesis, that we'll understand it better than we did

before, and of course the general evidence of corroboration and historicity that is shown

from that custom being in that area to which they came is of treat interest and great

importance. So that that is j t an illustration out of dozens of illustrations that could

be given. Perhaps it wasn't one of the best to give because it wasn't one of the best
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to give because/ it is still in a state of flux, but there are any number of illustrations

where we understand the Old Testament statement better on account of our Biblical evi

dence. And there are many illustrations where we see the accuracy of statements

which previously were greatly doubted. And there are many points at which this question

of derivation is raised and I believe the evidence is sufffcient to prove that while much

was derived from Babylon, that the essential teachings of the Old Testament were not

kived from Babylon but were as the Bible claims revealed directly by God. So this is just

a very brief statement of the importance of the study of this Babylonian language, a

language to which I have devoted dozens , I guess hundreds of hours of study, during my

life. Now 42, the second of the languages of which we should know something, in

connection with the Bible, is 412, The Aramaic Language. And the Aramaic Language, in

a way, would seem to have more importance for the Bible student than the Babylonian

portion
language, for this reason, that a pet-tn-of the Old Testament actually is in the Aramaic

We have occasional Babylonian words in the Old Testament 4t where it refers to Babylon-

i a, or Assyria, but here we have a few portions of the Bible actually in the Aramaic

of those
language instead of Hebrew. The longest Is Dan.2.4-7.28. In Dan.2-4--7.28,

in other words, about half of the book of Daniel, is written in Aramaic rather than in

Hebrew, and if you read in your Hebrew, you start to read the book of Daniel, and you

get to verse 4 of Chapt.2, you will read, and they spoke to the king in the Aramaic

language. And then it tells what they say in the Aramaic language and keep right on in

Aramaic, till you get to the end of chapter 7, and you will find that many of the words

will look familiar to you, because of the great similarity to Hebrew, but that you will be

unahle to read it because the difference will be too great. You will feel like I felt in

London when I got to Victoria Square and I wanted to get to Bedford Square and across the

square there there were 70 busses lined up with numbers 1,2,3, up to 70. And I stepped

up to a policeman on this side and asked him how to get to Bedford Square and for four

minutes he talked to me telling me exactly how to get there and I didn't catch or single
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word out of what he said. So when he finished I thought he said take bus 32, I 1-ouked

wasn't quite sure so I said, oh, I see, bus 32, and started to go. Oh, no, no, and then

he went on and said the whole thing over, and I had to sit and watch that bus disappear,

and then go across, and stand, while he gave the h ole thing o'er again. When he got

through I said thank you and walked across the street and found a street car conductor

and asked him and I could understand him, but this particular man had an English dialect

and I couldn't understand him, now probably with a little time ith him, I would've caught

on and understood because essentially it would've been the same as our language. Well,

now Aramaic was a little further away from English-speaking American. Aramaic is about

like French and Spanish. If you know French you can understand a great deal of Spanish,

but you can get very confused on quite a bit, and that's aboi.t the way it is with Aramaic

and Hebrew. The two languages are related languages but they're distinct languages,

not simply different dialects, they are distinct (7 3/4) About as closely

related as any two languges are, and yet with some very important differences. Now

I mentioned to you the longest passage there is in the Bible, which is Dan. 2.4-7.28.

The next longest is in Ezra, that is in two parts. We find that in the book ci Ezra, that

Ezra 4.8-6.18, and Ezra 7.12-26, is in Aramaic. In other words, the book of Ezra tells

about the dealings of the Jews on their return to Palestine with Aramaic speaking peoples

around them, and tells about their writing letters to the Persian kingjwhich letters they

w rote in Aramaic, and it gives the letters in the original Aramaic. So you have these two

sections of Ezra in Aramaic. And then there is one other verse, Jer.lO.ll, and vth I

used to teach the Hebrew language I used to enjoy assigning the t1 class Jer.lO, we'd

start reading, read 4O ten verses, with no difficulty, and then they'd strike verse 11,

and you'd see the perplexed look on their faces, it was interesting, because it was so

much like Hebrew that you thought you should be able to read it and yet you were quite

puzzledj It is quite different in many ways from the Hebrew, but Jeremiah 10.11

says when you go into exile and you are among these people, thus shall you say to them
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and then it gives the Jews a sentence in Aramaic to say. the gods that are made of

wood and stone, they have not made the universe, but it is our God that has made the

heavens and the earth. ow that is not exattly quotation but is approximate. It was a

sentence of witness ti Ich they learned in Lhe AramalE language before they learned any

thing else. So that they could Ø'witness to their Lord among these Aramaic people, and

I think Jeremiah set us a good example. When you learn another language and you don't

know much, it is good to learn a little Scripture, you can't' tell when the Lord may give

you an opportunity to make an effective witness in that language, with just a little bit

of Scripture to present the way of salvation clearly, even if you can't understand enough

otherwise to find your way around. So these people going to Babylon, that's the first

preparation they were given, one sentence in Aramaic is buried in the midst of the book

of Jeremiah. So these sections of the Old Testament are in Aramaic and that suggests

the fact that when the Jews went into exile, they there learned to speak Aramaic , and

everybody around them talked Aramalclj , and they did too, even though they had the

Scripture in Hebrew, and When they came back to Palestine they were speaking Aramaic

instead of Hebrew, and so Aramaic became the language of the Jews from the time of the

exile on, and even though there are parts of the Bible written after that time, written in

Hebrew, Hebrew was a sort of a sacred language to them after that, tather than the

language of daily speech. So he Jews spoke Hebrew up until the exile, then from 538

B.C. on, possibly from 600 B.C. on, they were speaking Aramaic and they continued to

speak Aramaic, as long as they had their own language. Of course, they scattered among

throughout the world
the nations and today the bulk of then)/speak Yiddish wiich is simply German with a

twisted pronunciation. Yiddish Is the German word that meai s Jewish, it is Jewish in

German. And Yiddish Is German With a very few words, maybe 1% of Hebrew mixed in,

but the Jews all through the world today can speak Yiddish. But going back to Palestine

they have revived Hebrew and today they speak Hebrew in Palestine because Jews from

all over the world come there some speaking German, some spe&lng Russian, some speak
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ing English, some speaking Arabic, all languages, they only way they can talk together

is to get one common language, and they have re-resurrected Hebrew and developed it

into a living language, somewhat changed from ancient Hebrew, but yet fundamentally

Hebrew. Yes? (12) Yes, because all the people around did. It is an interesting thing

that in history, ordinarily when a language has been spread over a wide area, it has been

spread through conqfuest, and Aramaic is one of the few instances where it was spread

not through conquest but through trade. The Aramains were a people in northern Syria,

who were great traders, and they spread, before the exile, the Arameans had great head

quarters in Damascus, but they were carrying on trade, you remember how Ben-hadad said

to Ahab, I ll give you the right to trade in Damascus, just as my father told your father

to set up sections in Samaria where my men could do trade. The Arameans were great

traders and they went all through the near east carrying on trade and by means of trade

their language came to be used almost universally, so that tuti-rt-tettdd Nebuchadnezzar

the great king of Babylon, though his records were all in Babylonian..

O.T.I.76. (1/2)

this contract that Zabat made in agreement th somebody tFt this man lent Zabat a

certain amount of money and Zabat agreed to pay so much interest every year, and

after so many years to take the money back and so on, you read all this in Babylonian

There is a clay envelope in which this clay tablet is, and on the outside of the clay

envelope, there is scratched in Aramaic, the contract about the money that J4 Zabat owes,

in Aramaic, and so we see that the men who rrde these tablets in Babylonian, towards

the end of the Babylonian history were actually talking not Babylonian, but Aramaic.

And so it is altogether probably that Nebuchadnezzar in hiscStAramaic, even

though Babylonian was the official language. And Daniel in the court there talked

Aramaic, the Jews found everybody around talking Aramaic, and naturally they got to

speaking Aramaic themselves, you take a group of Jews that move here from Russia or

from Germany or some other country, and they settle in Philadelphia, and th' parents
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that
talk English with such an aceent, you can hardly understand them, nd at home they'll

be talking German or Russian. You take the children and before long you'll find the

children are only talking English, and next you know those children are speaking English

just exactly like the people here. We've had students here from different racial back-

wife of one of our
grounds who've come in herejstudents . We had the Wlt graduates of last year,

who lived here in this building, and to hear her talk you'd never dream that but what her

ancestors had lived for the last thousand years right here in Philadelphia. She spoke

English exactly like anybody else and then at the end of the year her father and mother

came to visit and it was most interesting to see the strong Scandinavian accent that boll

of them had. Now how much Scandinavian the daughter even knows I don't know. Maybe

she' talked it well with her parents, but I guarantee that her children won't know a word

of Scndinavlan, and the Jews were the same way in exile, they lost their Hebrew, and

took up Aramaic, and to this day if you go into a synagogue service, you will find that

a substantial rt of the synagogue service is in Hebrew but another substantial part of

it is in Aramaic, which has remained a language of religion to the Jews, to a very wide

extent up to this day, and the Talmud, a small rntt of it is in Hebrew, but the vast bulk

common
of it is in Aramaic, and that became the pfttti language which was spoken by the

Jews and it is the language which was spoken in Palestine at the time of Christ. Yes?

(3 1/2) Yes, we would've come to that in just a few minutes but it won't hurt to mention

it right now. The --one of the groups speaking the Babylonian language was the 0

Assyrians. Theyconquered the kingdom of Israel and also Damascus, they conquered a

great empire reaching clea6ver almost to the Greek area. Shat was the area of the

Assyrian empire, and when the Greeks came from Europe into Asia, the first section of

this (4) which they struck was a t which had been part of the Assyrian

empire so they called it Assyria, and even though Assyria was hundreds of miles away,

but Assyria had conquered that area, and so the Greeks called the area not Aramea, from

the Arameans who lived there, bzt they called it Syria, from the (4 1/2)
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who attacked them, and so the Greeks came to call their language the Syriac language,

and so Syriac has come to be often used in place of Aramaic and Syria used as derived

from the Assyrian, for the area of northern (4 3/4) . Actually the Bible

says Aramic in the Hebrew, but the translation is Syria as given in our English Bible,

and Syria is the name which is given to the area around Damascus to this day, an area

which those people never would have used in the world, but which was taken over be

cause the Assyrians conquered them 2500 years ago, so it's an interesting historical

development. It's not a logical development, it's a historical development, that use of

that wcrd Syrian, for that area, and Syrian for the AramMc language. Now the Aramaic

language then became the language of the Jews and also cf the Persian administrators in

the western part of the empire, with the language of 'LIP, latter period of the Babylonian

empire, and so the Aramaic language was very widely spoken by iany different people,

used for many different purposes, and it naturally developed a great many dialects.

There are maybe 15, at least over ten, different dialects of Aramaic, in which we have

manuscripts, and of these various documents, of these various dialects of Aramaic, one

of them we call Syriai, that is the one of them which is spoken in the section we now

call Syria, up around Damascus, we call that dialect of Aramaic Syriac because the people

themselves caine to call it Syrlac, they got the name frhe Greeks, taken from the

Assyrians, but they called their language Syriac, so Syriac is a dialect of Aramaic spoken

in the sdction northeast of Palestine, and the people who spoke the Syrlac language

wrote a great deal of material, so we have more written material in the Syrlac dialect

than all the rest of the Aramaic put together , and consequently you wiLIl find some uni

versities give courses in Syrlac and some give courses in Aramaic, but the difference is

that Svrlac is a dialect of Aramaic, but at least three-fourths of the Aramaic material

we have is in the Syriac dialect, so that you can start with Aramaic and study it and then

it isn't difficult to learn Syrlac, or you can start with Syriac and then it isn't difficult

to learn other dialects of Aramaic. Now of these different dicts of Aramaic the
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Biblical Aramaic is the one of perhaps most interest to us, and it is written in the sarr

letters in which we write Hebrew, and as a matter of fact these letters are really Aramaic

letters, because the Jews before they went into exile used curved letters, rounded letters

which we sometimes call Phoenician, but these are the old Hebrew characters. We find

them in Jerusalem in from befif e the Exodus, old Hebrew characters, roundec

letters, they're quite similar to the present Hebrew letters. You could in an hour or two

if you know any Hebrew letters, you could learn the others, you could figure them out,

it would take you a while to get accustomed to them, but they're quite similar --about

as similar as our English written style is to our printed style. If you know, if you write

an e printed and an e written they're quite similar (8 1/4)

some of them are rathet-diffloull different, but it's abot that way there. But the old

writing was given up, and the square characters from the Aramaic were taken over, after

the exile and all the sacred books were put into the square characters. But the Biblical

Aramaic is written in exactly the same characters as our Hebrew is written, and those

characters are used, but now we use he for instance as a vowel letter in the end of words

in Hebrew, quite a bit, In Aramaic they use ate* ajgh, never he for a vowel letter at

the end of a word, and they're a few changes like that that are quite conspicuous, a few

differences, but it's the same letter.

Now the Palestinian Aramaic is a dialect of which we don't have much evidence.

We have a little, and some of the best evidence we have of Palestinian Aramaic is the

few words of Aramaic that are found in the New Testament, where it says that Jesus said

to the maiden, arise, (9 1/4) Those are two Aramaic words which

Jesus said, which are quoted in the New Testament, and when H$as on the cross, He

said, Eli, eli, lama sabachthani, which is Aramaic and we hi ye a few Aramaic words

quoted in the New Testament, because that is the language the Jews quoted at the time of

Christ. Now the probabilities are that Jesus y spoke Aramaic and Greek both, and

sometimes gave Ms talk in one and sometimes In the other language, and then all the
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talk that we have in the New Testament had been translated into Greek, so sometlrre s

you find Jesus giving the same story in a little different way and language and it may

be that it's almost identical as He gave it, but that one was what He said in Greek and

the other is when He gave it in Aramaic and it's somebody's translation into Greek.

That is entirely possible. In fact there is a school of scholars today who believe that

m ost cf the books of the gospels, most of the material in the Gospels and the Acts was

written origkially in Aramaic, and that it was later translated and some of them tried to

make out that there was error in the translation, but they have not convinced most

scholars of it. It --Matthew may have written in Aramaic, remember, but if he did, I be

lieve his Gospel in Greek as we have it, himself, later, I don't believe anybody else

translated it, so I think our Gospel of Matthew is what Matthew wrote, even if he first

wrote one in Aramaic, but Aramaic is a language then in which we have a large literature.

It is a language which is of great importance in connection with early Church History.

That material is mostly in Syriac but there is much Syriac material about the early church

because the early churth in the east all spoke Syrlac. That was their common language,

we have much nterial in Syriac fromthe early church, a great deal of Church History in

Rizin Aramaic. We have an early translation of the viole Bible into Syrian sothat is of

interest, to see what those men in thh second or third or fourth century A.D. thought the

Old Testament meant when they translated into Svriac. And there are two little groups

in Syria whith still speak Syriac to this day. And a couple of groups further east that

speak dialects of Aramaic up to this day, to that language has continued to the present

to be a spoken language even though by very few people. It's interesting that there is a

young man--that is he was a young man 30 years ago (12)

named Lamsa. He lived in northern Mesopotamia, he was brought up there among a

group of Syriac speaking people, and he came over to this country and studied at an

Episcopal Seminary in this country, and then he found that people were tremendously in

terested when he would tell them about the custan s of his country, as throwing light on
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the Bible, and then he began to write acoounts whith got into Sunday supplements in

the newspapers and got a great deal of publicity and then he said that the Syriac Bible

that they had was the original Bible and that our Greek Bile was a mistranslation, from

the Syriac. So h4 translated the New Testament from Mts his Syriac Bible into English,

a nd the Holman Bible Co., a very fine publishing company in Phila. le re, which publishes

very find Bibles, published his Gospel 25 years ago in --his translation of the Gospels

into Enlsh, from the original Syriac, the true correct Bible, different from ours.

Well as he was doing that he swallowed up a lot of modernistic ideas in

addition, wrote articles (13 1/4) For instance, he said, that

there was a Syriac idiom that to get into a wt was to get into a lot of difficulty. So

when Jesus said that Jonah was in a whale he was just describing how he got into a lot

of difficulty, and actually there wa.Ito whale there. And he said that because the

Syrlac preposition (13 1/2) can mean...

O.T.I.77. (3/4(

... and he had a lot of ideas like that and the Sunday School Times asked me to write

a review of it, which I wrote about 25 years ago, and tried to expose some of his claims,

and the thing had hardly gotten off the press before he came rushing up to see me, the

only time I ever s aw him, and wanted to pay my way over to Syria to show me that all

the Biblical customs wa evident there and t1 the language was correct the way they

have it and if I wasn't convinced he would burn all of his plates of his books, but I knew

if I did it he would say (1 1/4) there was no use

accepting his offer. But that's the last I heard of him for wome years until about four

years, 3 or 4 yease ago, and then the Hckrn company issued the whole Bible, trans

lated by him from the original Syrlac, beautiful publication of it, and they had adver

tisements in some of the big magazines in which they told of some of our leading church

men in N. Y. who said that here was the real Bible and they got such a personal blessing

from it and all this, The Sunday School Times asked me to review that again, so I wrote
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the front page editorial reviewing that some few years ago, and I got the text of his

translation and I went over it and as far as I could see he just took the King James and

made a few changes to fit with his ideas, because there were two or three places where

he had changed from the King James in such a way as to destroy the real teaching of it,

where I looked in Syrlac manuscripts and could find no evidence whatever on which to

base what he did. So I phrased my review--It was nclvery complimentary--which

appeared in the Sunday School Times at that time. It is amazing that you can get men of

splendid
such prominence to say such -prliited words about a book like that. Maybe they want the

Hdman Company to publish their books and therefore they speak well of what else it

publishes, I dorft know. But it was amazing because when you looked into it, well, in

the first place these men had no basis to be able to judge a thing like that. In the second

place, when you looked into it a little you find that it is actually, I would say, a pretty

bad thing. Now he claimed to me, for instance, where it says--one thing that had great

big pictures, a Sunday supplement, great big colored pictures, was the claim that where

it says in the Gospels Jesus cried, Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani, which is interpreted,

My God, My God, why hast thou forsaken me? The Sunday supplement said Lamsa, this

great scholar (he went through the Episcopal Seminary in Washington) , this great scholar,

Lamsa, says that that really means, My God, my God, for this hast thou kept me. So

I took theword sabachthani, and I looked into the Syriac Old Testament, and found case

after case where sabach was used tqean forsake, not keep. Like where they took the

two boats, the Day of Atonement, and they sent one out in the wilderness and left it there,

they abandoned it, forsook, and I found other cases where it made it absolutely clear,

but that day when he came up to see me, that was one thing he objected to was my ex

posing his erroneous translation at that point, he said , why, when my grandmother died,

my mother stood beside the bed where she died and said, Eli, eli, lama sabachthani,

my God, my God, for this hast thou kept me. So he says I know what it means because I

heard her say it right there. Well, now , it seemed to me under a ttiiatlon like that
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that why hast thou forsaken me would make much more sense, doubtless. So I'm very

skeptical of his claims to know the Syriac thoroughly, when you get into the evidence

that doesn't fit. But it's interesting that all this publicity about three years ago was

given to this new Bible and I'm sure there were people who were misled by it, and you

will probably come across people who are reading it and think that they have their

original Bible. The Aramaic is a very interesting language, with may very interesting

things in it. I personally find it somewhat less interesting than the Babylonian, because

for one thing the material is not contemporary with the Old Testament, it is all later than

the Old Testament. The Babylonian material is contemporary, and deals with great events

in the Old Testament, things like that. The Aramaic does not have the great royal in

scriptions and that sort of thing that the Babylonians had. We have a few royal inscrip

tions but most of them have not been presered. The Babylonians were far greater rulers

and had the means to put them up/n monuments. I find the Babylonians more interesting,

but the Aramaic is a tremendously large field, a very interesting field, it is of real inter

est for Biblical textual criticism to determine whether we have the right text in various

places, it's of real interest for throwing light on the meaning of Hebrew words, it's of

Church History.
real interest for early G And in the 1890's there was discovered far south in

Egypt, a set of papyri in a $çiace called Elephantini, a place which is now to be buried

by this new Asswan Dam, that is buried under water, by this new Dam which will cover

all that area, but inthat area they've found about a hundred papyri which have writing on

them in Aramaic, and these are writings from a Jewish column taken by the Persian king,

to southern Egypt in the 5th century B.C. , and so these documents, the Elephantini

Papyri are documents in Aramaic from 484 to 400 B.C. They can be definitely dated,

they name Sanballat, who is important in the book of Exra and Neheniah, they name

various kings that have parallels in the Old Testament at that time, they are tremendously

interesting. They're not very easy to interpret because they do not contain a history or

continuing report which anybody wrote down to give information to future ages. They
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contain the writings of the people of that day as they describe their law suits, they

write letters to people. They are letters written for the purposes of the immediate day,

nothing written with any thought of giving information to future ages. And so we have

to interpt them. Well, any one of you take the letters you've gotten from home in the

last six months, and you just give me them and let me try to make a history of your home,

your situation, your background, I'd find a tough job, because there'd be too much just

taken for granted, and we're in that situation with these, but there's a tremendous lot of

real value that we get from them. Yes? (7 1/2) Well, with the Old Testament. Now the

earliest material, now Babylonian, I'm using the term in a general way, if you use the

term Accadian or Cuneiform, this material goes back nearly to 3000 B.C. And there are

very few Biblical events before 3000 B.C. Personally I would guess the Flood was maybe

25000 B.C., we don't know when it was, but at least the Flood and everything before was

doubtless befcxe 3000 B.C. But Abraham was probably a thousand years or more after

3000 B.C. o everything from Genesis 12 on is later than the earliest Babylonian(or

Cuneiform, whichever you us. Everything inthe Bible from Genesis 11 on. Now we have

Accadlan material, or Cuneiform material, some periods have a great deal, some very

little, but we have it from about 3000 B.C. on up until ewo or three hundred B. C. So

you see it parallels all the periods of the Old Testament. And we have a few Aramaic

inscriptions from as early as a thousand B.C., but very few and very short. And most of

our Aramaic material is at least as late as 600 B.C. So there is quite a little Aramaic

material paralleling the very end of the Old Testament. Not a great deal. The bulk of

the Aramaic material comes later than the time of the New Testament. So the Aramaic

matt as a whole has less connection with the Bible than the Babylonian. Though of

course a tremendous amount of the Babylonian has no connection directly with the Bible,

and yet it is amazing how going through some Babylonian material, things that have no

relation to the Bible whatever, all of a sudden you come on sometli. ng that throws light

on some problem, if you already have the problem in mind, and you're interested in finding
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evidence that will throw light on it. Now the Aramaic material then, as you can see,

is material which is of great importance for us, for connections with the latter part of

the Old Testament, and for some connections with the N ew Testament, though unfortunate

ly we have very little from the period of the New Testament. We lave a fair amount two

or three centuries earlier and a great amount from two or three centuries later. We have

nothing from the time written in the PaleSitinian Aramaic ri1it from the time of Jesus.

