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One of the earl7 gianta in Reform Judaiam waa Isaac 

M~er Wise. ~a Bohemian Rabbi, who vaa to found a rabbinical 

aem1nar7 and to create the apparatus for ita aucceaetul opera

tion, had a great impact on the American Jewiah scene. Thia 

theaie ia devoted ma1nl7 to one of the man7 faceta ot his 

teachings - bia attitude toward B1bl1cal-B1ator1cal Criticism. 

In the opening short chapter, a brief account of 

Wise's lire, h1a accompliabments and achievements is presented. 

Short as it ma7 be, ve can readil7 see that the lite of Wise 

was full and fruitful. David Philipson aptlJ wrote of him: 

"More than an7 man he (Wise) shaped the liberal institutional 

development of the liberal Jewish movement called Reform 

Judaism •••• • 

A.a the leader or a rab~inical seminary where Bible 

vaa taught, it was only natural for Wise to have reacted to the 

•~ ·called science of Biblical Criticism. To aee vividl7 wtlat 

wise was reacting to, a brief history of Biblical Criticism ia 

presented leading up to the formulation of the Grat-Wellhausen 

BJPothesis. The tacts presented in this chapter were available 

to Wise. Row he reacted to them and what be presented to 

counteract them conatitutea the main body of this work. 

In general, Wise reacted quite antagonistically toward 

the adherents of the school of Higher Criticism. Throughout 

his writings, he attempted to show that the critics build their 

theories on air and that with the coming of the first wind they 



collapse into nothing. Viae further notes that tbia does not 

discourage the critics. As aoon as one tbeo1'7 collapsed. an

other ia formulated to take its place and it too accepted as 

law. Wise waa particularl7 disturbed b7 the critics because 

the7 baaed their h1ato17 ot Biblical Judaism on bypotheaea and 

then accepted the• aa tact. 

The attitude of Wise toward the Pentateuch waa on the 

whole traditional except tor aomelll.nor divergenciea. Wise 

accepted the Blohiat document aa an older source utilized by 

Moses, and be rationalized the miracles of the Bible. Other 

than this, Wise accepted the Pentateuch as we now have 1n the 

traditional Masoretic version. 

To prove the authenticity or the Pentateuch, Wise uti

lized three types of evidence - direct, indirect and silent. 

From this evidence, Wise concluded that Moses wrote the Penta

teuch and tranamitted it to us for eternity. Regarding errors 

'Alld later editions to the Pentateuch, Wise commented that this 

was because of the fact that the Pentateuch was copied and re

copied many times over the centuries. However, these additions 

are few in number and substantially the Pentateuch that we now 

have in our possession is the one that was written by Moses. 

So goes the thinking of Isaac Mayer Wise. 
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CHAPTER I 

ISAAC llAY.ER WISK, BIS LIFE 

The history of Judaism ia replete with tbe live• or 

great men. Each generation baa looked. with pride, to the 

giants or 1ta day for guidance and tor leadership. One ot 

the g1anta or the latter halt ot the paat centU1"7 wa• a 

Bohemian bf birth. an American by choice - Isaac layer Wiae. 

Wiae waa born in the city of Steingrub in Bohemia in the 

yea:r 1819. Be received bla education .trom his rather and 

from hie grandfather and later continued b1a studies in 

Prague. For two yeara he officiated as rabbi at Radnitz, 
l 

Bohemia and in the yea:r 1846 he emigrated to the United States. 

The tirst co~regationa that Wiae was to serve in hia new 

land were in Albaey, New York, Co~regatlona Beth-El and 

Anshe Emeth for a total ot tour yea:ra. After Albany, he wae 

elected to and held the pulpit ot Bene Jeaburun 1n Cincinnati 

until hia death. 

During bis lifetime, Wia e had a great impact on the 

American Jewish scene. Be was a forcef'ul pulpiteer, and a 

popular lecturer. Tbat he might have a plattorm from which to 

advocate his ideas and plans, he created the "Israelite• 

(now the "American Israelite") in less. and its supplement 

the • Deborah• in German. In these j ournal.a, Wise acquainted 

his readi ng public with his point or Tiew on raalJ7 diN'erent 

subjects . 



2. 

Almost rrom the very firat day or his arrival in 

his new land, Wise desired to create a union or the Jewish 

congregations of the countrr ao that they might achieve some 

degree ot togetherneaa. In 18~8. he addressed an open let

ter to all the rabbia ot the land urging them to join in the 
2 

forming o£ a union ot their religious rorcea. Though this 

attempt tailed, he persisted in hia errorta until twenty

tive years later he succeeded in organizing the Union of 

American Hebrew Co~regationa in 1873. Besides this congre

gational union, be waa also instrumental in tO\lnding a rab

binical seminary, the Hebrew Union College in 1875 and four

teen years later, 1D 1889, he bro\1€Jlt into being the Central 

conrerence ot American Rabbis. Because ot hie boundless 

errorta he has well been termed the master builder or Ameri-

can Judaism. Though he toiled against great odda, he knew 

no such word aa •tail8 • When he died in 1900, he waa the 

acknowledged leader among the re!'orm rabbis or the country. 

David Philipson baa aptly noted: "More than &DJ one •n, he 

(Wise) shaped the 1Dat1tutional developnent of the liberal 
3 

Jewish movement •••• • 

A firm believer in adaptation, be introduced a great 

number ot reforms 1n ritual and service. One ot his monu-

mental etforta was bis prayer book, the Minhag America, which 

was used by reform congregations until the end of the past 

century. Yet, in spite of bis enthusiasm, be could not 

sacrifice old traditions to pure theory. To accomplish 



reform, he tougbt the conaervat1ves; to maintain traditions 

glorified by age, be taught the radicala. 

Aa practiced in Europe, Wise telt that Judaism 

could not survive in America. Among his early retorma were 

the elimination ot the p1yyut1a trom all but the High Holy-

day services and the reduction ot the number or "mi aheberacba• 

to two. At a public debate in Charleston, when aeked whether 

he believed in a personal Jlesa1ab and bodily resurrection, 
4 

his · answer was moet emphatically 1n the negative. Thie marked 

the beginning ot a long aeries or attacks on Wise, each or 

which he met with honor and with dignity. 

Aa an individual, Wise prided himself on being a 

citizen of the world. He was a product or the liberal move

ment that swept the world following the French Revolution. 

As such he endeavored to adjust both himself and his religi

'JUB way ot lite so that freedom could have meaning tor him 

and ao tba t the r eligion or his fathers could have meaning 

in a modern day arxi age. To this end, the tireless life ot 

Isaac Mayer Wise was dedicated. 



CHAPl'ER II 

A SURVEY OF THE FIELD OF BIBLICAL CRITICISll 

AT THE TIME OF WISE 

4. 

M this transplanted Bohemian rabbi founded a semi

nary in the new land to which be emigrated where Bible was 

taught, it was neceas!l"'1 for him t o take a stand in the con

troversy between the tradit ionalists and those advocating 

Higher Criticism. Did be accede t o the dis section of the 

Pentateuch or did he side wi t h those who held that the Penta

teuch was written enti r ely by Koses at one t ime and place? 

Before answering this question in all ot its rami

fication, some glimpse into the nature ot Bible scholarship 

in the time of Wise is necessary to appreciate what Wise was 

reacting to. Thia echolarahip is l argely both traditional 

and anti-traditional though it doe• have some roots in the 

remote past. For t he purpose of convenience , I will summarize 

in two part s some of the relevant portions or this scholar

ship. Again , f or the purpose of convenience , if there was 

one man and one da te which marks the d ivision between the pre

modern an:l t he modern per iods, it i s deWette (1817-1849). 

The significance of deWette i s , whereas befor .e deWet te 

s cholars s t ill believed in the Mosaic authorship of the Penta

teuch, many had the orized t hat he used s ources i n his com

pilat i on while ot hers denied i t . With de We tte we have t he 

beginning or the e nd of nega t ive denials an::i the start of t he 



s. 

construction or hJPOthe•e• which would ezplain not onl7 the 

literature but also the history ot the Israelite nation. 

The traditional view ot the Pentateuch current at 

the time ot Wise is the one to which Orthodoz .Jew• have alwa79 

subscribed. The Pentateuch wae revealed by God to lloaee on 

llount Sinai, all at one time, and Koaes h1m11elt wrote it down 

aa we now have it. There have been no cb&Dgee in it, no 

mod1ticationa, m additiona. Every word of the Pentateuch as 

we now have it ia exactly as Moaes wrote it. 

On the other hand, the field ot higher criticism 

cannot be atated so simply. Ita history is involved and often 

various. Its point of departure ha.a been the auapicion that 

the Pentateuch, as we now have it, was not the product ot 

Israel's earliest age and that it is a work which must have 

undergone various modifications and additiona before it u-
1 sumed its present torm. 

Ibn Ezra was among the .first to note the problem. 

In his comment on Deuteronomy 1.2, he threw out some doubt• 

as to the Mosaic authorship ot certain passages auch as 

Gen. 12.6; Deut. 3.10,ll; 31.9; the answers he left aa myater-
2 

lea beyond his power o.f comprehenaion. 

Yet, it waa not till the close of the seventeenth 

century that scholars in the introduction to their works be

gan to take the trouble of mentioning the authora ot Biblical 

books and dates of their writings. They .followed either tra

ditional view• without criticism or deviated from them in 



entire unconaciouaneaa ot ottering offense to the orthodox 

faith. 

6. 

Textual criticism in a aenae paved the way to the 

untraditional acmlarahip. Beyond the interest taken in tex

tual criticism by such MD aa Origin, in the third century, 

and Jerome, 1n the tcurth century, and by the Antiocbene 

school, in the auth centur7, none appears until at'ter the 

reformation (auteenth century). The Retarmera accepted the 

Jlaasoretic text aa intallibly inspired and the Jewish tradi

tion ot its having been kept singularly pure since its origin. 

Thia notion 1n the post-Reto:mation period (beginning ot 

seventeenth century) waa intenaitied by some on dog,natic 

grounds into the theor1 ot the llosaic or Ezraic inspired ori

gin ot even the Hebrew vowels. 'Ibis, however, was re1'uted 

by Cappellua (1658) who with llorinua (1671) showed not only 

that the Hebrew vowel points were or a relatively late ori

gin, but also that the present llassoret1c text is open to 
3 

emendations by the use of the ancient versions. It waa one 

step from the externalities of text into the internalitiea 

of content. 

Spinoza (1670) set himself boldly to controvert the 

received authorship or the Pentateuch. Be alleged against 

it: (1) later names of places, as Genesis 14.14 compared with 

Judges 18.29; (2) the continuation of the history beyond the 

days ot Moses, Exodus 16.35 compared with Joshua 5.12; (3) 

the statement in Geneaia 36.31, "before there reigned any king 



over the children or Israe1.•4 

In 1685, Simon, a Roman Catholic began to appl7 

historical criticism to the Pentateuch 1n a 97stematic •anner. 

He preaentedthe historical books aa a collection or ancient 

writing• or the prophet• Who were public scribes and who wrote 

down the h1ato~ in otticial documents trom the time ot Moaea 

and omrard ao that the Pentateuch as we nOJr have it could not 

be the work or Moses. Aa evidence that Moees dilnot write 

the Pentateuch he called attention to (1) the double account 

or the deluge, (2) the lack ot order in the arrangement ot 
5 

the la•• and narratives, and (3) the diversities or at7le. 

Men like Buet (1679), Heidegger (1700) and CarpzOY 

(1721) who followed Simon souejlt to remove these ditricultiea 

by their theories that the anticipations or later history are 

predictions, that diversity or style is due to the inspira

tion which would have it so, and that to tind detective 
6 

arrangement is to make a charge against the Bol7 Spirit. 

Witsiua (1692) and Adam Clarke (1810) recognized essential 

Mosaic authorship but also editorship by Ezra. Vitringa 

(1722) presented the theory that Moses himaelt was an editor 
7 

ot older documents which be incorporated into his history. 

In 1753, Astruc, a French physician gave new direc

tion to the field or Biblical Criticism. He maintained that 

Moses made use ot earlier documents in the compilation or 

the Pentateuch and that large portions or those documents 

were incorporated wholesale into his work. By their use or 



e. 

different names tor the Divine Being. one document using 

excluaivel.7 the name Elohim while the other preterring to 

employ the name Jehovah. the document• were eaail7 diat1n

gu1•hable 1'roa each other. Bea ides these two principle docu

ments. he supposed Moaea to haYe made uae or ten other• in 
8 the ccapilatlon or the earlier part ot hia work. 

Aatruc •a work, termed the documentarJ' h1'J>otheala • 

though in aome reapecta too mechanical am somewhat detectiTe 

and needing ratitlcation. waa a great contribution to the 

f iela ot Biblical scholarship. One ot hla main difficulties 

was a heaV7 reliance upon the di.fterent uae of the di vine 

names am too little upon var1atioll8 in style, language and 
9 

mrrative. 

All the writings heretofore mentioned were prepara

tory to the work of Eichhorn. In 1780, he combined in one 

the results ot Simon. Astruc, and others. embracing the vari

ous elements in an organic method which be chose to call 
10 

Hi gher Criticism. Eichhorn separated the Elobistic and 

Jehov1atic documents in Genesis• recognizing besides as sepa

rate documents 2.4-3.24;14;33.18-34.31;36;39.l-27. This 

analysis has been the basis of all critic.al investigation 

since his day. Eichhorn regarded Exodus, Levitieua and Num

bers aa having grown from the collection of particular writings 

which the redactor connected by historical narratives. With 

the exception of the last chapter, he thcught that Moses was 

the author or Deuteronomy, He further noted that the Pentateuch 



only claima Moe ea as the author ot particular aectiona and 

that the middle books are not cited 1n the Old Testament 

under the name of Moses. This he explaina trom the tact that 

they constituted the priest's code. Eichhorn admits m&D.J' 

glosses bf a late hand but 1n general abides by the author-
11 ship 1n the Mosaic period and chietl7 by Moses himself . A 

rault ot Eichhorn was that he could not transcend the l.1lll1ta 
l2 

ot his age and adapt h1mael1' to tuture discoveries. 

In 1792• Geddes proposed What has been called the 

fragmentary hypothesis to account tor the structure or the 

Pentateuch and Joshua. Geddes holds that the Pentateuch in 

its present form was not written by Moses. He is inclined to 

believe that the Pentateuch waa reduced to its present term 

in the reign or Solomon and that 1 t was compiled trom ancient 

documents. Some or which were coeval with Moses, and even 

anterior to Moses. He joins the Pentateuch and Joshua into 

a single work, because he conceives or them as having been 

compiled by the same author, and because he felt that Joshua 

is a necessary appendix to the his tory contained in the 
13 

Pentateuch. 

