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Preface

It is necessary at the outset to say a word about the scope and purpose
of this book. It does not profess to be a General Introduction to the Old
Testament, but restricts itself to the field of Special Introduction. Nor
does it even seck to deal with this field in its entirety. The subject matter
is so vast that it cannot all be adequately considered within the limits
of one volume. Hence, the present treatise has confined itself to the con-
sideration of those aspects of Special Introduction which are most funda-
mental to the subject. It is, therefore, the literary characteristics of the
books that are emphasized in these pages. What is the nature of these
books? Are they compilations of more or less heterogeneous fragments,
composed at various ages and finally pieced together by later editors or
redactors? Or are they, as this present volume seeks to demonstrate,
literary units which exhibit an inner harmony and underlying unity?

Since the treatment of this question (the correct answer to which is of
such overwhelming importance to the well-being of the Church of Jesus
Christ todav) forms so large a portion of the subsequent discussion, it
has been necessary to omit discussion of other problems which are not
immediately germane to the purpose of this volume, Thus, for example, I
have said practically nothing about chronology and archaeology. Such
questions as the date of the Exodus are tempting indeed, but they do not
fall directly within the purview of this work. The discoveries at Nuzu
have been mentioned, for example, only because, in my opinion, they
help to refute that view of the nature of Genesis advocated by Julius
Wellhausen. Nor have I devoted much attention to the question of inter-
pretation, unless, as in the case of Job and The Song of Solomon, such
attention will aid in the understanding of the structure of the book itself.
For this reason, I have said practically nothing about the question of the
identity of the Servant of the Lord in the prophecy of Isaiah.

The few brief remarks on the Canon which are contained on pp. 37
are included in order that the reader may clearly understand the attitude
toward the Old Testament which is herein adopted. Textual remarks,
however, are for the most part omitted, for it seems to me that the question
of the text is of such vast importance as to require a volume in itself. To
discuss textual questions in a cursory way is not very helpful, hence it
seemed best to omit them, otherwise the size of the book would have
grown beyond all proportions. The immediate need of the Church, more-
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10 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

over, is for a knowledge of the contents of the Sacred Scriptures. The
judicious remarks of Keil are appropriate even today: “And although
it is true, that it is of great advantage to institute an unprejudiced and
careful comparison between the text of the Hebrew and the ancient
versions, and also between the contents and spirit of the historical writ-
ings of the Old Testament, and the manner in which Hebrew history was
afterwards treated by both Jews and Samaritans, inasmuch as it serves
to confirm both theology and the church in their belief in the integrity
and authenticity of our canonical books; yet the great want of our church,
at the present day, is a clear comprehension of the meaning of the Old
Testament, in its fulness and purity, in order that the God of Israel may
again be universally recognized as the eternal God, whose faithfulness is
unchangeable, the one living and true God, who performed all that he did
to Israel for our instruction and salvation, having chosen Abraham and
his seed to be his people, to preserve his revelations, that from him the
whole world might receive salvation, and in him all the families of the
earth be blessed” (Preface to Joshua, E.T., pp. v, vi).

This book is the outgrowth of a series of forty articles on Old Testament
Introduction which appeared during 1947-1948 in The Southern Pres-
byterian Journal. This series was the result of a suggestion made by the
Rev. John R. Richardson of Spartanburg, South Carolina. I have used
these articles freely in preparing the following pages and have often
quoted from them. It is a pleasure to make public acknowledgment of
my indebtedness to the Journal, and also to its editor, the Rev. Henry B.
Dendy, for permission thus to use these articles.

The approach to the Old Testament adopted in these pages is expressed
in those words of the sacred Scriptures, which Wilkelm Moeller used as the
motto for his Introduction, “Draw not nigh hither: put off thy shoes from
off thy feet, for the place whereon thou standest is holy ground” (Exodus
3:5). This verse effectively disposes of the so-called “scientific” method,
which assumes that man can approach the facts of the universe, including
the Bible, with a neutral mind, and pronounce a just judgment upon them.
It is time that we cease to call such a method scientific. It is not scientific,
for it does not take into consideration all the facts, and the basic fact it
overlooks is that of God and His relation to the world which He has
created. Unless we first think rightly about God we shall be in basic
error about everything else.

In approaching the Bible, therefore, we need to remember that it is
sacred ground. We must approach it with humble hearts, ready to hear
what the Lord God says. The kaleidoscopic history of negative criticism
is but further evidence that unless we do approach the Bible in a receptive
attitude, we shall fail to understand it. Nor need we be ashamed to
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acknowledge that the words of Scripture are of God. For these words are
resplendent with the glory of the Divine majesty. The attempt to explain
them as anything less than Divine is one of the greatest failures that has
ever appeared in the history of human thought. What courage this fact
should give us! How we should thank God day by day, that, as Warfield
has so admirably said, He “—has so loved us as to give us so pure a
record of His will,—God-given in all its parts, even though cast in the
forms of human speech,—infallible in all its statements,—divine even
to its smallest particle! I am far from contending that without such an
inspiration there could be no Christianity. Without any inspiration we
could have had Christianity; yea, and men could still have heard the
truth, and through it been awakened, and justified, and sanctified and
glorified. The verities of our faith would remain historically proven true
to us—so bountiful has God been in His fostering care—even had we no
Bible; and through those verities, salvation. But to what uncertainties and
doubts would we be the prey!—to what errors, constantly begetting more
errors, exposed!—to what refuges, all of them refuges of lies, driven!
Look but at those who have lost the knowledge of this infallible guide:
see them evincing man’s most pressing need by inventing for themselves an
infallible church, or even an infallible Pope. Revelation is but half revela-
tion unless it be infallibly communicated; it is but half communicated
unless it be infallibly recorded. The heathen in their blindness are our
witnesses of what becomes of an unrecorded revelation. Let us bless God,
then, for His inspired word! And may He grant that we may always
cherish, love and venerate it, and conform all our life and thinking to it!
So may we find safety for cur feet, and peaceful security for our souls”
(The Inspiration And Authority Of The Bible, Philadelphia, 1948, pp.
441-442),

In preparing this work I have sought to give due heed to what is written
in modern Introductions which are based upon a viewpoint hostile to the
one herein adopted. I have tried to give sympathetic attention to what
has been written by Aage Bentzen, Eissfeldt, Cornill, Sellin, Oesterley and
Robinson, Driver, Pfeiffer, etc. And I must acknowledge the tremendous
debt that I owe to their writings. At the same time the earlier writers also
have not been neglected. Eichhorn, Michaelis, De Wette, Ewald, Hitzig,
etc., have been consulted. And I am impressed with the monotonous
sameness of the case against the Bible. The arguments which Eichhorn,
De Wette, Bertholdt, von Lengerke and others raised long ago are just
about the same as those which appear in the most recent Introductions.
This fact, for fact it is, has strengthened me in the conviction that the
so-called modern school of criticism is based upon certain philosophical
presuppositions which from the Christian point of view are negative in
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character and reveal an utterly inadequate conception of God and
revelation.

For this reason I look with sorrow upon the increasing ascendancy of
the latest phase of the “modern” school, commonly known as “Form-
geschichte”, but more accurately designated as the “study of the history
of tradition.” This facet of “criticism” is also a real ally of the entire
neo-orthodox movement, and neoc-orthodoxy, with its low view of the
Bible, is, I believe, a foe of true exegesis and Biblical study.