We have a statement in Deut.26.5 which says , my father was a wandering P1ramean.

The translation of the KJV is "a wandering Syrian," but there is a possibility that Abra

ham, possibility even that he may have talked Aramaic before he came into Palestine,

and there taken over Hebrew, we don't know. But it's possible. Hebrew was the languagE

of Canaan before Abraham came there, we knbw that. Because we have Babylonian docu

ments from a little after the time of Abraham, which had Hebrew words inserted in them,

showing that that was the language that of Canaan and it's called the lip of eanaan in the

Old Testament. And sometimes we find Aramaic called Hebrew or called the Jews' langua

in the latter of the 0 Id Testament, or in the New, because these names for langugges

Wepplelargely that come to be applied to original don't give names to their language,

they just think that's the way people talk. But Aramaic is of value for light it throws on

some parts of the Old Testament, and for some ways in which it throws light on some

parts of the New Testament, and Aramaic is of value to us, tremendous value, for study

of Hebrew language, because of light it throws on various aspects, and it's of great

importance for early Bible mss, of which there a fair number in Aramaic. Just how

important some people think it is, is shown by the fact, that if you take the RSV of the

first copy of the Revised Standard Version, the whole Bible--the New Testament came out

in 1946, and in 1952 came out the whole Bible--well in the whole Bible in '52, the first

page is different --of the New Testament-- than it was in '46, it has been revised. And

one important revision is that there's a footnote on Matthew there, where it says that

Jesus was the son of Mary, the wife --or it says Joseph, it's going down, it says so-and-
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so was the father of Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus who is called

the Christ. Now there was a footnote in that edition of the Revised Standard Version,

which says, "Other ancient authorities read Joseph the husband of Mary was the

father of Jesus who is called the Christ." And that is in the footnole in the Revised Stand

ard Version in that edition. Well, I made quite a criticism of it and others also did,

and ter copies have omitted it, and I'm glad they have, because actually it was an utter

lie to say /f4k- "Other ancient authorities" say that. Now I shouldn't use the word "lie"

perhaps, maybe we should say it was ignorance rather than intentional deceit. Because

I showed the Greek evidence to one of my colleagues on the faculty, a man who is not no

with us, I showed him when it came out the Greek evidence in the book with textual

variance, and he thought that the ancient Greek books said that, but that's because he

didn't look carefully. If he had taken a little more time to look carefully...

O.T.I.78. (3/4)

.was the Mary of the Virgin Mary. Joseph was betrothed to the Mary from

whom was born Jesus called the Christ. And that stresses the Virgin Bttth, by the

addition of (1) those extra words-------------------and there are a few Greek manuscripts that

you see
have them, but there is one manuscript in Syria, he--ancient authorlts a false statement

because it isn't authorities, it is one ancient authority, but that ancient authority is not

in Greek it is in Syrlac, and this Syrlac version said, that Joseph to whom was betrothed

the Virgin Mary begat Jesus who was called Christ, but




fl2g differPHER-EFFES Me Syriac between

begat and the Mary before,is one letter. So actually you have one Syriac manuscript

whicIranslated the Greek --you have a number of them which translated the Greek manu-

the verse
scripts which have that additional reference to Vitj which isn't (1 3/4)

that one of those made a mistake of one letter in copy$ng , and that changes one letter

and made Joseph the father of Jesus, and they put a footnote in which they said, "or

ancient authorities" read, and that as a matter of fact it was one ancient authority, that

not even in Greek, but in Syrlac, has a chagge of one letter which results in its saying
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that Joseph was the father of Jesus. So you see how a knowledge of the Aramaic enters

in at various points to important discussions in connection with the New Testament, and

to some extent with the Old , but more with the New. Well, we continue there for a

half hour next time. The second half hour we have a written lesson which will have very

little about the period lefore our last test. It may have something on that, very little,

it will mostly the period since then, and it will include something about what we cover

in the first half hour, of next period. Oh, yes, about the paper that is due...

O= (break in record, starting again at 3). . that the test, as you know, is the last half of this

hour, covers this present lecture as well as those preceding--I want to be sure you under

stand that, otherwise you'd be tempted to be reviewing in your mind past things instead of

listening to today's, but it definitely will cover today's as well as the past. Thenthe

second thing is about the paper. There is a box out in the hall into which papers 'y caa Id

be put even when the office is locked, in fact, it is most convenient if you put them there.

About half of the papers came to that box and about half of them in my mailbox and of ee

course it's all right either vTay, but perhaps a little more convenient for me and for you

both if you use the box in the hail. As you know, we're haing three papers this term,

and the first d those I wanted everyone to be sure and have in on time. Other courses

are always a bit slow getting under way and I think it's well to insist that our first

assignment be in on time with everybody, then the second one I said that anyone taking

Beginning Greek and Beginning Hebrew, the two together, I would give special consider

ation. So you had an extra two weeks to get that in, others I expected the papers definite

ly in on time. Now the third papers, the first half of the third er, was due yesterday

noon, but of course those to whom I gave the two weeks on the other, they would natural

ly have a little extra time i this one too, but unless you were t ing Beginning Creek

and Beginning Hebrew together, or had been sick for more than one or two days, why,

I would expect the paper to be turned in yesterday by noon. Any paper that's not yet in,

we will deduct five points from the semester grade, though we won't deduct more than that
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if you get it in by the middle of the first week after vacation. Now the second part of

the paper, is,I've been thinking that on the second part, if a person is finding the course

quite difficult, if a person is in the lower brackets (5 1/4)

I think you might as well omit the last half of the third paper. That is I'm not going to

require the last half of the third paper if you're satisfied with a mark of 85 or lower. If

the other ing good
you did good work on the rest, d much rather you'd have aff-e-a t5' 1/4)

and not hand the second half of the third paper in, than to do it and not have it done well.

So unless you have hopes of a 90 or a 95, it is not necessary for you to do the second

half of the third paper. The second half of the third paper is to take a book of which

we have ample copies, by a man named Ryle, called "The Canon of the Old Testament" -

I think we have eleven copies, consequently we're going to keep aboi t five in the

Library, and the rest of them you can take out, but please don't take one out and keep

it for a couple of weeks. I'd rather that single students wouldn't take it out, use it

here in the building. The people who are outside , take one for two or three days, and

work on it at home, because we have plenty, but the reserve copies keep in the liIry.

I want you to skim through the book, don't read every word of it carefully, that would

take more time than is necessary, but skim through, pick out those things that seem im

ppant and do them rather carefully. =w= The seoond part of the assignment is a review

of that book. In other words, a statement , just what do the book hold, and on what

grounds does it hold them, in the first place. In the second place, do you think he

proves his point. Now a person could just say yes he comjletely proves it. Well,

if you can say just that I don't think you've been present in class thus far at all. At

least not mentally. But the criticism of it would be what do you think, if anything, is

wrong with his argument? And so this is the second part of this third paper, and, as I

say, if you're not expecting to get not more than 85 In the class and don't want to turn

in the second half, it will be perfectly all right, I won't deduct from your grade, but if

you waild like a 90 or a 95, why get the second rt, becai se it will be of real value
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to you. (questions from students and Dr. M's answers about paper)

Now we were speaking about :he languages important in connection with the

Old Testament, and under those, we discussed as A, the Semitic Languages in general,

and then B, we spoke of various Semitic languages other than Hebrew, and under them

I named *1, Babylonian and gave/you an account of it, and then *2, Aramaic and I

mentioned the importance of Aramaic. Now the third one, %3, We '11 not say

much about Arabic, there is a great deal we could say about it, but from the viewpoint

of Old Testament study it is not considered nearly as important today as it used to be.

Fort or fifty years ago they would have told you, anyone Ii o is going to be a thorough

going student cf the Old Testament must know Arabic, that's what they would've aaid.

The reason for that is that thirty or forty years ago, it was considered that Arabic was

practically the original Semitic language, and that all others were more or less derived

from it or from something very like t. Now the belief is that Arabic is simply one of

the different Semitic languages, and consequently doesn't get quite the attention it used

to get from Bible students. Arabic in its own right, for the history of civilization, is of

tremendous importance. When you reqlize it is one of the most widespread languages in

the world and the result of Mohammedanism. Mohammed spoke Arabic and he wrote the

Koran in Arabic, and we Christians glory in the fact tlu t though the authoritative Bible is

in the Greek and Hebrew, it is wonderfuly translatable. It is one of the great glories

of the Bible , you can translate it into other languages and get the great bulk of its

teaching , car and true. The Mohammedans boast that any t translation of the Koran

loses the greater part of its value. They say to get the Koran you must get it in the

original, the Arabic, and the Arabkl Koran is a great literary classic, and it is the founda

tion of Mohammedanism, and Mohammedanism spread from Arabia all through North

Africa, into Spain, by conquest, and it spread eastward clear to India, and Pakistan,

and there are millions, the Mohammedans used to rule all of India up to 300 years ago,

and today in Pakistan and southern India also there are tens of millibns of Moslems,
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so for all of these people, Arabic is the language. It is the language in which--which

is very important in connection with their religion, and then all these great Mohammedan

conquests have naturally historical writings in Arabic, they have poetry in Arabic, they

have all sorts of writings in Arabic, which for the history of that very important section,

and the history of the civilization of the world, is of tremendous interest and tremendous

importance. But unless we're specifically interested in missionary work in those areas,

or unless we're specifically studying comparative religions for us north Arabic is not per

se of great importance. The reasciilt used to be thought of such great importance is not -

for ',-he Old Testament student --was not what ut contained, what was written in litera

ture, but was the language itself. The language had famffn forms that are much mare

extensive d less contracted than Hebrew. Hebrew we have six t4*i= main stems, some

of which are active, ome of which are ssive. In Arabic we have 13 and every one of

And
diem has a passive or has an active. actually you see it amounts to about 26, but

it is
not

t4 much harder to learnthe 26 than to learn the 6 or 7 of Hebrew because they are

so regular. Arabic is a very regular language. In Heb'rew we have difficulty when we

have gutterals in a word, in Arabic you just double the gutteral same as anything else,

pronouncpd a vowel,
even an ow which is just an opening of the throat,/you can double in an Arabic word.

You don't have to make changes in vowels to compensate for it. So it is a very regular

lguage, and for that reason, it used to be thought, this is the original Semitic language,

today it is pretty well agreed that there are many things in Arabic that have developed

through the years and that the ox1i nal Semitic from which all the Semitic languages

came, in some regards, is much more like the other Semitic languages, than like Arabic.

But Arabic is of great interest for the study of Hebrew because in Hebrew all the literature

we have is in the Bible, all the ancient Ithrew, while in Arabic we have thousands of

books, we have a tremendous...
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a tremendous amount, though not as much as was thought thirty years ago. It was just

about absolutely essential for the study of H ebrew in the early

The Arabic vocabhiary was tremendous. For instance , if we say, here comes

a camle, we just have one word, camel. But if that camel has white spot on the left

side of its back, the Arabs have one particular word for it. And it's just as if you --

somebody might say here is an automobile. Somebody else would say, that's a Chevrolet,

eighty
that's a Pontiac, that's a Cadillac, that's a Ford, and so on. Well, they have about

different words for camel(l 1/4) which are

no more related to each other than Ford and Chevrolet and Cadillac. So they have a great

many words for particular things, and it's a very extensive vocabulary, and people often

thing they find in a simllrity to an Arabic word, a proof of a root meaning to a Biblical

word, and sometimes great light is shed on the Bible by this sort of comparison. But in

other times, it (1 1/2)

So from the viewpoint of language, north Arabic is of great interest for the Bible student.

Now let us think fromthe viewpoint of corroboration of the Bible. We noticed the great

importance of Babylonian, we noticed the somewhat importance that here is for Arabic.

That is for Aramaic. Now fromthe viewpoint of corroboration of the Bible, Arabic is of no

interest, north Arabic, because we have practically bcthlng in it before the 7th century

A.D. The people were doing very little writing before the time of Mohammed, so we have

very little Arabic before the 7th century A.D. So we don't have contemporary records of in

it that throw light on the able as we do in Babylonian and some in Aramaic. Then there

was the great value which we found inthe Babylonian for the study of derivation, how

there was a book written i5 n the origin of Semitic ideas which traced them all back

to the Arabic. And that book was reprinted (2 3/4)

But after all, when all we know about the ancient civilization, the Arabic comes the 7th

century A. D., most people think it's rather ridiculous to say that from that we can know

what the Arabs believe 1200 years before, and from that trace the origin of blical ideas.
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So while there are a few who make muchof derivation from Arabic sources, there are not

so many, that' s not so fundamental there as Babylonian, (3 1/4) as Aramaic

in that particular regard. Now the great value of Aramc is textual criticism of the

Bible. Because we have early translations into Aramaic and we can (3 1/2)

the same as we have today. Arabic translations are late,

so from the viewpoint of textual criticism it is not effective. Now you notice that in

o speaking of it I have said north Arabic, that is because there are some inscriptions that

have been fo1n recent years in south Arabia. South Arabia today speaks the same

language as North Arabia, but South Arabia in ancient tines was a place of high civiliza

tion and we have found 7000 inscriptions now, and these inscriptions are o dome interest

for corroboration. Unfortunately , most of them are brief epitaphs on graves. So-and-so

died at such a time. That's about what you get out of most of them. So that the South

Arabic inscriptions, though there are thousands of them, don't tell us a great deal, but

they do tell us something, they show that there was a great high civilization in South

Arabia, back as early as the time of Solomon, and that fits with what the Bible says, that

the Queen of Sheba came from way down there in South Arabia, and she came up to see

Solomon, she heard of Solomon and she iought great gifts to him, and we also find a

Pharaoh of Egypt aboii the time of Moses, who sent an expedition to South Arabia to get

incense and (4 3/4) and other valuable things. So there is a certain

arnound of Biblical corroboration from South Arabic instriptions, but this is all very early,

and there are many of them there that are very difficult to get much information from,

because they're so brief. So that that is a very brief summary of the matter of the Arabic

language. I've known people who have gone into the study of Arabic for the light it

throws on the Bible often become so fascinated by the Arabic language and culture, that

they just spend years just studying that, a very interesting sludy, very involved, but

from the viewpoint of direct help in Old Testament sthdy it is way inferior to these

other languages. N ow one other Semitic language to mention in this connection--that
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was 3 wasn't it. 44, Ethiopian. And41iiiEIi4 Ethiopian is the fifth major Semitic

the
language, but much less important from our viewpoint than other four. The Ethippian

Bible was translated somewhere between the 4th and 5th centuries A.D. Though it is

tt
of some value for textual criticism but not a great deal. Bu. is a Semitic language and

is of some value for Biblical study, but not comparable with the others. That's 4t:4.

Now 45, I'll mention a language which is not really a Semitic language, but it

is an ancient language, and important in relation to the Bible, and this is Egyptian. and

the Egyptian, ancient Egyptian language is one in which there'Aias a tremendous amount of

Jiterajure,
/though not as much s in Babylonian. But a very great amount. And this material in the

ancient Egyptian language which has come down to us, this n terial is of great interest

for the light it throws on ancient Egyptian civilization, and there are many scholars who

devote their full time to the study of Egyptblogy, Egyptian language, Egyptian literature,

the writing is much easier than the Babylonian. In the Babylonian writine, these c mbin

ations of wedge-shaped marks, you don't see any similarity to a picture and it takes a

while to get your eyes to recognize them, but all the Egyptian writing, originally looked

exactly like pictures. A picture of a man, picture of a woman, picture of a cow, picture

of (7) different things like that. And every one of them originally

meant the picture and then it came to mean the word and then it came to mean a certain

sound. So it is a fascinating study , the study of ancient Egyptian, and the language is

not Semitic but related to the Semitic language, that is, it probably separated from the

Semitic much earlier than the others. There's a tremendous civilization there and a

tremendous amount of materiaVn existence. But from the viewpoint of biblical study the

language is not enough related to Hebrew to throw light on the language, like the student

of Semitic languages can do, there are no ancient translations of the Bible into Egyptian

to throw light on the Bible. There are, from the viewpoirt of derivation, there is consider

able Eg1ptlan material that some people claim is the origin of things in the Bible. The

study of derivation can be quite important, but from the viewpoint of corroboration, though
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we have many Egyptian records from the very time of events in the Old Testament, the

amount of corroborative material from the Bible is disappointingly little, and one big

reason for this is that the Egyptian did have an excellent source of writing material.

They had papyrus which is much better than our paper today. It is very easy to write on

papyrus, so they had a tremendous amount of writing, but like our paper today, it all

disappeared, and if this country were to be blown up, or all the people were to leave it,

to have plagues, or something, and it was to be left and a thousand years later, people

were to come and dig up and try to find out about our civilization, every bit of our paper

probably would have completely disappeared, and they would wonder whether we could

read and write at all, and they finally find some inscriptions in stone tin the front of a

building, and they'd read those and try to learn something about American history.

Edgar Allen Poe imagined that happening once, he wrote a little essay called,

(9)the Lonesome Houses,"in which he described how, I think it was the year 3792 A.S.,

some people from Australia came and they dug into the old land of Knickerbocker land,

and they found a monument there with writing on it of how the British surrendered, Corn

wallis to Washington, and he said what did he want it for? Well, probaH. y for mincemeat

And he went on and gave the conclusions that would probably be drawn by those people

from the little bit of writing they'd be able tb find here, because we have this paper which

is good to write on, but which just doesn't last. You take some newspaper that you got

ten years ago, and if you happen to have one arojind the house somewhere, you lok at

it and see if it isn't just about ready to go to pieces, certainly in a huddred years it is

practically nothing. Well, papyrus is much better than paper, it lasts several hundred

years, but the ancient Egyptian papyrus has all disappeared except what was buried in

tombs, and the result is you have some that were buried in tombs, in that very dry air,

but in Babylonia they wrote on clay tablets which will last almost forever, at least,

buried they will. Get out in the air, they may disintegrate, but buried they will last

almost forever. So from Babylonia we have the literature of the common people, but in
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Egit, whet we have are the stone monuments, thousancf these because the Egyptian

kings spent tremendous amounts of time and money in making great monuments, to tell

pcs terity how great they were. And we have many of those but we never know whether

they were telling the truth or not, we never do when a person puts up a stone monument,

and we had only what they wanted us to know, and while it's a tremendous amount, yet

in Babylonia we have a lot of things that they wrote to their friends at the time. They

didn't think at the time to hide things for posterity (10 3/4) like tie--the Egyptians saw no

hi a
point in putting upscriptions--------------------to celebrate the fact that the Israelites escaped

from Egypt, though they did their best to keep them. Who'd put up a monument to cele

brate that? But when the Babylonians conquered Jerusalem and destroyed it and took the

people captive, there is something worth putting up a monument about. So What the re

lations of the Egyptians with the Hebrews did not result in a great number of monuments.

So Egyptian is a fascinating study, as Arabic is, an entirely different type of study, a

fascinating study but not one that throws a great deal of light on the Bible. Now the

other Semitic language is the Hebrew and that of course we want to take a survey of the

history of the study of Hebrew, but I guess we better now take the test so you won't get

too tushed toward the end. So if you now will take a piece of paper please... (break in

i not called a Semitic language
record, starting again, at/ 12 1/4) .. /but it is related to the Semitic languages, so the

heading is not incorreet but yet it is not correct, so I better say the language is (12 1/2)

Now, going to take up capital C, The Hebrew Language. Instead of making 6

under B, the specific Semitic languages, I'm going to make it capitel C, for the reason

that it is the most important as far as the whole section is concerned of all these langua

Now the Hbbrew Language, undersnalL/ Early Evidente. That is to say, how eady is

the Hebrew Language? Well, there are those who would probably say that Hebrew was

spoken in the Garden of Eden, and the Bible says that they said certain things, and what

the Bible says is in Hebrew, and so you might say that there is proof that Hebrew was

used in the Garden of Eden. But I don't think they're correct in drawing that conclusion.
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Where it says in the New Testament, if Jesus says it in Greek, I don't think it's proved

He spoke Greek. He may have, but He may have spoken Aramc. The words are meant

to give us the idea expressed, but whether He spoke , God spoke Hebrew in the Garden

of Eden, or not, I don't think we can conclude from the use of Hebrew in those chapters

in the Bible...