Up to this point in the history of higher criticism, 

the critics had no rea1 mark in history upon which they could 

hand their theories. 'lbere were almost as many central his

torical point s chosen a.s there were authors. Thia made tor 

a rather haphazard errort by the critics as a whole, ror there 

was little 11' any order t o the mass of their theories. 



10. 

The man who 1a• the detects or the various b.JPothesea 

on the Bible wu deWette. DeWette pressed tar the unity ot 

the Pentateuch in i ta present form as the plan ot one mind. 

In his queat tor history, be noted the correspondence between 

the contexts ot Josiah's reformation in 2 Kings 2~ and the 

legislation Of DeuterOnOllQ"e Aaauming that the Book Of Deuter

on~ was in someway bound up with Josiah's reformation and 

that it waa a product ot that period, he had a definite .fixed 

point in hiatory upon which to base hia a.nal7aia of the Bible 
14 

- 621 B.C.E. 

In the study or the Bible am ita history, thia 

theory was or great importance. Up to bis discovery, the Bible 

wu chopped up according to m&IJ1' theories, by m&DJ individuals 

with no real fixed point in history. Each writer was almost 

a law unto himself. When deWette formulated hia theory, the 

field of higher criticism was given a firm peg upon which to 

base 1ta studies. With Deuteronomy and the reformation ot 

Josiah linked together, the Bible was now approached tram a 

new angle by the critic•. At last there was some agreement 

in the f 1eld and the go ahead sign was given to those who 

wished to delve into the Bible in order that they might at

tempt t.o unravel ita history. 

By 1824, Sleek gave shape to what he called the 

supplementary hypothesis. He held that the death of Moaea 

was not the proper place to close the history of the Penta

teuch but rather that it be linked together with the book or 
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Joshua and considered as a Hexateuch. According to the 

thinki.ng ot Bleek, the Elohist was an original docl.lllent and 
15 

the Jahvis t was the supplementer. 

X.ald in 1831 attempted to show that the Elohiatic 

and Jahviatic documents extended through the entire Pentateuch. 

'!his was found to be the case with Joshua and thua 1n the 

midst of a diversity or documents, the unity ot the Hexateuch 
16 

waa manifested. 

Analyzing the book ot Geneaia, Hupteld, in 1853, 

made it clear that there were the tollowing sources in it: 

Elohist, 2nd Elohist, Jahvist and Redactor; the latter dit

tering trom the other three in that be 1a dia tinguished for 

the conacientiousneaa with which he reproduced the ancient 

documents, word tor word and the skill with which he combined 
17 

them. 

Up to this point Higher Criticism had resulted in 

t -.1e discrimination of four documents, each of which used 

earlier so\l'ces. (1) An Elobistic writing (P) which extended 

throughout the Hexateuch. In the main this document is ot 

priestly character and contains priestly legislation. (2) 

A Jehovia tic writer ( J) which extend throughout the Hexa

teuch. Written in the prophetic spirit, this document con

tains the code called the little book of the covenant. (3) 

Another Elohistic writing which extends through the Bexateuch. 

This contains the greater Book of the Covenant. (4) The 
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Deuteronomist (D) whose work 1a contined to Deuteronom;y and 
17 

Joshua . 

The develoimental bJPotbesia was propounded in 1835 

by both Vatke and George. It was sharply criticised and then 

tell into disrepute. Though be did not publish bis viewa ao 

early, Reuas, in bis lecture• since l&S3, had called atten

tion to the tact t.bat the history of Israel aet torth in 

Judges, Samuel and Kings contains much wbich con1'11cta wlt.b 

the t.beory that t.be laws or the Pentateuch were 1n 1'orce among 

t.ba t people. He turther maintained tha tthe Mosaic code wu 

utterly unknown to the prophets ot the eighth and seventh 

centuries. Reuss' "Geacbichte" appeared 1'1rst in 1864, atter

wpds in 1881 and 1890. Previous to t heir appearance, Grat, 

a tormer pupil of Reuss', published essays in tlbich similar 

views were expounded in 1855, 1857 and 1866. He maintained 

that almost the whole of the legal portion of the Pentateuch 

was post-exilic and ot a lat er a ge than the historical narra

tives. He presented strong arguments t or t h e priority ot 

Deuteronomy to that ot the pries t-code of Leviticus, holding 

that the lat t er was trom the prophet Ezekiel and that in t he 

time or Ezra other legislat i on was added. He still held to 

the priority of t he Eloh1s t ic narrative. When this incon

sistency was pointed out to him, Grat was t orced t o make the 
18 

Eloh is t ic narrative post-exilic. 

Kuenen {1880), a Dutch s cholar fr an Leyden, advanc

i ng under the influence of Grat took the mos t radical of 
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positions. Rejecting the historical character ot the Hexa

teuch, he regarded it not aa composed of ancient documents 

but or unreliable legends and myths. He was umrill1ng to 

ascribe to Moses mre than a tragJDent of the Decalogue. 'lhe 

Deuteronomic code he considered a.a being a program of the 

Mosaic party in the reign of Josiah, and the priest-code, 
19 

the program of the hierarchy at the restoration under Ezra. 

The mat able ezponent of the theory of Gra.r un

questionably was Wellhausen whose work on the text of Samuel, 

published in 1871, excited great attention. H1s views were 

extremely radical in that he did not acknowledge even the 

Decalogue to be Mosaic. He held that the book of the Cove

nant was given to a settled agricultural people. The Jahvist 

is of the golden age or Hebrew literature Uus t prior to the 

Assyrian captivity. Deuteronomy was composed shortly before 

the e1~teenth year of Josiah am then contained only chap

ters twelve to twenty-four. By the second revision of D, the 

work of the J and E writers were united together and this 

combination, marked JB, is what Wellhausen terms the Jehovist 

as contrasted with the earliest Jahvist. He further regards 

the body or lawa in Lev. 17-24 aa pos t-exil1c originating 

between Ezekiel and the Priest's code, not composed by that 

prophet, but nearly related to him. With a few exceptions, 

the priest's code embraced Ex. 25-31, 35-40, the book 0£ 

Leviticus, Nu 1-10, 15-19, 25-36. The Pentateuch formed by 
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the combination of all these elements was tinally published 

by Ezra in the year 444; tar, according to Wellhauaen. there 

is no doubt but that the law or Exra was the entire Penta-
20 

teuch. 

So much tor the ana~ais of the Orat-Wellhauaen 

bypotheaia. Ita synthesis would be as follows: (1) the pre

exilic period was one ot tree religious expression and pri

marily was prophetic with an as yet unorganized cult; (2) 

the exilic period marked the beginning or cult and the begin

nings or the diaappearance or prophecy; and (3) tbe poat

exilic period was one 1n which prophecy had become the hand

maiden or priesthood and the entire religious structure de-
21 

cllned into the hereditary priesthood ot the priestly code. 

The theory thus proposed by Graf &Di Wellhausen 

would reduce a large portion of the history of Israel up to 

a short time prior to the Exile to a mass or legends and un

certain traditions. In short it would rem::>ve much or the tra-

ditional authority ascribed to the Torah and in its stead 

give a vastly dirferent outlook to the development of Judaism. 

This then was the state or Bibllcal-Hlatorlcal 

criticism that Wise bad to contrant. To what extent wu he 

cognizant of this material? Where did he stand in relation 

to these theories? Was h11 attitude one or warmth or one ot 

hostility? The remaining portions of this thesis •111 attempt 

to discern Wis e's position, attitude and reaction to the 

bi@::ler critics of bis day. 
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CHAPTm III 

WISE'S REACTION TOWARD BIBLICAL-HISTORICAL CRITICISM 

The depth or Wise' a knowledge of the field or 

Higher Criticism aa can be ascertained trom the available 

literature waa not exceptionally great. Approaching the 

field with preconceived notions as to the authorship ot the 

Bible, he was in man;y reapecta intolerant of dissident opin

ions . Ofttimes his attitude toward positions differing t'rom 

his ranged but from the sarcastic to acidic. Let us then 

look into the writings or Wise ani attempt to aee what his 

attitude really was. 

One or the earliest writings or Isaac )(ayer Wise 

was the History ot the Iaraelitish Nation. In "The World ot 

My Books" we t ind his reason for attempting this work: 

Shortly after the appearance of the first articles 
in "The Asmonean", I began to write history. 11.y 
intention was to write the canplete history or 
Israel in .four volumes.••. I made the mistake ot 
beginning my histo ry with Abraham and adding a 
great deal of exegesis.... I entered into all the 
details or nitional lite and attempted to show ori
gi.n, causes and results, am that took up a great 
deal of space. 

Ky position in English literature at least, was 
new and unique. I treated Biblical history as secu
lar history, establishing in the preface that only 
God creates miracles from a rationalistic viewpoint, 
and this diluted my history with exegesis •• • • This 
was not only new but also strange and aurpriaing, 
in Jewish history, which had always 11en approached 
and presented as history or religion. 

Wise' intention thenwaa to writ e a history or the Jewish 
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people uaing the yardstick ot reaaon. In addition to the 

original sources, he comulted such authorities aa .Josephus. 

Philo and the ancient rabbi• •because they were ao much 

nearer in time to this period of history. were better ac

quainted with the mamera, cuatoma and c1rcumatances or that 
.2 age.... Regarding the field ot Biblical Criticism, he .tur-

ther notes, "We have not mglect•d to bestow attention on 

the Bible critics or the modern schoola. both orthodox and 

rational; but we were led excluaively bJ' none, having always 
3 

exercised our own judgment where the authorities dittered.• 

In distinguishing between history and religion, 

Wise notes that history deals with man, while religions treat 

or God. Therefore, it follos• thlltairaclea do not belong in 

the province or histo~. History reveals the acts ot men; 

miracles can be wraight by God only. Although the historian 

may believe in miracles, he has no ri~t to incorporate them 

• in history. Following this line or reasoning, Wise utilized 

only such facts as were able to stand the teat or criticism. 

Wherever he was unable to find a natural reason, he did not 

record the incident. In regard to the miracle of the pla,guea 

described in Exodus, he asserts that they are usual in Egypt, 

and that 1 t was their simultaneous appearance which terr1t1ed 
5 

the people. As to the slaying ot the first-born of the 

Egyptians, he states "It would appear t o ua, as Aben Ezra al

ready remarked, that parties of the army of Moses at Avaris 

or Raamses, were sent to the country to kill the first-born 
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or detemers • ot all thoae who ware opposed to the departure 
6 

ot the Hebrews.• Whereas the pious believer of the Bible 

may conceive of the crosains or the Red Sea aa a saniteata

tion of the Deity on behalf of Israel• Wiae notes tba t there 

1a a poas1b111ty that the croaaing or the Red Sea really oc-
? 

curred in accordance of the lawa of nature. Thus, 1n these 

few cues, we have seen bow Wise, in h1e writing, dealt with 

the problem of miracles in the Bible. 

In the "Israelite• Wise quoted a camnent 1"rom the 

•occident• on the Biatoa ot the Iaraellt1ab Bation. The 

"Occident• stated: WUe baa succeeded in stripping our his

tory or all thoa e splendid miracles which have been the sanc

tified food that has ever supplied the spirit or Judaism with 
8 

its revivit7ing and reinvigorating elements.• On the other 

hand a quote from the "Christian Register• notes, •Miracles 

be (Wise) regards not as the province of history but rather 

of theology.... We do not understand him to dellJ the miracles 

of the Old Testament but only to deny that they belong in the 

province ot history. The main facts he records, suggesting 
9 

when he can natural causes.• 

For those who are of the opinion that the Bible 

must be taken at face value because it was given to us by 

God himself' Wise writes: •Regarding the view that the his

torical part or the Bible la divine, the Bible does not con

tain one sentence to this effect. The Talmudic statement 

that says, •God said every word and Moses repeated and wrote 



it down• was made only man,y centuries af'ter the Biblical 

books were written by a man who did not pretend to be a 
10 

prophet and did not support his assertion by evidence.• 

18. 

In an editorial later in bis life, Wise attempted 

to refUte the higher critics by pointing out that God taufJlt 

Moses only general principles and that the Jew waa not ex

pected to believe all miracles cited 1n the Bible. Be writes: 

••• some of the apostles or higher criticism quote 
passages from the Talmud and 111draah to discredit 
completely the authority ot the Biblical books. 
That Dr. Eisenstadt frequently misunderstood the 
passages which be wuotes.... The doctor also for
gets to prove that the Talmudists believed in aJ:V' 
or the post-Mosaic miracles, or considered such be
lief essential to Judaism, which he ought to have 
done, especially as Moses Maimonides considers no 
belief in miracles as essential to Judaism.... 'lb.e 
Jew was never expected to believe all miracles; it 
is expected of him however to know and believe the 
absolute dominion of God over nature's t'orces and 
man's powers.... •Only general principles did God 
teach Moses•. Thia is intended to prove that the 
rabbis of old did not maintain that Moses wrote the 
whole Torah.... Ir Dr. Eisenstadt had opened bis 
Bible ••• would have f'rund that what 1 t is maintained 
there was said to Mt'o as on Mount Sinai is mthing 
else but general p· ~ ~Liplea, categories of laws, 
general maxims 01· ~urality. Wba t Moses said or 
wrote later on does not at all belong to that which 
God taught him on Mount Sinai.11 

Thus, we have a de1"1n1te statement by Wise as t o his stand on 

miracles and his rationaJ.e for excluding them or reasoning 

them away in bis history. 

!1se•s Attitude Toward Higher Cr1t1e1sm 

The problem co~erning Wise's attitude towards higher 

criticism la by tar more complex and involved that his treat-
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Jllent of the miracles in his writing of history. In the 

"Israelite• ot Jla,y 28, 1886 Wise cited the following parable: 

"11' a gardener would carefullJ' plant am 111rse a tree and cut 

eveey day a piece trom its roots, he would be called a tool; 

and yet men Who plant am nurse carefully the tree ot reli

gion and undermine the authority ot the Bible, which is its 
12 

root, consider themselves wise.• The import of this para-

ble requires no explanation. 

An editorial appearing 1n the •Israelite• ai.x years 

after the f rundlng of the Hebrew Union College gave the glst 

of the attitude that Wise held throughout his lifetime anent 

higher criticism: 

As far back as authentic history reaches, up to 
Cyrus, to the time when Herodotus and Xenophon 
wrote, the Torah was venerated as the Law or God. 
The Samaritans accepted it, the Egyptians trans
lated it, the Greeks lauded and venerated it, as 
early indeed, as the time of Alexander the Mace
donian. 
Then the words of the prophets bad not Jet been 
uttered am the poetical strains of the psalmist 
had not yet reac~ d the heart of the people, the 
Law was already its might am song. All combina
tions of modern criticism cannot change the fact 
that the Torah is as old as Israel am will be the 
most holy book as long

1
Ss there will exist aIJ1 

remnant of our people. 