Neo-orthodoxy offers a dualism in that it makes a distinction between
the historical and the supra-historical or supra-temporal. In this latter
realm it places all the great truths of Christianity. The fall of man, for
example, according to neo-orthodoxy, did not actually take place upon
this earth at a definite point in history. Rather, we are told, it is an idea
which belongs in the supra-historical realm. These views are usually set
forth in orthodox terminology, but once they are stripped of their Biblical
clothing and Christian language, there remains only a barren dualism.
The supra-temporal world of some modern writers bears a strong resem-
blance to the noumenal world of Immanuel Kant, In fact they are blood
relations. It is the old area of myth and legend. The ideas of Christianity
are present, but the realities are gone. This is a shadow or phantom
Christianity, it is not the real thing. By its acceptance of the Scriptures
as an objectively given, Divine revelation, the present volume would seek
to do its part in staying the progress of this latest form of “criticism.”

In a work of this nature it is necessary to state views in a concise manner.
Oftentimes only a conclusion can be given whereas the reasons which have
produced that conclusion must be omitted. Courtesy to opposing views
would at times seem to demand a more extended treatment of some sub-
jects. However, because of the nature of the work and the need for not
increasing unduly its size, conciseness has been necessary. Nevertheless,
I have throughout striven to be accurate and fairly to represent those
views to which I am opposed.

At the end of the discussion of each book of the Old Testament there is a
section calling attention to relevant literature on the book in question.
The purpose of these sections is not to give an exhaustive list of books and
articles—that I am not capable of doing—but merely to present certain
works which are indispensable to a serious study of that particular book,
and which will guide the student in his further investigations. I make no
apology for including references to so many German works. The serious
student cannot afford to neglect what is written in German and it is hoped
that what is here mentioned will prove of help to those who wish to pursue
certain subjects further.
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One who seeks to write an Introduction immediately discovers how
great is the debt which he owes to others. In this work I have tried to
make specific acknowledgment of such debt whenever it has been neces-
sary. Above all I am indebted to my former teacher, Dr. Oswald T. Allis,
who has so deeply influenced my views of the Old Testament. Others to
whom I also owe a debt for their teaching are Dr. Joseph Reider, Gurdon
Oxtoby, Allan A. MacRae, Albrecht Alt, Joachim Begrich, Kurt Elliger
and the late Dr. H. H. Powell. I would also express my gratitude to the
publishers, the Wm. B. Eerdmans Company, for their patience in waiting
for the manuscript and for giving me complete freedom in carrying out the
work. Lastly, I am deeply obligated to Miss Ruth Stahl for help in pre-
paring the typescript and to Mrs. Meredith G. Kline for the two charts in
the volume.

—Ebpwarp J. Younc
October 1, 1949.
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1. What Is Introduction?

1. The English word iniroduction is derived from the Latin introducere
(to lead in, introduce) and denotes the action of bringing or leading in.
It also connotes initiation into the knowledge of a subject and particularly
has reference to the material which paves the way for the study of some
special subject.

In its widest sense the term Biblical Introduction refers to all those
studies and disciplines which are preliminary to the study of the contents
of the Bible. However, the word has come to be employed in a far more
restricted sense. It may be regarded as a technical term and as such is

_borrowed from Germany where in..comparatively recent times it-was - -

introduced as a designation of certain studies which are preparatory
and preliminary to the interpretation of the Bible.! It is in this latter
sense that the word is employed in this volume. Biblical Introduction,
then, is that science or discipline which treats of certain subjects that are

preliminary to the study and interpretation of the contents of the Bible.

It is sometimes designated by the word isagogics.

2. Introduction, as a discipline, belongs to that department of theologi-
cal study which may be called the Bibliological, since it has to do directly
with the Holy Scripture itself.2 It is further divided into two parts,
General and Special. General Introduction is concerned with topics

which relate to the Bible as a whoLe_gggLas the Canon and Text Special

Introduction, on the other hand, deals r to_the
separate parts or_individual bQka_nLthe_BLble-ancr-se—tma.ts_oLmh

Wicri qE;
questions as“unity,*authorshi

and character.
With the exception of a few 1ntroductory remarks this present work will
confine itself to the subject of Special Introduction.

1 The corresponding German terms are Einleiffng and Einfuehrung.

2 This term is taken from A. Kuyper: Encyclopaedia of Sacred Theology: Its
Principles,* 1898, pp. 627-636. Under the department of Biblioclogy I should alse
include 1) The languages of the Bible and their cognates, 2) Biblical exegesis, 3)
Biblical history, 4) Biblical theology, 5) Biblical hermeneutics, 6) Biblical antiquities,
i. e, the study of ancient civilizations and of archaeological research in relation to the
Bible. Kuyper divides the theological curriculum into the following departments,
which proceed “of themselves from the organic disposition of theology” (p. 628),
1) Bibliological, 2) Ecclesiological, 3) Dogmatoclogical, 4) Diaconiological.
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24 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

2. History of the Study of Old
Testament Introduction

A. The Early Church Period

The early church Fathers were not concerned with questions of scientific
Introduction as such. Their minds were chiefly occupied with the exposi-
tion of the contents of Scripture and with the formulation of doctrine.
At times, however, they were compelled to turn their attention to the
consideration of Introduction. When for example, Porphyry attacked
the book of Daniel and declared it to be a forgery, Jerome was ready
with a reply, but this reply was written simply in connection with his
own commentary and not as a formal introduction to Daniel.

¥  The first approach to an Introduction is probably to be found in the
writing of Augustine, De Docirina Christiana. This work contains val-
uable information upon the subject of interpretation, and Augustine him-
self speaks of it as “praecepta tractandarum scripturarum.” In the first
two books Augustine sets forth and develops the characteristics of correct
interpretation of the Bible. Of considerable interest and importance is his
refutation of the Donatists and their false views upon the subject, as for
example, the unduly high estimate which they placed upon the Septuagint.
Among these Donatists was one Tichonius Afer who had shortly before
written a work setting forth seven rules which he believed were necessary
for understanding the Scriptures. Augustine’s refutation of these errone-
ous principles is quite valuable.

Jerome also in his opposition to Rufinus, expounded some principles
of interpretation. His work, entitled Libellus de optimo interpretandi
genere, is however, far inferior to that of Augustine.

%  The first known use of the term “introduction” appears in the Eisagoge
eis tas theias graphas (i.e., Iniroducrion 1o the Holy Scriptures) written
by a cert?.ix.l Adrian, (.)f whom little is known. Adrian fi ‘S,L‘(‘liscll's’s‘? the
characteristics of Scriptural language such as an*ﬁ'r‘@pomorphlsms and

u— a‘santhropopathisms, peculiar expressions, metaphors, etc., and then con-
o\ ¥ % siders the form of the Scriptures. He distinguishes the historical from

sri¥ the prophetical, and classifies the prophetical form into words, visions
e and symbolical actions. Lastly, he brings forth certain observations on
interpretation.

¥ In the sixth century the African bishop Junilius composed two books
“de partibus legis divinae” in which he attempted to classify the language
of Scripture and to inculcate a more methodical understanding of it.

» Of particular interest was the work of Marcus Aurelius Cassiedarnus
(died about 562 A. D.) who wrote two books, de Institutione divinarum
Scripturarum, in which he mentioned helps for the understanding of the
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Bible and gave directions for copying manuscripts. In chapters 12-15
particularly, he discusses the canon and study of the text; otherwise his
work is more or less an introduction to theology itself.