O.T.I.80. (3/4)

.about three years she had a pretty good knowledge of Hebrew, then I was talking

to this director later on and learned what she said, that she had studied Hebrew as

the language of heaven , she wanted to be able to
talk

it when she got there, and that

is why she wanted to learn Hebrew. 1ell, I think the mental training she got in learning

Hebrew was good for her. I have no regrets about her having learned this, but I don't

think she learned it well enough to be of much value in exegesis, she may have got

something out of it in that regard, I don't know, but I have reason certainly to think

(1 1/4) though it may be, we don't know. But as to

whether Hebrew was the original language of all humanity, I don't think that the Bible

tells us, I don't think that we are justified in considering that the Bible gives us the

answer to that question. But when you lobk at the structure of the Hebrew language,

you find relationship to other Semitic languages of a type which strongly suggest that the

Hebrew has undergone a long process of development. If you take our Englith language,

you can find things in the English langugge that just don't make much sise, as you

look at them, usages we have, and when you see how we spoke some years back, some

centuries back, you can see a reason for them. Nobody would ever in the world originate

a language and start spelling hay "have." There would be absolutely no sense in it, but

process of
a few centuries ago they hav-e and the "e was pronounced, and then in the pwiauuned-

time when they changed it to say have they kept writing the "e' for some reason, force of

habit I guess (2 1/4) But our present writing

of English has every evidence that it is not the original English that we speak now. It
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has gone through a long process of development. In Hebrew of course the system of

writing is much later than the speaking of the language, so it doesn't help, the writing,

and so on,
anything like, but the use, the inflectioz 1-as many points at which they seem to have

preserved reminiscences of usages that are preserved in some of the other Semitic

languages, and so all scholars today believe that there was originally one Semitic

language which divided up as people were separated into different Semitic languages

and one of them came to be Hebrew. In fact, most scholars do not believe that Abraham

even spoke Hebrew as a boy. The Bible speaks of Hebrew as the lip of Canaan (3 1/4)

the language of Canaan, and it seems most

likely that Abraham may have spoken Babylonian in Ur of the Chaldees, and in Haran he

may have had contact with Aramaic speaking people, he might even have spoken Aramaic,

as his main language, and it seems likely that Hebrew was something that he acquired

in Palestine. We have certain very early evidences of Hebrew in material that has

been discovered, we have some inscriptions in Phoenicia and Sidon and Biblos which

are in a language quite related to our Hebrew language. We call it Canaanite. It differs

about as much as the language of England noes from that of America/today. From Hebrew

as it is written in the Bible. It was called Canaanlte but it certainly is the same

language as our HeI, language, though with certain differences. Then there are

some tablets from about 1300 B.C., or a little later, which were found in Egypt, called

the El Amarna Letters, from the place in Egypt where they were found, and these lettersI

which were found in this place, El Amarna, in Egypt, are letters, from the Pharaohs of

Egypt and the kings of Canaan, there are a few of them to other kings but the bulk of

them are to kings in different Canaanite cities, and these letters are written in Babylonian

which was not the language of the Egyptians, nor the language of the people of Canaan,

but was the language which they used for writing// to each other because of its conven

ience in writing on clay tablets. Much easier to carry a little clay tablet than to carry

a big bulky piece of papyrus. And with the messengers going iréharIots , fording
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streams and running into all kinds of dangers, it would be easier to carry those without

danger of their being (5) on the way. So it

was proIIe that the passing on messages in those days was to put them into the Baby

lonian language, just as today French is the language that is used most commonly for

carrying communications between people who had different languages. Well, in that

day, Babylonian was the Lingua Franca, as the French language now is, the language used

But when the kings of Canaan wanted to say something to Pharaoh, sometimes they didn't

know just how to say it in Babylonian, and they would put the word in Babylonian, and

then they would put ix the Cineiform language the representation of the Hebrew word,

to show what they were trying to say, just as if you were writing a letter in English and

--you were writing a letter, say, to somebody in Poland and you wrote it in French becausE

they didn't know English and you came to some word that you werent' sure what the Polish

was for it and you thought your friend might know the English, at least you wanted to

have it corrected so that it would be plain you hadn't said something you didn't mean,

so you just Zustk the English word in parenthesis. Well, they put Hebrew wordsliot

many, but there are enough of them to show us that these kings of Canaan spoke a languag

which was very, very close to the language that we call Hebrew today. So we have

evidence of the use of Hebrew as early as the time of Abraham. Or shortly after, but

documents
we have very little such evidence and no extensive doei4nt that aclMlly in the way they

were written down, that is, in the actual writing from that , as early as Abraham. A

little later, we had the Ugaritic tablets in Syrian, language similar to

Hebrew but a little more different, maybe about like French and Spanish, closely related,

but with definit differences. So that we have evidence that Hebrew was a very early

langa ge, but m t of the Hebrew that we have is the Hebrew in the Bible. There is

very little actual Hebrew that has been preserved for us from any other source than through

the Bible. The Hebrew language in the course of the Biblical tine 5, must have gone Uttuw

through many changes, as evjy language does. The language dhanges and develops.
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The critics claim today to be able Lo tell quite a bit about Hebrew at different st4ges,

but right there we feel that they are speaking without sufficiai t evidence Ttthey re

arrange the Bible according to their critical theory and y want to get evidence about

the = language of the time of Josiah r- They get it from the book of Deuteronomy, which

they think was written then. Now we believe that Moses wrote Deuteronomy, although

it is highly possible that Deuteronomy, being written in the consonantal writing, as the

early Hebrew all was, that the vowels put in would represent the pronunciation of a

later date tather than of the time of the (8)

I think you all know that about the Hebrew that the consonants in the Hebrew

were written first and for a long time they only wrote consonants, they did not write

any vowels in the Hebrew until, well the vowel iii system we have comes from maybe the

5th century A.D. The Hebrew was originally written just with consonants. Then after

Hebrew had been written with consonants for a long time, they began to use vowel letters,

that is to say, not the vowel signs we have, but the vowel letters ch were made into

Hebrew, and that was a development, not an intentional one, writing the vowel letters.

Just like in English, you have in most cases, if you have the word h-a-t, you pronounce

it hat, but it yoi put an e on the aid, you pronounce it hate. Now why should an e on

the aid make the a wiwng. Simply because in Old English, the word hat, when it

became shortened became hate. The Old English hat staped hat, and there was a develop

ment whereby the e beie silent but the silent e ordinarily to us indicates the long vowel

in the previous syllable, in English. Probably nine-tenths of our words you'll never find-

it doesn't in have, it does in chafe, but it does not in "have." One of the few exceptions.

Well, now that is a development. You are all familiar with the result, probably

most of us are not familiar with the development. But in Hebrew you have a wre word,

shawash, or sawab , and sawash meant "horse." But in time they came to contract it

and instead of saying sawash they said (9 3/4) so now indtead of having
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three So the idea comes

to somebody that w means a long vowel, so co to be written

long bowel there, instead of (10 1/4)

Thus the vowel letters developed by a historical development rather than an intentional

system of indicators, long vowels. But the vowel letters then came to be used in Hebrew

and were used for many centuries, and it is optional , you never have to use a vowel

letter in Hebrew, it is optional, you can put it in or not, as you wish. But they had none

of the vowel signs that we have, there was no indication of a short vowel, and then when

it came to about the 5th century A.D. and the Hebrew was being passed on from father

to son, but they were all talking Aramaic or Geek or some other language, and they

only used Hebrew for a sacred language, it was not spoken any more, but they passed on

the pronuncian of it and the rabbis taught it as they learned it in school, they began

to fear that it would be forgotten, so they invented a system of vowel letters, taking over

the idea from the Syriac that already had some, they invented a system and used it to

indicate short vowels, and long vowels too. So now that those are signs we don't

need the long vowel signs, but we have a system of vocalization in Hebrew which was

put in about the 5th century A.D. But now those vowels then don't necessarily represent

the vowels used in the time of Abraham. Somebbdy said that if you heard George Wash

ington talking today you wouldn't probably understand a word he said. Because in the

course of 200 years our pronunciation gradually changed. Certainly if you heard an

Englishman of 600 years ago you wouldn't understand him. The sounds have gradually

changed, and it would be sensible if we today would abandon our system of writing and

make a new one in which we would write a sign for the vowels as we speak them today.

But we don't, we write them the way they were pronounced some time in the past and then

we remember how you pronounce those particular words. Well, Hebrew invented the

system of vowels at about the first century A.D. And so they indicate the pronunciation

beuaue about that time, and of course it wasn't the way people talked but the way they
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thought it had been, and how far back that pronunciation goes, nobody knows. So

that it is pretty rd--ial1y we only have consonnts -r-to make a history of the

dialect of Hebrew. Somebody might ay, were there ever actual dialects of Hebrew,

or did they always speak Hebrew exactly the same way? I was talking to a Scotsman

one time in Scotland, and he said, you know, it 's very strange , in London they talk

English with a London accent, and in northern England with a north of England accent,

in Ireland with an Irish accent, ffn America with an American accent, it is only here in

E,nglj.sh
Scotland they tallçfwlth no aoent at all. Of course to us the Scotch appears to be

very, very accented, they have (13 1/4)

but to everybody his own way of talkigg seems 4 aily natural way, and any other way

is sort of queer, strange. But the language develops (13 1/2)

Now does anybody here have any evidence to lead you to think there actually

were dialects in Hebcw? Mr. Anderson? (13 3/4)

O.T.I.8l (1/2)

and these people,
/ttie one side won out and they were trying to prevent the others from escaping, so

they took a position where you had to (3/4) everybody had

find out

for sure and they would make him pronounce (1) and he couldn't pro

nounce it, because the pronunciation had changed between th

two, and if you find somebody in this country who was brought up in some other country

(1 1/4)




the
I was interested, when we made a trip to Canada, and as we crossed/border

they asked me where I was born and I told them. They asked my wife where she was

born, and my little boy was about five years old, and they turned to him and asked him

to tell them where he was born, and of course, why couldn't we tell them? Why should

they ask him? They wanted (1 1/2) to hear his voice, they wanted to be sure he wasn't

somebody who was from Canada. The minute they heard him talk they knew he was from
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the United States,, and not from Canada. It would be almost impossible (1 3/4))

Well, this story of Shibboleth illustrates the fact that there were dialects in

Hebrew. And we know very , very--oh, I never read judges 12.6

but there is very little known about these dialects. Our Hebrew of the Bible was vocal

ized at this one time, about the 5th century A.D. (2 1/4)

and you'll find differences in different books of the Bible. You'll find that the word

(2 1/2) means to be comforted, and if you wart to say "to be" you just put

two words right next to it, like in Gen. l, you have used maybe 50 times, about

25 like, "the Lord saw that it was good." It just has "that good," that is good. You say

the book is read. They just say, "the book read." They do not use the word for "is."

But if you mean, he said, "Let there be light," and light came into existence, light

came to be, why (3) it just means become, not to be

But when you get along into Chronicles you will find (3 1/4) used irases

where it seems to mean be rather than . In other words the word gradually

extended its meaning. So you have development. But when you don't have the vowels

preserved from the different periods, it is very hard to work out the details of (3 1/2)

So as far as we're concerned, we can't tell a great deal about the

development of the Hebrew language, but we know that it had a long history, we know

that it existed at least as early as 1400 B.C., and we know that it was a spoken language

up until maybe 500 B.C., and about that time it became a dead language, used only in

religious services, until it was revived again in modern times (4)

Now that was small a, Early Evidences. Now small b--no, I guess they should

be one and two. Yes, 2, The History of Hebrew Study. And the study of Hebrew has

been carried on much more vigorously since the Reformation than before. Prior to the

Reformation the study of Hebrew was mostly carried on byt he Jews. Up to the 10th

century, there is a period which we call the Massoretic period. That is to say, the
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men we call Massoretes, men who tried to make a Massora around the Bible, Massora is

Hebrew for a hedge. They tried to make a hedge around it to protect it, to keep it

from being changed or corrupted, and they did a marvelous job. They counted the

number of times that a word was used in the Bible, they counted the nuner times

a particular question occurred, a particular form occurred, they tried to keep everything

just exactly as they found it, and in their manuscripts they had a few things which were

clearly axiomatic and they tried to keep them exactly as they were, and did an excllent

job of it. So this period the study of Hebrew consisted mostly of counting the forms,

and everything, and trying to keep everything exactly as it was for posterity, to observe

differences, and observe situations, but not a great deal of effort given for studying.

Therhere was a second period of Jewish study, when there was a grammatical interest

taken, study of the grammar of Hebrew. This was mostly among the Spanish groups, and

was the result of their contact with the Arabs who had done a great deal of grammatical

study of their own very involved language. So that these Jews, seeing how the Arabs,

studying Arabic, a Semitic language having many relationships to Hebrew, certain Jews

set to work to study their language from a grammatical viewpoint and wrote grammars

of it. There were two outstanding ones, David Klmchi, io lived from 1160 to 1232,

David Kimchi wrote a grammar of Hebrew, which is much used among Jews to this day.

Then there was another Jew named Ellas Levita, who died in Venice in 1549, who did a

great deal of study of the grammar and tried to understand the forms and meanings of the

Hebrew language. Now as the Christian scholars who studied the Hebrew language,

there were very few until the time of the Reformation. There are two outstanding ones

whom w e should mention. First of those is Origen. He is the great scholar in the 3rd

century A. D., great Christian scholar, who tried to study the text of the Old Testament,

and spent years of his life preparing manuscripts. He was a great lecturer on just

about every subject under the sun. He used to get--maybe three-fourths of the Bible

theyou co store
ild

re




quotations in his lectures. He lectured on just about every-
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thing and he was on the whole a very earnest orthodox Christian man d but sometimes

he let his imagination run and t various points he developed some very fanciful ideas.

But he was a very careful scholar and devoted a certain amount of time to the study of

Hebrew. Then there was a greater student of Hebrew than he 150 e ars later, St. Jerome.

I don't say St. Origen, nobody ever c is him a saint, but he was priy a more saintly

man than Jerome was. In fact, Origen was a martyr actually, that is, he was so tortured

by the persecutors of those day, that he died from the result of the injury, and if it wasnt

for some of these fanciful ideas in some of his writings, he doubtless would've been

ac unt
called a saint, as most of the writers of that early period came to be. But on eeeht

of that he is never called a s aint. But St. Jerome who was much less saintly than Origen

but a more careful scholar, who lived at about 400 A.D. d who made the translation

of the Bible into Latin, that is today the standard of the Roman Catholic church, and it

is an excellent translation too--St. Jerome made a very thorough study of Hebrew, He

was a very studious man anyway, a very great scholar, and he wanted everybody in the

world to know it and to recognize it, so he wrote some very acrimonious things against

people who didn't think he was a great scholar, but he was a really excellent scholar,

from
and after he had translated the New Testament kff Greek and done very fine work in that,

in Rome. He shook off the dust of Rome off his feet, and went, taking some Christian

women with him, from Rome, Aristocratic women th om he had converted, he took them

with him to Palestine, they had considerable money to pay the expense and everything,

and there he established himself in Bethlehem, and there in Bethlehem he set to work

though
to learn Hebrew, e by 400 A.D. the Jews of the tine were very strongly against Christian

ity and the Jew vii o would teach a Christian Hebrew would get considerable criticism

from the other Jews, so Jerome would hire rabbis to come to him at night, when the other

Jews wouldn't know they were coming, and they would come and teach him and he studied

Hebrew very, very thoroughly, and translated the Old Testament out of the Hebrew into

the Latin, and it is a very excellent translation, and to the Roman Catholic church today,
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it is the Bible. They think the Hebrew and Greek, while they were original, have been

corrupted, they thin the Latin is the Bible. Of course, actually the Latin has beei

corrupted too. We don't have the Vulgate as Jerome gave it to them, it has been copied

and copied and raopied and all sorts of errors have crept in. You will find the manu'4

scripts of the Vulgate differ&ng greatly from that time, but still it is a very excellent

translation, but Jerome devoted years of study to the Hebrew language, and was very,

very careful and very thorough in his efforts to master it. But Origen and Jeran e are

the only two men that we can name among early Christian scholars who gave great

attention to Hebrew. And then through the Middle Ages Hebrew cameto be pretty much

forgotten. For that matter, Greek was too, largely, but when the Renaissance came,

scholars began taking tremendous interest in Greek and then the interest spread rather

soon to Hebrew. And there was a notd scholar in Germany named Reuchlin, who pub

lished a grammar of Hebrew in 1506. Reuchlin devoted a great amount of time to the

study of Hebrew and Hebrew began to be nidied by Christians at about that time.

The translators of the KJV not only used the Hebrew thoroughly for translating the Bible

from Hebrew, they knew it so well that they could read the Jewish commentaries of the

Middle Ages on the Bible in Hebrew, and in Aramaic and they were very familiar with

their interpretation, and that entered into their selection of English words, in making

the KJV. Hebrew was very widely studied during that period. I was in the Wilmington

Library when we were down there and noticed in the new books--happai ed to pick up the

Diary of a man named Byrd, an'Englishman who, in the 17th century came over to

Virginia and took up a plantation there. He has a descendant I believe who was a

United States Senator recently, and another who was a polar explorer. So he wrote his

diary, in a 1et sort of a shorthand, so it was just for himself, nobody else was to know

what he wrote, but it gives an interesting idea of early Virginia l±nd now it has been

translated out of the shorthand and put in published form, and was much interested to

notice, as I just skimmed throughihe book, practically every day he'd say, such-and-



Q.T.I.81. (12 3/4) 395.

such a day, got up at such a time, read Hebrew and Greek and then went on with what

he did through the day, told àout what he planted, who he went to see, and various ex

periences he had, but every day he read Hebrew and Greek at the start of thd day. A

plante/r in Virginia in the 17th century. Hebrew was very much studied by Protestants

in those years. However, the study of Heliew--great ddvances had been made since

that time. I'm not going to take time to give you the names of many of the men who

have been outstanding in those centuries in the study of Hebrew, until you get up till

already
within the last 200 years. There there are two or three that you're familiar with,

itStt1we 11 mention . One of those, of course, is William Gesenius, or I guess it

would be Wilhelm Gekenius because he was a German.Gesenius lived from 1786 to 1842.

O.T.I.82. (1/2)

.but he was a very careful and thorough scholar of Hebrew and so Gesenius prepared

a diction ary'f in Hebrew which is the most thorough and complete dictionary in Hebrew

that had been made up unto that time. He also prepared a grammar which is the most

thorough Greek grammar in Hebrew at this time. And none of you have ever used

Gesenius' grammar or Gesenius' dictionary (1)

Actually the way it happened was that he got out maybe six or seven editons of his

dictionary (1 1/4) and then after that somebody else

got out a new edition of Gesenius' grammar, someone got out another one, so it is now

in about 28 editions, gone through many editions , and eachone changed a little bit.

It started with Gesenius, but there is comparatively little let-i4t- of Gesenius'

left in it
attitude/today. But it started with him and he arranged the arrangement of words and

vario1tIungs are kept the way' he did it, and though it kept gradually changing they

still call it by his name to show how great a scholar in Hebrew he was considered to

be. When the Revised Standard Version came out, I was rather shocked to see a little

booklet put out by Professor Lasor of Fuller Seminary, on the subject of the translation
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of Isa.7.14, which in our King James Version says fa virgin shall

uhuld and shall call His name Immanuel. And the new Revised Standard Versim

changed it to young woman. And Professor Lasor wrote a little boklet, in which he

said that if we are going to have any standing in the scholarly world, we must recognize

the scholarship (2 1/2) young woman and not virgin. And then he

went ahead and gave his evidence, which consisted of this. He said the three leading

Hebrew dictionaries all say it means young woman. And that was the only evidence

he gave, he devoted his other 25 pages of his little booklet, to a discussion of various

matters of etymology, which don't prove anything. And he took one instance of usage

where he gave an excellent evidence to prove it does mean "virgin. But he says that

was a mistake. He says that the fact that the three leading Hebw dictionaries/ say

it means "young woman," If we are going to be reoognized as scholars, we must take

what the scholarship says.

W&ll, he gave/ in a footnote the names of h his three leading Hebrew

dictionaries. Actually there may be eight or ten, but he gave three that he thought

were the three leading Hebrew dictionaries. I happened to have all three of them in my

office, so I looked at them immediately. And I was interested to find that the three he

mentioned were all three of them editions of Gesenius, all three. There are other men

who have gotten out Hebrew dictionaries, but these three edi1ns of Gesenius, and one

of the three was an dltIon of Gesenius by an Englishman named Tregellis, who made

a translation of one of the editions of Gesenius into English, about 100 years ago.

He was a very godly man, dkl much excellent rk in the New Testament (4)

but he made this translation then of Gesenius' edition--I don't

think Professor Lasor ever would have even known there was such an edition if it weren't

for the fact that Brown, Driver and Briggs, which three modernists got out 60 years ago,

but they did an excellent scholarly job of work (4 1/4)

this book got out of print about 20 years ago, it was out of print or a few years and
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you couldn't get copies, so Eerdmans reprinted Tregellis' book put out over a hundred

years o, and they just said Gesenlus' Hebrew Dictionary, and you'd think it was a

brand new w rk, but actually it was his work put out a hundred years ago, ( 4 3/4)

and it was in Tregellis, which was one of

the three that Lasor mentioned--he said something like this: "Alma, a young woman

ether of marriageable age otnot "" Then he had the square brackets and said, "This

interpretation of the work which is without any evidence whatever in any scholarly

source, is merely a reflection of Gesenius' anti-Christian and naturalistic ideas.

Actually the word means virgin." That's what he put into square brackets. But

I guess Lasor only got over the first two lines of the interpretation before he quit, and

in his book he said, "If we are to be considered scholars we have to recognize the word

as young woman." Professor Robert Didc Wilson told me of a case, when he was a

student, he heard two men arguing over a theological doctrine, and they based their

arguments upon a Hebrew word, and each of them was quoting a dictionary for what that

word meant. Now he said he felt he wanted to get behind the dictionary and see what

the Hebrew said. And of course that is what we have to do, is to see what the word

actually me s. Very frequently a concordance is of far more use than a dictionary,

ind?iii?SI1at a word means. The dictionary tells us what the dictionary

makers think the word means, and it may be that he is actually sure, or it may be that

it is just a guess. But the concordance tells you what the evidence is, not all but it

gives a lot, and that is the fine thing about Brown, Driver and Briggs, it is why it is

our best Hebrew dictionary, because though Brown, Driver and Briggs are all three of

them modernists, and very anti-Christian in their viewpoint, they made a very careful

study of the word and in their dictionary , they give you/fin most cases, most of

the intricate word usages, but they give you a meaning, they tell you right where they

get that meaning, where they think it is used with that meaning in the Bible and you

can look it up and check it for yourself. And when they give a word and give 50 in-
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stances of its having that meaning, you can be pretty sure

but where they give one or two you can say well that is their interpretation, let's see

what the evidence is. Of course, that's the nice thing about a concordance you can

get those facts much more quickly. If you have word, and you look it up in a concord

ance, say Young's Concordance, and it twlls you the word is I translated a certain way,

90 times in the King James Version, and in certain other ways y twice, well, you can

question the two, the 90 are (7 3/4) because of the quite con

siderable amount uf evidence. There was a book which came out a few years ago,

on the creation ih, written by an airman, a British Commander of a wing of=p air

planes, in the war, a very fine Christian, and he wrote a book trying to solve the

problem of creation. Unfortunately, though he was a good airman he was no scholar.

he put in a lot of work, and the book said) that the seven days of creation are not

supposed to be seven days in which the world was made, but they are days in which

Moses saw a vision showing him the picture of the world coming into existence, and

F. F. Bruce, who was considered by many a s a very fine Biblical scholar, wrote a re

view of this in which he gave about ten reasons why the interpretation wasn't very good,

and I think the eighth reason was that there was no evidence that the word on vvhich he

built it has the meaning he gives for it. It should have been the first reason and all the

others could have been eliminated. But the way he based his argument was this, that

in Deuteronomy it says, six days shalt thou labor and do all thy work, because in six

days God made heaven and earth , and he looked up in the concordance and foudd that

the word translated made there was the Hebrew word (9 1/4) and

then he fouhd that the Hebrew word is twenty times translated "show."

So he said if the word can mean "show" you can translate it in six days God showed

heaven and earth to Moses and so it is the picture Moses saw of creation and not the

actual creation. Well, you look it up and find that the word is translated say 400

times to mean do, say 250 to mean make, and 21 to mean show. The word show includes
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anywhere it is spelled s-h-e-w, and it is used every one of the 21 times in the phrase

"to show mercy." God says I will show mercy to those that love me. What does He

mean to show mercy, does ble mean to give them a picture of mercy. It is very clear

that when the Old English used show, it means do, it doesn't mean show in the modern

English, s-h-o-w, sense at all. So just getting a meaning out of the dictionary is no

way to translate it. You have to get the usages and see what the word really means.