Further on in the same editorial, he notes: 

The critics, however, are gentlemen and scholars, 
most of them Protestant professors, who certainly 
are men of research am earnestness. They go as 
far as they can to udermine the authority and ant1-
qui ty of the law, with which they try very hard to 
make Moses smaller in order to make Jesus greater. 
This la certainly ttie avowed object of Mr. Kuenen 
•••• We speak to Israelites in behalf of Judais~. 
which we think will last as long as the TOrah is 
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forgotten •• 1, If you will uphold the Torah it will 
uphold you. 4 

Wise then points out that from the mos t distant point in re

corded history up to the present, the Torah was first and fore

most in the minds o.r the Jewish people. Wl th the object or 

belittling Moses, certain critics have delved into the tield 

of Bible criticism. Yet in spite of all such machinations, 

the Torah will continue to have authority as long as it la 

known to the people. 

The fact that Bible criticism proved to be enticing 

to certain individuals among the Jews was d1stastetul to Wise . 

Whereas in former centuries, Christiana learned trom Jewish 

expounders or Scriptures and searched the Hebrew sO\ll"ces for 

information and enlightenment, he notes that now young Israel 

sought information trom non-Jewish critics, making no refer-

ence whatsoever to Jewish sources. He cites Dr. Kohler as 

one leaning in this direction: "I, (Kohler) simply follow the 

school or modern theologians, which ls dally gaining ground 
14 

all over Protestant Pl.lrope." As Protestant Europe runa re-

ligion into atheism this fact alone should be sufficient rea

son for us to reject theories of the higher critics. Wise 

questions the conception that Protestant theologiana under

stand the Bible better than the Jewish expounders. 

As to the rabbis who have taken to following this 

school, Wise has no kind words: • ••• it looks inconsistent 

to persistently r efer to and rely upon t he theories of an

tagonistic theologies. If you have no means to understand 
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antagonistic theologies. If you have no means to understand 

the Bible and must go to school to your antagonists, we can 

not see wh7 you should not submit to your masters and teach 

that new edition of religion which calla itself Christianity 
15 

among Christ 1ans, Judaism among Jews.• 

If .rrom the book of Joshua to Chronic lea• the entire 

history of the Jewish people was a succession of errors and the 

central pillar or Israel's ra1th - which was always Sinai -

is a myth, then Wise reels he must pity those Christians, 

Mohammedans and Jews who for so long a time heroically stood 

up for their convictions. He holds out hope that one day 

the Jewish people will see the wrongs of higher criticism. 

Wise believes that the school of higher criticism 

took its start with two fixed intentions: (1) to turn the 

attention of the radical critics away from the New ~stam.ent 

~hich they had nearly demolished t o l et it alone an:i exercise 

their destructive tendencies on the Old Testament.... (2) 

another class of critics started out with the intention or 

overthrowing Judaism altogether by proving its sources a 

conglomeration of .t'raud and forgery, containing crude and in

adequate noti ons of religion and morality, God, man am the 

universe; in order to emancipate Christianity and to estab

lish the Christian revelation as the origin and beginning of 
16 

all truth and ethics." Thus what the hi gher critics meant 

to do was t o apply the dissecting knife to the Old Testament , 

bu t not to the New. It is for this reason that Wise feels 



22. 

be muat counteract the teachings of tbia school wbeneTer the 

occasion merits hia attention. 

Throughout bis 1'l'itinga, Wiae did not have a kind 

word for the adTocates of Bible cri ticism. Be notes that 

•down to Wellbauaen, that which is called Bible criticism la 

actually a ahapeleaa conglomeration or hypotbeaea in which 

there is vastly more error and uiwarranted aasumption than 

truth, more philogical quibbling and selr fabricated histori

cal itelll8 than grains or tacts. Words, tacts and books have 

been d18tracted, tortured, perverted and disfigured in favor 

of certain h71>otbeses upon wh ich new and outlandish ones were 

piled ao long, that not one passage of the Bible tells an:y 
17 

longer that which the honest reader finds in it." In the 

same source, Wise continues to ridicule the methods of the 

higher eri t ica: -.orda which you have believed all the t1-me 

to mean something, s ignit'y the contrary the reot, or anything 

else, on a ccount of similar s ounds of Sanacrit, Mongolian, 

or Zulu terms, as used in a manuscript which nobody baa de

ciphered, historical data which you imagine to a tand before 

you in the Bible as plain as daylight are symbol.a of some un

known cult of Moloch or the celebrated Madam Venus. 'lben one 

inherits the hypotheses of the other and builds on it fresh 

cobwebs until the whole Bible appears to you illegible and 

unint.elliglble, a compendium of ridiculous fragments checkered 

with the languages and follies of all nations. 'lhis is the 
18 

r esult of the so-called modern Bible crit iciam." Aa can 
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be discerned easily, W1ae gave little credence to the adher

ents of this movement. 

In the development ot the field of higher criticism, 

many of the bfpotheeea that were made had to be diacarded in 

favor of newer theories which seemed to hold more validity. 

Wise was quick to note the ease with which one theory was dis

carded in ravor of another: "The mas tera or higher criticism 

••• always heroically admit their det'eat ••• are almost u 

quick in admitting their blunders as they are in fcrging the

ories upon the pinpoints or their speculation.a. Up to a tew 

yeara ago they are sure, and the Encyclopedia Britannica made 

solid tacts of the vague speculations, that the entire Bible 

history up to an:l even beyond King David baa fabulous, 1111thi

cal, legendary, or a falsehood by any other name; Abraham, 

Isaac, Jacob, Mos es, Joshua ••• were all myths, without arty 

underlying truth •••• All those books were written in Babylon 

at the end of the sixth century B.C., and all of them •ere 

t1ct1 tioua, the works or pious priests with nothing to baae 
19 

upon.• Reflecting upon this situation Wise thinks a1oud: 

•It is rather strange, that those Jewa, otherwise clever fel

lows, lived nearly a thousand years in their own blessed 

country, as uncivilized heathens, produced nothing in litera

ture besides a rew speeches of their eleven propheta, who 

stood solitary and alone in a tumultuous sea or pagan igno

rance and corruption.... You must know that speculative his

t or y is no record of facts.... Scholastica with a little 
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20 

however . unlilce 17 it may appear to er dinarr c <llUllOD a enae • " 

In order to discredit the Bible, the modern critics 

attalpt to ahow that there ia nothing new 1n the teaching ot 

Moses. In their long national lite, the Hebrew picked up 

those ideas and lawa which are contained in the Bible and 

some pious imposters wrote and shaped them ao that one would 

think that Moses of old had written these very booka. Such 

is the position of the adherents o~ Biblical criticism. Wise 

is of the opinion that up to the t ime of King Dav id, 1 t 1a 

eaay to prove that Moses wrote the Bible making use ot extant 

sources. The critical expouniera, however, always point to 

Egypt and India as the pre-Mosaic sources, although Egyptian 
21 

historians down to Brugoch-Bey have no knowledge of them. 

In an editorial in the "Israelite,• Wise cites the 

method utilized by a modern historian in writing hiatOI'f and 

co_ jecturea as to what the Biblical critics would have done 

had they written this particular account. 

Mr. Prescott went to Madrid to study the archivea 
he wrote his books on Spanish and Mexican history. 
Why did he not stay at home and speculate on what 
those archives might contain as ever so many mod
ern writers speculate on the supposed fact out of 
which they construe a Bible history? The sources 
from which the history is to be taken are first 
construed to suit modern theories and then thrown 
aside to clear the way tor a new h1atory or Israel 
which 1s not in the &O\rces but in the author's 
fantasy.••• That 1s plainly and simply the case 
with all modern critics of the Jewish sourc~~···· 
'!hey draw on fantasy and call it criticism. 

As he was wont to do upon every occasion, Wise 
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emphatically pointed out that it we accept Biblical criticism, 

then Judaism has no basis tor existing. To bolster hie point 

of view, he cites a remark by one ot the Tana'1m to a Samari

tan; "You have falsified your Law and gained nothing by it,• 
23 

or "nothing ia lett to you.• Criticism •hich starts with 

the flat denial or revelation and prophecy, and by an ingeni

ous combination of hypotheses produces the negative result 

of declaring the historical portiona ot the Bible factional, 

and tbe Mosaic legislation tbe fraudulent invention of cun

ning priests, may be of some value to school.men to prove the 

frail basis upon which those critics erect the bulwark to 

shelter the 1r unbelief. Wise then comnents that when the 

results ot such etf orts are put before the public they sound 

like the madman's song. 

Wise holds that the unsophisticated man upon view

ing the results of the higher critics naturally will say: •u 
th•J La~' of Moses is a fraudulent invention and the historical 

p ... . cion of your Bible is fictitious, who are you to expound 

it? What use have we for you and your eloquence, if the 

sources ot your wisdom are a conglo1110ration of falsehoods and 

pious frauds? What kind of Judaism can you teach us, if the 

fountainhead is not only purely human but purely fictitious 

and deceptive! What r eligion will you teach ua and what evi

dence can you give us of its truth, to replace our Judaism, 

which is based on the belief of the divinity and authenticity 

of the Bible?•24 
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In the same article, Wiee goes on to note that we 

as Jews have been surrounded tor centuries by enemies who 

have sought our destruction, or at least the destruction ot 

Judaism. Yet in spite ot the tact that the enemies ot Juda

ism have sought to destroy it, •we always bad also our friends, 

cordial and warm trienda and admirer•, who, with t.be help or 
God, protected and loved us; ani whyf Because Israel is the 

bearer or the divine truth, the covenant people. It is this 

which commanded the respect or the beat men, moved ma~ to 

admiration, and earned us the love or countless friends. I r 

those sophomore teachers of tha t ruinous criticism succeed, 

they will destroy t.bat suppos ed superstition or our friends, 

and then the triend s will be lost aDi the enemies remain •••• 

Judaism is lost within and without it it departs f~om its 

basis, which is the divinity and authenticity of the Bible; 

it commits suicide ••• we cannot see the benefit the cause or 

human1 t r i.ilgbt derive tram the a uicide or Judaism which s t ood 

in~- c enturies of authentic history as a tower of strength 
25 

againa t all priests Of darkness am the prophets Of Baal •• 

Af ter much reading in the f 1.eld of Biblical criti

cism, Wise s t a tes that it is indeed a p ity t.bat those critics 

or the Bible do not read the or! ginal, but almost always are 

gui ded by translations am thus err on many points. He rur

ther declares that it is ridiculous to blunder so grossly in 

making of one' s ignorance in Hebrew grammar a contradiction 

in t.be Bible. He concludes that it one cannot read the text 
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of the Bible in its original form, he ought not appear betor. 
26 

others in the role of the critic. 

Wise was much disturbed because ot the tact that 

those eJIPounding the Bible from tbe pulpit had taken so strong

ly to 1he teachings of the Bible critics. In an edit.or1al in 

the "Israelite,• he attempt.ed to show that criticism accom

plishes nothing: 

The most recent phue or sensational preaching ia 
to denounce the Bible and unde:nnlne its authority. 
It is a sort of self glorification showing how 
much wiser the preaeher is 1han the authors ot t.he 
various books ~ the Bible, and at the same time 
it flatters the vanity or those who are told that 
they are so much better than those ancient worthies. 
Besides it la very easy to deny. It takee very 
little study to find faults and hanDJ any retlec
tion to be negative. Any person can den,- in om 
hour more t.han all savants built up in centuries 
• • • • What sort of religion do those seneational 
gentlemen preach who denounce the Bible which they 
claim to expound and undermine its au thorityf It 
is not Judaism. It is not Christianity. It is 
not philosophy. It is negation. 0!' what benefit 
can that sort of preaching be to an audience? It 
c-annot make them better. It cannot make them wiser. 
Tt cannot possibly impart piety and mrality to any 
person. It cannot provide &D:Jbody with a standard 
ot rectitude or any hopes o!' salvation. It can only 
destroy the moral hold tlhich every person finds in 
his religious bel let. It is inmoral and impious to 
ruin souls by negations, where positive lessons are 
requ1red~27 

To Wise, it has always appeared self-evident that 

the body of doctrine and assumed data laid down by the poten

tates of Old Testament higher criticism cannot be called ju&ly 

a science in the sense of the German Wissenschaff. It can 

be no more called a science than the hermeneutics of the Mid-

rash and the exegesis of the Babylonian Haggada can lay claim 
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28 
to the scientific method. Wise claims that he baa not been 

convinced in an,y point. He atatea: •They maintain to prove 

propositions where logical proot is impossible and call that 

proof which la in tact poetical effusion or i?@enioua inven

tion, good enough tor believers, but worthless to reasoners 

free or that acholastic bondage. Then they repeat each other's 

wisdom as school boys repeat the multiplication table •••• 

The m>re one reada or that 11 terature, the more it reminds him 
29 

0£ the scholasticism ot the Kiddle Ages." Wise has remarked 

that if someone who had leas to do than he compiled an ac

count of the hypotheses and theories assumed and maintained 

for years as irretutable by these critics ani yet overthrown 

and relinquished by their own co-laborers, he would convince 

the most enraged critic that t he whole system is erected in 

dreamland. As an example of the theory of one group being 

completely overthrown by another, Wise cites the tollowing: 

"••• we point to the fact how almos t all those magnates, 

Renan. 1r .... 1-u:i.usen and the Br! tish Encyclopedia included, 

maintained as an unioubted fact , that the ancient Hebrew up 

to the time of the prophet• or even up to Babylonian capti

vity were rank pagana and polytheists ot the very worst de

script ion. But , when in 1888 the book of Dr. Fredrich Baath

gen •Der Gott Israel.a und die Goetter der Heiden' appeared 

in Berlin, that entire fortress built on aaai, began to 

shift and sink, and today none of any reputation can pick 
30 

up courage enough to sink in that air castle.• Wise con-

cludes tha t though it may be hi gher criticism, it ls by no 
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mean• the highest. 

In bis tirade agaim t the higher critics, Wise 

maJ.ntained that it was highly irrational to maintain that 

pre-exilic Israel was a1together 1dolatroua, 1.DDDoral and 1111-

terate except tor the few prophets whose literary fragments 

these gentlemen admired. Wise further maintained that 1t is 

impious because they give the lie to history. Since they 

rob Israel or a thousand years of glor1oU9 history, Wise 
31 

bolds that he surely would quarrel with those violent critics. 

Wise's reasons for protesting against higher cri

ticism were not because they contradicted the world's tradi

tions nor because they degraded and debased our ancestors 

am not even because they threatened to shake the very founda

tion of our religion. He opposed and protested against their 

whole system because it is not true and because there existed 

not a shade of evidence in the authentic sources to justify 

any of those hypotheses. Wise maintained most adamantly 

t there was no passage in the Pentateuch of which it could 

be proved that it was written ten years after the death ot 

King Solomon. He held tba t there were not ten passages in 

the five books of Moses or whicll positive proof could be pro-
32 

duced that they were written a.fter Moses. 