Two other works may be mentioned, the Prolegomena of Isidorus
Hispalensis and the preliminary remarks “de libris canonicis et non
canonicis” which are to be found in the Postilla Perpeiua of Nicholas de
Lyra (died 1340).

All the above works were written under the influence of and in general)
agreement with the dominating tradition of the Church. For this reason
they are more or less theological in character. Possibly the work of
Junilius may be regarded as somewhat of an exception, for it contains
some thoughts of an independent nature, and these are due to the influence
of a certain priest of the school of Nisibis, named Paul. It must not be
thought however, that these early works were not scholarly. They were
indeed scholarly, but the reason why they did not deal with the questions
and problems that are today found in Introductions to the Old Testameth

was that these problems had not yet to any great extent been raised.®

B. The Reformation and Post-Reformuation Years

The close of the medieval period saw far-reaching changes even in the
study of Biblical Introduction. In 1536 the Isagoge ad Sacras Litteras of
Santes Paginus had appeared at Lyon, France, a work quite medieval
in character. Very different, however, was the Divine Library (Biblio-
theca Sacra) of Francis Sixtus of Sierra which was published in 1566
and which, through republication, continued to exert a wide influence.
In this book there is an attempt at a history of the Biblical literature and
particular emphasis upon the history of interpretation.

One phase of the Hebrew text which hitherto had practically been
ignored was now brought into prominence by the appearance in 1624 of
Ludwig Cappellus’ Arcanum punctataionis revelatum. Cappellus showed
that the vowel points of the text were not original but were of later
origin. In this stand he was assisted by J. Morinus, whereas the opposite
view was upheld by the two Buxtorfs, father and son.

In 1627, Rivetus, a Protestant scholar, published an introduction to the
entire Bible. His view of inspiration was so high that he considered all

discussion of the questions of Special Introduction to be without meaning.
Also maintaining a high view of the inspiration of Scripture was the

Lutheran General Superintendent of East F' nesland, Michael Walther, who

seems to be the first to hav ;1'

3. See pp. 110-116 for a survey of early criticism of the Bible.
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Special Introduction. His work, therefore, (Officina biblica noviter adap-
erta, 1636) may be regarded as the first introduction in the modern_sense.

The professor of theology at Zurich, J. H. Hottinger, issued in 1649
his Thesaurus Philologicus sew Clavis in which he had much to say about
the manuscripts of the Bible, the individual books, commentaries and
versions. Hottinger was well acquainted with Arabic and Rabbinical liter-
ature, and preserved numerous extracts from these sources, given in the
words of the original authors. Hence, his Thesaurus is of great value,
even at the present day.

A former student of Buxtorf, an adherent of the Reformed Faith and a
professor of Hebrew at Utrecht, John Leusden published two important
books. The first of these (Philologus Hebraeus, 1657) deals with the
canon and text of the Old Testament, and the second (Philologus hebraeo-
mixtus, 1663) discusses for the most part various translations.

Of particular importance was the appearance (1657) of the Prolego-
mena to his famous Polyglott Bible, by the bishop of Chester, Brian Wal-
ton. So valuable were these treatises that they were issued separately by
Heidegger (1673). They discussed with great care the text and manu-
scripts of the Old Testament, and serve as an excellent manual of General
Introduction.

Mention must be made also of August Pfeiffer who edited the well-
known Critica Sacra (1680), a veritable mine of information on the
text and translations of the Bible, and of Johann Heinrich Heidegger, who
issued his Enchiridion Biblicum in 1681.

From the above brief survey it will have become apparent that the
Reformation brought to the fore the importance of studying the Hebrew
text itself. This was a tremendous gain. The great Reformers Luther and
Calvin both studied Hebrew and doubtless did much to encourage its
study. Hence, the works on Introduction which come from this period
and soon thereafter reveal a deep interest in the all-important subject of the
text. In the present writer’s opinion some of these works also reveal a
profound insight into the problems connected with such study. As Haev-
ernick remarks, “Certain portions of General Introduction, such as the
history of the Text, were by these theologians of the seventeenth century
cultivated with the happiest results” (Intro. ET, p. 10). In the providence
of God the Reformation was responsible for real advance in the study of
Old Testament Introduction.

C. The Approaching Shadows of Night

After the Reformation philosophical views began to make their appear-
ance which were, in themselves, hostile to the supernaturalism of revealed
Christianity. Some of these came to expression in the Leviathan of Thomas
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Hobbes (1651), the English deist. In this work Hobbes attacked some of
the traditions of the origin and date of certain Old Testament books.
Based upon somewhat similar anti-supernaturalistic principles was the
Tractatus Theologico-Politicus of Benedict Spinoza (1670).

These works were followed by the large Histoire Critique Du Vieux
Testament of Richard-Simen (1685), a Roman Catholic priest. Simon
was born at Dieppe in 1638, and served for some time as a professor of
philosophy at Juilly. His Critical History is divided into three parts:

1. Du Texte Hebreu de la Bible depuis Moise jusqu'a notre tems. In
this section the author discusses the age of the various books, particularly
those of the Pentateuch. He asserted that the Pentateuch, in its present
form, could not be the work of Moses, and he regarded the historical
books as excerpts from public annals.

2. Ou il est traite des principales Versions de la Bible.

3. Ou il est traite de la maniere de bien traduire la Bible, etc.

These last two sections, or books, as Simon calls them, contain much
information of a valuable nature, and his discussions of the expositors up
to his day are important. Toward Protestant writers, Simon is sometimes
unjust, although he also criticizes the Vulgate.

The work was condemned by Bossuet, Bishop of Condum, and hence
destroyed. However, it was reprinted, the best edition being generally
regarded as the one supervised by Simon himself (under the guise of a
Protestant theologian) and issued at Rotterdam in 1685.

It was to expected that Simon’s work should meet with opposition.
Some of his statements regarding the value of the Scriptural text were,
to put it mildly, very unguarded. For example, he asserted that the Chris-
tian religion could have maintained itself by means of tradition without
any Scripture, and that it was inconsequential whether or no the Scrip-
tural text was poorly preserved, since in any case appeal could be made to
it in so far as it agreed with ecclesiastical doctrine.

Among the replies to Simon mention may be made of that of Ezekiel
Spanheim who expressed doubts regarding the correctness of Simon’s views
on the historical books. Particularly important, however, was the work
of Joh. Clericus (Le Clerc), Sentimens de quelques Theologiens de Hol-
lande sur PHistoire Critique du V.T. par R. Simon (1685), in which the
author, an Arminian professor at Amsterdam, attacks Simon for unfair
treatment of Protestant writers. Le Clerc, however, would date the Pen-
tateuch and historical books even later than Simon did. Simon replied
with vehemence and passion.

A
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The way had now been paved for the introduction of doubts about the
trustworthiness of the Old Testament Scriptures. Hobbes and Spinoza
had clearly written under the influence of non-Christian philosophy and
Simon, although a Roman Catholic, nevertheless wrote from a standpoint
which even Catholics recognized to be inimical to their own position.

However, there was still life and vigor in the Protestant Church, and
in His good providence the Lord raised up a strong defender of the Faith.
This was Johann Gottlob Carpzov, a professor of Hebrew at Leipzig, who
issued two remarkable works; Introductio ad Libros Canonicos (1714-21),
and Critica Sacra (1724). Carpzov’s writing is apologetic and serves to
expose the positions of Spinoza, Le Clerc, Simon, ete, But it also contains
deep insight into the nature of Introduction, and has rightly been charact-

erized by Haevernick (op. cit., p. 12) as a “masterpiece of Protestant
science.”