I had an interesting experience along that line when I was doing some work, publishing

a book,at the Oriental Institute of Chicago. There was an Italian giving some lectures

on linguistics, in the University, and another of the men there, and I used to go over

and hear him. Very interesting lectures on linguisti development, and very much wth

hearing. But he was Italian, very fine scholar, but he had learned his English as an

like the man who
older na n, so he didn't know it q 4zhutxcj14,e had learned it as a child,

though he was a very brilliant fellow. And he would tell how in France, you find a

certain word that is used in France, say, in 1100 A.D., in Paris, and today is not used

in Paris at all, but you will find that this word is still used maybe way over on the

seacoast somewhere, maybe way over on the mountains. And another word is used 300

years later in Paris and you'll find that this is used over here and over here, but nowhere

in between. And he was taking evidence to show the development of words, and he

said that of one of these words, you would find "rest" In Brittany and in Provence.

Another word, he said, you would find "rest" In Gascony and in Normandy. So I told

him, afterward, we walked together, and I thought he'd be interested, and I told him,

we don't use the word "rest" in English, we might say "remnant" or "remainder." But

I said we dont use "rest" in that sense. Well, the next day he saw me, and said, 'Oh,

Dr. MacRae, you were wrong, I looked it up in the dictionary. The word "rest" means

something left over." So his interpretation from the dictionary of the word "rest" mean

ing something left over, would fit inthe context, but no American would ever use "rest"

in that sense, I'm sure. There are rests of dinner left on the table--nobody would ever
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say that. But something left over, it would fit perfectly. So it shows the difficulty

of translation, and Gesenlus' dictionaries are very excellent, but his modernistic views

show through in them, and we cannot interpret the Bible by simply taking whatever

Gesenius says. We have to take the evldm ce and examine it, and Lasor had some very

excellent evidence that Alma means Virgin, but strangely that evidence is given in a

way of very strange phenomena and he devoted mt of his book to saying that we have

to accept Gesenius' unChristian idea. Well, now Gesenius is a name we of course

should be familiar with, and you're familiar with the names of the names of Brown, Driver

and Briggs, the three editors of the latest edition in English, there are later editions

than that in German. I won't give you the other names of some of the leading scholars

of Hebrew today, but I will say this, that for the last 50 years the attitude in Graduate

Schools has mostly been, that, oh, if you want to write a thesis, study Babylonian,

or Aramaic or Arabid, or something like that, 'Where you can make new discoveries, but

Hebrew, everybody knows ai. about Hebrew, nothing new can be learned about Hebrew,

and actually there are many vital...

O.T.I.83. (1/2)

" . . people say to me, why should I learn Hebrew, I can't make a better translation than

those great scholars of our English translation. I don't expect you to make a better

translation, but I expect you to see things at a glance, after you've had a little Hebrew,

that they saw and just couldn't put into English, so you understand what it means, much
what the is and what it

better, by knowing the Hebrew background. You understan/perfect,1wliciL#It mear,

and in English we've got about twelve (1) represented by the perfect

in English. You take your selection, and great arguments are built on inconsistencies

in Gen. l and 2, and which are easily answered by simply knowing that there is a plu

perfect two or three times in Genesis 2. This is translated in the King J'ames as a

perfect, but the perfect in Hebrew can just as well be a pluperfect, and once you take it

as a pluperfect there is no difficulty whatever. he But great arguments have been made
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on those words in English. Now the English is not a wrong translation but it is wrong

to say it has to be this w tense rather than the other one when the Hebrew can repre

sent both. You can see that at a glance. So the study of Hebrew has been done by

many scholars over a long period, but there is a great deal yet to be done. Ø There is

a tremendous lot of very shoddy superficial work, unfortunately, that has been done on

it. Therefore, I want Lo give you 3, The Sources of our Knowledge of Hebrew.

And under this, I'm going to look at this from two viewpoints, there are two ways of

looking at the question of the sources of our knowledge of Hebrew. The first of these,

would be as to the actual source, that/ is, where we get the knowledge. We call it

And under a,
a, The Actual Source, or where we get the knowledge. W41t there will be three

of these I want to mention. (1) Tradition. How do we know what Hebrew means?

What the Hebrew words mean? Well, we have translations made a long time ago. That

is tradition. That is to say, we can find out what people thought the Hebrew meant

centuries ago. Tradition, and it is a very valuable thing. To find out what St. Jerome

thought it meant, what the rabbis of his day thought it meant, what they thought. To

find out what Origen thought it meant, to md out what the Septuagint said, that is the

tradition of what people thought. So when you come to a Hebrew word and you say

what does this word (3 1/2) mean, and you say why it means

That is tradition, it has been passed on that a means a

Tradition. And that is a very valuable source of knowledge. But tradition can be wrong.

It can have error in the course of transmission, it can be misunderstood. And so many

have tried to correct tradition, by the study of cognates, that's the Septuagint. And

cognates can be helpful but are very dangerous, because they can be deceptive, they

can be abused. By a cognate we mean --I don't mean , now what does the Septuagint/

say, what does some translation say, I mean what does this word mean in a related

language? Ag cognate. What does the same word mean in Arabt ? What does it

mean in Babylonian? What does it mean in Aramaic? The study of cognates, and about
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200 years ago many scholars wdevoted a tremendous amount of time to the study of

cognates, because they thought that if you find a Hebrew word has a certain meaning in

Aramaic that shows 'what it means in Hebrew. But it doesn't show it at all. It suggests

--cognates suggest, but do not prove. You can't prove meanings by cognates. It used

to be thought you could. /When I was a boy, my father was always saying when he'd

come to some new word, what is the etymology of it? Well, it is very useful in a new

English word, if you can figure out the Etymology, it often tells you exactly what it

means, I was reading Dr. Albright, an account of his, of arch logy, and he said

that we should not forget that in the second millennium B.C., (5 1/4) Crete held the
phalasocrasy
of the western Mediterranean, or the eastern Mediterranean. Now the average American

has no idea in the world what (5 1/2) is. But anybody who knows Greek

of course, immediately recognizes e4that phalaca is sea and that crocy

is related to the Greek word for government, to control, like we have democracy,

aristocracy, and so on, so that the phalastocracy would mean the government of the

~3rete what you metin.sea, ruled the seas, we would say, and every You say Crete

held the phalasocracy and all the people who know Greek know what you mean . Well,

cognate etymology often tells you what a word means, but very often it does not.

A president in his address may say, "I will not inveigh against my opponent."

What does inveigh mean ? What is its etymology? In--in or against. Vesto--to blow.

I won't blow out my opponent. Well, it gives you the idea, but it wouldn't alone,

without the context to tell you. And the etymology often is greatly changed. The word

"knecht" in German means a servant. In English the related word 'knight," means the

master. Why? Because the German looks from the king down, and calls it knecht, so

every servant is a knecht. The Englishman looks up to the man on horseback and calls

him a knight, so the lofty fellow in English (6 1/2) by the term

that the fellow below in Germany. And words develop in different

directions. But the third source is usage, and that is the determining way of learning
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what words mean in any language, is usage. How is the word used in the language?

And if you find a clear case of its usage, no argument from cognates or from etymology

can possibly disprove it. If you take the 'mology in English the word "two" in English

by tradition means there is an excessive amount. But if you take most anybody today,

warm
you say, are you warm? They say, not too warm. Well they mean I'm not i enough.

They're using the word in a sense utterly different from etymology or tradition, but it

used in this development. So you get an idea what it means from usage. Yes? (7 1/2)

Depends how much usage you have. If you have a great deal of evidence, usage would

be sufficient without tradition. Now you take in Babylonian, we have no tradition

(7 3/4) none whatever, but we had cognates, and cognates have us

hints, and usage told us whether the hints were correct or not. Later we got a little

tradition, but mostly it is usage that has determined. Cognates gave the hint. Now

in the Bible, we have it with our whole Hebrew Bible, tradition tells a lot but any word

that occurs over 15 or 20 times you can determine tradition , as you know. You don't

have to (8 1/4)rest on usage. If you have enough usage, usage is the best, if you

have enough. And in a living language like English, you have tia t, and you don't need

to rely on tradition at all, in a living language. Well, we continue there next week.

(8 l/2)-(starting again at 9) .. and then we were looking at 3, the sources of our know

ledge of Hebrew at the end of the hour, and we noticed that there were three sources

from which we get our knowledge, the first of these is tradition, and of course in any

language that has been knowi, this is our first approach to it, Wien we find a new

language that we have no translations of, we have to use other methods . But in most

cases, when we find a language we want to interpret, we have some tradition, some

record of what people have thought that it meant. And so in the case of the Old Testa

ment, our tradition consists of early translation, We learn what particular words mean

from the way they were translated by the Jews into Aramaic, by the people into Greek,

a nd then into various other ancient languages. This is our first approach ter -- is
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tradition. But tmdidttan tradition is oft&i faulty. The tradition itself may have been

corrupted in the course of being passed on, and the person who originally made the

translation may have had a misunderstanding, may have been two possible interpreta

tions, and he may have taken the wrong one. So tradition is not the final determinant

as to the meaning of anything in a language. It is a trenendously helpful thing if you

have it.

Thenthe 2) Cognates. And we notice that cognates have been greatly overvalued

in the past. The attitude has been taken that if you give the etymology of a word, you

knew what it meant, and that is not so. Words change in the course of usage. And

their meaning is constantly changing, and emology, history of its previous use of a

word, or of its relation to other languages, does not prove what it means, but very

often it suggests the true interpretation, so a knowledge of etymology can be a tre

mendously helpful thing, but not a final determining thing. Then the third we mentioned

is the real source of knowledge of any language, and that is 3) Usage. How is it used'

How is it used in context? Now usage is of very little value if you don't' have a fair

amount of material. It is true that if you have a sentence and if you say, if you were

to say a bng just came into the room. Well, you would guess from usage that he j bng

there meant some sort of a living thing that could move. It could/conceivably be a

It could be a dog
wagon or a cart or something like that. --t or a horse, but if you say

a bng came into the room and sat down and took his books out of his brief case, you

would be quite sure that a bng was a living creature that could carry a briefcase. And

thus you can from one usage tell a good bit about the meaning of any word. Now there

is always great danger of getting the wrong interpretation, when you just have one usag¬

But, if somebody will tellou in that case, now a bng cannot be a living thing, I know

that, it is not a living thing. Well, if your sentence said he came in and sat down

and tok his books out of his briefcase, you would have in the one case/of usage,

absolute evidence against such a denial, that it could mean this. But of course, it



O.T.I.83. (12 1/4) 405.

could have a broader meaning which could include other matters as well. So one

case of usage can determine a negative about a word. It can be various words. It

can determine a possibility, but if you have a great many cases of usage, this is far

more helpful than any tradition could be, and even a little usage can be much more

helpful than cognates. And when we have a dead language that is untranslated, that

we have no translations of, and we start interpreting it, we have to--usage is the thing

we have to use most in order to determine what it means. When get the meaning

of a few words we get others, and then we examine context to see if these meanings

fit, and in any language , no matter hcw well we know it, usage is the matter that

finally determines on anything. Somebody tells you a word has to mean this, or it

doesn't have to mean, or can't mean that. Well, I say, bring me some instances.

You say, ha is a word in the Hebrew Bible, it means so-and-so, such-and-such a

dictionary says it. Well, the dictionary may be wrong. You bring me a couple of

verses in which the context requires this,ieaning, and you've got conclusive proof,

it is usage that determines meaning of a word, and the use (13 3/4)

Now of course there is always the possibility that there is a mistake in writing

down the particular idiom. There is always the possibility that...

O.T.I.84. (1/2)

.any language and it is very for the average student that this is so,

because it means that in Hebrew, and to some extent, ven in Greek, you have

access to the material. For instance, if you want to do careful study of the meaning

of Hebrew words, and cognates you might have to have a

of Hebrew
big library of languages. But you can study the meanin/words, with

the most important source for determining their meaning simply with a good concordance.

And your Hebrew Bible. You can find a tremendous amount of Hebrew words from this

discussion, (1 1/4)

I have found things in connection with the New Testament (1 1/4)
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we are told repeatedly in the New Testament that we should watch for we know not

the time when our Lord will appear. Watch ye then for ye know not when the Lord

comes. Well, we say what does that mean? I'm too busy (1 1/2) to teach a Sunday Scho
class,
because I've got to be watching to see if the Lord is coming. I'm too busy to do any

Christian work today, because I've got to be watching for His coming. I've got to go

and see what the latest (1 3/4) news is,
and see




there is some evidence

of the realignment of nations in such a way that it looks as if the Lord is coming.

And I've got to be watching. Well, what does the word "watch" mean? There are two

words translated "wath," and one of these words is also used in a different form y of

Paul, where it speaks of all he has undergone, it says 'in watchings oft ." It doesn't

mean he was looking for something, it means he was up all night (2)

*o that "to watch" in Old English might mean to be up all

night, to stay wide awake, but when you look at other usages, at these two Greek words

you find that with both of them , that is exactly what they do mean. It means to be

wide awake, to be busy, to be on the job. Jesus said to His disciples, when He left

them and went off to Gethsemane, and came back and found them sleeping, He said,

what, could ye not watch for another hour, couki ye not watch for just one hour. He

was meaning, couldn't they stay awake, couldn't you stay on the job, (2 3/4)

So it is clear that when the Scripture says,

watch, that we don't mean when the Lord is coming, He doesn't mean try to figure out

when He is coming, because we don't know when He is coming. He means be vigilant,

be active, be at the Lord's work, and that is wlat this word means, Watch is an Old

English word, which in modern English has come to mean, keep looking to see if some

thing is happening. (3 1/4)

Now tf course if you want to know exactly what the King James Version means, you can

study Elizabethan literature, study the plays and those writings of the 16th century,

and determine exactly what Old English=~~ meant. But when you do, you only
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find out what those men thought the Bible meant, you can do it better by taking the

Hebrew and Greek and studying the context and seeing what the words mean there.

Many people have been led into confusion by this fact, that while the New Testament

s ays repeatedly that rou are to watch because you don't know the day nor the hour (4)

the Lad Is coming, it also says in the Ncw Testament that

Paul writes in 2 Thessalonians, in the beginning of the chapter, that the people are not

to be concerned with the Day of the Lord, it is already here. The King James says "at

hand," but L1. It means it is already present. It is a colloquial usage which wasn't

tQ the people
famlliaVln the days of the King Jdmes Version, but that is (4 1/4)

It means the Day of the Lord was already here, Be-

cause Paul says, that day won't come except there be a falling away. Many people

have said we can't have a return of the Lord until there is an apostasy. Well, that is

a pretty poor way to determine when the Lord is coming back because there have been

a dozen heresies in the Christian Church. If you had to wait for an apostasy, for the

Lord to come back, you wouldn't have to wait very long. Why would the Lord give

that as a sign, which until that time we don't naed to think of the Lord's coming,

especially when He said so many other times, that in such a day as ye think not, the

Lord comes. Well, we look up the words that are used and the word is "apostasia"

the very word that our English word apostasy is derived from. A falling way. But

the erb from which it is derived never means to fall, it always means to decline,

never"to fall." And the verb is used, like when Peter came out of prison, the angels

brought him out and then the angels departed from him. You wouldn't say they aposta

sized. They departed. (5 1/2) And it would seem much

more reasonable in the light of (5 4) that instead oflling away, it

could mean the departure, but it could also mean

the departure of the saints the Rapture. You know that the Day of

the Lord isn't here, the Lord hasn't come back, but if He had the saints would have
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gone to meet Him in the air. That day cannot come

The departure is literally what it means. Now that doesn't mean that necessarily it

refers to the Rapture. I think it does. But domeone else would say, no, the departure

is the departure from the faith. They have a right to that interpretation. I don't think

it fits the context. Others can say it means a departure in the sense of rebellion, and

the word is commonly used in Greek sources to mean a rebellion, departure, a departure

from loyalty (6 1/4)

We only have one case I have been able to find in Greek literature where that particular

noun means a departure in the physical sense, but there is one case, that's in the

commentary on Aristotle where the writer says that the fact that if you take wet paper,

when it becomes dry, it sticks, he says the reason for that is pdue to the apostasy

of the water. It doesn't mean to the apostasy of the water, doesn't mean to he rebellior

of the water, it means the departure of the water. That is the only instance I have been

able o find in Greek literature, but it is one instance, and one instance would seem to

be sufficient to establish the possibility at least. And so you see usage is a method

which must be used with care, as everything must be used with care. But it is a

method which everybody can do some work at because the means are available. All

you need is a concordance and (7 1/2) And there is a tremendous

lot needed yet to be done. In the Old Testament it says that in Abraham, he is told,

that in thee shall all the nations of the earth be blessed. TI t se I believe occurs

six times in Genesis, that in thee shall all the nations of the earth be blessed, in thy

seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed. And the statement is three times in

the niphal and thrde times in the hithphael. Well the recent Hebrew grammars written

by modernists, they have to be translated, that in thee shall all the nations bless

themselves, they will point to Abraham's descendants as examples (8 1/4)

They do away with the whole Messianic

prophecy, they insist that is what it means. (8 1/4) The niphal
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can be reflective but it can also be passive. As you know, in Hebrew niphal is often

passive, but they say, three of these came from (8 1/2) and the

hithphael can't be passive, so look up in your grammars, and your Hebrew grammars

will say that hithphael is normally reflective or reciprocal, it is rarely (they don't s'

it can't be passkve, they say it is rarely).--. I had a student under my direction

writing a master's thesis two years ago, look at all the hithphaels inthe Old Testament,

and he found the grammars say the hithphael is reflective or reciprocal, he only found

say
two verbs where it was reciprocal, only two, so you can/chat it is rarely. He found

a great many where it is reflective but not more than one-third of the cases. He found

about another third of the cases where it is a (9 1/4) Like where it

says Enoch walked with God, that's not reflective, he didn't walk himself with God,

he walked with God. And there are many cases where the (9 1/2) use is

very, very clear of the And there is a foim of Babylonian= al

most exactly like it that's a in Babylonian. And then he found

m aybe one-fourth of the cases where the context clearly requires the passive, so when

we say can rarely be passive, you're admitting it can be sometimes, but let's look

at the evidence and about a fourth of the cases is hardly rare. It is enough to establish

it as a definite possibility. Therefore, in this case, we can say the tradition is justi

fied by the examination of usage and that the word (10) can be properly translated:

In thee shall all the nations of the earth be blessed,and be a provision of Christ, rather

than simply a (/10 1/4)

Well, those are interesting examples of how usage can be made the most important

source for determirng meaning .n a language. Now I told you that n th *3, sources

of our knowledge of Hebrew, we would give them under two heads. Under a I gave three

as to the methods, the source from which the material came for our know1e of Hebrew.

Now there is a second, you might call it source, for our study of the language, a sub

division of our study. I call that b, and under that there are three heads.
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1) the study of form. This occupies a great part of your time in your first year of Hebrew.

To learn so you can recognize the Hebrew forms. Because it is important when you

look at a form to know what you can tell immediately about t. I It perfect or is it

imperfect. In three-fourths of the cases you can tell at a glance that there'e in

stances where it is more involved. (11 1/4) yes? stzdent)

I entitled b, Source as to Subject Matter. The first of those if Form, the study

The study of forms of nouns, that is not to form all the forms of nouns--it is quite in

volved, but to recognize them is very simple, and so we don't spend much time on the

forms of nouns. I sometimes think we don't spend enough (12)




But the verb dorms

we spend a great deal of time on, and many of then are very simple to interpret, many

are difficult, but the study of the form, to know just what they are, is a vital part to the

learning of the language, and one in which you make very substantial headway during the

first year. Now the second of these i/?1e study of syntax . What do these forms mean?

How are they used, how are they put together? You get very little of that in the Be

ginning course of Hebrew, but you can go on learning much more of it, and it throws a

flood of light on the passage in your study, to learn something about the syntax, aIut

the way that words fit j together in order to express particular ideas. So the study of

syntax is a study that adds grt1y to your understanding of the passage. And there are

many things that are perfectly obvious in form and perfectly obvious in syntax, that the

translators knew without question, but they didn't know how to put it into English, so

when you look at the English you don't get the idea. Not that they didn't know it, but

they didn't know any way to put it into English. The English language is very different

from the Hebrew language. No two languages are the same. And English and Hebrew

are very different, you cannot say, this syntactual form in Hebrew is exactly like this

in English. You look at a form in Hebrew. Is this pluperfect, or is it perfect? Well,

there is no pluperfect in Hebrew. What we call Pluperfect, he had gone, is included
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in the perfect, he has gone, in Hebrew. Therefore, the one..

O..I. 85. (1/2)

so the study of syntax is a study in which a greet deal can be learned about the

language, throw a great deal of light on the understanding of (3/4)

translaters
Not necessarily new things unknown tot he 1iauuale, --sometimes it is, --but often

it is perfectly known to them but they just didn't know any way to put it into English.