Not only did radical criticism upset and deatroy 

the theology of Judaism, but according to Wise, it destroyed 

theology in general, replacing it by pe rsonal and 1ndi vidual 

speculation. Radical criticism, Wise stated, is but an 
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attempt •t;o subject and amend hietorical Judaism to harmonise 
33 

it w1 th wba t le called modern thought.• If the subject 

under consideration did not lend iteelt to euy adaptation, 

through mechanical means it was made to fit even at the cost 

of destroying the original idea or 1deaa. 

Bow did the system or higher criticism build itaelt' 

up to the point wmre Wise found it 1n the 7ear 1890? In an

other editorial in the •Israelite.• Wise attempted to show 

how he reasoned that it came about. He was or the firm con-

viction that the positive results aimed at by the different 

groups or critics were so radically contradictory that the 

whole s7stem cruld be called on1y a negative ecience. 'lhia 

is how they build and succeed in muddying what waa once 

clear water: •A starts out with a hypothesis which ia beyond 

the possibility of logical evidence, but A she.a that this 

hypothesis proves or rather explains something not explained 

befcra •••• The legitimate reason will sa7 this can only 

p~ ~ possibility and no more.... Sut this does not prevent 

B from adopting A's speculation as a fundamental tact upon 

which he builds another hypothesis, something beyond the pos

sibility of logical evidence. This gives to C two fundamental 

tacts, to D ttree, to E four and so on ad infinitum, till.X 

comes and constructs thereof a system of Biblical criticism, 

which, honestly investigated, culminates 1n laws basing upon 

n o facts 11batever, and which, at best, in the aggregate can 

prove no more than possibility, which demnstrates nothing in 
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contradiction to documentary and traditional testimony. A 

system ot poasib1lit1ea based upon hypotheses is not a science 
34 

in the common acceptation of the term.• 

According to Wise, there are a number of motives 

for negative cri t1c1sm. Some engage in 1 t because of fashion 

and a desire to submit to the word of one's master in knowl-

edge . Others because ot a desire to produce sensation and 

turnish evidence of ingenuity and originality in fields not 

under the comnon man's tillage. Then there are the motives 

ot those whom Wise calls the camp followers. 'Ihese indivi

duals have not made the so-called science but have seen fit 

to to llow in the works of others. The 1r motives may be sum

marized thus: (l) To disqualify the Mosaic law and discredit 

the Pentateuchal narratives... the whole Bible being a aeries 

of forgeries ••• they take passages of these forged or inter

polated books to prove the Pentateuch a forgery, as for in

s tanr · 1~. the case of the C 1 ty of Dan. Ir th is is not a 

v lc ~s circle we do not know what is. (2) To extinguish all 

ideas of and belief in revelation, inspiration, prophecy, 

miracles and everything supernatural. The Bible, however, 

means all these things literally as narrated, and narrates 

in many instances the 11 teral fulfillment or prophecies. 

Says the critic: All things were written post festum and all 

that is supernatural is mythologi cal or legendary •••• All 

this wisdom being flatly contradicted by the Bible and especi

ally by Moses. 1t became to those critics a necessity to 
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diaqualiry and discredit the latter by h'J'POt.heaea ot their 

own.... We mean to maintain that i~ it bad not been tor this 

unbelief they would never have hit upon their hypotheaes, ot 

which radical criticism conaista. (~) Bntbllaiastic Christiana, 

led to believe that commandment meam slavery, that the law 

is a curae ••• adopted the same b)'P<>thetical meana ••• to upset 

the authority or the Old Testament, and especially of Moses, 

in order to center all religious authority in the New •••• 

When they tirxi that Paul alao with all his opposition to the 

law and circumcision, still acknowledges the authority or the 

Old Testament and bases most all his arguments on it, they 

say Paul was a Pharisee •• •• (4) With some skeptic Christiana 

it was the destructive tendency exclusively which led them 

to the adoption or iDVention of those ingenious hypotheses. 

Their object was the abolition ot Christianity. Thia, they 

maintained, was the abolition of Christianity. This, they 

17':.. i nt· .1ned, had its roota in Judaism. Unless you destroy the 

ruots the tree will not perish •••• They did not hide their 

intention of uprooting Christianity.... (5) The last and 

most dishonest motive leading one class of writers on this 

radical criticism is Judaphobia. They tried various means 

to rob Judaism of its glory. The monotheism they maintained 

was not Jewish, i t was Semitic.... The tabernacle of Moses 

and Moses himself are myths. David was a chief or tlw ban-

dit ti.... Having thus come into existence (without the aid 
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of Judaism), modern civilization owes nothing to the Jews.• 
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surd to merit even a mo-.ent•a consideration. RU reaacns ror 

c1ti.Jlg the •<rk or »:. 11eu-.n. are twofold: (1) to shos what 

absurdities that species ot cr1t1c1.Slla 1ea.ds to. ane (2 ) 1n a 

short time someone will take the Weisman theory as an estab

lished fact, and build further upon it.
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To bolster hi.s position, Wise saw fit to quote or 

c ite other author! ties who • i:re also agaim t the school of 

the higher critics . One <:>~~h person was a Miss Amelia Betham 

Edwards of London, who did much to counteract adverse criti

cism of early Biblical records. Regarding her work Wise 

wrote that she •not only gave the lie to all those perverting 

critics, but gave it to them in so popular and attractive a 

form that it took hold also upon the ordinary reader and 
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could not be gainsaid by the critical reader." 

Then the new discoveries of the day, accordi.ng to 

Wise, were constantly voiding much of the critics• teachings. 



The Dutch am German Bible cr1t1ca or the rad1ca1 or negative 

achoola, notea Wiae, were hit bard by explorers and diacov

eriea of these later days. Almoat daily ~w evidence is un

covered which points to the genuineness or the Biblical records; 

yet , it was not too long ago that the critics banished them 

into the land of myths and t'ables. Wise was ever conf'ident 

that the radical critics, with whom the Bible stories are tic-
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titious, soon would be forced to abandon their positions. 

In reviewing a book by Rabbi Levi ben Gersom con

taining a systematical presentation or Banolaa' ethics, Wise 

shows that the reader will also find therein the sc.ripture 

upon which it is baaed. He then notes that "it ia a disease 

of the age that quite a numberer ourn.bbis atudy the Bible in 

the books of Protestant critics, whose DBin object is to re

duce t he Old Testament to the legendary value of the New 

Testament and make both cf them a depository of modern doc

trines and antiquat :1 111" .. u1e s . Gersom's book give the quin

tessence of this ethics. We think our rabbis would be much 

more succeestul preachers 1!' they would pay more attention 

to our own literature than to Protestant Bible criticism, 

which in the pulpit is not only worthless but a disturbing 

element, 11hile the Jewish commentaries are full of spirit, 
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thought and sap. Dry bones produce no living effect.• 

In the "Congregational Review,• Wise found a lec

ture by the Rev. Edward White, Professor of Homiletics at 

New College, on "The Influence of Spiritual Statea on Biblical 



Cri ticiam.• He citea that lecture u a source backing up 

his oppoa ition to the entire tie ld or Bible criticism. He 

writes, •'lhe Proteasor•a argument ia that the knowledge or 

God in our souls is the best gaide to a true conception or 

Biblical truth. The moet victorioua detenae or the Bible 

against the destructive view or auperticial critics, aaya the 

lacturer or the Bible, 1a entirely inconaiatent with elabo

rate theories concerning Elobist, Jehovist and Sacerdotallst 

dealers to folklore and imposture. Your mere verba1 critic 

misses what lies on the surface and proceeds to search tor 

something which lies deeper but is really far less valuable. 

The books of the Old Testament were not the work ot any rogue, 

literary or ecclesiastical, as is irresistibly evident 1"rom 

the tone of holiness and elevation of spirit which pervades 
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the Bible from the fir st chapter to the la.at.• 

Wise states in no uncertain terms that Bible criti-

cis~ is tar rrom being scientitic,ror no fixed result baa 

be~ . . reache d by a.n;r school or 1nd1v1dual writer that could be 

called scientific. He goes on to note that on the whole we 

are no better informed today than we were fifty years ago as 

to when am bJ' whom the various books or the Bible were writ

ten. That which baa no fixed lawa caimot be called scienti

fic, nor is that scient1t1c labor which aims at no fixed laws 

and s tarts trom no established tacts. •The whole school has 

this in common with Darwin that it starts with a nunt>er of 

hypotheses, none of which is rounded on tact, and the combi

nation thereof is like OxOxOeO, and that cipher is the some-



thing whidl explains the origin of species. That 1a called 

science now, exactly as the canon ani apparatus ot Biblical 

criticism are. That i• one kind of acientitic research, trom 

the standpoint or those who call it ao. Others, however, call 

it the atteq>ta at bannonizing the principles am doctrines 

of Judaism with the dominant schools or philosophy or rather 

with tbe writings ot Mill, Spencer and other British aavanta. 

Will that be called scientific workT All scientiata maintain 

1 t would not• •
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In an editorial in the •Israelite• of March 13, 188S, 

Wise waa det1nite 1n informing his reading public that all 

Biblical crit1c1am had no basis whatsoever. He was scornful 

of tho member• ot that a di ool because what waa accepted tody 

u f 1nal truth would tomorrow be discarded tor a "truer• 

truth. In this editorial Wise states: 

We do protest moat emphatically against the alleged 
results ot tba t negative Bible criticism which up
roots the veracity and integrity of the 1.napired 
writers and reduces the ancient history or Israel 
to a record of mere barbarism. We do so not be
cause that negative criticism ia injurious to Juda
ism, al though we believe it 1a a death blow aimed 
at it andreligion in general, especially if those 
alleged results are carried into the pulpit or the 
8abbath school, where they can do harm on1y and no 
good at all; because we firmly believe that truth 
must take care ot itself. If that upon which we 
have baaed our faith proves not to be true, we must 
adjust our faith aa tacts are unchangeable. We 
protest loudly and emphatically agaim t tho• al
leged results becauae we know them to be false and 
we protest against every falsehood. There 1s not 
one easent ial position taken by those negative 
critics trom Spinoza down to Dr. Maybaum which we 
can not controvert with better arguments than they 
bring to support it. Just t '1 1nk ot the muneroua 



positions they have taken and abandoned since deWette 
advanced that llosea did not know the art ot alphabeti
cal writb~ •hen 1 t 1a known n>• that in t.he time o~ 
Abraham 1he cuneitorm character• were an old acience. 
Think o~ the EJ theory and what Ewald made ~ it, 
and remember that no sensible Bible reader now thinks 
of taking any notice of i t . Read Bornatein'a Gene
sis or even Qitaetz•s volume I of historf and do not 
laugh, it you can. We could wr1 te large volume on 
those abandoned theories. Must we not finally open 
our e7e8 to the tact that all those ingenious con
jectures and combination.a do not weigh a straw op
posite the llassorah, which is aa old as the poat
Biblical literature and the Jlassorah, which is as 
old as the post-Biblical literature and the trad1-
t1 one ot the Hebrew people older am more tai tbtul 
than both? llust we mt finally come to the convic
tion thatwe, who were, so to say, born with the 
Hebrew Language and grew up with the comnentairea 
on our lips, understand the Bible better than those 
few Protestant clergymen who are the authors of that 
negative criticism? Kay be we are too proud, too 
sel1'-conceited, to yield the palm, to abandon the 
Ket.her Thorah, to admit that all our fat.hers and 
foref athera, and among them the most powerful and 
iniependent reasoners, were blind, and all of us 
were purblind, till those tew Protestant clergJmen 
came to open our eyes. llaybe we are all that; still 
we are uaed to aee with our eyes and n>others to 
judge with our reason and not with that of Kuehnen 
or Wellhausen. We imagine that we can read the 
same original soarces precisely which they read, 
and have as straight and log i cal an understanding 
as they have; hence we must stand by our tl1g and 
can not serve under theirs. We maintain that· our 
reason is clearer and leas biased than theirs, and 
we prove it by the tact that they believe in Chda
tiani ty and we do not. You say they do not believe 
in Christianity? Then they are hypocrites, tor 
they profess belief in it aixl we have no cause what
ever to place any confidence 1n them. The hypo
crites mental production can amount to falsehood 
only. They are honest, you say, they say what they 
think? 'I.ben we pity them that they can not think 
more correctly and protest a gainst imposing upon 
the c~Dlllunity the unripe fruits of an unripe thi.nk
ing.4 

Events in the lifetime of Wise made him ever certain 

that bis position in regard to Biblical criticism was the only 
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valid one possible. In an editorial on October 7, 1897 head

lined, •'lhe Wellhauaen School ot Bible Critic1am Damaged,• he 

stated that "Halevi referred to the tragments or Scrj.pture 

and other Assyrian inscriptions lately deciphered, as among 

ot hers the fragments of the book of Zachariah which demolish 

completely the position or the Wellhausen diaciples.... There 

is no absolute certainty in any one of the varioua hypotheses 

which 1n the ir conglomeration make the system or Bible cri-
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t1c1sm." It 1s interes ting to note th.at here as in other 

writings, Wiae merely refers t o the hypotheses which he 1a 

r e1\iting and yet never actually s t ates t hem in an:t detail. 

In citing a paper delivered by a Julia Wedgewood 

which as serted that the oldest book of the Mosaic Scriptures 

is t he book of Deuteronomy, Wise refers to his Pronaos (see 

below f or Wise's explanation) to s how that t his is not so. 

Be writes: "This new admiss ion of the critics ia another proof 

hO\Y w- r t hlee s their statements in ge neral are •••• For a 

16 ~!me Levit icus was t he oldes t book wi th them t ill 

Kuehnen put it into the time a.fter Ezekiel •••• So they guessed 

about and eµ ess ed yet wi thou t t he shadow of evidence , and so 

does Julia Wedgewood moe t s laviahly without a relieving ray 

•• of originality or logi cal evidence ." Thus we can see that 

what troubled Wise most was the never ending changing, modi

fying and discarding of hypotheses. 

Wise also attacked the view that the book of Daniel 

is a work of fiction . On thia ho comments t hat even it it be 
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pr cw en •o, 1t 1a the only Baaenean bOok which we poaaeaa and 

woniera what 1ntluence it could have on the other books ot 

the Bible. He holds that it this book be apurioua, it doea 

not follow tba t all or an7 ot the others are likewise. 'lhe 

Daniel argument u a jua tit1cat i on tor surrendering the 

Church methods to those ot the undefined hi~er criticism is, 

saya Wise, a failure. He notes that the main object ot that 

school is to overthrow Judaism in favor or Christianity. •A 

main point in Judaism against the Christian dogma of redemp

tion is the Day or Atonement. '!his makes all other modes or 

atonement supert'luous. • Further on he notes that they claim 

that the Book of Leviticus is late because "in it the Day ot 

Atonement is ordained, and in it only, outside thereof there 

is no mention of it; it follows that the book itsel.r is ot 

a later origin and the Day of Atonement is no divinely ap

pointed ins t itution of atonement." To refute this argument, 

Wf J~ recalls the fact that the Day of Atonement is mentioned 

en t;hree different p laces in Leviticus, viz: chapter 16.29-34; 

chapter 23. 26-33; am especially 25.9. He s t ates: "'!here 1s 

no man in the world that could prove this twenty-fifth chap

ter of Leviticus t o have been written by anybody besides Moses 

or at any time except there and then before entering the land 

of Canaan.... It was not interned to be a popular fast, the 

priests in the sanctuary only performed the ceremonies of 
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the day . Therefore it is not mentioned 1n early history." 