D. The Dark Night of Criticism

Simon’s work bore fruit in the writings of J. S. Semler, professor of
Theology at Halle (died 1791), who carried out the principles adopted
by Simon in a thoroughly negative spirit. He seems to have been in sym-
pathy with the desire to regard the human mind as a law unto itself. But,
whereas he undermined received views he had nothing positive to offer
in their stead. His work may be characterized as having a destructive
tendency.

A partial rebellion from this position appeared in the work of the poet
Joh, Gottfried Herder (died 1803). Herder had some appreciation of the
literary beauty of the Old Testament, and this he endeavored to convey
in his writings. He was, however, far removed from the true religious
spirit of Scripture. His ideas were carried out by Joh. Gottfried Eich-
horn, who prepared an Introduction to the Old Testament (1780-83).
For the most part, Eichhorn held to traditional views, although he was
influenced by the advancing tide of criticism. Although he sought to call
attention to the literary beauty of the Old Testament, he did not reveal
a genuine understanding of its supernatural character. Hence, Eichhorn’s
work contributed to the result that the Scriptures came to be regarded
more and more merely as the national literature of the Hebrews, and the
study of Holy Scripture as such was more neglected.

Somewhat similar was the undertaking of J. D. Michaelis (1787).
However, his work was not completed—he treated only the introduction
to the Pentateuch and Job. Haevernick’s comments are to the point (op.
cit., p. 14) “In learning and depth, J. D. Michaelis was just the man to
encounter Eichhorn on this field; but he was inferior to the latter in
taste and culture, and he wanted a living penetrating sense of the inner
truths of Scripture.”
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In order rightly to appraise the attitude toward the science of Old
Testament Introduction which appeared in the nineteenth century it is
necessary to understand somewhat the spirit of the day and the philo-
sophical movements which were then present. The eighteenth century
had witnessed the rise of an exaltation of human reason.* In the Reforma-
tion there had been a revolt against the arrogated authority of the Ro-
man Catholic Church, and now men would revolt also from the authority
of the Bible itself. The age was known as the Enlightenment and Imman-
uel Kant had spoken of that phase of the Enlightenment known as Neology
as man’s exodus from his self-encumbered minority.?

The term “Enlightenment”, however, when judged from the Christian
point of view, is utterly erroneous. If man is the creature of God, it fol-
lows that he can be free and enlightened only when he acts in accord-
ance with the revelation which God has given him. To reject external
revelation and to regard the human mind as a law unto itself is not to be-
come enlightened but is to fall into the grossest of deceptions. Since man
is created by God, he cannot live without God. To exalt the human rea-
son, as though it in itself were the final arbiter of all things, is in reality
to substitute the creature for the Creator.

The nineteenth century suffered greatly because of the barrenness of
eighteenth century theology and philosophy. Hence, many Introductions
of this century were written under the assumption that the Old Testa-
ment was merely a human book and should be treated as other human
books. Since we intend to discuss with considerable detail the develop-
ment of Pentateuchal criticism during the nineteenth century, we shall
now do nothing more than call attention to a few of its outstanding works
on introduction. These are:

1. Wilkelm Martin Lebrecht de Weite (1780-1849), launched a vigor-
ous attack against the traditional views of the authorship of Old Testa-
ment books. His work was written from a rationalistic standpoint, and
is somewhat negative in its conclusions.

2. Heinrich Ewald (died 1875), like de Wette, rejected received views.
However, his writings were more positive in character, and he endeavored
to supply a substitute judgment. Ewald may be said to have founded a
school, which is also represented to an extent in the works of Ferdinand
Hitzig,

4 For a survey of the development of thought from Wolfianism to Neology and
from Neology to Rationalism the student should consult Karl Aner: Die Theologie
der Lessingzeit, Halle, 1929.

5 “Ausgang des Menschen aus seiner selbstverschuldeten Unmuendigkeit,” in Ber-
liner Monatsschrift, 1784. By the word “Unmuendigkeit” Kant means, “das Unver-
moegen, sich seines Verstandes ohne Leitung eines anderen zu bedienen.”
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3. A protest against the “critical” treatments of the Old Testament
appeared in the writings of Ernst Wilkelm Hengstenberg, H. Ch. Haever-
nick and C. F. Keil, These men were believing scholars who wrote with
high regard for the integrity and trustworthiness of the Bible. Their
writings have had great influence, particularly in England and America.

4. A mediating Introduction was written by Friedrich Bleek, (1793-
. 1859) a former pupil of de Weite, Neander and Schleiermacher. His
. work appeared in 1869, and from the second edition, 1865, an English
translation was made (A4n Introduction To The Old Testament, London,
1869, translated by G. H. Venables). It contains much that is useful and
that serves as a corrective against extreme criticism. However, even his
excellent work is not completely satisfactory, for he yields too much to
the negative position,

5. The so-called modern school first comes to clear expression in the
writings of K. H. Graf. However, it greatly gained in impetus and in-
fluence through the labors of Julius Wellhausen and Abraham Kuenen.
Hence, it is popularly referred to as the school of Graf-Kuenen-Wellhau-
sen. In English it was represented by the lectures of William Robertson
Smith, “The Old Testament in the Jewish Church” (1881). This school
of thought posits_an evolutionary development in the religious life of
Israel. It well agrees with the “liberal” view of the New Testament and
the Ritschlian school of theology and rests upon the philosophical posi-
tion of Hegel. It stands in clear-cut antithesis to the historic Christian
religion.

6. One of the greatest works on Introduction was by Samuel Rolles
Driver (1891.) For the most part this book follows the tenets of the
school of Graf-Kuenen-Wellhausen, but is characterized, however, by so-
briety and restraint. At times it endeavors to follow a mediating course,
and hence has exercised wide influence.

7. The modern critical school found opponents even among those who
rejected the traditional Christian view of the Old Testament. Such were
Eduard Riehm: Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 1889; to an extent F.
E. Koenig: Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 1893, and W. W. Baudissin:
Einleitung in die Buecher des Alten Testaments, 1901.

E. The Twentieth Century

It is difficult to characterize the study of Introduction during the
twentieth century. A reaction against certain tenets of classical Well-
hausenism appeared in the writings of Herman Gunkel (1862-1932) and
Hugo Gressmann (1877-1927). The names of these two scholars will
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probably always be associated as the two leading exponents of the school
of source-criticism. By an endeavor to discover the situation in life which
called forth individual utterances and by a comparison of ancient mythol-
ogy Gressmann and Gunkel have in reality cast a severe blow against
certain tenets of the modern critical school. Their influence has been
quite widespread, and their position has received classic expression in
Die Schriften des Alten Testaments (1911).

Of importance was the English translation (1907) of Carl Cornill’s
Introduction (first appeared in 1891). Cornill may be regarded as a
representative of the school of Wellhausen. The same viewpoint found
expression in the work of Harlan Creelman: An Introduction To The Old
Testament Chronologically Arranged, 1917. Mention must be made also
of Julius A. Bewer: The Literature Of The Old Testament, 1922, which

likewise sets forth classical Wellhausenism.