You may thinL of it, then again, you may not. I found that Moffat's translation of the

Old Testament into English--Moffat translated the New Testament, and then he trans-

lated the hole Bible--and he has a most remarkable facility in putting things into this

You ay take and see
English language tm ejy, a verse in Isaiah te= exactly what it means in the

originalg, but how are you going to say it in English. I try various ways and struggle

to try to 1ep find a way to put it into a brief English statement, and I have looked in

Moffat's translation and found he had it exactly. It is marvelous , the ability he shows

in putting a precise meaning into English. The only trouble with his book--in one verse

he shows remarkable accuracy in putting into English and the next verse he just disre

gards the original altogether and gives what he thinks Isaiah ought to mean, with no

relation whatever to what he did mean. So though Moffat's translation is one of the

most harmful books I can imagine to a person who doesn't know the original, but to a

person who knows the original, he can see at a glance in/most cases that inthis verse

he just ignores it, but in this verse it is remarkable how he expresses in English the

meaning of the Hebrew. He is just as modernist as you can get (2 1/4)

you have to pick and choose and have to have a lot of knowledge

to figure it out, (2 1/4)

I often have/ college/ d15me well, now, I've got a good foundation, I understand

the Bible, and I know what I believe, I'd like to go to this modernist sent-iary, they

have a lot of prestige there, I'd have a good standing when I come out, and I could

present theBible and have a big influence when I come out, why shouldn't I go there,
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why should I come to this seminary necessarily that stands, and gives the things I

already believe? Well, I say to him, you know enough to krow wltis right and wrong,

and once you get there, you don't need to go to Seminary, you know it alréady. But,

I say to him, you go into a Modernist seminary and you get in a class in Old Testament,

or in any other subject, because every subject relates to the Bible and deals with what

the Bible teaches, and you will hear a statement pretty soon that will shock you. You

will say, oh my, this is terrible, I certainly won't accept that, and yet you may be

entirely wrong, it may be a statement I would make in my class, it may be something

that is strictly in line with the Bible, but you don't know enough yet, to distinguish,

you can't till you've had the full course, and while/you're shutting your mind to that

harmful thing, and saying I'm not oing to let that in, I'm going to keep that out, while

you're doing that, you swallow six other things that are very, very harmful and that

undermine the foundation of your faith. And so I've known student after student who

have gone to a modernist place and for a long time they've stood absolutely on the Word

and witnessed to the truth of Script-re and they've said oh I heard this and didn't accept

it at all, and that , rmuf that, but they have been swallowing other thi ngs without

realizing the harm, and then all of a sudden you find they flop right over and have no

further testimony at all. Because their faith has been undermined and they had no

means of getting access tothe answers that are available to those things that have

been subtly presented in class. So I don't recommend James Moffat's translation of the

Bible to anybody, unless he has a good understanding of Hebrew and Greek first, but

if you do, I think just from this one viewpoint of his occasional instances of rare ex

cellency in expressing it in English, that it can be an extremely useful work. Well,

the third subject matter which is very important in the study of the Hebrew language, is

word study, *3) Word Study. And this is in a way the simplest, it is that to which

we can have the easiest direct access, word study. Syntax is often involved, invol'.es

study of cognates and working out d these difficult things. Anybody can make some
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progress in it, but Word Study, while it has its difficulties too is a phase in which

anyone can make real progress. And if you have a good concordance, even if you

don't have a Hebrew Concordance, if you have a concordance from the English that

gives the Hebrew word, like Young's Concordance, you can make great steps forward

in Word Study. We had a speaker one day twho said Cruden's Concordance is for

the Crude, Young's is for the Young, and Strong's is for the Strong. You can tell from

Young's
that which concordance he liked. But personally I think , for the average person /is

far more helpful than Strong's. For this reason, that in Strong's concordance you have

a 11 the wcr± arranged according to their English order, and then you have a number by

the side which you can look up in the back and see what the Hebrew and Greek word is.

That's helpful, but in Young's concordance, you 1ve the words arranged under the

English word used, and then under that you have the different Hebrew and Greek words

arranged, and then the words under that. So that in Strong's, if you want to kiow the

usage of a particular Hebrew word you have to hunt through a lot of these things (6 1/4)

that are slow and cumbersome, that I doubt if anybody would do much with Strong's.

But with Young's you look up the word'how,' I mentioned yesterday, --and you find that

erb
the word tstrans1atethe Hebrew vaF& (6 1/2) 21 times, well these 21 are all

right together, and you run your eye right over the context of all 21 and you see at a

glance that every one of them is "to show mercy." None of them means to 'displace"

somethkng, they all mean to exert something, to do something, but you can see the

instances together, and then of course in Young's it gives you the Hebrew word, and

you can look that up in the back, and there they will tell you how the King James Version

has translated the word. When you find that a word is translated 10 times one way in

the King Jams Version, 3 times in a similar way, and onee in way that is altogether

different, you can raise h a question about the one exception, and see whether in that

case a translation that fits in the other cases might not fit in that case too, and make

a better sense than was made with the one exception. So the study of words can be
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done easily with a book like Young's Concordance, to a very great extent, by using

the middle part and the back part, rng together, even a person who knows very little

Hebrew or Greek can make great advances in the study of the meaning ci a word, de

termining exactly what the words mean. And there are a great many people who/devoted

a great deal of time to trying to defend the Christian faith by material from philosophy

or from history, or from science, to show how it relates to the Christian faith, and to

devote a great deal of time to it RE1 but often without knowing what the Bible really

says on the subject ) they're dealing with. And word study and study of he Biblical

passage too will tell you what the Bible really says on the subject, and it often is not

what you would think obvious at all, but something entirely different. I'm sure people

500 years ago thought that of course everybody would know that the Bible vo uld be a

boo~k And would ppqak of a flat
sensible/earth--anybody can see the earth is flat. How perfectly silly to think of it

as any other shape. Anybody would feel it uld e preposterous if the Bible taught

a nything but a flat earth, but when you look into the Bible you don't find anywhere that

it says there is a flat earth, but you th find that the Bible suggestion that fits in with

the round earth, that don't make any sense on the interpretation of a flat earth. The

cQrrect
Bible assumes the,/situation all the time, but it doesn't explain them in most cases

because that is not the purpose, to give us the full explanation of these various fields

of thought. But to know exactly what id says and what it means is a thing that is more

vital than getting material from other sources until you first have found out exactly

what the bible says, and so one very great help in this is study of words and this is

something that anone can do. Sorrtins I feel as if we ought to change our methods

of teaching Hebrew and Greek, from he viewpoint of spending more time in our classes

in showing the practical uses of them, even if it meai t that there wasn't quite a s good

a knowledge of the aaIn features acquired as we manage to acquire under the present

method. The unfortunate thing is that in many seminaries, a fair amount of knowledge
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of the science of the language is gained, but nothing else at all. I'm sure we gain

a lot more out of it k,---wy. But I wish we could gain still more than we do. Well,

those are the methods then of the study of the Hebrew language. We are speaking now

of language rather than of the Bible itself, but of course the purpose in studying the

language is to learn what the Bible means. So now we go on to VIII, and VIII we will

call: VIII, Hebrew Materials for Study of the Old Testament Text. Our subject is

Introduction to the Old Testament, we have been looking at the language of the Old

Testament, now what about the Old Testament itself in the Hebrew? What is our

material to learn exactly what it is? Well, this na terial consists of two parts,

principally one, there is one other. So we call A, Manuscripts. The actual manuscripts

of the Hebrew text. What about these manuscripts? Well, under this we looked at

4l, Type and Age of Manuscripts. You of course have your (11 1/4)

Bible, most of us now have the Kittel edition of the Bible, the Hebrew Bible. That

does not differ from the one we used to use, the letter position, except that it's heavy,

hard to carry around and it has extra notes which the letters didn't have, but the text

is almost identical with the letter position that we used before. But any printed

edition we have today is taken from languages. jV1 t are the manuscripts from which we

get our Hebrew Bible that we claim today? Well, these Hebrew manuscripts are of

two kinds, they are the synagogue manuscripts, and there are the private manuscripts,

and very few synagogue manuscripts have ever come into Christian hands. The

synagogue manuscripts the Jews were asked to keep pretty tightly in their own hands

and if they got worn out they were asked to buiy them but would not be sold or made

available for others because they were considered to be rather sacred. Now these

synagogue manuscripts did not have vowel point system. They recognized that the

vowel points were something put in later, they were not part of the original text.

Now of course that doesn't mean that somebody says vowels don't count in Hebrew,

that is ridiculous. Vowels count tremendously, but it seems to me that in the method
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of writing Hebrew, it would be many centuries before a method was secured of indi

cating the vowel points. We don't have any method to this day in Egglish of indicating

the inflection of the word, and consequently you have to tell from context very often

what the inflection of a word is, and that may affect your whole sentence, whole mean-

ing. But we have no way of writing. We do sometimes have a way of writing vowels

g- WPA,In English though not always. For irs tance we write ea we don't know

what it means, write r-e-a-d and we don't know what it means, read or read, we are

no better off than if we just wrote r-d. Well if you just wrote r-d we could readit.

You could read most of your English if no vowels were written, quite easily, by con

sonants. And so the need for vowel writing was not thought of till long after Hebrew

became a dead language. But our private manuscripts which are the ones that we have

O.T.I.86. (1/2)

... put in by the Massoretes at about 5 A.D. So now these Hebrew manuscripts, we

don't have near as many as we la ye of the Greek, the texts, but we have a very sub

stantial number. Yes? (3/4) No, I don't think so. Now let me take just a second

on this, because we enter into it as something that is vital in the Whole matter of

writing (1) To us in America it seems the simplest thing

in the world to take the dollar and divide it into a hundred cents, and it seems perfectly

silly to use any other systan. But in Europe it would seem just as silly to have-

for instance, if you have 12 inches in a foot and 3 feet in a yard, they'd say of course

you have your meter and divide it into hundreds. The hindred idea seems so simple to

us we wonder why anybody would ever be foolish enough to use a y other system. But

at the same time, we say well yesterday I was working on this at 5 o'clock yesterday,

somebody says, oh you got up real early, and you say no I mean 5 In the afrernoon.

Well, in the air force they don't say five in the afternoon, they say 17, and in Europe

all countries use the 24-hour time table. But we are used to this other system, we don't
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see the need, they think it is perfectly silly, not to use the 24-hour system. Well,

it is that way with every advance. You don't thlkk of it, when you finally think of it,

people are s Ing someing else and you don't want to change. If you finally do change

then it seems so simple, everybody is used to it and you wonder why anybody would

ever change now. Well, now, when it comes to writing, nobody had a full wystem

of writing before this and said let's make a system of writing now. What are

consonants? Let's have signs for consonants, signs for vowels. You take a little

boy that has never gone to school and ask him what a consonant is, he won't have any

idea, or what a vowel is. No idea in the world, unless you tell him. And people didn't

naturally think of consonants and vowels, they thougit of things, so they began writing

signs to represent pictures, which w if they wanted to show that a woman was running

they would make a picture of a woman, they'd make a picture of a man's leg, that would

show a woman was running, the picture of a man's leg suggested running, the picture

of a woman meant it was a woman. So a woman is running, they would represent the two

ideas, that sign would stand for an idea. Well, then gradually it came about that they

than
connected the sign with the word, rathe/with the idea, and gradaally it got to where

they had some words they only had one sound in, and then they'd think of that as repre

senting one sound. But that is the way it developed. Well, in the Hebrew you would

have one sign to represent the word "kill," not in Hebrew but in an earlier language,

like Hebrew, just as an example of it. Well, in that language, "kill" could be (3 1/2)

or so on, the one picture would represen

it, and naturally the consonants were so much more important, that you came to think

of that word, not as meaning 3 3/4) but as meaning kt-l, and that way,

you thought of the word as m8ttity- representing the consonants and the vowels were a

separate thing. So that it developed in such a way that the writing of consonants came

to be thought of as a desideratum long before the writing of vowels. Now you (1)00~A
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S 1l
think anybody with any sense would know it is perfectly/to write read because nobody

knows whether it means read or read, and yet we all do it all the time. We don't have

sense enough to do way with it and write two different things for those two entirely

different words. We need a vowel sign, if I write it I always write re with a long mark

over it or a short mark. But you don't find that many (4 1/2) We

don't realize the need of a vowel, and so it came about that inthe ancient writing of

Hebrew and of Egyptian, (4 3/4) in the Syriac there were no

vowels. Now in the Babylonian they did have a position of vowels, right from the start,

that is, they had, in fact, inBabylonian, there is no sign for a consonant alone, but

there are stgns for vowels alone. But every sign for a consonant there has a vowel

with it, in Babylonian, And different languages have developed in different ways. In

Chinese I believe there are about 150 signs today that are pronounced lee or lu, each of

the is a different idea, but they all are pronounced the same. The minjib you see the

sign you know what it means. But there may be a different tone, the context will tell

you but when you see the writing, you know what it is. You say, write and when you

say it nobody knows whether you mean "correct" or whether you mean "indicate by

putting marks on a piece of paper." But when you write it down you don't (5 W4)

We have all these peculiarities that develop in

languages. Now in he Hebrew language, the signs origiaally only represented the

consonants, and then the vowel letters developed, and vowel letters developed, not

because anybody thought, now let's make a wy of showing what (6 1/4)

but because some consonants became silent, and they still want on writ

ing them and they there was a long vowel there, so they got used to think that repre

sented a long vowel. Just like inEnglish the final e has become silent, and we've

gotten used to think it represents that the vowel of the previous syllable is long. You

write w-r-I-t you say writ, if you write w-r-i-t-e you say write. The final e shows

the presAou s vowel. In Hebrew the vowel sign in the middle 6 1/2)
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and then , after Hebrew was a dead language and they had already introduc,f'ed Greek

vowels into Syriac, somebody thought of carrying oihe same thing inthe Hebrew,

and so about the 5th century A.D., two systems of vowels were introduced, one in

Palestine, and one in Babylonia, into Hebrew language, and we follow the Palestinian

system, but the two systems were developed and they fought with each other for a while

and then this one won out. So that is the way that it came so late. So thalnce it

was inspired at the time it was written, if changes had come to pass, the changes

can't have affected the vowels because there were no vowels here, but they may affect

the consonants. But we are free to say that in the passage on the tradition, people

may have forgotten he right vowel and put in the wrong one, before that time. Therefore

we don't pay as much attention to vowels as we do to the consonants. Yes? Was

there a question? Well our languages all had vowels in them, but there were no vowels

in the original. Originally. (7 3/4)

and of course the original represents a means of indicating a spoken language, it is

not the thing that is God's Word, it is the language which was put in this form of

writing. Well, the manuscripts that we have are not near as many as in Greek, in Greek

we have some thousands of manuscripts, in Hebrew we have only hundreds. Now in

Greek the oldest New Testament manuscripts go back to the--we have a few fragments

from the 2nd century A.ID., a little more from he 3rd, but very little before the 4th

century A.D. But in Hebrew, until within the last 15 years, the earliest manuscript/

we had in Hebrew went back only to the 10th ca tury A.D, and so our Hebrew manu

scripts were not veyy old. The earliest dated manuscripts, that we could date, with

certainty, was from about 915 A.IJ., the 10th century A.D. We did not have Hebrew

manuscripts before that time, until quite recently. Now Hebrew b&ng a dead language,

ever since about 300 or 400 B.C., we don't have the same means of dating manuscripts

that we have in a language like Greek that was a living language. And consequently,

the dating of Hebrew manuscripts is often very4f -F¬fl difficult. Generally there is no
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of course we don't have the actual cloth in which it was wrapped, but we're quite

sure we have the cave from which it was taken, and there is cloth in the cave in which

other manuscripts are wrapped, and some pep pieces of cloth there which are

probably that from which the Arabs took this one out. But that manuscript of Isaiah

is now recognized by possibly all scholars to be from the time of Christ. And there

are a few places, it is a very poorly copied manuscript, and there are quite a few

places tla t are clearly errors of that copyist, and in the RSV I guess there were 15 or

20 cases where they changed the text to fit with this Isaiah manuscript, and I heard

that they are planning all those back because they don't think they're evidence

enough for change, they think that it was poorly copied, but aside from those things

that are vvidence of poor copying, the text is almost identical with our later text,

so it is a wonderful evidence not only of the accuracy of the preservation of Isaiah,

but of the accuracy of ihe preservation of the whole Old Testament, the fact that we

find a manuscript from 800 years earlier and it is practically identical with the later

manuscripts. We do not have such accuracy of copying in Greek, we don't have it in

anything else I know of, they wouldn't have it in Hebrew except that they felt this was

God's Word and it was very important to copy it just exactly right, and they put tre

mendous care on copying the New Testament, so it is of great importane to us, this

Isaiah manuscript...

O.T.I.87. (3/4)

... Now these Dead Sea Scrolls, there is no other scroll that we can find as complete

as the Isaiah. There are a few others that have a fair amount of material in, but the

tremendous amount of material that was got from the cave is most of it little tiny pieces

of paper, and as if they had been chewed up by rats and been torn to pieces, and little

pieces are left, and men are taking these little pieces and finding a word on it, another

word underneath, and trg to find a place in the Old Testament whife you would have

these two words, one on a line after the other. Sometirs they have three or four lines,
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there are a few cases where /you have longer passages, but most of them are very

short and none of them compare with the Isaiah scroll. It is wonderful that that was

the first one found, because that (1 3/4)

But our ancient Hebrew manuscripts, we have a good many of them and it is

interesting to compare them and study them, and analyze the text, but the text is re

markably unified in them. And the textual differences are not nearly so important on the

Hebrew manuscripts as on the Greek because there are not nearly as many variations.

They Iave been copied much more carefully. So much then for the present of *1.

42, Divisions of the Text. It would seem likely that the Massoretes r1e

the first division. They're very early, either made by the Massoretes or before, but

they may have been hundreds of years after the books were written before there were

any verse divisions. And certainly some of the verge divisions are very, very poor,

(2 a14) but they are not cart of the original.

But these verse divisions were made in the Bible, in the Old Testament at a very early

time. But the chapter divisions were not made until the 12th century, the 13th , it

was Stephen Langford, a British Archbishop, who put Inthe chapters. And then from the

Latin Bible ere he put them in, they wae taken over into the Greek Bible, and into the

Hebrew. And they are very late. The Massoretes made a division in the Old Testament,

a division in the Pentateuch particularly into paragraphs, And when they would come to

the end of a paragraph they would leave a space, start the new paragraph on the next

line. So they made these divisions into paragraphs, then later on these paragraph

divisions were divided into those that were thought to be the most important, (3 3/4)

while those to be less important,

a smaller space was left and they 'd start the new paragraph on the same c/ line. And

they called the paragraphs that hey started a new line "open paragraphs" because they

left the rest of the line open. While the ones that they started the new paragraph after

just leaving a small space, they called "closed paragraphs." And then when they came
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to copying manuscrijl s people began to think what a nuisance to leave all that space

on the manuscript, so instead of leaving a space they'd just leave a little space and

would put in a letter (4 1/4) a closed paragraph, or

an open paragraph. So in your Hebrew Bible, in the Pentateuch

you will find that every (4 1/4) after a verse, there is a

And the a closed paragraph, in other

words a paragraph of comparatively minor importance. But the (4 1/2) mean

an open paragraph, a in other words a pa ragraph where there is a

real break. So you find these in your Hebrew Bible.

And then the Massoretes or somebody about that time made a dlvislbn of the

Pentateuch into 54 parts to be read through in one year. And wherever the division into

54 parts points out with the end of a paragraph, they take the (5)

and they write it three times to indicate this division into the 54 sections.

So those are the divisions that we find in our text, mostly ) in the Pentateuch,

and the chailer divisions of course are what are important to us and they are much later,

were
and our chapter divisions, s taken over by the Jews from the Latin Bible, except that

in maybe 20 or so cases they didn't like the division and they put in their own. So

that is why sometimes you fIkI the chapter division differing. So much then for %2.

Now 3, Collation. The word collation may not mean anything to you, but

probably the word "collate" means something to most of you. To collate a text is to

compare it. Yaimake a collation of a passage , it means you look at the manuscript to

see what the text is in different manuscripts. Yes? (6) Stephen Langton. He was an

English Archbishop of the 12th or 13th centur'. And on the yh ole he did a pretty good

job though some of them are peculiar. But the Collation--if you have a passage here

and you find that, you think that now I wonder if this text is correct here, maybe the

manuscripts should show it should be different. You want to go and look at all the

different manuscripts, but you might have to go a hundred different museums in different



O.T.I.87. (6 3/4) 424.

parts of the world. So it is very useful to have a collation of somebody who has gotten

people in all these museums to write the variations of the text out, and he put them

together, so in one book you can know what all the variations are. And so we have

two of those for the Hebrew Bible. One of them was made about 1775 by an Englishman

named Kennicott, and Kennicott gives us an unbiased text, and in the footnotes he gives

the variations of a couple of hundred e manuscripts, and it is very useful. If you want

to check on the precise text of a passage, use Kennicott, two great big volumes, and

then there was a man in Italy'( named DaRossi who about 10 or 15 years later took Kenni

cott's work and condensed it, id added another hundred manuscripts. So DaRossi

doesn't give the evidence as fully as Kennicott but he gives it from more manuscripts,

and Kennicott and DaRossi are the two sources to go to if you want to check on variations

in the Hebrew language, but these variations are comparatively few, nothing like (8 1/4)

Well, we have to stop there... (8 1/4)

(starting again at 8 1/2) ... and under that was 1, 2, and 3, Collation, and we were

just speaking about collation at the end of the hour. By the way, I don't think I need

to remind you about the dates for the papers that were due, they--unless, except when

a person is sick there will be taken off fromthe final mark for lateness in the receipt of

the paper. You know the dates when they were due and every week later makes them

that much lower. Yes? Mr. Curry? (9) Yes, the day when they were due, well we

better take them out quickly now before an6nes get in that were later than that.

Thank you for reminding me.

The collations , we mentioned, of the Hebrew manuscripts, the two big volumes

by Kennicott were published just about 1776. These two volumes were pablith ed in Eng

land, and Kennicott studied quite a number of manuscripts, some hundreds. Then I

mentioned that DaRossi in Italy published about 1783 a smaller volume, in two volumes,

smaller than the great books of Kennicott, but continIg all of the variations of

Kennlcott that he considered important, plus a hundred or two additional manuscripts
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which he collated, so that DaRossi to get an idea of important variations, he covered

more manuscripts than Kennicott, but Kennloott, for the manuscripts he deals with,

which are a good many, gives you every single variation. And of course that is a real

help because it is very interesting to know the little differences as well as the big.

If you want to know whether a verb can possibly be rendered another way and whether

there is an important variation, Da Rossi will give you the most useful information on

It, but if you want to get an idea of the nature of the manuscripts and how to compare

and so on, I found myself a very valuable training, just after I graduated from Seminary,

Dt. Robert Dick Wilson had me spend two weeks just looking at Kennicott and taking

a passage and going straight through, and comparing all the manuscripts, and it gave

an idea of all the variations, and just exactly how the manuscrts compare, and in

cidentally it made my eyes learn to know Hebrew letters, I think, as well in that two

weeks as in a year of previous training at it, and speeded up my reading Hebrew ever

after. But Kennicott is very useful for that, but for general variations DaRossi is ex

tremely useful. Now when you study these you get an idea of the variations, I guess

we'll speak about that underv- different heads. Under this head I'll just mention

the collation.

And let me mention again, anybody who Is late be sure to hand in a note to me,

because I have everyone marked present h o was here before class, and anyone after

that , get in a note to me, or else I will have to turn you in as absent of course. Becaus

I can't lecture here and Neeeat the e time stand at the door and notice who comes

in late. Then that was A, The mss.