Being a traditionalist, Wise was opposed to any 
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author other than llosea for the books or the Pentateuch. He 

took cognizance ot the fact that the critical school tried to 

invent the author of the book ot Geneeia. To prove that 

Moses could not have written th1a book they cited a few words 

occurring here and there without considering that a book 

copied so otten mi~ t contain a few words of later origin. 

In bis History of the Iarael1t1ah Bat1on. Wise maintained over 

and over that Koaea must have been the author ot C-enea1e: • •• •• 

and with the help of God, he (lloses) compiled the rest or the 
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book of Genesis." Wise also cited Genesis 13.10 in which 

be saya he bas proof that the author of book was better ac

quainted with Egypt than with the plains or the Jordan, •ror 

1n order to explain an unknown another unknown subject can 
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not be used; the contrary is always true." Because of the 

use or the word O'~ in connection with 1'' i ~ instead ot 

n 1.:> , Wise is convinced of tbe fact tha t Moses wrote the 

Bo~ of Genesis . His reasoning is that the same terminology 

ls used in Genesis 9.8-17 in the recor d ot the covenent be-

tween God and Noah. 'lhe same 1s the case throughout the 

seventeenth chapter or Genesis. He then points out tbat tbia 

phrase is nowhere used by lloses except in this chapter, be

cause here Moses referred to a well known document. Wise. 

therefore. feels that he bas shown that the book of Genesis 

was written in the days when Israel sojourned 1n the wilder

ness . Be then notes: "We are not aware that anybody maintains 

that someone else might have written it in the days of Moses. 
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bec8118e there is too n.tch nonsenae in this hypothesis.• 

Wise 's treatment or the ditre-rent runes applied to 

the Deity is indeed interesting. Be makes reference to the 

s ta te:ment ot Wellhauaen in the Enc1clopedia Britannica that 

Astruc had the merit of being t he first to recognize 1n Gene

sis two documents or distinct authorship, which are defined 

by the different namee which they apply to the Deit y. He then 

notes that a Mr. Neubauer wishes to give the credit or the 

discovery to Kalonymos or Arles who wrote that "This strange 

use or the names or God (in Genesis) cannot be accidental, 

but gives, according to my opinion, some hidden hints which 

are too womertul f or me t o understand.• Though Kalonymos 

may have wished to hint that Genesis was not all written by 

the same author, Wise would require more evidence to convince 

him that the vagaries ot modern Biblical criticism can be 

traced back to a Jew in the f ourteenth century. He states: 

" TI- . r e ·~s t oo much evidence in Genesis showing that its mater

i a l did not c ane from one and the same hand. The most likely 

result at wh ich we can arrive is that t he auth or was a •Jab

vis t,' and i t may have been Moses - we t h ink i t was - who 

embodied and expounded in the book ancient documents from the 

•Bi bl e of the Patriarchs,• as we call it, the oldest of which 

are the Elohim passages and the genealogical tables up to 

Abraham. 'lhe El Sbaddi pass ages are naturally of a more recent 

date , a s t he history of Joseph in Bgn>t is undoubtedly or a 

s till more recent date. The Jahvist compiled, supplemented 
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and expounded. especially the v arioua name a which were g1 ven 

to the Deity at different stages or history are contained 1D 

the nomen proprium or God in the Xoaaic records and ever 

thereafter. 'lh1.a theory does not make Genesis a lass 1nap1red 

book. it' it is admitted that the author accepted m<re ancient 

documents in their proper places. because those ancient docu

ments may also bav~ been written by prophets like the patri-
"49 arch.a.... This treatment by Wise la interesting• tor al-

though be rejects Biblical criticism almost in toto.he 1a will

ing to state tl».t the Elohist sections ot Genesis were in

corporated by Kosea trom older documents. 

In a similar editorial in the "Israelite,• Wise 

attempted to state the opinion of the modern critics regard

ing the book of Genesis. They are convinced that the book 

of Genesis is a compilation of documents more ancient than 

the compiler who joined the fragments and put in his own 

exr .hns ~ory notes and remarks. However, Wise points out that 

ta~c. older documents, espe cia Uy of the f 1rst eleven chapters 

are without date and without points on which reference might 

be based to ascertain the approximate time when they were 

writ ten. Be comments: "It is evident that the Elohim pas-

sages are documentary and the Jahve or Jahve Elohim passages 

are additions by the compiler whoever that may have been. 

We think it was Moses. All the h~otboaee based on the dif

ference of names given to the Deity do not establish that 

those eleven chapters were written at any time after Moses; 



consequently, we may maintain that the Elohist passages in 

those eleven chapters are older than Moses. Thia appears to 

be evident also from the Genealogical tables; the 1'act that 

Reaen (Genesis 10.12) is mentioned as the capital or Assyria 

and not Nineveh; that none of the Egyptian cities is named 

although the compiler did not know them well (Genesis 13.10) 

•••• The first chapter or Genesis certainly announces itselt 

as a revelation since no man by aey other channel or informa

tion could arrive at the knowledge conveyed in that chapter. 

With all the progress or modern science we have arrived at 
50 

hypotheses, necessary evils to explain that which we know not.• 

AJDong negative Bible critics, according to Wise, it 

is accepted as a fact that the passages or the Pentateuch in 

which the Tetragrammation is used, are by one author, am those 

in which the Elohim is used are by still another.... Besides 

these two authors, they make note of one or two more authors 

of Pentuteuchal passages but are not certain as to how many. 

R · -~r : _ng the Ja.livis t a nd Elohist they agree and consider that 

hypothesis established. Some of the critics go so rar as to 

maintain thatthe Jahvist passages must have originated in 

Judah and the Blohist passages in the kingdom of Israel; there

fore, the JE passages must belong to a third and much later 

author who doubtless flourished after the fall of Samaria. 

Thus we can see, notes Wise, how one theory was built upon 

another arxi so forth until at last nobody can tell whether 

the Pentateuch was written or amended in the time or the 
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Tana•im as Dr. Graetz baa suggested. 

X.ter in the aame article, Wiae wrote: 

"· 

11' we find in one chapter Elohim and 1n ano~er 
Jehovah, either predo11l1.nate or exclusive, and we 
know that both are ot that aame author and both 
interchange w1 th other name• or God, aa 1n the 
caae with the Davidian Psalms, it can no longer 
be maintained that in any other book t.he Blobist 
and Jahvist cbaptere must be or two different 
authors. We are only entitled to inquire after 
particular reasons which the author m&J have had 
to uae this name of God 1n this connection and 
another in another connection. 

Not only do we consider the Davidian Psalms 
as an irretutable argument agaim t the Jahviatic 
and Elohistic hypotheses, but we also consider 
them aa proof positive that the Pentateuch existed 
and was popularly known aa the Law or God in 
Israel.... Had the Pentateuch been written or 
amended an7 time dur 1ng the reign of David or 
after, the term Zebaoth, •elech bak-kabod, Salli, 
Misgabbi and similar expressions would occur in 
it •••• Ho I•raelite can consistently subscribe 
to the J and E hypotheses wh en the Decalogue be
gins Onocbi Jehovah Elohecha, bis faith tells him 
Jehovah Elohenu, and thou shalt love Jehova Elo
hecha. Aa Israelites whose belief in Judaism is 
genuine, we have nothing to do with those hypothe
ses; and as critics, we can only denounce them 
as false in everi

2
particular, false from the begin

ning to the em. 

In his writings Wise took cognizance of the tact 

that one of the modern Bible critics stated that Elohim or 

ha-Elohim signified the national God of the Hebrews. To this, 

Wise remarks that it is strange that the national God was 

also the Creator of heaven and earth; and the etymology ot 

Jehovah points to the eternal and universal God. Wise won

ders why the critics cannot get themselves out or their demi

kabbal1st1c whims. when any concordance must convince them of 
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the utter fallacy or their theories. He goes on to state: 

•secause some Jews were too narrow in their conceptions to 

comprehend the One God of the universe, therefore the Bible 

must be maltreated and disfigured to state that self-same 

thing. But it does not, absolutely not. The Bible knows but 

one eternal and universal God whose name is Jehovah, and all 

other names given to the Deity are appelativea, except Elohim, 

which is older than JUdaism or Mosaism or Abrahamism. It is 

a plural contradiction of El and Elovah, the masculine and 

feminine powers.... The wh ole hypotheses of modern critics 

on Jehovah and Elohim are whims, caprices, which the Germana 

call 'Schrullen•, which have positively no value and lead 

only to an entire misapprehension of Bible texts. 'Ihe terms 

El, Elohim and Jehovah signify, •The Almighty Goa• or as we 

would say, the great immense Deity. The Elohim portions in 

Genesis are ancient documents or traditions which the Jehovah 

wri te-· · qr ces, expounds and supplements. so, for instance, 

is the second chapter of Genesis nothing else than a commen

tary and supplement to the first, to introduce the history or 

man, notwithstanding all the quibbling on that subject. These 

extraordinary theories must be dropped by all who wish to 
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unders t and the Bible.• 

In October 29, 1896, Wise was of the opinion that 

deWette started out with the idea that nobody could read or 

wri t e in the time of Moses. However, since deWette, discov-

eries in Assyriology and Egyptology proved that there existed 
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literature prior to the time ot Abraham. What angers Wise ia 

the fact that the critics reter to deWette when they epeak or 
the book found in the Temple in the time ot Josiah because 

deWette maintained that it was the book or DeuteronOlllJ although 

in the original sources it is referred to as the Serer Bab

beri th, •'lbe Book ot the Covenant•. The same is the case, 

Wise points out, with the Elohist and Jehovist pieces in the 

Pentateuch on which the French physician adYanced the hypothe

sis that this points to two different authors. In the bands 

of E.'trald this grew to twenty-two different writers whose 

products were compiled by Ezra. The higher oritica thus ex

pand the fragment hypothesis to an infinite number of Torah 

authors, in negation of all written statements in the very 

sources mich they attempt to expound. At the foundation of 

that higher criticism which they call a science, Wise points 

out, there are a few dozen more such illegitimate hypothesis. 
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•Let nc r.o l' a mistaken, it is no science.• 

The modern critics, Wise cavils, who claim to know 

the history of Israel better than the authors or the sources 

advance a priori the most absurd hypotheses and then base 

upon these their his tory of the Hebrew. One of the points 

t o which 'Ilise was referring was the alle ga ti on that the Jewish 

New Year on the first day or the seventh month and the Day of 

Atonement was not of Mosaic origin. 'Ibis he claims 1n un-

deniably false because the twenty-fifth chapter of Leviticus 

is without que s tion Mosaic. In it are contained the laws 
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concerning the Sabbath and Jubilee years. Concerning these 

two institutions, he atates:"The Jubilee year was certainly 

a prospective legislation, which it appeara, waa never carried 

into practice. Ezra and Nehemiah would certainly not reintro

duce it, because not all Israel was then in Pales tine. In 

the exile no such law could have been invented.... Before 

that period none can lay his finer on any passage in Scriptures 

to show when and where or why such a law might have been en

acted. It appears necessarily to be one of the prospective 

laws of Moses, which was never reduced to the practice, al

though the laws of property and of personal freedom largely 

depend on the Jubilee Year institution. In the very twenty

fi.fth chapter of Leviticus, however, which is beyond a doubt 

of Mosaic origin, both the civil New Year of t he first day of 

the seventh month and the Day of Atonement are particularly 

mentioned in connection with the Sabbath and Jubilee Years, 

and "' •'-'lllCI t be separated from them by any process of cr1tic1am 

••&• It appears tha t the whole canon of criticism is aa 

worthless as the Jahvist Eloh1s t hypotheses, which has at last 
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been abandoned; aIXi with it Ewald's theory falls to the grouni." 

Another item of the higher critics that troubled 

Wise was their implication that the God of Israel was a low 

Deity because of the many anthropomorphic e~rees1ons found 

in the Bible. However, t he hypercritica want it so in order 

t o prove that the God of Israel as taught by Moses was a low 

conception of Deity. Wise points out that these gentlemen 
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overlook two facts: first, that the absence or metaphyaical 

term.a is a proof ot high antiquity; secondly, that most all 

our metaph~ical terms are borrowed from concrete examples. 

What the higher crit1c8 must have expected waa tor Moses to 

invent a metapb78ical terminologr. Since he apoke in concrete 

terms, hia conception or Deity must necessarily have been low. 

A better argument on their part would be - if the conception 

ot Deity waa with Moses as sublime and perfect as Ariatobul, 

Philo and the Jewish metapbyaiciana of the Middle Ages, it 

must have originated in a pbiloaophical and post-prophetical 

age. To rebut this argument Wise would point to the concrete 

language used by Moses to prove its antiquity.56 

For Wise, the idea of a Hexateuch waa without any 

toun:iation in tact or speculation. The higher critics in 

their teaching point out that the Five Books ot Moses were not 

written by Moses, an:i also that the Book ot Joshua belongs to 

this "...::1e ~lass of literature and that, therefore, there must 

have been six books or the same kind. Wise notes, however, 

that in the Biblical sources there is no mention ot the "Five 

Books" of Moses; rather it is referred to as the Torah of the 

Lord. As the existence of five books cannot be proved from 

Biblical sources, certainly six cannot be proved or even pre

s umed. The source for their being tive books Wise found in 

t he Septuagint, Ben Sira, an:l the Mishnah. The source for a 

Hexateucb he finds in the unexplored regions of the tanc1 ot 
57 

the higher critics. 
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The book of Joshua is simply chronography without 

any law and without any reference to any new institution.a; 

wbereaa, the Torah include• m&IIJ laws am the origins or vari

ous institutiona. Thus, Wise concludes, they ar e two entirely 

different booka • There are no more similarities between them 

than t hose which one would &J!Pect between master and disciple. 