The year 1934 witnessed the appearance of three Introductions, two of
which were quite similar in nature. Otto Eissfeldt: Einleitung in das
Alte Testament, seeks to classify the literature of the Old Testament, assign-
ing it to various categories (Gattungen), and endeavors to trace the de-
velopment (the literary pre-history) of the various books. Eissfeldt’s work
shows the influence of Wellhausen very greatly and also that of the school
of Gunkel-Gressmann. He seems to have no adequate conception of rev-
elation, but rather regards the literature of the Old Testament merely as
of human origin.

Somewhat similar is the volume of W. O. E. Qesterley and Theodore
H. Robinson: An Introduction To The Books Of The Old Testament. The
distinguishing characteristic of this work is the attention which it pays
to metrical structure in the Old Testament. However, it attempts to ac-
count for the Scriptures merely as human literature, and follows es-
sentially the viewpoint of the dominant critical school.

Very different is the book of Wilhelm Moeller: Einleitung in das Alte
Testament. Moeller is a believer in the trustworthiness of Scripture, and
presents cogent arguments in defense of his position. His work, while
somewhat short (301 pages), nevertheless has much value.

The greatest Introduction to appear in the English language during
this century is that of R. H. Pfeiffer: Introduction To The Old Testa-
ment, 1941. Pfeiffer’s book is characterized by thoroughness and care-
ful scholarship. Furthermore it exhibits a candor that is most pleasing.
For example, a writer who is willing to assert that three of the most in-
fluential writings in the Old Testament were technically fraudulent (p.
745) is a man that is worth listening to. However, the book is basically
anti-Christian; indeed, it serves as an apologetic for an anti-theistic view-
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point.® Thus, for example, Pfeiffer writes (p. 755), “This traditional
theory, by accepting the book (i. e., Daniel) at its face value, necessarily
presupposes the reality of the supernatural and the divine origin of the
revelations it contains. Such miracles —” (as those recorded in Daniel)

“lie outside the realm of historical facts.” “Historical research can deal
only with authenticated facts which are within the sphere of natural possi-
bilities and must refrain from vouching for the truth of supernatural
events. The historicity of the Book of Daniel is an article of faith, not
an objective scientific truth —.” “In a historical study of the Bible, con-
victions based on faith must be deemed irrelevant, as belonging to sub-
jective rather than objective knowledge.”

The author’s candor in speaking thus clearly is admirable. The position
itself, however, is basically anti-Christian. Yet it is probably safe to say
that this viewpoint underlies most present-day study of the Old Testa-
ment.

3. How Shall We Regard the Old Testament?

The brief survey just given, particularly with respect to the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, should make it clear that this study has been
approached from various standpoints.

1. There have been those who have held an extremely low view of
Scripture. They have[considered it as nothing more than the national
literature of the Hebrews, a purely human Titerary production upon a
Tevel with other similar hterary productions of antiquity. This position
is unsatisfactory because it is in basic error. It regards the Bible as a
book of only human origin, whereas, as a matter of fact, the Bible is
basically a book of Divine origin.

2. There are those who, in their study of Introduction, wish to limit
themselves to the human element in the Bible, They apparently believe

that it is is possibl€ to meglect entirely the question of the inspiration and

Divinity of thé Bible, and to limit their consideration to what might be
called an “#mpirico-scientific method”.. Let it be said with all positive-

ness that this cannot satlsfactonly be done, and those who adopt such a
method find themselves in essential agreement with those who baldly assert
that the Bible is only a human production and nothing more.

For one thing, such a limitation is not scientific. A truly scientific
method of investigation will take into account all facts, and will not limit

6 For a lengthy review of this Introduction by the present writer see W Th J,
Vol. V, pp. 107-115.
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itself in advance to a consideration of only those facts which may be
known through the senses. Why should so-called facts which are dis-
covered by the senses be regarded as alone legitimate?

A truly scientific method of study will not thus circumscribe itself.
In any worthwhile study of Introduction we must consider all facts, the
fact of God and His revelation as well as the so-called empirical facts.
Not to consider all facts is to fail at the outset.

3. There are those who apparently think that it is possible to approach
the Bible with a neutral attitude. Their position seems to be, “Let us
study Scripture as we would any other book. Let us subject it to the
same tests as we do other writings. If it proves to be the Word of God,
well and good, but, if not, let us accept the fact.” Essentially, this posi-
tion is no different from the first two. The so-called neutral attitude
toward the Bible is in reality not neutral at all, for it begins by rejecting
the lofty claims of Divinity which the Bible makes and it assumes that
the human mind of itself can act as judge of Divine revelation. This is,
in effect, to substitute the mind of man as ultimate judge and reference
point in place of God Himself.

4. The viewpoint adopted in this present work is that the Old Testa-
ment is the very word of the God of truth. It is also the work of men.
“Holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost” (Il Peter
1:21b). In His inscrutable wisdom God chose and prepared for the task
of writing those human agents whom He desired to speak His will. Then
in mysterious fashion His Spirit wrought upon them, so that what they
wrote, although in a very true sense their own, was nevertheless, precisely
what the Spirit of God desired. The Bible, therefore, in one sense may be

regarded as a human book. Basically, however, it is Divine, and God Him-
self is its Author.

How may we know that the Bible is the Word of God? There are, of

course, many reasons for believing this.& The_Bible itself evidences its
Divinity so clearly that he is without excuse who dlsbghcyes It bears
within it the marks of this Divinity. Thus, its subject matter—its glorl ous

doctrine of the hvmg and true God, the Creator_of heaven and earthPof
man’s fall into sin and of the wondrous redemption which God has
mar]y and cogently testify of its Divine origin. The
same is true of all'its other “incomparable excellencies”.? They are with-
out parallel in any other writing, and show most convincingly that the
Bible is in a unique sense the Word of God.

That, however, which brings full persuasion and assurance that Scrip-
ture is Divine is the work of God the Holy Spirit by and with the Word,

7W.CI; V.
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bearing witness in our hearts. God testifies to us that He is the Author
of the Bible. To put it simply, we believe that the Bible is from God
because God has told us so.® It is only God who can adequately testify
to that which He has spoken.

With respect to the Old Testament particular stress should be placed
upon the attitude and words of Jesus Christ. There are those who say that
our Lord accomodated Himself to the thought of His day. When, for
example, He said that Moses wrote of Himself, He was, so we are told,
merely speaking in a manner which His contemporaries would understand.

Or, it is claimed, He did not intend to pronounce any judgment upon
the controversial questions which now engage those who study the Old
Testament.

With both these aititudes we find ourselves in hearty disagreement.
Jesus Christ is the Truth, and when He spoke, He spoke words of truth.
It is true that in His human nature our Lord’s knowledge was limited, as
may clearly be seen from a passage such as Mark 13:32, But this does
not mean that He was subject to error. As man His knowledge may have
been limited, but, as far as it went, it was true. Our Lord did not speak
upon those subjects of which in His human nature He had no knowledge.
All that He spake was true. If our Lord was in error on questions of
criticism and authorship, how do we know that He was not in error when
He spoke of His saving death at Jerusalem? Admit error at one point,
and we must admit it all along the line. In this present work the authority
of Jesus Christ is accepted without reserve. He was, we believe, correct
when He spoke of His substitutionary death, and He was correct when He
spoke upon the nature of the Old Testament. What then, did Jesus Christ
actually have to say regarding the Old Testament?®

“It must be apparent to anyone who reads the Gospels carefully that
Jesus Christ, in the days of his flesh, looked upon that body of writings
which is known as the Old Testament as constituting an organic whole.
To him the Scriptures were a harmonious unit which bore a unique mes-
sage and witness. Nothing could be farther from the truth than to say that
he thought of the Scriptures as merely a group of writings which were in
conflict among themselves and which bore no particular relationship one
to another. This may easily be seen by the consideration of one or two rele-
vant passages.

