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the other hand, an ancient scribe, in whose hands a faithful copy
of the original is placed, a clumsy bit of roll, which it is his
business to reproduce, slowly and faithfully, together with other
manuseripts, at a stated price. Now he is not infallible, either
in brain or morals; we might anticipate sundry errors from
his haste to be rich. He will drop letters and words, and sub-
stitute the familiar for the strange; but what earthly motive
would induce him to pause long enough to twist his copy back
and forth a dozen times, thus making a Chinese puzzle to
mystify posterity? The fault, it will be answered, lay not with
the copyist, but with one or more editors. But by hypothesis,
the modern editor’s text equals the original and is all right;
what possessed the anecient editors to turn aside unto such
crooked ways and make it all wrong? That this ever oeceurred
on a large secale, I stubbornly doubt. All things are possible
to him that believeth ; but in this case, incredulity seems a duty.

2. The presumption is against the Septuagint, when it differs
from the Massoretic text. Of course, what we call the LXX
has been often conformed to MT; but still, many variations
remain. Now even if this presumption is granted, I must admit,
on the other hand, that it is sometimes overcome; for instance,
in 6:5, where the Hebrew text puts into the mouth of Jehovah
this absurdity: ‘‘thy judgments light goes forth.”” By simply
dividing the words differently, the Septuagint reads: ‘‘my
judgment goes forth like light.”” So again, the very awkward
sentence in 8:10; ‘‘and they begin to be diminished by reason
of the burden of the king of princes’’ is cleared up in the
Greek; ‘‘and they cease a little while from anointing a king
and princes” (/D not NN). which is better, though per-
haps not quite right.' In spite of such exceptions, I claim that
the first presumption is against a Septuagint variant. When
we come upon a difficult word in the Hebrew (I do not mean a
nonsensical word) and find that the Septuagint represents a
common word resembling it which makes good sense, it is not
the likeliest thing that this last is the original, for if it had
been it is not likely that cither editors or copyists would have
substituted the hard word.

At this point I may perhaps be permitted a word of personal
testimony. More than forty years ago, before I had any theories
to establish, and with the single aim to know the Bible better,
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knife. By actual count, forty-two verses out of the seven pages
have perished in the onslaught. Duhm is more radical than
Marti in spots, and Hanpt out-Herods both, as far as he has
published his analysis. For instance, in 11:1-4, he cuts out
two-thirds of the material and leaves only four short lines. It
may be instructive to give the skeleton of his results in chapter 7.
Of the sixteen verses, two whole ones and eight halves, i. e., the
equivalent of six verses, are considered genunine. They make
four strophes. Notice the order of the verses; 8, 9, 5%, 6% 7%
118, 128, 2% 132 16®. The rest consists of secondary and tertiary
glosses. Secondary glosses, read in Haupt’s order, are 4*, 10, 3,
5%, 6, 7° 12° 1% 2% 13° 14, 15. Tertiary glosses are 11°, 6%, 4°,
1% 16°. Besides all this, there are a few fragments of verses in
each of these three divisions. Evidently the final cause of the
Massoretie text is the intellectnal amusement of modern erities.

It cannot be denied, however, that the result is often charming.
Read Marti’s reconstructed text from beginning to end, and
hardly a diffieulty is left; smoothness reigns and mostly square-
ness. IHosea’s work of genius takes the form of a checkerboard ;
or, if you prefer a biblical image, it is like Mark’s picture of
the 5,000 in garden plots, mpacai mpacial.

So much for the negative tests of the text.

B. DPosiTive TESTS.

1. IHoseca’s originality is one aid in determining his text. It
is the temptation of erities, as well as of other people, to sub-
sume each new fact under some familiar rubric. Thus in 11:3
most modern authorities agree with the American Revision, and
make the Lord say; ‘I taught Kphraim to walk; 1 took them
on my arms,”” apparently supposing that this item in the duties
of a nurse, in Numbers and Deuteronomy, must explain the
allusion in Hosea. On the contrary, the Authorized Version
seems more reasonable; ““laking them by their arms’’; for
von'll never teach a child to walk by taking him in your arms.
Now comes the Jonrnal of Biblical Literature for 1915, with
Prof. Haupt’s interesting study of the next verse, 114, showing
that we should read not DN but DN not ““I led them with
cords of a man,”” but ““I led them with leading-strings.””  This
favors the old idea, independently of his contention that 11% is
a gloss. To those of us who retain 11:3 it might be objected
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