"The Hexateuch chimera has no f oundation in a11Y known docu

ment or leg itimate speculat i on or anything. I t is auxiliary 

hypothesis to prop another groundless hypothesis, viz: Moses 

did not write anything. But here is the tes timony or history 

that he did; her e is the Book of Joshua. Well, that was writ

t en by the same author or authors with the Torah and was a 

portion of it. With the i' irst hypothesis the second also 

l h 11sa fal s to t e ground •••• 

Some critics went to the extr eme of denying abso· 

l utely the authent icity or the Pentateuch and made Ezra its 

author . F'r the most part, states Wise , these critics are 

but superi'icially acqua inted with Jewish literature. As 

their author ity for doubting the authenti c ity, they usually 

point to Ibn Ezra. \Vise wonders what these critics would 

have done had they seen "Zai'nath Paneach" by Joseph ben 

Eli ezer who went far beyond Ibn Ezra. He surmises that bad 

they read this work they would have buil t mountains of hypotb-
59 

eses upon it. 

In an editoria l answer ing the charge that the Torah 

and most of the Bible were written by Ezra the Scribe who 
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took it trom the Greeka, Wiae wrote: 

••• still when you come to think over it, you will 
tind that this ia hardly more absurd than the com
mon place hypotheses taken tor granted by moat or 
the radical critics that DeuteronODlJ waa composed 
or rather tcrged in the time or the Prophet Jere
miah, tor which there exists not the shadow ot a 
proot; and then in the same breadth almost, it ia 
maintained that the other books or the Torah, at 
leaat the three middle books were written by Ezra 
•••• Logic arxi historical or documentary evidence 
~~i~~~i=:.~ggether with that radical Biblical 

As a •hole the economy ot Moses• time was one primarily con

cerned with agriculture. The taxes were payable in the pro

duce or the land and both the rich and the poor were required 

to work the land. Because of this fact• Wise was convinced 

or the antiquity ot the Mosaic legislat ion. Therefore, be 

finds it most absurd to maintain that thi s legislation ori

ginated with Ezra. 

In t h e book of Leviticus, Wise finds many portion.a 

that bav'!! tl 3ir origin in the wilderness. In addition to 

thos '• .J.1ng w1 th agriculture, the book bas a s 1mple primi-

tive theology. Yet many of the higher critics are unclear as 

to the existence of the Torah prior t o Ezra. They claim that 

each prophet called his revelations a Torah and that it waa 

these fragments that were compiled by Ezra ard called "Torath 

Mosheh" . In unmistakable terms, Wise calls this hypothesis 

false because it is based on no documentary information, and 

because 1t 1a opposed to all of the documentary evidence in 

our possession. In order to accept this bypotheaia, the 
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following must first be accomplished: (1) the entire histori

cal part or the Bible must be overhauled, (2) the prophetical 

literature with quotations r~om the Torah muat be considered 

false, (3) the Paalma must be placed in times when no Psalms 

could have been written, (4) I and II Chronicles must be called 

priestly deceptions, and (5) the Massoretic rules and laws in 

the Mishna and Talmud. have to be classed ae rabbinical inven-
61 

tiona. 

To further portray the confua ion of the higher 

critics regarding the books of Ezekiel, Wise takes note ot the 

fact that one party maintains that the author of Leviticus 

had no knowledge of the Decalogue, which they claim was com

posed later and was perhaps from Leviticus. Another party 

maintains that Leviticus must have been written later than 

the Decalogue because in 1 t the Decalogue is expounded and 

enlarged upon. Here we indeed have a dileJllD& in the field 

of er:' i.ci·•m, tor the book of Leviticus could not possibly 

have ~een written both before and after the Decalogue. 

Ibn Ezra has established that the Book of Leviticus 

is and was one consecutive book. Be attempted to explain away 

its problems by noting that it was a book for the priests ex

clus ively and was to define their limits and circumscribe 

their duties. This, according to Ibn Ezra, is the cause of 

1 ts numerous details. After informing the priests or their 

duties, the priests are told to teach the people with the 

charge "Speak to the whole congregation or Israel.• Utilizing 
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this explanation, Wise ia or the opinion that there exiata 

no reason wbateYer to -1nta1n that the Book of Le'Yi ticua 

was written l.ong after the Decalogue; nor doea it admit the 

euppoaition tbat the Deoalogue waa written later. tither 

argument, bolda Wise, must be abandoned aa not in keeping 
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with the tacta. 

In another editorial •1ae dealt with the attitude 

ot the critics toward Leviticus and Bzekiel. Re branded aa 

false and absurd the hypotheaia regarding the authorship ot 

Leviticus, viz: that it was written by Ezra, mo was the heir 

of Ezekiel's Torah. Be writes: "There is not the least evi-

dence on record either that Ezra had an1 knowledge or Ezekiel 

whom he never mentions or imitates in style or diction, or 

that Ezra and his contemporaries were capable of writing a 

Hebrew book ao pure and origi.nal that the geographical and 

topographical diviaions and the proposed sacrificial policy, 

as ) :.id ,own in the appendix to the Book or ~odua wu De'Yer 

introduced in Palestine, which could not posaiblJ ha'Ye been 

the case if Ezra, guided by Ezekielbld written Leviticus •••• 

Bes idea it ia evident th.at all that part ot the Pentateuch 

from Exodus 21 to LeYiticua 25 1a undoubtedly one consecutive 

book.... An'f tair critic will admit that it takes a very 

telling amount or indirect evidence to overthrow t~e direct 

evidence of the book under consideration. In Leviticus there 

are a number ot excellent criteria to show its origin in the 

Wi l derness of Sinai. '!here is no reference in it to the 
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Levites as assistant priests, to any high priest or chiet 

priest besides Aaron, aoi to no priest at al1 besides •his 

sons•. 'lb.ere is no reference in it to a117 place besides the 

wilderness. or to a.IV event besides those ot the first year 

after the exode. It otters not one sure point by which 1 ta 
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la t ter origin could be proved.• 

Most critics. cOlllllents Wise, read little more than 

the index or table of contents or the books which they read. 

This , in large measure• accounts tor much of the misinforma

tion th at they spread. He refers to the science called 

Modern Bible Criticism as Negative criticism because on the 

strength of unscientific methods it maintains that the Penta

teuch is not composed ot original Mosaic material• that no 

PsalmB are Davidian, no Proverbs Solomonic, that the histori

cal books are unhistorical• that the prophecies were written 

'post testum1 and that there was no revelation, inspiration or 

propr -,1.y. If the Bible is a compendium or deceptions, and 

unscr·1.1pulous misrepresentations, Wise wonders where the Bibll-

cal truths that they speak of c ane from. Bis conclusion seems 

t o be that they are perhaps pulled out or thin air. 

Regarding ttie non-existence of a Torah prior to 

J osiah, Wise wrote: 

Without knowing or one another, deWette and Volney 
based upon II Kings 12 the hypothesis that prior 
to King Josiah (642-611) no written Pentateuch or 
Torah exist ed. I t was tound or rather written by 
the High Priest Hilkiah, the prophet Jeremiah, 
Shapban the scribe and other conspirators, from 
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existing traditions or traginenta and presented to 
the King as the law or Moses. The rraud was per
petrated• they maintain. 1n order to counteract 
more effectively the existing idolatry and t o 
establish the worship or Jehovah. 

Fro• the purely critical standpoint, both deWette 
and ~lne7 are guilty of a groas error and their 
hypothesl.8 i• one or those 1mpoas1bil1tiea which 
no unbiased alnd can adopt. 

In the eigb teenth year of King Josiah, Hllkiah being 
the High Priest and Shaphan the scribe• the temple 
was being repaired ••• H11k1ah the High Priest said 
to Shaphan the Scribe: Tbe Book of the Law have I 
round in the house of God) not a book or copy, but 
the Book of the Law• the High Priest said he had 
round in the Temple.... It appears that the authors 
of the narrative in question in Kings intended to 
convey the idea that Hilk1ah had found the original 
copy of the Book or the Covenant which had been read 
to the children of Isr ael at the root or Mt. Horeb.64 

From this account it appears that Wise draws a number or con

clusions• He la of the opinion that the Torah certainly 

existed in the eighth century B.C. and was known as the 

Divine Law; and that the original copy of the Book or the 

Covenant came into the possession of King Josiah. 

-~ the prophetic and bagiograpbic sections of the 

Bibl e , Wise found over twelve hundred Hebrew roots that do 

not occur in the Five Books of Moses. Among those he detected 

as missing in the Pentateuch are such as refer t o water and 

pools of water , cities and city 11fe, handicraft tools, com-
65 

merce, plus a number of others. This he believes to be fatal 

to the school of criticism whioh places the origin or the 

Pentateuch posterior t o the Prophets. Their absence in the 

Pentateuch is almoet conclusive evidence of the antiquity of 

the book . 
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The critics, in their study of the Pentateuch. 

overlook many telling data recorded in the book, observes 

Wise. One of these is that the Law or Moses takes no cogni

zance of the worship or Baal and Astartharta while it does 

denounce moat . viciously the worship or Moloch. Ex.cept as 

the name or a place in Egypt, the word Baal is not mentioned 

in the Pentateuch. Thus the worship ot Baal certainly was 

later than that of Jloloch. If the Mosaic law had been pee t

exilic when Baal worship was common, Moses would have legis-

1.a ted against it as he did against Moloch. It was not until 

after the death of Joshua that we find the worship of Baal 
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me,ntioned. Therefore, Wise concludes, we have another reason 

for rejecting the theory of the higher critics that the Penta

teuch was post-exilic in origin. 

If the book or Genesis had been written after the 

Law of Moses as some of the critics maintain, we would not 

find 1!•it.cen therein the fact that Abraham married his halt-

sist&r Sarah and the fact that Jacob married two sisters and 

other events similar to these. Acts such as these are tor-

bidden and denounced as capital crimes by Moses. As Wise has 

often referred to the critics as writers of fiction, he ls no 

different in this case: "A writer of fiction acquainted with 

the Law would have glorified the fathers and not stigmatized 
67 

them as criminals in the estimation of his contemporaries." 

Therefore, because we do find such events mentioned, the work 

i f an attempt by the author, Moses, to present as authentic 
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an account as possible. 

We have seen above that. according to Wise. the 

Jahvist and Elohist theories for the origin ot the Pentateuch 

are valueless. Like the allegation that Ezra was the compiler 

of the Pentateuch. so also these must be given up as a forlorn 

hope. Houever. in Genesis• Wise is of the opinion tbat !ta 

Jahvist author made use ot Elohist documents and traditions 

and used the term wherever he found it in the documents; Jah

veh where Be H:imsel.f narrates the traditions. and Jahveh 

Elohim where he wants to explain that the Elohim known to them 

signifies the God Whose name is Jahveh. It is for this reason. 

Wise points out, that the author of Genesis lets Abraham use 

the word Jehovah although we find it stated in Exodus that 
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God was first made known to ?doses by that name. 

In the Book of Genesis itself, there is proof to 

show that the ma in port ion of Genesis was not writ ten 1n Egypt 

prior ~ ~ t1 e Exodus. Wise remarks that: •The whole tenor ot 

the h - .;ory ot Joseph and the sojourn of Abraham in Egypt 

po1nts to an Egyptian author, at a time when those stories 

were yet fresh in the memory of that people. It is certainly 

remarkable that from the time in the narrative (Genesis 31.27) 

or Jacob's departure fran the house of Laban to the end ot the 

Book of Genesis, God is called El, Elohim, El Shaddai, or 

Shaddi, and rever Jehovah except in the story ot Judah and 

Tamar and the next following introductory remarks to the story 
69 

of Joseph in Egypt (Genesis 37.l - 38.6).• 
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In addition, he cites several other paasagea 

which point to an Egyptian author. One 1s in the thirteenth 

chapter of Genesis, verse ten: •And Lot lifted up hi• eyes 

and he saw the whole plain of the Jordan that 1 t was full 

wattered• before Jehovah destroyed Sodom and Gemorrah like a 

garden of Jehovah• like the land of Egypt where thou camest 

to Zoar.• This verse, he feels, shows that the author was 

either in Egypt, or wrote this shortly after his departure 

from that land. Also Genesis 21 . 21 points to an Egyptian 

author: •and his mother took him (Ishmael) a wife trom the 

land of Egypt.• From these verses Wise concludes that the 

Elohist document was written by an author outside of the 

land of Canaan, or that he added these explanatory notes at 

a later time. 

In searching his mind, Wise cannot see why it 

should not be regarded as plausible that the Book of Genesis 

was .~it ;en either by Moses or a contemporary ot his and that 

he i ncorporated therein the Elohist document. 

In answer t o the charge that the re are passages 

in Genesis of a later date, Wise confes ses that he cannot 

find them. One of the suspected passages is: •when Abram came 

into the land of Canaan (Genesis 12)•, "and the Canaanite 

was then in the land.• The critics are of the opinion that 

this was written after the Canaanites were expelled tram the 

land , thence after tbe death of Moses. Wise here states that 

the critics misunderstood the term 0 oz" rendered "then". 
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However, this term, notes Wise, is used in Hebrew as of an 

action that took place •then and not now•. He, therefore, 

concludes that the critics knew not whereor they were speaking. 

In their attempt to invalidate the' account found 

in Scripture, the critics were ever-ready to n1.anufacture 

hypothesis after bypothesis. One such hypothe1sis, Wise notes, 

pointed out that the ancient Jews were l.ett-hrtnded because 

they wrote from right to left. Wise finds it strange that 

anyone would lecture or write on the Jews wi tbout knowing the 

Bibl e in which he finds over and over the e.xpl~ess ion "right 

arm" and at no time •1ert arm•. This he concJudes is a tur

ther method of manufacturing hypotheses by thie critics, a 
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procedure which one day could run away with them altogether. 

Thus as we can readily see, Wise 1•as violently 

opposed to the teachings of the school of higher criticism. 

He felt tr.at it was meritless, groundless ani absurd. Except 

1'or 1~ ·.:: r act that he believes that Moses used the Elohist 

document as a s ource, and except for his rat lonalization of 

the miracles that occur in the Bible, Wise fc1r the most part 

appears to have been a traditionalist. In 01•der to ascertain 

this point thoroughly, the following chapter will be devoted 

to the attitude that Wise himself espoused t <,.ard the Penta

teuch. 
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WISE ON THE PENTATEUCH 
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Much o~ the original work that Wise did in the 

£1eld of Bible may be found in his Pronaos to Holy Writ, pub

lished in 1891. To find his reasonft>r writing this book, 

the article "'lbe World of Ky Books" provides a likely sol.ll'ce. 