We will call B, The Masera. Now the word Masora, as we've previously

mentioned, orlginaUy means "a hedge." Or a protection, and it me to be specialized

to the traditional hedge about,he Law, a section of the Old Testament, to keep it from

becoming corrupted in the course of transmission. Now this Masora tepresents the work

of the Masoretes , scholars of about the 5th century A.D. We know very little about
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them individually, but we know of the work that these Hebrew rabbis did. The Jewish

rabbis did extensive comparison of the text in order to try to keep it from getting altered,

and from their time to this, the text has been marvelously well-preserved. Now of

course they were in the 5th century A.D., and that was a long time after the first

manuscripts were written. However, we are sure that there was tremendous care taken

with the manuscripts before that time, but we know that after that time the was not

only tremendous care there was very, very exacting care taken in copying the manu

scripts, to keep errofrom coming in. The Masoretes would seem to have had quite

a number of manuscripts available to them, and they took these manuscripts and

compared them, and doubtless whatever they found to be the reading of most of the

manuscripts, they included in their Masoretic text...

O.T.I.88. (3/4)

.the notes which the Masoretes made, we have in those notes we have the type of

notes which is in all Hebrew Bibles, now there are some Masoretic notes that are not

in all the Hebrew Bibles, but ir1l Hebrew Bibles they have the notes on the bottom

of the page, which we call the (1) you would recognize it is

Aramaic but related to the Hebrew word "to write," s the (1 1/4)

is "what is written." In Hebrew it would be

but in Aramaic it is that is "what I s written." So that the

consists of the consonants, which are written in the text. Now the consonants are

what the Masoretes had in their manuscripts. That might include vowel letters, but it

does not include vowels. The Masoretes would seem to have invented the vowel

s ounds. That is, they got the idea from Syriac which was already using them. The

Syriac had taken Greek letters, rtunately, for Masoretes

invented the system which we use in our Hebrew Bible. So tha t the vowels are rt of

the (2) that is, what you read. "to call out" or

"to speak" sohe is what you read, which is the
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imperative, read, "what you read," but the is the passive participle,

this is what is written. So the text of our Hebrew Bible, without vowel sigis, is the

that is, what the Masoretes found in the bulk of their manuscri and

they have passed on to us, and they seem to have been very careful to repeat exactly

what they found in their manuscripts because there are places where it is very $thvlous

they didn't think it was correct, but they kept it, not many such, but there a e some.

So we have the (2 3/4) the written passage, and the the

vowels added to the written text. But an additional portion of the is the

marginal notes ft.h ich they have put in, and your marginal notes which are found in

your Bible, often are just consonants , no vowels. And a reason for that is that there

are pages where they found that Lhe majority of the manuscripts had a reading, which

they didn't think was the correct reading. And herefore this reading which they didn't

think was the correct reading, they preserved because it was in most of their manu

scripts, they preserved it as a (3 1/4) But the vowels that they put in

are the vowels to go with what is the correct reading, and this correct reading they put

in the footnotes, and so it is the vowels of the text, with the consonants of the footnes

that make the (3 1/2) wherever there is a footnote, that

tells of the difference. Now there are not a great many of those, they average, I guess,

one or two to a page, so that taking the whole Bible through there are quite a few,

(3 3/4) and what we translate usually is the

what we have in our English Bible. It is the translation of the (4)

but we recognize that the was found in the majority of their manuscripts,

a nd consequently if we think the (4 1/4) makes better sense, we feel

perfectly free to use the (4 1/4) so if we do we should point out that

that (4 1/4) So the Masoretes put in these notes of the

the vowels, and the occasional consonants where they differ from the

consonants of the (4 1/4) and there are certain cases where they read
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It different from what it is written, but when it is common enough that they don't

bother, then they make a footnote. Now these caees consist princippl y of the fact

that from the book of Genesis, it would seem that in Genesis they use the same word

(4 1/2) for he or she, and so in Genesis you will often find where it is she

that is written (4 3/4)

and you never use a with a wau, that is, with a wau as a vowel letter,

you (4 3/4) is he but the is she. Mr. Gregory? (5)

See, in Hebrew it would be ke-resh-ka, but this is Aramaic, ko-resh-au.

you speak and that is what (5 1/4)

plus

other notes that they made that are not in the Hebrew Bible, but are in the original

occurs.
Masoretic manuscripts, and these other notes consist of now many times a word

, Now a great many of them are in your Kittel Bible, in the margin, they have little

marks on the side, this word occurs only once, and this one, in the Bible (5 3/4)

This one occurs only four times in the Bible, it is indicated. You have those indications

how many times in each particular form was found in the whole Bible, they counted up

and it is indicated. And they counted the number of words in every book, they counted

the number of letters, they made all sorts of figurings like that, in order to make a

hedge about the Law, to keep it from error, and it has been preserved better than any

other book from ancient times, in fact, far, far better. You have thousands, yes,

perhaps hundreds of thousands of variants, but 95% of those variants consist of a vowel

letter vh ich makes no mae difference to the sense than whether you write labour, like

the English do, or labor like they do here in America. 95% of these make no more

difference than that. It is most marvelously accurately preserved. Well, so much then

for B, the Masoretic Notes . Now I see I 'e alrea'spoken a little about what should

go under C, the Preservation of e Hebrew Text. We'll draw it together under this toad

We have our English Bibles, they are a translation. Of course there are cases where



O.T.I.88. (7) 429.

you cannot translate exactly,'' know 'What the original says, but you're not sure how

to translate it. There are other cases where the original can be read in two different

ways, but you don't just how to translate it. St. Jerome who made his translation at

a time when there was not yet, were not yet any vowel points, was thoroughly familiar

with the tradition of the Jews at the time, that is, he knew the traditional vowel points,

which in most cases would be exactly the same as what we have today, but they didrtt

get written down, they were just passed on by tradition, the vowels. And so as Jerome

studied the consonants, studied the Old Testament, and made his translation, there

are certain places where he notes different possible (7 3/4)

for instance where he speaks of

written with these three letters could be read mayim which means water, or could be

read mayam which means from the sea, and on Hosea 13.3 he says locust and chimney

are read with the same consonants, and if read (8 1/4) it means

locust, or if it meas chimney. And in Habbakuk 3.5 he says

there is a word daleph-beth-resh. Well he says if you read it davar it is (8 1/2)

but if you read it it means pestilence. Now in most cases where there

are two meanings like that the context immediately tells//you which it is. The same

is true in English, you take the English word "grip." You say somebody is not here be

cause they have the "grippe." Do they still say that any more? When I was a boy that

was the common term for f1u--the grippe. (student: virus.) Yes, I think the word

grippe has more or less diappeared today, but when* I was a boy it was a common

word. But if you're going to--also at that time also a common word for suitcase was

grip. (9) They would say,

well he's got to take a train, I hope he won't forget his grip. Well, if you think of

grippe as flu it won't make any sense, the context immediately tells you which meaning

it is. And then you see an old man so used to be very successful but he is getting old

and weak and you say the poor old man, he has lost his grip. We don! t mean he has
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lost his suitcase, or you don't mean that he has lost a disease, but the word "grip"

has got five or six different meanings in English, but you shake hands with somebody

you say my what a grip he has got. You don't mean what a suitcase he has got, but it

i s quite obvious to us from context in most cases. Fortunately, most of our words in

English are not quite as bad as that, but we do have quite a few. Take the word light

in English. You lift up little black book and you say, my this is light. It isn't, it is

black, but you call it light. You lift up a great big heavy book with a green cover, and

say it is very light, that cover of the book. The word light has two possible meanings

in Englihh. The opposite of one is dark, the opposite of the clher is heavy. We know

from the context in practical ly all cases, though Hebrew is not nearly as bad as English

in this regard. Most cases we can tell immediately from context, but there are of

course a good many cases where the context doesn't tell you. And there if you put in

an English note, in a place it says "and there was a great pestilence" and you put a

footnote "or word" the reader will say what on earth is he talking about? How can the

same word mean "pestilence" or "word"? Well, it is just as easy as for the same

word to mean a suitcase or a disease, just as easr. But it is difficult, and the one

who knows the Hebrew, in case after case, can tell at a glance something like that,

but it is very difficult to bring out for the one who doesn't know it, and iIt is one

of the great values of learning the Hebrew, is to know these obvious matters. Well,

of course that is not so much a matter of preservation of the text, as it is a matter of

the translation. But now we have our text before us today, and you look at that text

and you say how near is that text to whet Moses wrote, for the Pentateuch. Or like

what Isaiah wrote , or the different writers? Well, you take that text and go back to

the Masoretes and you find that though there are hundreds of thousands of variations,

95% of them are just vowel letters and a vowel letter occasionally will make a big

difference in the sense, but not usually. Very commonly it doesn't , and in fact, it

seems to 1 ye been a rule of the copyists that they would not put more than three vowel
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letters in a word. And conuently when you have a word that would have four or five

vowel letters, they would put in any three they felt like, and that is one readon for the

write
great number of errors. Perfectly obvious what the word was, but just has to- it

makes about as much difference as when you're writing a printed A or a written A in

what you write. If you're at all like me you'll find that you'll some times use one and

sometimes the other. It doesn't make the slightest difference in your subject. But

the differences in the manuscripts are so few, that we talk aut the marvelous reser

vation but there are those today who say oh well the Masoretes they took wherever the

manuscripts agreed and they just threw away the others and we don't know they have got

the correct sense. So we have to see if we can go back of the time of the Masoretes.

Can we trace it back further? Well when you try to get back further your next help i

getting the text is early translations. Because we have translations much earlier than

a ny of our texts. If you leave out considerations for the moment1the Dead Sea Scrolls,

the earliest Hebrew manuscript we have is from the 10th century A.D., but we have

Greek manuscripts of the Old stament from the 4th century A.D. We have our great

manuscripts of the New Testament, Aleph and B and these others, which come from the

4th or 5th centuries A.D. Most of them have the Old Testament as well in Greek, so

we have reek manuscripts of the Old 1estament six centuries earlier than any manuscrip

we have of the Hebrew up until the cveorythe Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Dead Sea

ScroIIs have...

O.T.I.89. (3/4)

... and you find many differences from the Hebrew, and so there are those v'i o say

the Hebrew manuscripts vary tremendously, and they say the Greek has jrerved us an

earlier form thafl the Hebrew,-, they say whenthe Greek and Hebrew dlfer, follow the

Greek. That is what the critical scholars about a century ago nearly all said. But then

after further slidy they began to reverse it and the Pentateuch is today more the other

say. The reason for that is that as they studied it they found that the Greek manuscripts
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differ among themselves, far more than Lhe Hebrew and within the Greek there are far

more errors (1 l/2)in the copying. The difference is that the Hebrew was God's

Word and they copied it with tremendous care, the Greek Old Testament was simply a

translation for popular usage, and naturally it wasn't done with anything like the same

care, t1 t is the copying of the manuscripts of the Old Testament. As long as the Jews

did it, now when Lhe hristlans took it over, of course the Christians in copying the

whole Bible did it with much more care than they did (1 3/4)

But we have in the Septuagint far more variations than we have in the Hebrew, and so

youannot depend as well on the Septuagint as you can on the Hebrew. And then there

are other considerations which enter in, the Septuagint is a real help in the Aramaic and

the other early translations, they are of real help in determining the text, we find cases

in the New Testament where the Septuagint text is quoted instead of our Masoretic.

And when we find that I say that is the correct text, that it is something based upon,

but if somethng is not based upon it, he may be just, talking Greek and he quotes

the common Greek (2 1/2) so it doesn't necessari1(2 1/2)

the Hebrew is wrong. So long as the point he is dealing with is clearly enough brought

out in the translation, because you can't make a perfect translation. So the study of

versions is an important help in determining the text, and in the Dead Sea Scrolls which

we have from tIE 2nd and 3rd centuries A.D., the text is just about identical with our

Masoretic text. But in the Dead Sea material from the first century A.D., those who

are working first-hand on this material Inensalem tell us that they find evidence of

three manuscript traditions, which they call the Maaoretic, the Septuagint, and the

Samaritan. Now I don't know just how extensive the evidence is on it, I think they're

speaking much too dogmatically for the na terial that has yet been na de available.

That is to say, if they find a little tiny piece of paper, or papyrus, which has got about

six words on it in Hebrew and they say these six words don't agree with the Masoretic

text, they agree with the Septuagint, well, es that prove tlat the whole Septuagint
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existed in a different form than now? It doesn't. It proves those six words did.

How about this one particular piece of paper? Is that a retranslation of the text, or

is that a case where in that particular case there was a variation, perhaps in that

particular place the Septuagint is correct. I think they're going much too far in their

conclusions, but it is something which will be of great importance and interest when

their mattM Is avathThle for us. And they have been publishing and they will publish

mere and more of it, but they have thousands of these little tiny pieces of papyrus,

having anywhere from two to 100 words on, and they figure--they'll often be, like you

take your Hebrew Bible and you cut down through a page so that you have, say, an

inch or an inch and a half in the middle, cutting down completely down through the page,

and going down three or four lines (4 1/2)

Well they see something like this, they look it up in the concordance to try to find the

word, tee if they can find the place in the Bible, where the word they find in the

next line is justáoil that distance after, and so on, and they find that they're able to

locate hundreds of these, but then to study their precise text and make these conclusions

--is a difficult task. And they are doing good work, it is very valuable, but they are

m uch too dogmatic on the conclusions for the evidence as yet, but when this material

is all available we'll be able to study it for ourselves. But if we find that the Septua

gint and the 5amarn represent two divergent text divisions so that there were three

before the Masoretic text was nude, still the divergence is not as great as the di
v
vergence between the western text and the (5 1/2) text in the New Testament.

It is still a comparatively small divergence. So it is not an extremely vital n tter but

it will be a matter of giving greater importance to those versions ih-for! our own

text.pl study, if they prove their points, but they are far from proving it yet. The

evidence looks somewhat in that direction, but how much , needs futther study. Well,

then, you say, well you have your Septuagint translation, made about 200 B.C., our

earliest manuscript 600 ydars later, except for a few smaller ones from the 2nd ce-i tury
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A.D., a few sections of it, then you have the--all that time for it to get corrupted,

you have your Septuagint, you have your Aramaic versions, you have your Samaritan

versions, you have a few early versions, Well, it is a long time from when Moses wrote

before those. How do we know whether our text is like the original? Well, here

archeologists give us a most useful evidence. We have found in Mesopotamia monu

ments, mostly buried stone monuments, but we've been & le to dig them out, we find

them in Egypt, standing out in the full light of day, lict much (6 3/4'

upon them, we find monuments put up by he kings of those lands, to celebrate their

greatness, and on these, we find occasionally the names of Hebrew kings, and

occasionally in the Bible we find the names of kings of Egypt or of kings of Mesopotamia,

and the names in the Bible have been copied and copied and reco. ed and recopied and

recopied, as manuscripts have worn out new ones have been copied, but the names in the

monuments were p.i t up there in the very time of the king himself, in his own lifetime.

e Mr. Steele handed me the other day a brick that he had picked up in Babylon, the

bther day, he brought it back with him, he picked it up last month, brought it back

with him, showed me this piece of a brick. It had stood there in the wall of Babylon

ever since about 600 B.C., or about, yes, from about 600 up till about 580, when

bricks
Nebuchadnezzar was there, and there are a million/in the wall of Babylon that had the

name of Nebuchadnezzar stamped upon them. Well, ts able to mpare with pictures

of complete bricks that are there, and see that the one that he had is a part of an in

s cription which is not exactly like any of the inscriptions that were published, but it

is like two of them, a combination of the two of them, and it says on it, I am Nebuchad

nezzar, the king of Babylon, the Restorer of Asondula and Nezidah, the son of Naboth

Pllaser, king of Babylon. Well it is cut downthe middle, it has got about one-third

of that, and some of the words you've only got about half of them but you can see

exactly what they are and how they fit in. And most ci these inssriptions they write

(8 1/2) which is the very traditional dignified
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way of saying Babylon. But this particular one that he brought, says

for Babylon, spells it right out, pronounces each letter, and the same is true of

Nebuchadnezzar's name, it is usually put in signs that represent a whole word, a

sign, but it is spelled out on this one that he brought, so you can see exactly how

they pronounced the names of these, different in the very times of the men. Well,

we have maybe 60 or 70 cases of words, names, proper names which occur in the

Bible and also occur on the monuments of Egypt or of Mesopotamia, and it is interest

ing to compare these and to see how accurate they are. Now before we see how much

value this evidence ts as to the accuracy of the Old Testament, we want to simply

relize just how difficult it is to preserve proper names correctly, because it is the

hardest thing to get accuracy in proper names, particularly in a foreign language.

I had a letter just n that I was just about to mail off, and then I noticed

that in the letter it referred to Chaplain Myers and it spelled his name Meyers, and

I immediately spied that and we changed it and corrected it and spelled it Myers, be

cause we want to spell a person's name correctly, Well, my secretary has been writ

ing his name on and off for months, but she also has other letters which refer to people

spelled Meyers, and she very easily made the mistake in spelling his name. at is

very easy to get people's names incorrectly spelled, and I got a letter once which was

addressed, instead of to Dr. Allan MacRae, Faith Theological Seminary, to Dr. Allan

MacRae Fairde, Theological Seminary, Wilmington, Delaware. The next advertisement

I got from the same source said Dr. Allan M. Fairde, Theological Seminary, Wilmington,

Delaware, and it is very easy to get names twisted. And then when you get names in

a foreign language, like for Hebrew scribes to write Babylonian names or Egyptian

names, it gets still easier to get it twisted, they just don't make sense. I learned that

when I was studying Hebrew in Berlin. The German language is more like the English

are like each other,
language than most languages, most are far more different than that,

but even there, in Germany, I found that my name was absolutely incomprehensible to
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people, who ever heard of a name with a capital letter in the middle, MacRae. They

either would write Mack, or else they'd put a hyphen in, they had never heard of it.

No German name or word ends in ae so they'd nearly always write it al, would write

my name Mackal, and when they g.re us our diploma at the universityThey ive you a

diploma there when you enter,which is a very good custom, --they had all of us

foreigners that were entering that year, I think there were about a hundred of us together

in a room, and two of the clerks from the ffice, clerks of the records, gave us a speech

on how privileged we were to be students at the University of Berlin, the greatest

university in the world at the time, they told us, and then --it certainly was one of the

five or six greatest--and then, after he gave a speech he went out and the clerk stood

up and called out our name for the diploma, and as he called the Egyptian narrs and

the Arabic names and the Russian names, as far as I could see he had no difficulty with

those, but when he came to the American names, he js t was stuck, and I remember

when hey' called--I had two friends there, one called Woodbridge, Charles Woodbrldge,

some of you know him, one called Wilbur Bla&ely, and When he called Woodbridge,

Blakely thought he said Blakely. You see, he said Voodbridga, which Woodbridge

would never recognize, it would sound more like Blakely than like Woodbridge. When

he came to mind he just absolutely gave up in despair. He said Herr Mach, mach,

Alexander Mach--he got my middle name for which they have a German name too-

when he got that far I stepped to the front because I knew he meant me, but for a

German to get American names is just about impossible, they're so different, at least

mine is. And I know if I were to live there many years I'd certainly want to change

my name. Well, the Hebrew scribes had to copy Babylonian names which when they

came to, they just didn't make sense to them at all. And consequently it would not

be at all strange if those names got twisted, and we have an account of a trip of the

the
expedition of Alexander the Great, f Persian, written in Greek and in Syriac. It is

called the pseudo-Calisthenes--I don't know as you need to bother with the name now,
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but this account...

O.T.I.90. (3/4)

" ..and it refers to t1-me companions who were with Alexander the Great in this battle,

and we have this preserved in Syriac and in Greek, and you cannot prove that any one

of the names of the companions in Syriac is the same as any one of the names in Greek,

because they have gotten so corrupted, in the course of the writing down, trying to

write in a strange language, and then of the preservation. You just cannot prove (1)

And we have/yptian kings, there was an account of

Egyptian kings, written by Egyptian priests about 300 B.C. who could read the hiero

glyphic monuments, and he gives us a list of the ancient Egyptian kings, and now in

the last hundred years, we've learned to read the names of Egyptian kings on the monu

ments, and when we compare the list, we find that half of the names don't have even

one consonant the sane, so much have they been corrupted, in the course of translation.

1o
In the Septuagint where it refers to Bathsheba, the wife of Thvid,/the Greek copyist

the name of Bathsheba was a queer name in a foreign language, and he knew the place

Beersheba, and some scribe just got careless and wrote Beersheba, so you read that the

mother of Solomon was Beersheba, the place, instead of Bathsheba, and that is typical

of dozens of mistakes in proper names in the Septuagint. But in the Greek, in the

Hebrew manuscripts of our Hebrew Bible, we find that the proper name s are preserved

with an accuracy unparalleled in anything else from ancient times. So these names of

Babylonian and Egyptian kings written down six or seven hundred years B.C., written

down hundreds of years before the Greek translation was made, and written nearly a

thousand years before our earliest manuscripts of the are presawed in our

Hebrew Bible with remarkable accuracy. I don't mean they were preserved absolutely,

there are errors that have come in in copying, but the number of errors is not one-tenth

the number that have come in in the Septuagint in a far shorter space of time, and so we

have there a remarkable evidence of the general accuracy of the preservation of our
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Hebrew text, and we can trust our Hebrew Masoretic text as being extremely accurate,

but there are errors that have come in, no great amount, but there are some. So it is

important that we know this situation, that we can put confidence in it, but God did

not give it to us with absolute accuracy, because He wanted us to compare Scripture

with Scripture, for the truth, but He wants us to compare (3 1/2)

and get it as accurately as we possibly can. So much then

for the preservation of the Hebrew text, but you have noticed that in my remarks about
1
it considerable attention was paid to the matter of versions, and so our next main

heading will be IX,Versions of the Old Testament. And under this we will mention

A, Value of Study of Versions. What is the value of the study of Versions? Well,

there is great value in it, and the value of it is for two reasons, one is the reason we

have alreddy discussed, for determination of the text. If you get an ancient translation

it can help you to know exactly what the text was, at that time. So a version can be

of tremendous help in fixing a text, but now not every version will be of help in fixing

a text. Supposing that one of you were to go to Siam as a missionary, and that you were

to take your King James Version and to translate it into Smese. How much good would

orlqinal Hebrew and
that Siamese Version be in fixing th'tExt of the gn&. Greek? It would not be

of any help to it, for two reasons: one , because it would be so recent. It wouldn't

tell you necessarily what the Hebrew and Greek texts were hundreds of years ago, be

cause (5) And for another reason, because it

would have been made not directly from the Hebrew text but from an English translation

of the Hebrew text, and so there are two qualities that a manuscript needs to have,

if it is to be of great value in fixing a text, and those two I have already mentioned.