When, for example, the Jews took up stones to cast at our Lord, believ-
ing him to have been guilty of blasphemy, he opposed them by an appeal
to the Old Testament (cf. John 10:31-36). In this appeal he quoted Psalm

8 For an exposition of the doctrine of the inward testimony of the Holy Spirit
see IW, pp. 40-52.

9 What follows from here to the end of the chapter is quoted from an article
by the author, “The Authority of the Old Testament”, in IW, pp. 55-70.
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82:6, and assumed the truth of what was stated in the Psalm by asserting
that “the scripture cannot be broken.” The force of his argument is very
clear, and may be paraphrased as follows: “What is stated in this verse
from the Psalms is true because this verse belongs to that body of writings
known as Scripture, and the Scripture possesses an authority so absolute
in character that it cannot be broken.” When Christ here employs the
word Scripture, he has in mind, therefore, not a particular verse in the
Psalms, but rather the entire group of writings of which this one verse
is a part.

That Christ regarded the Scriptures as constituting a unit is also seen
when, at the time of his betrayal, he acknowledged the need for his arrest
and sufferings if the Scriptures were to be fulfilled (cf. Matt. 26:54).
Indeed, he was concerned that the Scriptures must be fulfilled. To him
it was more important that this should take place than that he should
escape from arrest. By his use of the plural, he made it abundantly clear
that there existed a plurality of writings, each of which had this in com-
mon with the others: that it belonged to the category of Scripture and
that, taken as a whole, it had direct reference to the sufferings which he
was about to undergo. Thus, by his manner of speech, did he bear witness
to the fact that the Old Testament is an organic whole and so, by impli-
cation, to the consent and harmony of all its parts.

This testimony of our Lord to the nature of the Old Testament is by
no means an isolated phenomenon. Rather, not only is it made expressly
clear by certain individual passages,’® but also it underlies his entire
treatment of the Scriptures. In adopting such an attitude Christ placed
himself squarely in opposition to those views, so prevalent in our day,
which look upon the Old Testament as merely a collection of more or less
loosely related, heterogeneous material, a library rather than a Book.

Not only did Jesus Christ look upon the Old Testament as forming

an organic whole but also he believed that both as a unit and in its several
parts it was finally and absolutely authoritative. To it appeal might be
made as to the ultimate authority. Its voice was final. When the Scrip-
tures spoke, man must obey. From them there was no appeal. When, for
example, the Tempter would have the Son of God command the stones
to be made bread, he was silenced by the assertion, “It is written.” This
appeal to the Old Testament ended the matter. That which is written was
for Christ the deciding voice.

Not only, however, was such authority attributed to the Seriptures
as a unit and to particular verses or utterances, but it was also extended
to include individual words and even letters. This is shown by a state-
ment such as the following, “It is easier for heaven and earth to pass,

10 Cf. Matthew 21:42, 22:29; Mark 14:49; John 6:45, 15:25.
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than for one tittle of the law to fail” (Luke 16:17). In some instances
Christ based his argument merely upon a word, as for example when,
seeking to refute the Jews, he singled out the word “gods” in Psalm
82:6. A careful reading of the Gospels will reveal the fact that the Scrip-
tures of the Old Testament, in all their parts, were believed by Christ
to be authoritative.

Is there, however, any dependable method by which one may determine
precisely what books Christ regarded as belonging to the category of
Scripture? Is it not possible that some books upon which he placed the
stamp of his approval have been irretrievably lost, whereas others which
would not have been recognized by him are now looked upon as part of
the Old Testament?

It may with confidence be said that Christ recognized as canonical the
same books as those which comprise the Old Testament as we have
it today. Of course, he did not leave a list of these books nor did he
expressly quote from each of them. Hence, we must look elsewhere for
evidence to support our statement.

From our Lord’s reference to the Old Testament it is possible to deter-
mine the extent of the canon which he recognized. He quoted abundantly,
and the nature of his quotation often lends its sanction not only to the
book in which the quotation is found, but even to the entire collection
itself. The force of this impresses itself upon us more and more as we
notice how Christ chose from this and that book statements which would
enforce and support his arguments. It appears that his earthly life was
steeped in the teaching of the Old Testament. Not only were whole verses
frequently upon his lips, but also his own speech was clothed with expres-
sions from the Seriptures.

There is, however, one passage in particular in which he gives a clue
as to the extent of the Old Testament of his day. After his resurrection,
he said to his companions, “These are the words which I spake unto
you, while I was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which were
written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms, con-
cerning me” (Luke 24:44). Here he clearly recognizes that there are
three divisions to the Old Testament, and that the things which were writ-
ten in each of these divisions must be fulfilled. The designation “law of
Moses” refers, of course, to the first five books of the Bible; the “prophets”
includes the historical books and the works of the great writing prophets.
As to the identity of these two divisions there would seem to be little

doubt.

What, however, is meant by Christ’s use of the word “Psalms”? Did
he thereby intend to refer to all the books in the third division of the
canon, or did he merely have in mind the book of Psalms itself? The
latter alternative, we think, is probably correct. Christ singled out the
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book of Psalms, it would appear, not so much because it was the best
known and most influential book of the third division, but rather because
in the Psalms there were many predictions about himself. This was the
Christological book, par excellence, of the third division of the Old Testa-
ment canon.

Most of the books of this third division do not contain direct messianic
prophecies.’* Hence, if Christ had used a technical designation to indicate
this third division, he would probably have weakened his argument to a
certain extent. But by the reference to the Psalms he directs the minds of
his hearers immediately to that particular book in which occur the greater
number of references to himself.

This does not necessarily mean that he did not make reference to the
messianic prophecies which appear, for example, in the book of Daniel.
Nor does it mean that the third division of the canon was not yet complete.
It would appear, rather, that by his language Christ set the seal of his
approval upon the books of the Old Testament which were in use among
the Jews of his day, and that this Old Testament consisted of three definite
divisions, the Law, the Prophets and a third division which as yet had
probably not received any technical designation.!2

The Canonization of the Secriptures

When Christ thus set the seal of his approval upon the Jewish Scrip-
tures of his day, it meant that he considered those scriptures to be
divinely inspired. When, however, did the Jewish people who lived
before him so come to regard them? To this question many answers are
given, and it is to this question that we must now direct our attention.

By the term canonical writings is meant those writings which constitute
the inspired rule of faith and life. Canonical books, in other words, are
those books which_are regarded as divinely inspired. The criterion of a
book’s canonicity, therefore, is its inspiration. If a book has been inspired
of God, it is canonical, whether accepted by men as such or not. It is God
and not man who determines whether a book is to belong to the canon.

11 The following books are reckoned as belonging to the Writings or Hagiographa;
the three poetical books, Psalms, Proverbs, Job; the five Megilloth: Song of Solo-
mon, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther; and Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, I-IT
Chronicles. Apparently, however, this classification has not always been held.
See R. D. Wilson, “The Rule of Faith and Life,” in The Princeton Theological Re-
view, Vol. xxvi, No. 3, July 1928; Solomon Zeitlin, An Historical Study of the
Canonization of the Hebrew Scriptures (Philadelphia, 1933).