In it he states that he was provoked to write because or the 

flood of misinformation spread by Pentateuchal and Hexateuch

al criticism. He depicts ttleir writings as portraying the 

Book of Moses as a late creation and a patchwork put to

gether by deceitful priests. He writes: •1 was seized with 

fear for historical Judaism on the one hand and on the other 

hand I bad to speak against this t o the students of the col

lege. Ir the Pentateuch was a lie on which all of h istorical 

Judaism based itself, then all our great spirits were either 

dece 1
• ed deceivers or despicable hypocrites .• This troubled 

Wi0 ~ ver y much. He then wonders almost aloud: 

If this is so, why is there Judaism in the nine
teenth century? Why all the sacr1f ices offered 
on the altar of our faith, so often with bleeding 
hearts, not only by our fathers, but also by us? 
If this is so, whence do I know that there is an 
only, unique and eternal God , who is just, merci
ful, loving and true? Whence do I know that there 
1a a moral order of the universe and 1.nrnortality, 
when all the world has gone otf into materialism ••• ? 
It took a long time for me to work through the con
stantly growing critical literablre. It took me 
even longer to oppose the apparatus (of biblica1 
criticism), rich in hypotheses and contradictions 
with a system of my own? When I f ound out bow to 
con.rront the documentary hypotheses with a priori 
proofs, I went to my desk and produced the 
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Thus we can see readily that Isaac Mayer Wise, head or a rab

binical seminarr, teacher of Bible, leader of the Jewish com

munity, was forced by pressing circumstances to produce an 

answer to the charge of the critics who termed the Bible a 

book of forgeries and false information. 

The views presented in the remainder or this chapter 

will be those of Wise to the exclusion of all others. 'lhey 

contain his answer to the critics regarding the various sec

tions of the Bible and his attitude towards Scripture in 

general. 

Once the veracity or the post-Pentateuchal records 

is established, the arguments against the Mosaic origin of 

the Pentateuch falls by the wayside . At no time can a priori 

or a posteriori evidence, which can prove probability or pos

sibiU ": .'1 v .1ly, stand up against documentary testimony of au

thcn . ~ records . Wise remarks that "if the advocates of nega

tive criticism urge that the author's arguments are insuffi

cient to establish certitude, they must admit their suffici-
2 

ency to contravert their own.• 

The Talmud consistently makes mention of the divi

sion of the Torah into five books. For instance, in Sotah 5 . 6 , 

•1e find: "Moses wrote the five books of the Torah and then 

again he wrote the section of Balak and Balaam." We note 

als o references to this division into five books in the Greek, 



Syriac and .Aramaic translations of the Pentateuch and in 

Josephus and Philo. All such references to five books of 
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3 the Pentateuch refer to the same five in the opinion ot Wise. 

It is no less certain that the subdivisions of the various 

books into major and minor paragraph.a were ever fixed and 

noted caref'ully by the ancient scribes. Por this reason it 

seems impossible that the text could have been amended or 

interpolated at any time within the two thousand years ot 

Hebrew post-Biblical traditions and documentary records. 

In the Bible itself, Wise finds no passage or inti

mation which justit'ies the hypothesis that Jeremiah or any 

other prophet committed literary forgery. He notes that Kings 

and Chronicles both expressly inform us ot "The Book of the 

Torah", that is the main book of the Torah was found in the 

Temple and which in both sources is called "'nle Book or the 

Covenant•. In Exodus 24 .4-7 we are in!'ormed that this was 

t t e 11 l - i ple book written by Moses. No reason exists for us 

to maintain that it was any other book but the original one 

written by Moses. Up to the time of Samuel and the oldest 

prophets, Wise is certain that he can trace the existence and 

authority of the Torah. In these works, the main events nar

rated in the Torah are noticed and quotations are made there-
4 

from. 

Of the historical books of the Bible , Vlise ls O,f 

the opinion that they are synopses of official and contempo

rary records. At no time were they rewritten or corrected 
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by any one man or group of men because, except for some errors 

which might have crept in through copying during the thousands 

of years, they would have been uniform and correct. Bad they 

been rewritten they could not differ so greatly as does Judges 

from Joshua or Ki~a from Samuel. 

In the Canon, the Prophets and Hagiographa are ac

ce]:t ed as divine, though supplemental. It was t he Torah that 

occupied the highest position in the estimation of the people, 

and it had been venerated in Israel long before the other 

books of the Bible came into existence. 

Try as they may, the critics were unable to dis

qualify the historical sources in the Bible. Yet it is pre

cisely these sources that Wise believes established the facts 

narrated in the Pentateuch and attested t o its Mosaic origin. 

At no time did the radi cal critics attempt to invalidate these 

s ources by internal evidence . Having a tarted out wi tb the 

thso· ·v ·~ ~ t no Law or Moses existed prior to Ezra or King 

Josiah, they sougjl t means t o disqualify the historical books 

becaus e t hey t es t ified t o the existence of the Mosaic law 

prior to Joshua. Yet, when conf'ronted with the testimony of 

h is tory, such hypotheses and speculation collapse and with 

them all of the structure of radical critic ism. 

In the Pentateuch, Wise cites five scrolls that 

mus t be a ttributed to Moses becau.,, e of their content and 

makeup: 

1. Story and poems of Balaam (Numbers 22 and 23 ) 
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concerning which 1 t is maintained 1n the Talmud, 
"Moses wrote five books or the Torah and then 
again he wrote the chapter on Balaak and Balaam. 

2. The Book or the Journeys• Here 1 t ls q:> ec1t1-
cally mentioned that Jlosea also wrote by divine 
command the history of the exodus trom Egypt and 
the sojourn or Israel in the wilderness, as stated 
in Blallbers 33, "And Moses wrote the goings out 
according to their journeya at the command or 
Jehovah. 

3. In Numbers 21.14, there is noticed •The Book or 
the Ware of Jehovah• anl a passage from it •••• 
This, the critics maintain, must be a book older 
than the Torah. We have maintained that no war 
ot Jehovah could have existed prior to Moses, 
and Moses was particularly commanded to write or 
rather etart such a book right after the first 
war or Jehovah which was waged against Amalek, 
as recorded in Exodus 17.14, •And Jehovah said, 
write this as a memorial in the Book,• which 
could mean a special book only, a book for that 
purpose, viz: to record the wars of Jehovah. It 
a tands to reason that Moses obeyed the divine 
command, consequently, he waa the author or the 
Book of the Ware of Jehovah, as far as his time 
was concerned. 

4. Another ancient book "The Book of Jashar", quoted 
in Joshua 10.12-13 and 2 Samuels 2.17-27, which 
also appears to have been started by Moses or 
round by him among his people and continUed. Ac
cording to the extant quotations from that book, 
it must have been a collection of the people's 
didactic and epic poems, to which the song at 
the Red Sea, beginning •oz Yashir•, as does the 
quotation 1n Numbers 21.17 and another in Joshua 
10.12 may have given the name Jashar. 

s. Book of Generations. This book is mentioned first 
in Genes is s. The term Safer could have been 
added at that particular place only to inform us 
that the Israelites prior to Moses. possessed a 
written geneaology reaching back to Adam or that 
Moses started also this official book; anyhow it 
is of Mosaic or pre-Mosaic origin as are other 
documents accepted into Genesis. 5 

Wise did not infer that these scrolls which were incorporated 

by Moses remained unchanged and are in the Bible in the ir 



original tormulation. Rather• Wise intorma us that trom time 

to time Moses m&J' have added to these acrolla. He ia somewhat 

uncertain as to when or how Moses added the Book of the Cove--

nant. It may have been in the last days of his life or 1 t 
6 

may have been afterwards. He continues: 

The documentary evidence not merely entitles but 
compels us to maintain that all these manuscript 
scrolls preserved and zealously guarded in the na
tional sanctuary may have been connected with the 
Mosaic books ot Genesis. ••• and shaped in the 
present form of the Five books of Moses. if not 
Moses himself performed this task in the last days 
of his life; and that 1D8terial.wh1cb, after Moses, 
was added to any of these books or scrolla waa 
incorporated in the latter books of Joshua and 
Judges . although sane or it ma.y have been retained 
in the Pentateuch as for ~tance Genesis 14.14, 
36.311 and Exodus 16.35,36. 

Wise states emphatically that no reason exists for supposing 

that the compilers of the Pentateuch accepted a.DJthing into 

it which they did not believe to have come from the bands or 

Moses or his immediate disciples. No reason exists for s~-

pect ~r.p · raud where the object of any book is the greatest 

good of mankini. It is a self-contradictory assumption to 

s t a te tba t any individual whose sole object is truth should 

resort to fraudulent means to reach his aim. Thus to be 

honest with ourselves, it is necessary that we give no heed 

to the higher critics who suspect fraud in the compilation of 

the Pentateuch. 

Wise a dmits that a few passages in Genesis 

show t races of coming f r om a later writer ; yet in view of the 

fact that they are so few in number. they cannot counter-
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balance the evidence of the rest ot the book. Wise, there

fore ascribes these passages to those who compiled the canon 

and to later copyists who contounded glossary notes with the 
8 original text. 

Regarding the book or Deuteronomy, Wise is of the 

opinion that it was originally written and delivered by Mosea 

to the priests and all the elders of Israel according to the 

reading of Deut. 31.9. To refute one of the assertions ot 

the critics, he wrote: 

The assumed difference of diction which critics sup
pose to distinguish Deuteronomy and characterize it 
as a work or later origin than the former books of 
the Torah is imaginary only. The Laws in Deuterono
my differ in nowise from those 1n the forimr books. 
Whenever any former law is repeated, it is amended 
with some additional provision. But suppose there 
was such a difference, it must be admitted that 
forty years' literary and oratorical practice changes 
the diction of every man of genius. Besides all 
that the critics possess no reliable standard by 
which to fix the age of any portion of the ancient 
classical Hebrew. 

For ~- -· ls reason, Wise strongly opposes non-Mosaic authorship 

of LJ~uteronomy and holds that it was written by Moses. 

Having given his reasons for the Books of the Cove

nant,the various ecrolls mentioned and the Book of Deuteronomy 

being Mosaic, Wise now gives us the reasons why he thinks that 

tile Book of Genesis must also be Mosaic. Be writes: 

1. It is no more and no less than a historical in
troduction to the Mosaic Scriptures, as the 
first eleven chapters are the introduction to 
the history of the patriarchs. 

2. The next object of Genesis is to establish the 
title of the children of Israel to the land of 
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Canaan which is the very foundation or the Mosaic 
polity. 

3. The whole plan or Gene sis is to present tbe regu
lar development and steady progreaa of the reve
lations of Deity in the human conaciousneas and 
the consequent generation or the ethical princi
ples trom the progressive cognition or God's 
nature and •111. 

4. Without this introduction, this knowledge ot pre
ceding development, the doings and writings ot 
Moses would appear an unintelligible mystery, 
inexplicable and incomprehensible, a state ot 
culture and a atage of reason and ethic issuing 
suddenly from dead rocks, and Moses would appear 
like a wizard wrapped in the deceptive mantel 
of darkneaa. 

s. In all his writings , Moses continually points back 
to the events, doctrines and promises recorded 
in Genes is • 9 

Further on, Wise refutes the contention that the Book of Gene-

sis mi ght have been written by s omeone else by reason of t he 

constant use of the Tetragrammation in the book, which he 

strongly maintains is of Mosaic origina. Those portions in 

which Goe is called Elohim or El Shaddai are, in the opinion 

of :~~ 6 ancient documents , the author of which accepted and 

incorporated literally. However, the author of Genesis is 

ever ready to s t a te that Elohim or El Shadda1 is identical 

with Jehovah. As the whole of Genesis is Jehovistic except 

for the a ncient documents, Wise emphatically states that it 

could not have been written prior to Moses. 

Wise also cl tes a number of points of c ircums t antial 

evidence to pro ve that Moses wrote the Book of Genesis after 

the Exodus . Since t he author of Genesis never explained 
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Egyptian names such as Pharaoh and Potiphar, they must be or 
Egyptian origin. If perchance there occur passages in Genesis 

or a supposed later origin, they must be accounted ror rrom 

another stampoint than the Ja.bvis t or Blohist hypotheses or 

any other theory which places the authorship ot this book 

later than Moses. 

The theory that the school of modern criticism teaches 

which states that the Pentateuch was written at or near the 

close or the prophetic millenium is precluded by the tradi

tions of t.be Hebrew people. Before Ibn Ezra, no one doubted 

the ract that the books of the Pentateuch were written by 

Moses, except for the concluding portions of Deuteronomy. 

Ibn Ezra himself merely suggests that a few historical notes 

may be of later origina that the body of the book. '!hough 

there were men after Ibn Ezra, like Nachmanidea who pointed 

out other similar passages, no one challenged authenticity 
10 of tr ' Pentateuch. 

The documentary evidence that Wise presents to bol

ster his case is of three types: direct, indirect, and the 

argument from the s !lent. To present his arguments under the 

various categories mentioned, let us first investigate those 

that would come under the direct classification. In Genesis 

5 .1, one notices the statement 'Sepher Toledoth•, and Wise 

notes that Sepher usually signifies a book, something written. 

The word Toledoth usually is translated as genealogies, but 

also signifies the birth of historical events. Thus Wise 
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concludes that there can be no doubt that the author ot Gene

sis intended to inform ua that he had before hiDl written 

records of genealogies and events which he adopted or adapted. 

According to Exodus 17.14, we are int'ormed that Moses began 

to write the "Book or the Wars of Jehovah•. In Exodua 24.12 

and 34.l we are told that God wrote for lloses the inscrip

tions on the two tables or stone. In Exodus 24.4, we note 

that llosea wrote the Book ot the Covenant. We note also that 

in Bxodua 31.ll Moses was commanded "to read• this Torah pub

licly; that he wrote Deuteronomy and delivered it to the 

priests and all the elders of the people (Exodus 31.9-24); 

and that he wrote another Book of the Torah which he delivered 

to the Levites, the bearers ot the ark ot the covenant 

(vorse 25). ll 

In Exodus 31.191 21, we are further informed that 

Moses began to write the "Book of Jashar" and commanded the 

peor1; t J copy and conrnit to memory his last song. Wise then 

e t~ .Ja: "These statements of fact cannot legitimately be ex

plained away as metaphoric or symbolic language. They cannot 

be dis posed of as interpolations, as they are not in contra

diction with the known origin of Alphabetical writing and 
12 

liter ature among t he Semites or Asia or Africa.• 

All these passages must be declared fraudulent 1t 

we were t o bring the Pentateuch down to post-prophetical 

times. 'lhis, Wise holds, is entirely wrong because the whole 

book treats of t he loftiest ideals of humanity and spirituality, 
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without any aeltiah motive, and without any contradiction to 

reason. 

Wise takes cognisance ot the !'act that the word 

'Torah' occurs frequently in the historical books: 1n t.be 

Prophets t'rom Amos to Malachi, in Paalma, Proverbs and Job. 

He admits that in acme caaea it may not reter t o the written 

Torah; nonetheleaa, he concludes that something real and 

authoritative must have always existed which was known as the 

Torah. 13 

When it appears with the word Sepher, we are 1M'ormed 

that 9 Torah• is a written book. With Mitzvah or Chukkim or 

llishpatim, we know it la a book in which also commandments, 

s t atutes and ordinances occur. He the n writes: 

Ir this written book qualit1ed as the Torah of 
Jehovah, the Torah of Elohim and the Torah of lloses, 
we know that th is term referred t o a known book 
which contains also commandments, statutes and 
ordinances, which according to the records was 
a lways known and believed t o be or God and written 
by Moses. 