What is the time when the translation was made, and is it an immediate or a mediate

version? Now you haven't used those two words in that sense probably before, but you

can immediately see what they mean. A mediate version is a version that has been made

through the medium of another translation, an immediate version is a version made from
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a case
the original. Now there might be for lnstance/Nhere the King James Version speaks of

something as being light, and in Siamese you would probably find there was one word

for light, the opposite of heavy, and another word for light, as the opposite of dark, and

you would have to make a decision, which translation to make into Siamese. And you

might easily pick the wrong one, and that is the way that rr ny eors have come in,

through picking the wrong one of two possibilities in a language which is a translation

but which iifferent fromthe original. You are all familiar, doubtless, with the riddle

they said a greati deal when I was a boy, "what is black and white and red all over?"

And the answer of course was a newspaper, because it is black and white and read all

over. But I remember a friend in Germany who tried to give that in German, they were

at a party and he said in German, what is black and white and read all over? And the

people looked at him in astonishment, because in German the word for the color red is

rosse and the word for read , something you have read through, is gelesen, and rosse

and gelesen don't sound a bit alike. The riddle was . mply nonsense in German, be

cause they 1ve two different words for two entirely different ideas, which we express

by the same pronunciation in English. Well that is one great difficulty with immediate

translation, and it is--the Wycliffe translators are doing a tremendous job in learning

the languages of various Indian tribes, and learning exactly what their words mean in

order to make a translation of the Bible into them, and it is a wonderful thing to have

the Bible translated so people can read it in theirn language. But it is very un

fortunate that many of those translations are made from the King James Version, or

in some cases even from the RSV, and in either case they are translating from a transla

tion instead of from the original, and no matter how good our King Jdmes Version is,

a translation from the King James Version is not going to be anywhere near as near the

Hebrew and Greek an if it was made directly from it. If you're going to do translation

work you shouH learn the Hebrew and Greek well, so you can translate from it rather

than from the English. That is to say, that wherever the English is capable of two
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meanings, you can see in the original which of those is the meanin of the original,

and of couree there are cases where the original is capable of two meanings and

where the King James has selected one and you should make your own decision which

you want to select for the translation of the passage.

So if a version is to be of value for study of text, it possible it should be

immediate and ancient. Those are the two desired qualities, immediate and ancient.

And we have four immediate and ancient translations, and we want to look a little bit

at those four immediate and ancient translations. But we won't look at them immediately

but will instead say a word about the other use of versions. The other use of versions

is for exegesis, 2, Exegesis. And when it comes to exegesis a version can be of tre

mendous value, because the version gives you wlt the translators thought he meant

and he may have had a different idea than that which immediately occurs to you, and so

in English, if you will take the King James Version and the revised, the old revised

version, or take some good modern version and if you will ca-n pare them, if you will

get an idea of various possibilities t translation. Now that doesn't tell you which is

right, you've got to go to your Hebrew and Greek to see which is the correct one, if that

will tell you, and in many cases it will. But it gives you different possibilities, and

so a version is tremendous help for exegesis, and if you get an ancient version it tells

I-yebrew
you whet those people thought the/word meant at that time, and so that is of great

value for you, now. So that for exegesis, versions can be of very great value as a

eke help in eesis, not as a determining thing, but as a help. And for fixing the

text their value depends on their age and on their immediat, but here I must give you

four ter (10 1/2) It is very easy to pick up the Greek, and say look at here,

the Hebrew says this, the Greek says this, therefore the Hebrew text is wrong, what

the Greek has is the original text. Now that may be so, there are cases where it is,

but they are comparatively few, and some of them are rather (10 3/4)

but they are comparatively few. Because there are four (11) that
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must be given about the use of a version in fixing the text. I want to mention these

four parts, the first of these is there may be a difficulty of translation. Sometimes it

I s hard to know just what that original means, and if you don't think that it so, take

some of the test papers that I have to read, and tell me exactly wF some of the sen

tences in them mean. Knowing what I gave in lectures, sometimes I can figure out what

the person is attempting to say. In other cases, I can tell t1.t he isn't attempting to

tell the thing that I said. But there are cases where you just can't be sure what is meant

by statements, and in those cases you just can't count it, ya.i can't give credit for that

one, you can't count against it, so you have to go by the ones you can interpret, and

then throw this one in line with the other in your determination of what value should be

given to them, but when you don't have anything like that, you don't have a lecture to

relate it to, you read a sentence, very often you just don't know what it means.

When I was in Palestine I used to get a letter from my mother in Los Angeles,

and the letter had been on the way three weeks, and the letter would say, she'd say,

last night we had a very nice time, Sam came over and we had a very pleasant talk

with him. I'd write back and say was that Sam Watson, or Sam Sutherland? Both very

good fdai ds ct mine at the time living hear her, and iey used to often come over.

And I didn't know which it meant, now if she had just put in the last name I'd have
k
known, but when she got my answer which was six weeks after she wrote, she had

forgotten all about it, and so she would hunt all around, ask people, and figure out

which Sam it was tln t was over that particular night, she'd write me and it was six

weeks after I hdd written, and I had forgotten the question by the time I got the answer,

but she could have saved all that trouble if she had just put in the last name or an

initial. But that is the case in writing, we take things for granted. Well, now if a

translation is made, there are cases where you just can't understand what it means,

it says in one place in Sarr%uel, that the Israelites went down to the Philistines to

get their axes sharpened and there was a pym for the sharpening. And you read there
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was a pym, nobody knew what a pym meant, hadn't any idea, so Lhe Greek translator

didn't know what a pym meant so he thought well what would you use to sharpen , well,

you'd use a file so he put it was a file, so it is in our King James Version, they had a

file to sharpen the axes and the other things, well, that is a good guess, but it is not

what it meant. And nbw we have found a weight with the word pym on it, it is 2/3 of

a shekel...

O.T.I.91. (3/4)

" . . so they made a guess, and when we take the guess instead of the correct Hebrew

text we run into d 1et So that there are places where you cannot translate be-

cause you don't know anything about the background, or because it is not clearly

stated, and in such a case a translation can fail to tell you what the original text says.

So there are cases where the translation is very difficult and therefore you can't be

sure of what they meant. Now sometimes there is an error of translation, you look at

a word and it says, you misunderstand, you translate it in a wrong way through your

ignorance, rather than through any difficulty in Hebrew and Greek, so there are

cases where there is great difficulty in translation, there are occasions where there is

a possible error, and then there are cases where you know perfectly well what the

original means, but yai can't say it word for word in your language, just can't, and

so you give a paraphrase. Now there is a book called "Letters to Young Churches,"

which has been published about 15 years ago I believe, by an Englishman, and it

gives Paul's epistles, but it is not a translation, it is a paraphrase. Now it is very

useful, this writer has done a lot of thinking about what Paul meant and he takes

what he thins a eentence means and he gives it in his own words, and very often it

throws a flood of light on the meaning. It is a paraphrase he gives, but it is not a

translation, and you want to look at the original and see/41B t he thinks it means is

really what it means. It is very helpful, very suggestive of ideas which may be there.

And a paraphrase can be very useful, but sometirs in making a translation what you
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make is a paraphrase. And then somebody crmes alai g, says look at this, here is a

translation that shows our Hebrew text -is ong, and they change it to conform to a
p

paraphrase. You can't do that. So if it is a paraphrase it is not much help in fixing

a text. And then the thing we should never forget is the possibility of error of trans

mission. In copying we say here is the Hebrew, if there are errors in transmission, lets

find what the Greek is. Yes, but there are errors of trannission in the Greek too.

So there is alwayw the possibility in a version of an error of transmission. So these

four (3 1/4) are vital and there are far more errors of transmission in the

Greek than there &e in the Hebrew. Nevertheless the versions are of tremendous help

in fixing the text if used with caution and with care.

One thing that we notice is, in the Hebrew, the letters k and (3 1/2)

are practically never confused, they look so much and yet they are practically never

confused, but the letters daleph and resh am constantly confused. You read about

Roganine in Kings and about Doganine in Chronicles and the rest of the sentence is

identical. You 1-i ow that the first letter one of them read wrong, resh and daleph look

so much alike in our manuscripts that often you can't tell which it is. So there e

certain types of errors that easily occur in Hebrew, and by comparing our manuscripts

we can see what they are. That is where the study of t=books like Kennicott aof

tremendous value. You find what are the sort of errcrs t1t easily occur in Hebrew and

what are the sort of errc that practically never occur, like k and (4 1/2)

Well, onee you know that, then you find that the Greek is very different from the Hebrew

in a certain place, but the difference will be solved by the change of one letter infr" the

Hebrew, and that change is a change of a type that you f&id occurting in other manu

scripts, or occurring between Kings and Chronicles. Well, then you have a basis on

w hich to say the Greek probably here has preserved the correct thing. So that you have

to study the principles of the translation. What kind of errors come in Greek, what

kind of errors tome in Heb'rew and on that basis, it is not difficult to get tremendous
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help in fixing the text from an anciait and immediate translation. So mw h then for A.

It is very important that the matter of mediate or immediate versions and the matter of

a ncient or mad em versions. I1r. Curry? (5 1/2, stu.: Could you just repeat very

briefly those four?) The first of them was: there may be a difficulty of translation.

It may be that the Greek found it very difficult to translate and he did the best he could,

it may be that he made an error in the translation, he should have known better but he

missed (5 3/4) We all make errors from time to tine . Like Dr. Robert

Dick Wilson once was sent, he was preparing an article on the authorhip of the Psalms,

a nd he wrote it in his script, and had it copied, and got the copy back, he looked at it,

and it spoke of a certain Psalm and said , this one was written by Dante. Well you can

tell that is an error immediately. The person who wrote it knew Dante didn't write any

of the P8alms, Dante was long after the psalms, but was thinking of the date they had

for that evening, in copying off, and came to the word David and wrote Dante without

thinking. And you get the same thing even with Lhe best most careful people, if they

work too long hours, they will get tired and will make stupid mistakes. So you get

occasionally errors in the best of books. Yes? (6 3/4) Yes, just one little tiny word,

and nobody intentionally let that word out, but it is the sort of an error that can easily

come in. But we hope that they didn't staid on that. Mr. Markant (7 1/4) Well, that

was the second of these: possible errors. The third : possibility of a mere paraphrase.

And the fourth: possible errors of transmission. Well we continue there next Thursday.

(7 3/4) (Starting again, 8 3/4) .. A , the value of the study of versions, and we

noticed their value for interpretation and their value for study of the text. We noticed

the requirements of a version, to be of great value to the text there were two specific

ruirements which were very important, which we stressed last time. And then we

said a little bit about four difficulties in the use of versions to fix texts, four things

that we have to watch out for. It is very easy to look at a version and say here is what

the text says, and sometimes you can, but there are many cases when you can't. So
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we pointed out these four difficulties. And now we are ready to take up B:

B, the creek Versions. The versions of the Old Testament that are most

used by scholars for interpretation and for the fixing of text are the Greek versions,

The reason for this is that they are by far the earliest versions that we have. The

earliest translations. The Old Testament has been translated into hundreds of languages

95% of the translations of it are of no use whatever for fixing the text, because they

have been x de within he past few years, so they tell nothing about w1at' the text

was 3000 years ago. Now the Greek doesn't specifically tell what it was 3000 years

ago, but it goes over 2000. There is a letter 1I.led the letter of Aristeas, and this

Letter of Aristeas contains in it a story which someone writes to someone else, in which

he tells a very interesting story about the second of the Ptolemies in Egypt, a little

after, about 250 B.C. Ptolemy II in Egypt, Ptolemy Philadelphlus they called him. He

was a Greek ruler of Egypt, 75 years after Alexander the Great had conquered Egypt,

a nd he had a great library at Alexandtla, and in this library which bea me one of the

greatest libraries in antiquity, he was anxious to have all the great literature of all

the nations he could get, so according to this letter of Aristeas, he sent to Jerusalem

and asked the High Priest there to send some men down who could translate the law of

the Jews into Greek, and the High Priest wrote back that the men who were capable of

doing that were such outstanding and exl1ent men that he xuld not spare them, he

needed them, for Jerusalem, so he said I will not send them unless you will promise

me absolutely that you will send them back when you're through with them. So accord

ing to the Letter F-1*iiuem Ptolemy agreed to that, and they selected 72 men, 6 from each

of 12 tribes, and these 72 men went to Egypt and there in Egypt they wd were feasted

by Ptolemy king of Egypt, and he asked them all kinds of questions whic±hey answered

with such wisdom as he had never seen anywhere. And he was anxious to keep them and

make them heads over all the departments of the government, but he had given his promis

that he would send them back. So after a few days of feasting, he then set them to work
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to make their translation, and in doing this, he put them each in a room for 70 days,

so 70 men each in a separate room for 70 days making a translation, and at the end of

the 70 days they turned in the translation that the 70 men had made, and it agreed every

word, every word of the translation was absolutely identical. And that is what the

Letter of Aristeas says. And there is probably nobody today who believes it the truth.

It is considered to be somebody's imagination about the origin of the Septuagint. And

so that interesting story there is considered as a fable, but as probably throwing light

on the fact that .t was early in the time of the Ptolemles that a translation of the Penta

teuch was made into Greek. And as a matter of fact, when you look at the old Greek

trai slation which we call the Septuagint, the word Septuagint means the 70--it is a

translation supposedly made by the 70--when you look t that you find that it is a far

better translation than ay other part of the Old Testament in the Greek. It is a very

good translation, a very accurate translation, a very dependable translation, and it

would seem tosuggest that men of real ability made a translation of the Pentateuch into

Greek, before 200 B.C. Now if that is the case, s far as the Pentateuch is concerned,

we have a translation at a very early time. It is already maybe 1200 years after the

Pentateuch was written, but it is 2300 years back from now, so it is very early, far

earlier than any other translation. Now this is the first cf the Greek versions, the

earliest, so I'll call that 1, The Septuagint...

O.T.I.92 (3/4)

.of the Pentateuch, and that fits with the facts, the Pentateuch is so much better

translated than any other part of the Old Testament. I shouldn't say any other part,

perhaps there may be individual sections better translated, but better than any other

section of the Old Testament, certainly.

Now as far as the rest of the Old Testament in the copies we call the Septua

gint, that is, the Bible that we have combined with our New Testament in early manu

scripts--the rest of the Old Testament, the translation is very uneven, some parts are
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excellent and some are poor. We have certain habits of the translator which you find

through a book and then not another book, which seemst be pretty good evidaice that

the rest of the Old Testament was translated by different people at different times, and

that it was not--what we call the Septuagint, - is not one continuous translation made

with one definite plan. But the Pentateuch does seem to be. But we have this evidence

then of an early Greek translation, which we call he Septuagint and which was familiar

to the apostles, and which is quoted very frequently in our New Testament. That is to

say, when it says that somebody said these things occurred that it might be fulfilled

which was spoken of the prophets, or when somebody makes some other quotation from

the Old Testament, the only way that it cotild be verbally accurate would be to have

given the Hebrew word, that would be the only way. And the readers of Paul's epistles

and the great bulk of the readers of the Gospels didn't know Hebrew, so a quotation,just

to put Hebrew words in, would mean nothing to them. Some people say well how is it,

that we find the New Testament giving a verse differently from the way the Old Testament

gives, where the New Testament quotes from the Old ? Well, if the New Testament

could give it exactly, it would have to give it in Hebrew, because no translation is

exactly like the original, but when the New Testament quotes, the common thing for it

to do is to quote from the Septuagint, and that doesn't mean that the Septuagint was

an inspired translation of t1 Hebrew t1- t was absolutely corrupt, it doesn't mean that

at all, it means that they quoted from the common version that was familiar to their

readers, and that was available. Just like we would ordinarily quote from the King James

Version. You refer to a verse and you quote from the Kiing James Versiai, and that

is what you will do most of the time. Occasionally you want to bring something out

that is not in the English translation but is clearly in the original and
1

give

your own g' translation, or else you say, we find this other translation. So that that

would/be''vii°at the New Testament did, the New Testament often translates directly from

the Hebrew, but the reason for that is because the point it wants to bring out is not
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sufficiently bro.i ght out in the common translation. If the point it has in mind is

brought out it quotes from the Septuagint, even though there may be other points on

which the translation is faulty, or is inaccurate. I would say this, that our doctrine

of inspiration, I would say, would not mean that the New Testmt of the Old meant

this is what the Old originally was, unless a difference from the Hebrew is involved

in the point which he is building on, in that case, I'd say it is, but I would also say

that the New Testament translation I would not expect would quote from the Septuagint

anything which was wrong, erroneous. They might say something which was not what

part
the Hebrew said, but it would be true if it was quoted tithe New Testament, as lei as

Qf the Bible.




I think that is important, because many people find the New Testament

quotations from the Old a very great stubibling in the doctrine of verbal inspiration.

They read that, for instance if 'ou read somewhere that , He spoke k the boy ahd

said so-and-so, and that is in Hebrew, in the Old Testament, and then if the New

Testament says, He spoke to the lad, well you say how is it perfectly inspired, one

says boy and one says lad, which is correct, boy or lad? People will bring that sort

of argument. The answer of course is that neither one of them is the Hebrew, that the

Hebrew word (4 3/4) could be translated either way, and actually it

doesn't mean exactly boy and it doesn't mean exactly lad, anymore than boy and lad

mean exactly the same. They are so close it is very hard to ctilween thej.

It is a very important question about the New Testament quotations from the Old. But

the Septuagint is èat they normally quote from, and the Septuagint was ay' version

which was used by the Jews simply for a common use at home, to know what the Old

Testament was, particularly in Egypt. There the people didn't know Hebrew, everybody

talked Greek, in the synagogue they'd have Hebrew and Aramaic but at home they talked

Greek, just like the Jews here will have Hebrew and Aramaic in the synagogues but at

home they will talk English. And the Bible in Hebrew or in Aramaic would mean very

little to them. They like to have a translation in English to give them some idea what
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it was about. Well that is what the Septuagint does, it was not the v4 'Bible the

Holy Bible was the Hebrew, to the mind of those people there. But after Christianity

began to be taught, and the Christians went out and they said, look a here, the Bible

says this and here is what Jesus did and it fulfils what the Bible says, and it proves

that Jesus is the Messiah, predicted in the Bible, why most the early Christla nØ'

students were people who didn't know Hebrew, and they were quoting from the Septua

gint, and naturally the Jews, in trying to answer, they either accepted what they said,

and became Christians, or else they rejected it, and if they rejected it, they wanted

to argue against it as strongly as possible, so they would immediatdy say, well, that

is not what the Hebrew says at all, and th& average Christian didn't know any Hebrew

and couldn't argue about whether it was or wasn't, but there were cases where you

could translate it one or another, and the way that the Septuagint had translated it

200 years before the birth of Christ just fit with the predictions of Christ.

could have translated some of those places a different way, so they said, well, that

is the wrong translation, so you read one place in the Targum that the two most awful

days in the history of Israel were the day when they worshipped the Golden Calf and

the day when the Septuagint was translated, we read that statement one place in the

Talmud. And the attitude of the Jews very soon came to be that the Septuagint was a

bdd book and they quit using it altogether. And so the Septuagint which was made by

Jews and used by Jews for some centuries passed out of their use altogether and was

preserved only by Christians. So we go to 412, The Translation of the Three. I use

that 1rm because that is the term that Origin used about them, the Three. There were

three men, yes Mr. Abbott? (7 1/2) No, the only evidence we have is, whatever

truth there is in this letter, we don't know, but it speaks only of the Pentateuch, but

more important than that is the fact that asyou look at the Pentateuch you find a very

accurate careful translation which is quite consistent throughout, but when you look at

the rest you find parts that are excellent translation, parts that are poor translations,
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you find such variety that all we can say is that we don't know who translated the

rest of it, or when, but the probabilities are that many different people translated

different sections at different times, for instance, someLbdy may have translated the

book of Job,, and maybe he translated the first ten chapters of Isaiah, maybe somebody

else the next 15. Maybe somebody translated the first half of the Psalms and maybe

five others translated the rest, we just don't know. Well, now, %2, the Three.

And during the first century of the Christian era, there were three men who

made new translations and these three men were Jews who wanted to get rid of the

Christianf attitude toward the Septuagint, they wanted to get what they thought would

be a better translation, the first of these was a man named Aquila. There is even

a story that he was a Jew who had become a $ Christian and then given it up, and who

was violently anti-Christian, we don't know. But at any rate, we do know this, that

Aquila made a very, very accurate, literal translation of the Pentateuch, in fact, it was

sothat it was no use at all unless you krüw Hebrew . A literal translation is not

necessarily a good translation.

If a German s ays he went to a hohzeit, and then if you translated it literally

into English, you'd say he went to a high time. But anybody who knows German knows

that the German word hohzeit means 'a way," and while literally it means high time,

it means something entirely different from what high time does in English, and a literal

translation is not necessarily a good translation, but a literal traislation is a wonderful

thing for fixing text, because he goes word for word through the Hebrew and therefore

if you know Hebrew you can tell exactly what Hebrew Aquila had. For instance, Aquila

reads, in the beginning God created (10)

and the word as /you know, can have either of two meanings, it is the

sign of the accusative or it can mean "with." Well there is no word in Greek to indicate

the sign of the accusative, so everywhere he comes to (10 1/4) he translates

it by the Greek "with." ) So you read in Aquila, in the beginting God
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created with the heaven and with the earth. And that makes absolutely no sense. No

Greek would have any idea of what Aquila was talking about, but a person who knew

Hebrew would think well that shows the word (10 1/2) is there, aad so it is

good to show exactly what is in he Hebrew, but it is not a translation, it is too literal.

So Aquila is a very useful Lhing for fixing text.

Then there was a man named Symmachus, and he tried to make a translation

w hich would be an excellent Greek. He wanted something so that the Jews wouldn't

say well this translation is just Hebrew put over into Greek and sounds like Hebrew, he

wanted something so the young fellows growing up would have something in really first

class Greek, and he made a pretty good translation. -44tt,

And Theodotian is the third, and he made a translation which was sort of in

between, and Theodotian's translation of the Book 66 Daniel got into our copies of the

Septuagint instead of the Septuagint Daniel. So that ordinarily in the Bible, the Septua

gint, the book of Daniel Isn't Septuagint, at all, but is Theodotlan's translation. axI

you have to get, the actual Septuagint, you have to get a separate volun%e, because

Theodotian got into it instead, the copies that the early Christians made, into the

copies of the Bible. But these three were trying to get rid of Christian influence, and

so when they came to Isaiah where it says that a virgin shall conceive and bear a son

and thou shalt call his name Emanuel, they said a young woman, and so it says a

young woman in the translation of the three, but the Septuagint, the earlier translation,

says "a virgin." And that was made by Jews a couple of centuries before the time of

Christ, and thy thought that Hebrew word was best translated by "virgin." And this

was other Jews after Christians had been quoting the verse as fulfilled in C hrlst, who

were trying to translate .t in a different way, like the RSV. Well that is the translation

of the Three.