12 There is every reason for believing that the canon of Christ and the canon of
the Jews of his day were identical. There is no evidence whatever of any dispute
between him and the Jews as to the canonicity of any Old Testament book. What
Christ opposed was not the canon which the Pharisees accepted but the oral tradi-
tion which would make this canon void. From statements in Josephus and the Tal-
mud, it is possible to learn the extent of the Jewish canon of Christ’s day.
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Therefore, if a certain writing has indeed been the product of divine
inspiration, it belongs in the canon from the moment of its composition.

That this is so, appears from the very nature of the case. If man
alone were capable in his own strength of identifying accurately the Word
of God, then man would be equal in knowledge with God. If God is
truly God, the creator of all things and utterly independent of all that
he has created, it follows that he alone can identify what he has spoken.
He alone can say, “This is my Word, and that has not proceeded from my
mouth.”

Hence, it will be seen that the word “canon” means far more than
merely a list of books. If this low view of the meaning of the word be
adopted, we by no means even begin to do justice to the various factors
which are involved. The reason why many discussions of the problem of
the canon are unsatisfactory is that they proceed upon the assumption that
the canon is merely a list of books which the Jewish people itself came to
regard as divine, and they neglect the theological aspect of the question
almost entirely. To the Christian, however, the word “canon” has a far
higher connotation; to him it constitutes the inspired rule of faith and.
practice. The writings of the Bible claim to be the Word of God, and their
contents are in entire harmony with this claim. The Christian recognizes
the Scriptures as inspired, because they are such, and bear in themselves
the evidences of their divinity. Basic, therefore, to any consideration of
how man comes to recognize the Bible as God’s Word is the fact that it
is indeed divine.

Of course man, unaided, cannot so recognize the Scriptures, for the
mind of man is affected by sin. Only God can identify for man that word
which has proceeded out of his mouth.

Hence, men recognize the Word of God, because God has told them
what his Word is. God has spoken to them of his truth. He has identified
it for them. Of great importance, therefore, for a proper understanding
of the entire problem is the doctrine of the inward testimony of the Holy
Spirit.

This doctrine is one which has been much abused and it is indeed a very
mysterious doctrine. It does not mean that this inward testimony can be
used as a criterion to determine the canonicity of a certain verse or chap-
ter or even book. It does mean, however, that the believer possesses a
conviction that the Scriptures are God’s Word, and that this conviction
is a conviction which has been implanted in the mind by the Third Person
of the Trinity. This conviction has been the possession of God’s people
ever since the first portion of Scripture was committed to writing. There
can be no deubt but that the true Israel immediately recognized God’s
revelation.
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There are also secondary evidences, however, which corroborate the
inward testimony of the Spirit and which have led believers to accept
the Scriptures. For one thing, the fact that many devout men have to-
gether declared their belief in the Bible is in itself cogent evidence. Then,
too, the character of the contents, the “heavenly matter” contained in these
writings indeed possesses evidencing value. Likewise, the “majesty of the
style” and particularly the “consent of all the parts” will impress them-
selves upon the believer. In addition to the “many other incomparable
excellencies, and the entire perfection” of the Bible, there remains the
testimony of the Bible to itself.

These points will perhaps be more clearly understood if we examine
the history of the collection of the Old Testament Scriptures. No com-
plete history of this process has been preserved, but certain important
statements are made in the Bible itself, and these statements must be
taken into consideration in any discussion of the subject.

The Law of Moses

In the first place, therefore, we turn to the first five books of the Old
Testament, which are commonly known as the Pentateuch or the Law
of Moses. Traditionally, by both Jews and Christians, Moses has been_
regarded as the author of these books. We believe that tradition is in
tFigé_ﬁ'EWthat the essential Mosaic authorship of the Penta-
teuch may be maintained. There may indeed be certain few minor addi-
tions, such as the account of Moses’ death, which were inserted into the
Pentateuch under divine inspiration by a later editor, but this by no means
runs counter to the common tradition that Moses is the author of these
books. When these writings had been completed they were accepted by
the devout in Israel as divinely authoritative. Express provision was made
for their protection amd custody. “And it came to pass, when Moses ha
made an end of writing the words of this law in a book, until they wer
finished, that Moses commanded the Levites, who bare the ark of the
covenant of Jehovah, saying, Take this book of the law, and put it by the
side of the ark of the covenant of Jehovah your God, that it may be there
for a witness against thee” (Deut. 31:24.26). The priests were com-
manded to read the Law to the people, “ . . thou shalt read this law
before all Israel in their hearing” (Deut. 31:11). When Israel would have
a king, that king was to possess a copy of the Law (Deut. 17:18, 19).
Joshua was commanded to guide the people in the light of the Law. “This
book of the law shall not depart out of thy mouth, but thou shalt meditate
therein day and night, that thou mayest observe to do according to all
that is written therein” (Josh. 1:8).
authoritative, David charged Solomon 1o give his obedience thereto.

Jeroboam was denounced because of disobedience to God’s commands,

Clain
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Some of the kings of Judah are particularly commended because of their
adherence to the Law, whereas others are condemned for their lack of such
adherence. The very exile itself is considered by the sacred writers to be
due to infractions of the statutes and the covenant which God made with
Israel’s ancestors. And on the return from exile, the Israelites governed
themselves in accord with the Law of Moses.

It will be seen then that upon the testimony of the only contemporary
writings of ancient Israel, the Law of Moses was regarded from the earliest
times as divinely inspired and authoritative. It was final. What it com-
manded was to be obeyed, and what it prohibited was not to be done.
Such is the picture which the Old Testament itself presents, if it be
accepted as it stands.

The Prophetical Books

Not only was the Law of Moses regarded as God’s Word, but the words
and writings of the prophets were also so considered. In Deuteronomy
it had been said of the prophets that God would put his “words in his
(i.e., the prophet’s) mouth, and he shall speak unto them all that I shall
command him” (Deut. 18:18). The prophets themselves believed that they
spoke in the Name of the Lord and that they declared his very word to
men. How frequently do they exclaim, “The word of the Lord came unto
me, saying. . . ,” “Thus saith the Lord. . . ,”  Hear the word of the Lord!”
The message which they proclaimed, therefore, was, according to their own
testimony, not a message of their own devising, but the actual Word of

God.

Thewwgﬁﬁs
due unto the Law of God. They had no hesitation in candidly telling
Istael that her calamities and misfortunes had befallen her, not only
because of her disobedience to the Law, but also because she had trans-
gressed their words. And they frankly assert that, unless she gives heed
to their message, dire distress and suffering will come upon her. The
evidence to support these statements is not isolated. Rather, if one will
read the prophetical writings to see what is the testimony of the prophets
to their authority, he will note how frequently and consistently they
assert that they are declaring the final, absolute Word of Jehovah. (Cf.,
e.g., Isa. 8:5, 31:4; Jer. 3:6, 13:1; Ezek. 21:1, 25:1; Amos 3:1, 7:1ff,,
etc.)

If; therefore, we are to accept the testimony of the Bible itself, we see
that the words of the prophets were regarded in Israel as_authoritative,
decisive, and inspired. Consequently, it may easily be understood how
these words in their written form would be preserved in the church and
regarded as the Word of Jehovah.