If in any special case the ward Torah refers to the 
teaching of any prophet or psalmist, it must be 
proved, in every instance af£ir we know generally 
it means the Torah of Moses. 

For Wise, the .fact tha t no mention of "Torah" is 

made in Judges and Samuel makes no d ifference in validity or 

the Torah . Be f'inds that the revelation on Sinai is mentioned 

i n the Song of Deborah. He a ttaches the first and second 

parts of the third chapter of Kings to Samuel and tinds the 

wor d Tor ah ment i oned there explicitl y (I Kings 2 .4). 
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In Joshua, the word Torah is mentioned all too 

often to doubt its legitimacy. Though Psalms and Proverbs 

do not mention the word Torah often. they nonetheless testi

fy to its existence and Wise concl\Xies that the absence 0£ 

the word in these two books is accidental. Wise thus concludes 

that these extra-Pentateuchal sources lend wei{;bt to his argu

re.ent that there was a Torah, that it was writ t en by Moses and 
15 t hat it was well known to the people. 

For Wise, the fact that only in the Torah can we 

find the origin of the fundamental 1nst1 tutions demonstrates 

the existence of the Torah prior to all t he other books of 

the Bi ble . He cites the following as testimonytD his convic

tion: 

l. Division and origin of the nation in 13 tribes , 
the sons of Joseph as two tribes, each with its 
own Nassi or prince of the tribe ••• located in 
their exact districts to th e very end of their 
national existence 

2 . The fundamental institution of the 70 Elders with 
all the ide ~s of the federal and r epresentative 
form o! ~ov~rnment. which according to the unani
moue ' ~ t~ony- of the Bible, Josephus and the 
Talmuo always existed in Israel 

3. Continuous existence of the prophets from Moses 
to Nehemiah for one thous8Il.d years with precisely 
the same pretensions of being the messengers and 
mouthpieces of the same God an:i with the same 
religi ous principles am ethical doctrine 

4. The Sameness of the polity with the same Levitl
cal priests, upon the Bamoth or heights , as pre -
1cribed by Moses (Ex. 20.19, 23 ) and in the na
tional sanctuary (Nu 28) in Shiloh. Nob, Gideon, 
and Jerusalem from the days of Joshua nearly f if
teen hundred years , without any intimation any
where or of any one having introduction or changed 
the same - points undeniably to an authoritative 
Torah prior to Joshua 
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5. The ark ot the Covenant containing the two tables 
ot stone, the Testimony covered with the golden 
lid and the two cherubim was there and 1a noticed 
in the Biblical books at all times trom Josh to 
Jeremiah; and yet outside or the Tc:rah the origin 
of this historical monument, 1a noticed nowhere by 
statement or 1nt1mation.16 

u tor the indirect evidence or the authenticity or 

t he Torah, Wise takes note ot the f ollowing: 

1. The laws and institutions on which the critic• agree 
that they •ere adopted into the Pentateuch from the 
Hgyptians, as ia al.so the case with the Egyptian 
words and names in the book, and the tact that it• 
author and the people to whom he spoke new more ot 
Egypt than or Canaan. 

2 . There are in the Penta teucb a number or laws and 
narrations which couldhave been written only during 
the sojourn in Israel in the wilderness prior to 
taking possession or the land ot Canaan; as the 
laws cone erning the Year of Jubilee and the Year 
ot Release (Levi t icus 25) . In no laDi and among 
no people in possession of the soil such laws or 
possession could be ordained with any prospect ot 
success . They could be prospective only and ordained 
before the Isr aelites possessed the land ot Canaan 
••• (Lev. 26.33- 35,43). 

3. Among other chapters of Leviticus and Number which 
refer es pecially to the sojourn in the wilderness, 
Lev. 17 contains the plainest evidence of having 
been written there and even in the beginning or 
that period , s oon a~er the tabernacle had been 
erected which applies also to chapters 18-20 where
in the ~eculiarity of addressing the commandments 
to •esh and "esh eshM recurs frequently • 

••• There are also a number, especially of Penal laws 
in the Pentateuch which if tested could have been 
intenied for Israel's sojourn in the wilderness only. 
To this claaa migb t be taken the thirty-six cases 
in the Torah the commission or which to be puniabed 
by Kare th. Conveyed idea or cutting off boom the 
tribe or from the main body. This was a severe 
punishment in the w ilderneas only •••• 

4. Only the Pentateuch alludes to the fact that the 
Hebrews were descendants ot Abraham, Isaac a nd Jacob. 
The facts of Israel's sojourn in F.gypt and the re
maining years in i~e wilderness re-echoes from most 
of all the books . 
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The t'inal group of arguments that Wine presenta 

defending the authenticity of the Pentateuch aJ~e those to 

which he refers as we silentio•. In the later books of the 

Bible, many Hebrew roots occur which are not f 1ound 1n the 

Pentateuch. Wise ta.Us this as alluding to tbie t'act that the 

Hebrew language developed considerably since the five Books 

of Moses were written. Because the history of the Hebrew 

language was unknown to the critics, they were unable to fix 

with certainty the time when the Pentateuch or any part of 

it was written. A rurther argument from the silent that 

Wise employs is the absence of any fixed doctr·inal formual 

of the immortality of the soul or the resurrec.tion of the 

body which are limited to future reward and pttnishment. Thia 

he accepts a.a proof positive that the Pentateuch 1s an ancient 

document. A final argument from silence utiljlzed by Wise is 

that the three middle books or the Pentateuch were not edited 

in thP t ~ me of the Kings of Israel or Judah. These books 

i:r< ;,:.,ocrat ic-theocratic in all their prov1s:l.ons and narra-

t 1ons . Such a code could not have been wr1tt1en or edited 
18 

in any country governed by a king. 

In rethinking Wise's attitllde toward the Pentateuch, 

we may wonder: If Wise accepts the Elohist document as being 

a source utilized by Moses, why then does Wise not yield to 

the theory of the fragmentiat who bold that the Torah is com

posed of a number of fragments fran various s~thora? Wise 's 

answer t.o this query is: ( 1) because no evideince exists to 

l 
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prove that there ever were such fragments, but there is evi

dence of the origin &Di existence of the Mosaic documents; 

(2) because the whole Torah is of one spirit in principle, 

doctrine, precept, am law, which shows that it must have 

come from one author and not many; and (3) if such tragments 

had existed the Biblical records would have taken notice o~ 

them, which is not the case, whil e the Mosaic records are 
19 

specifically mentioned . If one were to accept the theory 

of the fragrnentist, then it would be possible to split the 

Pentateuch into at least twenty-five slices, each by a dif

ferent author. 'Ibis in itself proves the fallacy of that 

method. This met.hod, like all others seeking to prove that 

the Torah was not of Moses and the his tori cal books were re-

edited, started originally from the Jahvist-Elohist hypothesis. 

Wise feels that having refuted this hypothesis, all the rest 

of them aloD.E= this line fall with it. 

t · .: e thus feels that he has success!'ully refut ed 

the critics and has u pheld the validity oft he Torah as having 

come from Moses. One may t hen sum up his reasons !'or the 

Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch thus : (1) the style in 

which it was written pointa urmiatakably to the time or Mosee; 

{2 ) whereas none of the ancient writers asserted that Moses 

was not the author of the Pentateuch, there are traces of the 

Pentateuch in all the canonical and apocryphal books; (3) 

many of the laws contained in the Pentateuch were directed 

against Egyptian superstitions, while others were accommodated 
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to the conceptions ot a people ju.st coming from Egypt who 

were imbued with Egyptians notiona; and ( 4) the au th or or 

the Pentateuch manifested an intimate acquaintance with the 

geography, history and moral and physical state ot Canaan 

am the adjacent countries (for example: •as a garden or the 

Lord, as the lam of Egypt when thou comest towards Zoar• -

Genesis 13.10; 8 And Hebron was built seven years before Zoar 
20 

of Egypt" • Nu 13.22). 

Tbua we have examined the record of the attitude 

of Isaac Mayer Wise toward Biblical Historical C1'1 tic ism. 

His major conclusions include the Mosaic authorship ot the 

Pentateuch, a complete rejection of the teachings of the 

schools of higher criticism, a rejection of the miracles or 
the Bible per se in favor of a rationalistic approach, and 

the utilizing or the Elohist s ource as an older document in 

bis writing . 
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ALLOCATION OF WISB 

75. 

In the preceding chapters, ve have seen the position 

of Isaac Mayer Wise tova.rd the school ot Biblical-Hiatorical 

criticism. and we haYe delYed into hia own attitude toward the 

Pentateuch. In thia final chapter, ve shall attempt to pin

point Wiae as to h1a stand on aome ot the facets of Bible 

study. 

For the mast part, Wiae waa a trad1t1onal1at 1n hi• 

outlook on the Bible. Although he rationalised away the 

m1raclea of the Bible 1n hia History of the Iaraelitiah Watton, 

be nonetheleaa held out strongly tor the Mosaic authorship of 

the Bible and the integrity ot the present text. He admits 

that it 1a possible that some changes may have occurred 1n 

the text over the centuries because it vas handed dovn through 

human beings. HoweYer, substantially, the text aa ve now 

have i i ~~ ~be text that Moses wrote ald gave to the children 

of Israel. 

According to Wise, Moses uaed one source 1n writing 

the Pentateuch ... the Rloh1st document. Thia Wise believes to 

be older than Moses. but also to be the equivalent of the Jah

v1st. Wise further believes that Moses may have rererred to 

various chronological records and to various tribal traditions 

in order to insure the accuracy ot his text. The Pentateuch 

as a Whole, in the opinion of Wise, was spoken to Moses by 

God . He looked upon it as a sacred work that was not to be 

tampered with in the fashion of the higher critics. 
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One could say with much justtrtcation that Wiae 

rejected the teachings or the school ot higher criticism 1n 

its entirety. Throughout the years or his writings, he did 

not have one kind word to say concerning the critics. In 

his opinion, they were dlahoneat, misleading, and or no worth 

whatsoever. Tbei.r systems were built on air and collapsed 

with the first wind. At every opportunity, he attaoked the 

the higher critic• with much vehement dislike, referring to 

them as deatroyera or religion and propoundera or absurd 

theories. 

Aa can be discerned tram his available writings, 

Wise knew the teachings of the school or higher cri tic1aa 

only superficially. Ria chief attack on the system was to 

aay that at a glance one can notice that they have no worth. 

However, at no point 1n hla writings, can one tind a detailed 

rebuttal of the various theories propounded by the higher 

critics. 

Se was cognizant of the theory that Deuteronomy was 

discovered during the reign of Josiah, but he rejected it aa 

baseless. To prove his point, he cites various phrases and 

references which could have been written by Moses only. He 

explaina the repetitions that occur 1n Deuteronomy by noting 

tha t wherever a supposed repetition does occur, it adds to 

an existing law. 

Wise rejects completely the Bzra1c authorahlp ot 

the Pentateuch. He cites the high antiquity or the various 
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passages in the Pentateuch and states that it is absurd to 

maintain as do the radical critics that this legislation 

originated with Ezra. In his wr1t1nga he gave a number or 

proofs which he believes ahow positively that Ezra could not 

have been the author of the Pentateuch and that Moses waa its 

author just as tradition has 1.ntormed ua. 

The writings of Wise 1n the "Israel1te9 cover a 

period of approximately f 1tty years. From the very begin

ning or his writings to the end. one can notice no change in 

the opinion of Wiae regard1ng the higher critics. Through

out. he was intolerant of them and ascribed little, it any, 

worth to their teachings. 

If Wise were alive today, his outlook on the Bible 

might well be classified as neo-Orthodox. The tact that he 

rationalized the Biblical miracles prevents hia being placed 

in the Orthodox claaaitication. 

He accept ed the Biblical text as he had it before 

him enc:: ..,. 3 ~ llllWilling to make any changes in it whatsoever. 

Those \Ibo saw flt to change the text encouraged his wrath. 

In summation, Wise was a traditionalist in his out

look on the Biblical writings. At all times he was ready to 

fight for their authenticity in the face of all odds. 



Letter tro11 Rabbi Barr.r B. ~r depicting Wise•s attitude toward t.boee 
who accept higher c:rit:1e1-. 

Dectaber 291 19S4 

Dear William Schwart.st 

78. 

The !meta u stated in 1f'll1r letter to •, vbioh I just receiwd 
in which you aaked • tor intO?ation ccmcemillg the 1.nrltation extended 
to Professor Louie 01.uberg to com to tbU camt1'7 and temch at tbl 
ffebrev Union College are in tbe -.ill correct wt need to be uipli.tied and 
explained in order to be uset'Ul. tor an underatancH nc of Dr. Wise's atti
tude vith regard to the Henta connected with tbe entire inYident. 

A short t1Jlle atter Qlnzberg vu given hi.a degree as Dootor ot 
Philosophy- at Heidelberg, be vrat.e to • that he would lilm to coe to 
America it an ac&dfafc position at an Amrican UninnitT coald be found 
tor hill. We bad been !ell.ow students together at Strasbourg under 
Noeldecke and Budde. 

I then wrote to a friend of 111.ne vho vaa on the Board ot Gonr
nars or the Bebrev UDicn College and rec~ded Q1.nsberg tor the poet 
left 't'&CaDt. by- the resignation ot Mu Margolis. Aa a result o! 1q rec~ 
JDBDdation ad vi.th the approTal at tm Board. Isaac M. Wise invited 
Qinzberg to e~ to this countl'T and teach at the College, bat 1lhen Gins
berg reached llew York, be recehed word troa Wiae that the action ot the 
Board ext.ending the call bad been cancel.led. So far as I know Dr. Wise 
said nothing in this letter at revocation which had 81\7 bearing OD tbe 
cause or the Board• a reconsideration and vi tbdraal ot their call to Ql.nz .. 
berg. 

I havr ha11ever, been told by llfT Mend, DOV deceased, vbo vu OD 

the BoC'd, · ·.at ~se bad beard a rumor th.at Qi.n&berg accepted 111,gber 
Cr1ticia " <.."le Bible, a rwaor which I can state vu ent.ireq tal.•1 81.nce, 
on the ccm-.. r&1"7 1 <linsberg ~ the tiM that I knew b:i.111 at St.rubaarg 
and 8Ubsequentl7 throughout bis lite, utt.erq rejected Bigber Criticisa. 

The date or Pro!. Qinsberg•• arriftl. in America OD his vr, to 
Cincinnati was late Spring ur early SUmer or the y-ear 1899 or 1900. 

You are at liberty to use this roregoillg account u you may 
see fit. 

With all good wishes and rq congratulations to you on the inter
esting and needed treatment ot the subject of your thesis. 

Sincerel7 yours, 

Sipdt (Rabbi) BarrJ H. Mqer 
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