Then 3, The Hexapla. The word is immediately recognized as a six-fold.

It was made by Origen, aheut 250 A.D., a little before. And Origen didn't think of
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making a new translation so much. He was trying to get the right text and he didn't

have training in textual criticism for it, so Origen spent years of hard work preparing

a big set of books in which he gave the Hebrew text , he gave a transliteration of the

Hebrew text into Greek letters, he gave the Septuagint, and he gave the translation of

The Three. And in the column that he gave the Septuagint in, he put diacritical marks

to indicate where it differed from the Hebrew, where it added anything, where anything

was left out, or where , what the three said, and so that's why...

O.T.I.93. (3/4)

but he had copies of his columns with the

markings showing the variations, and we have a Syriac translation of it, so that

scholars think that in many cases his blexapla corrupted the copies of the Septuagint,

so they feel the influence of it is harmful rather than helpful in the preservation of the

correct original. Well that is the flexapla, 413.

Now *4, Lucian and Hesychius. Now these are two later translations, we don't

know a great deal about them, but we know they were made. And Lucian was a Christian

marWscripts
martyr, martyred in 311 A.D. And we have certain 11181A or- that we have good

reason to think represent Lucian's text. And it is a different translation froi the

Septuagint, of the Hebrew, but it is very interesting and useful for study of the Greek.

That is, what we can get out of it. So much for #4.

*5, Sub-versions from the Greek. Now I don't know whether that is a good

term, subversion, or not, in our day. And these anyway are really their versions, but

the reason I call them sub-versions is because they are translatths of the Greek, and

we have a good many, just like today you go to many a country and you will find that

the Bible they have is translated from the King James, not from the original, and it has

got things in it that represent the King James rather tIn the original . Well, the early

Christians didn't know Hebrew, most of them, so they translated their Old Testament

Into Latin from the Greek, so we have the Old Latin, the Latin (2 3/4)
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the translation which was in use in the early centuries in Rome and in Carthage,

and this translation into Old Latin has largely been lost, but there are some parts of

it preserved, and this is a very, very early translation, it is an ancient version but

not an immediate version, because it is a version of the Greek rather than of the

original Hebrew, and when it came to say 380 A.D., the only way the people in Rome

had to read the Old Testament was to read the Old Latin which was a translation of

the Greek translation of the Hebrew, and tiut is why Jerome set to work to make a

translation directly of the Hebrew, and his translation supplanted the other/, so that

the other was largely lost, and his became the standard Bible of the western world,

for manW centuries. But we are looking now at the sub-version from the Greek, there

was this one made into Latin, Old Latin, there was one made into Syriac, from ti

Origen's Hexapla, I mentioned already, the (4) There was

one made into Ethiopian, there were three different translations in Egypt, into the

Egyptian or Coptic language, they call it, there was one made into Armenian, there

was one made into Arabic, there were many translations of the Greek Old Testament

ihto other languages, made by Christians. We don't la ye most of .hese in any full

form, we have only portions of them, of most of them, and some of them are quite late,

but it is interesting that the Ethiopian is very muck like our earliest Greek manuscripts.

The manuscript B, as we call it, is the earliest large manuscript of the New Testament,

Those of you who had New Testament Introduction know that, the rest of you have it

next semester, but the manuscript B, or Vatianus, which contains the Old Testament

and the New is a poor manuscript because it has lots of mis-writing, lots of little

errors of copying,= that is one reason it; was preserved, but it preserved per

haps our best text from a very early time, before other errors crept in, except the error;

of copying this man made, and very often we find that the text of B, we find that the

Ethiopian and the Old Latin agree with, which support our belief that it represents a very

very early text, and that the later text had many corruptions in it (5 1/4)
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Well, these Greek Versions then, *6, Material for Studying Greek Versions.

Suppose you want to study the Greek Versions, how would you go about it? Well,

the best way to go about it is of course to go and study the manusctipt. So small a:

a, Manuacripts. The manuscripts are two types: Unctuals and Cursives. This was

fully explained in New Testament Introduction, so any of you who have that course next

semester, I wont take line to explain it to you here, just the two types--those who had

that course already know what they are. The Unctuals and the Cursives. But there are

these Greek mandctpts of the Old Testament: Unctuals is capital letters, Cursives is

small letters, But we have a great many of these manuscripts, but you probably can't

get access to any of them without a good deal of assistance. Certainly you can't

compare a lot. So that for most of ou the important thing would be:

b, Printed Texts. And here we aie better off. There are facsimiles of some of

these that have been made and are available in certain of the libraries. But there

are copies-you can step into a good, secondhand store and get a copy of the Sptuagint

quite cheaply and the chances are it is a very poor text, because the Septuagint in the

course of copying and recopying, all kinds of errors have crept in, and an Englishman

named Sweet, about 60 years ago, decided to get out a printed copy of the Septuagint

that wouldn't represent some man's selection from different manuscripts, like most of

them do, and probably a poor selection, of late manuscripts, but would give you

actually what the earliest manuscript said. So Swee Old Testament in Greek, is in

four volumes, four small volumes, and in them he give/you the text of manuscript B,

our oldest large manuscript. At his time it was the oldest large manuscript there was,

we now have some papyri from the second century of some of the books. But he gives

you manuscript B except places where manuscript B Is torn and sections are missing.

And there he picks some other ancient manuscttpt and he tells you in the margin what

the other manuscript is, and he gives/you in the footnote the quclatlon, the readings of

three or four of the other oldest manuscripts, wherever they vary, with any important
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variation, so that Sweet is a very useful handy copy of the Septuagint, and if you can

get ahold of that I recommend it to all of you as a very handy way of having a good

text of the Septuagint, rather than one of the poor texts tIa t are so easily secured.

Now I guess the other text I mention I'll mention under c, Collation. Between

1798 and 1827 two men named Holmes andarson got out an edition of the Septuagint,

so we call it Holmes-arsons, and I went into a bookstore in Odord in 1947 and said

have you got a copy of Holmes-Parsons, Septuagint, and it is quite rare now, it is four

great big volumes and they looked around and said , yes, we have a copy, we've had it

here for ten years, and they went and looked and then they fouid that they had received

an order from another school in America three days befcife and it was being packed up

to ii-i8-I- ship to them, so that I just lost getting a Holmes-rsons for our Library. The

only one I know of in this section here is in the University of Pennsylvania, there they

have the copy of Holmes-Parsons, which gives you the reading of maybe a hundred

Septuagins manuscripts, and if /you are gohjg to do intensive work on any one section,

of course that is the thing to use, Holmes-Parsons. But fortunately durir the last

40 years, Cambridge University has been getting out an edition of the Septuagint, the

Cambridge Septuagint, and in this Cambridge Septuagint , the volumes are much small

er and easier to handle than Holmes-Parsons, fairly large pages but rather thin volume,

have Genesis and Exodus in one volume. They had about half of the New Testament

out last I heard, and these copies give you variations in the footnotes of a good many

manuscripts, and they're very useful, they give all the oldest manuscripts, and this

Cambridge Septuagint is a very handy way of getting the variations in the Septuagint.

Sweet is the handiest one for ordinary use, but if /you want to study a passage intensive

ly, the Cambridge Septuagint is extremely useful.

Now, d, Concordances. There is a large concordance of the Septuagint,

which I have in my office, Hatch and Redpath. This is still available today. I got
t

three copies of it when I was in Oxford in '47, one for myself, one for our library,
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and one for a friend on the Pacific Coast, who had been looking for :..t for years, and

I found that at Oxford they have a lot of them printed, and every few years they bind

up a few, and they have orders enough ahead that the few they bind are immedlatdy

sold. When I was there there were none available and I left orders for three, and then

I got a notice from the bookre in Oxford, that Hatch and Redpath is available , and

I forgot I had left the order so I immediately wrote a letter and said please said me

three copies at once, and then three days later, or four days later, in the mail there

arrived three copies, and then a week later there came a letter saying we received

your orda for three copies and we're sorry to tell you it is out of print, there are none

available. So that shows you how quickly they sold once they were bound. But my

order was in ahead of time, so I got the three that I wanted. And I think they are very

clever for doing this, it is a valuable work for scholars and instead of printing a lot

of them and selling a third and having the rest standing around on their shelves, the-y=

taking lots of room and eventually selling them off cheap and then you can't get them

anywhere. They bind up maybe 50 and have usually orders in for 75, so the 50 go like

that, and then mayb five years later they bind up another 50, so we were fortunate to

get the three. Well, that is in the library and I have my own copy, and it is very,

very helpful , because it gives/you the Dreek word with all its uses in the NewOld

Testament, and the Hebrew word it rppresents in every case , so it is tremendously

useful for careful study of Old Testament passages. To see not only how the Greek

translates it, but to see how , what Hebrew words that Greek translates in other places,

and it is a very, very useful work. Hatch and Redpath.

Then there is a little bit of a conccxlance, 4 Uandy concordance of the Septua

gint which I came acros once and got a copy of, but you don't come across it very often,

it is very handy, but it doesn't give the Hebrew word, so to get the information that

you can get in five/ rxinutes out of Hatch and Redpath, from this, might take you an

hour, so that it is not nearly as handy , though it is called "handy." It has less in it,
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easier to carry around, but it is not nearly so useful. So that the Hatch and Redpath

Concordance is a very fine thing for careful work of the Septuagint. Now the value of

the Greek Versions:

7, The Value of the Greek Versions. a, Fcr he text, they are very useful.

There are many variations, and these variations often are simply errors in copying of

the Greek, but sometin- s they give$' you a clue to the fixing of the text correctly, in

important matters, and since the New Testament so often quotes the Septuagint, it is

very useful for text, though never to be slavishly relied on. Then b:

b, For Interpretation. It shows you what those Jews, a little before the time

of Christ , thought the Old Testament meant. And it is very useful for interpretation.

And then c, For Study of Vocabulary, it is very useful. Here is where Hatch and Redpath

is very helpful. Because ou have a Hebrew word, and to know exactly what it means,

it is very useful to know what these Greek-speaking Jews thought it meant at that time.

So for these reasons the Greek Versions are of very great importance...

O.T.I.94. (3/4) 's

.we have already noticed that Aramaic was the language of the Jews after the exile,

when Hebrew became a dead langiuge, and Aramaic was the language spoken by the

people of Palestine in the time of Christ, and Aramaic is quoted in the New Testament.,

In a few cases. So that Aramaic is a very important language in Old Testament study,

and under this we mentioned two verses of Aramaic, both of which are ancient and both

of which are immediate. Number 1, it is a targum. Now the word targum simply means

translation, it is Aramaic for translation. But we is e the Aramaic word for translation

for the early Aramaic translation that was made by the Jews, and this was mae

originally, the targum was made originally orally in the synagogue, That is to day, in

the synagogue, after the Jews quite talking Hebrew, and it became a dead language,

they would read the Bible in Hebrew and then they would translate it for the people into

their common language. So that in the synagogue they uld read in Hebrew and then
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they would give it in Aramaic, and gradually they got to giving it in exactly the same

way and then they were written down. There are several, there are two main targums,

OiJelos
the targum of jts and the targum of John. Onkelos, some people think he is the

same man as Aquila, we're not sure. But the Targum of Inkelos and the Targum of John

cover different parts of the Old Testament. Onkelo,f is the Pentateuch, and a very-

well, it is sort of free in some places, not literal like Aquila, but it gives the inter

pretation they gave in the synagogue, at that time, and it shows you what they thought

the Hebrew meant. It is not nearly as much used by the Christians as the Septuagint.,

And then *2, The Syriac. And Syriac is a dialect of Aramaic which was used by the

early Christians, all through the areas of Asia Minor and Palestine, and well, particular

ly Asia Minor. Palestine has a different dialect at the time of Christ. But Syriac came

to be spread through all that Eastern part of the Roman Empire. So in Syrlac there was

a translation made by Christians, a translation of the Bible into the language of the

common people, ore' the common language, and that is the translation into

Syriac, which a man tecently translated it into Englith and claims it is the original

Bible, which of course it isn't at all. We discussed that under Aramaic. But the

Peshitto translation into Syriac is a very interesting thing, not nearly as much used

as the Greek, but of considerable importance for Old Testament study.

That was C, Aramaic Versions. D, The Latin Vulgate. You notice I don't say

Latin Version here, but I say the Latin Vulgate, and the reason for that is that the

other Latin Versions were frmn the Greek, they are not immediate versions, ttey are

mediate versions, and they are important for helping fix the text in Greek, but the

Vulgate, as you know, was made by St. Jerome, at about 380 A.D., and he translated

it direct from the Hebrew so it is an ancient version, not near as ancient as Lhe Septua

gint, but it is quite ancient, 400 A.D., and it is immediate , direct from the Hebrew,

and made by one of the greatest scholars in the history of the Christian church, and so

the Latin Vulgate is a tremendously important thing for Old Testament study, a very
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useful piece of work. Unfortunately, in the course of copying there have been all

kinds of errors that have crept in. So when the Council of Trent decided in 1547 that

the Latin Vulgate was the correct Bible, and that the Greek and Hrew had become

corrupted, the Latin Vulgate, according tothe Roman Church is the correct and inspired

Bible, then people said, yes, but 1100k at all the-tt-variations in manuscripts.

How do we know what the czirect Vulgate is? Oh, he said, ask the pope, he is the

authority. So the pope appointed a commission of scholars and they gathered together

a lot of Latin manuscripts, and they compared them and they got out a new edition of

the Vulgate, representing What they thought was the correct, and they 1d the thing

all ready, and the pope declared this is the correct, infallible text of the Vulgate7 but

unfortunately, after it was all prixted, before it was issued, the pope died. And the

new pope who came in thought this was a very ppor edition of the Vulgate, and had all.

the copies destroyed, and had a new one made, so he1ff??gave a correct translation

of the Vulgate which was quite different from what the infallible pope who had preceded

him had given as a correct edition of the Vulgate. So we , not believing in the infallible

pope, are left in the same situation we were before, that is, that there are many, many

variations in the Vulgate, far more than in the Hebrew, and we wish we knew exactly

what Jerome said, where there are variations, because he made an excellent translation.

But in spite of the variations we still have--you can see where there is evidence of

variation, or where there isn't. We still have a very important translation made at a

very early time, of the Old And New Testaments into Latin, and the Vulgate is a--we

don't think it is an infallible version, like the Roman Catholics do, but we think it is

a very, very useful text of the Bible. Well, then, that was D. I won't take time now

for the 1lyglot because I want to go on very briefly to mention number X. IX was

Versions of the O.T. Roman X is:

x, Interpretation of the Old Testament. Jus t a few words about interpretation

of the Old Testament, and for interpretation of the Old Testament, I'd like to mention
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six important things under this X.

A, Investigate the Condition of the Text. That is to say, for very careful

study of any section of the Old Testament, it is good to find out just whether there are

important variations of the Text. Now for general study you don't need to bother with

this, but if you're getting into very important study where a lot is based on something

be sure you've checked on the text, that there is no important variation. Study of the

Text is vital in any study, to be sure you have the correct' text. How to do that, we

have already looked at, to quite an extent.

B, Examine the meaning of the words, and note the various possible interpreta-

tions. I think this is tremendously important. That is to say, it is easy for us to go

to he Bible, witl)6ur preconceived ideas, and find them there. And it is very vital

if we are to interpret the Old Testament correctly, that we find not what we think.,

supported by proof texts, but what does it say? And so it is very good, when you take

up e* any passage, not to go and say, well, I know this doctrine, here is a wonderful

instance of it. Look at the verse and see all the possible interpretations of it. Because

this may not be speaking about he particular doctrine you have in mind, it may have

something else in mind, that you will miss, thmugh going to it too superficially. So

see just what the possible reading of those words is, the different possibilities, in

order that you can determine what is he correct one, in this particular case. First,

look at the differc ones. If you have a word there which can be rendered in two or

three different senses, why get the different senses in mind, even if it is perfectly ob

vious to you, one of them is (9 1/4) one in the past. Maybe after

further study you'll decide it isn't, and you won't even have a chance to decide if you

take it for granted too much at the start. I feel that --many people say you can prove

anything by the Bible, and think the reason tor that is that people go to it too super

ficially to get out of it what they think, instead of going at it to see what it actually

says. Now that is one reason, for instance, I personally do not at all like the, what is
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it in Greek, 8-case--the so-called 8-case system of teaching Greek. I think it is very,

very unfortunate for this reason, that in Greek, you have of course avocative, which is

very rare, but then you have a nominatige, a genitive, and an ablative, and an accusa

tive, and these four forms occur, and you can look at almost any Greek word, and you

can sy this is nominative, this is genitive, this is dative, and this is accusative.

In most cases you can tell which of these four it is. Now when you have the so-called

8 cases, and you look at the dative, and you don't say that is a dative, you say say,

it is a dative or an ablative or instrumental. Well, these other names all are nane s for

the same form exactly. There is no difference in Greek between them at all, and the

result is that th en you call them different cases you are confusing two steps in inter

pretation. The first step is to see what is there, thout any interpretation entering

into it. And the second step is,among the various possibilities, to select the correct

one. Well, now, if you look at this and you say this is an instrumental, it does not

raise the question, is it a dative? You say this is an accusative , you know it is an

accusative, it is not a nominative, it is a different form. But as between instrumental

and dative, and ablative, it is a mater of interpretation, not a matter of what the form

is. Maybe there was such a difference in case long before any Greek was spoken, but

in all the Greek we have there is no such difference in form, and therefore it is confusinc

to accept, and that is to my mind a principle of interpretation of anything, is first see

what is there, before you put any interpretation into it whatever, so for that reason I

like to have one term, if you want to say this is instrumental dative ablative, if you

want to call the case by a triple name, why that would be all right, because that suggeet

various possibilities but when you select one and say that is what the case is you're

using an interpretation, instead of seeing what the form is, and you thus can introduce

confusion. Well, I mention that , not because of a particular deal on that point, but

because the whole matter is to me so tremendously important, to go to the Bible and

see what I s there, and even if there is a possibility th i kes no sense at all to
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your mind, notice as a possibility, and then from the possibility select the one that

fits the context. So that is number 3.C,Note the relation to the immediate context.

This is tremendously important in interpreting anything, is to see the relation to the

immediate context. Very often that determines absolutely what something means,

when if something by itself you wouldn't be sure, but it always should be a third step

rather than a second step, to determine the relation to context. First, we hould de

termine what the thing absolutely alone means, without any relation to context. Because

sometimes the context is not related to it. That is to say, you have two paragraphs,

or even two main heads, which break at a certain point. And it isn't obvious to you,

and you interpret it in the light of the context that really isn't related to it. So it is

always the second step to be taken before the third. See what the word means, and what

their possibilities are,then see the relation to the immediate context. And sometine s

you will have one interpretation if you relate to Lhe context just before, and a different

j,.t
one if you relate it to the one just after . And that is why As important to see what it

means without...

O.T.I.95. (3/4)

see the immediate context and interpret in the light of the immediate context, unless

you have clear reason to think that there is a break involved and that it is unrelated

to that immediate context. And then 44, D, See the Relation to Other Passages.

This should be fourth, not first. There is too much confusion of interpretation through

interpreting in the first place in the light of other passages. Other passages often can

determine what sorm thing really means, but in many cases they are not relevant and

should not be brought in until we first examine them without relation whatever to other

passages. Now when we relate it to e other passages, of course we, as Christians,

should relate it to New Testament passqges. Very often a New Testament passage

proves what an Old Testament passage really means. And very often the Old Testament

proves what a New Testament passage means. You can't properly interpret either
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one, without losing the other. But you should interpret it by itself first, before bring

ing the other into relation, otherwise, you interpret one by the other, and Lhe other by

the one, and you are going in circles, and not really getting what it says, but what

you think it ought to say. So that there should be a fourth step and the third should be

done before the fourth. And then fifth is very important, Expiain but never explain

away. It used to irritate me when I had Systematic Theology at Seminary, they had

some professors that knew the system of doctrlnKdtaught it very ably, but they

did not ground it on the Scriptures, the way I feel it should be grounded. And their

tendency was to take the doctrine, give you strong Scriptural evidence for it, and then

to take up the passgges that seem not to fit with it, and simply explain them away.

And it used to irritate me. Because they explained passages away to where they meant

nothing. And there is nothing in the Bible that means nothing. =s God has put all

of it there for a purpose, and we know that anything clearly taught in the Bible is true,

but that doesn't mean we explain away something else. That other statement may have

a very great meaning for us which we should seek, seek to find what it does mean, not

simply push it aside, or explain it away. So that is very important, never explain away.

And then 46, F, The Interpretation of Other People is Oft Valuable, but Never

Conclusive. About 15 years 'ago we had two graduates who went to a school in the
M
Middle West where they could work for a doctor of theology, and they worked there for

that degree and I happened in the area and they came to see me. And it was a school

which was supposed to be a very so* nd school, but they said this to me, they said

we find ourselves at a tremendous advantage over the students who graduated from this

school, for this reason: they spent most of their time consulting commentaries, and

they will study a matter and a passage, and they say all these commentaries say this,

and these say this, and sort of take the majority of the commentaries. And their way of

studying was to see what the commentaries said. Now they said , they have never

learned how to see what the Bible said. Now they said, our training at Faith, we 1earne,
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to take the passage and go into it and see what the Bible says, and they said we have

a tremendous advantage over these others, because we know how to do it, we get at

the passage, we dig into it, we find what it means. And ther they said,'We find help

in the commentaries, valuable help, but you can never count commentaries by majority,

because the average person liuii1 writes a commentary, simply copies what he finds

in other commentaries and in many cases he copies it wrong, or he reads and misunder

stands, and they'll say, this other commentary says so-and-so and you look it up in

the other commentary, aid find he completely misunderstood, and the result is that

while there are some very excellent commentaries, any commentary has some mistakes,

because it is only a fallible human book, and most *zf them have a great many, but the

Word of God has no mistakes, but it is your direct study from the word that will teath

you what it means, and if you cannot prove a doctrine from the Word of God, you'd

better be leary about accepting it at all, because the Word of God is the one and only

source of knowledge of divine things that is at all dependable. So that is the primary

thing in interpretation of the Old Testament is fix the text, examine the words, find

exactly what it means, interpret in the light of near context and then of larger context,

but look at what other people say, but do that last, rather than first Well, we'll have

one more session, which will be a week from now. I may not even be present at that

session, I don't know. And we take up a different subject altogether, a related but

very different subject next semester.
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