It is true that the Old Testament does not relate how the books which
are commonly called the Former Prophets (i.e., Joshua, Judges, I-II Sam-
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uel, I.II Kings) came to be included with the other canonical books.
However, the answer to this question, it would appear, is readily at hand.
The authors of these books, whoever they may have been, were men who
occupied the office of prophet. In ancient Israel this was a special and
unique office. The prophet was an 'Israelite who acted as a mediator
between God and man. Just as the priest represented the people before
God, so the prophet represented God before the people. In a very special
sense, therefore, he was the recipient of revelation. God so implanted his
words in the prophet’s mouth, that the resultant delivered message was

the actual Word of God.

Not all prophets wrote down their messages. As we have seen, Israel
did gather and preserve the words of those prophets who committed their
messages to writing. But no doubt many messages were delivered which
were not recorded. However, when men of the status of prophets wrote
an interpretative history of Israel, it may readily be understood why such
a history would be accepted by the Israelitish church as the Word of God.
For in their interpretation of history, these authors often profess to speak
.as in the Name of God. These writings, therefore, are historical in char-
acter, and profess to trace the hand of God in Israel’s history.

Furthermore, despite the assertions of some critics, these writings are
in harmony with the written prophecies. Not only are they a perfect
complement to those written prophecies, but they are a necessary comple-
tion to the history contained in the Law of Moses. Upon the basis of the
Law of Moses we should expect such a history of the subsequent develop-
ments in Israel. Without this interpretative history, much in the prophets
would be obscure. So far as is known, none of these books has ever been
disputed as to its canonicity. The former prophets, then, were accepted
as part of the Word of God, and therefore as canonical, because they were
written by men who held the high office of prophet, and who, as inspired
prophets, interpreted Israel’s history.

The Writings

How did the third division of the Old Testament, the so-called Hagio-
grapha, or Writings, come to be collected and regarded as canonical?
There is no direct answer given to this question in the Scriptures. The
Bible does not tell us who collected these books nor at what time they
were gathered. The books which belong to this third division of the canon
were written by men inspired of God who nevertheless did not occupy the
office of prophet. Some of the authors, however, such as David and Daniel,
did possess the prophetic gift although not occupying the official status
of prophet. This accounts for the fact that-a book such as Daniel is
found not among the Prophets but among the Writings. The official status
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of Daniel, as a careful study of the Old Testament will reveal, was not
that of prophet, but of statesman. Daniel, however, did possess the gift
of prophecy.

An objection is often made to this argument. If it is true that the
status of the authors of the Hagiographa was that of inspired men who
did not occupy the prophetic office, then the book of Amos, it is claimed,
should be included among the Hagiographa and not among the Prophets.
Amos, it is asserted, distinctly maintained that he was neither a prophet
nor the son of a prophet (Amos 7:14). However, this argument is based
upon a fallacious interpretation of the passage to which appeal is made.
In this passage Amos is relating his prophetic call. He disclaims that he
is earning his livelihood by being a prophet, since he is a shepherd and a
plucker of sycamore fruit. However, God called him to be a prophet.
“Go, prophesy unto my people Israel,” the Lord had said to him. These
are the words by which he was inducted into the prophetic office. This
objection to our argument, therefore, is without merit.

In the prologue to Ecclesiasticus (written about 130 B. C.) mention
is made of “the law itself, and the prophecies, and the rest of the books.”
Here is witness to a third division, namely, “the rest of the books.” The
language does not tell how many or which books were considered by the
author as coming under this category. However, it does imply a fixed
group of books, and also implies, we think, that these books had been in
existence for some time. The designation here given of the third group
is as definite and explicit as are those given to the first two divisions of
the canon.

The writer of the prologue also speaks of the “law and the prophets
and the others that followed after them” and states that his grandfather,
the author of Ecclesiasticus (c. 190 B. C.), gave himself largely to the
reading of “the law and the prophets and the other books of the fathers.”
In the mind of the writer of the prologue, then, there existed three definite
divisions of the Old Testament Scriptures.

We need not be alarmed because the author does not use a technical
term to designate the third division. As a matter of fact, he is not con-
sistent even in his reference to the second division. He speaks of it now
as “the prophecies” (hai propheteai) and now as “the prophets” (ton
propheton). The technical designation Writings was only applied to
these books long afterward. The miscellaneous character of their contents
would make it difficult to employ an adequately descriptive designation,
such as was enjoyed by the Law and the Prophets. Upon the basis of what
is stated in the prologue to Ecclesiasticus, there does not appear to be
warrant for assuming that the third division of the canon was still in pro-
cess of collection.
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In all probability these books were gathered by Ezra and those who
immediately followed him. Concerning this period very little is known,
but it seems to have been a time when attention was given to the Scrip-
tures, and it may well have been that these sacred books were then
collected. Nor does this necessarily mean that some inspired additions
were not made to certain books at a later time. Such may very well have
been the case. '

To sum up, we may say that the books of the Old Testament, being
immediately inspired of God, were recognized as such by his people from
the time when they first appeared. That there may have been questions
and minor differences of opinion about certain books does not at all
detract from this fact.

It is well'known that in the later Jewish schools there were certain
disputes as to the canonicity of particular books, notably, Esther and
Ecclesiastes. However, it is questionable whether these disputes were
really more than academic. It is questionable whether they really repre-
sented the attitude of the people to any great extent.

How the books were gathered we are not told. Apparently, no religious
council in ancient Israel ever drew up a list of divine books. Rather,
in the singular providence of God, his people recognized his Word and
honored it from the time of its first appearance. Thus was formed the
collection of inspired writings which are known as the canonical books
of the Old Testament.”






PART ONE

The Law of Moses






Chapter I

The Law of Moses—General Observations

Name

The first division of the sacred canon of the Old Testament is generally
designated as the{ Torah (i.., the Law.) The noun torah is from a root
yarah, to throw or shoot, and means direction, law, instruction. As a
designation of the first five books of the Bible, the word is employed
in a more restricted sense to stress the legal element which forms
8o great a part of these books. This usage does not exclude the narrative
or historical sections, but rather includes them, since they form the fitting
background or framework for the legislation.

a) In the Old Testament, the Pentateuch is designated as:
1. the Law Josh. 8:34; Ezra 10:3; Neh. 8:2, 7, 14; 10:34, 36;
12:44; 13:3; II Chr. 14:4; 31:21; 33:8.
2. the book of the Law Josh. 1:8; 8:34; II K. 22:8; Neh. 8:3.
. the book of the Law of Moses Josh 8:31; 23:6; II K. 14:6; Neh.
8:1.
4. the book of Moses Ezra 6:18; Neh. 13:1; II Chr. 25:4; 35:12.
5. the law of the Lorp Ezra 7:10; I Chr. 16:40; II Chr. 31:3; 35:26.
6. the law of God Neh. 10:28, 29,
7. the book of the Law of God Josh. 24:26; Neh. 8:18.
8
9.
10.

w

. the book of the Law of the Lorp II Chr. 17:9; 34:14.
the book of the Law of the Lorp our God Neh. 9:3.
the Law of Moses the Servant of God. Dan. 9:11; cf. vs. 13. cf.
Malachi 4:4.

It will be noted how aptly these phrases characterize the Pentateuch.
They stress its legislation, the LAow; they indicate that it is in permanent
form, the BooK, they call attention to its human author, MosEs and they
point to the Divine Author, the Lorp, who is Gob.

b) In the New Testament the Pentateuch is called
1. the book of the Law Gal. 3:10.
2. the book of Moses Mark 12:26.
3. the Law Matt. 12:5; Luke 16:16; John 7:19.
4. the Law of Moses Luke 2:22; John 7:23.
5. the Law of the Lord Luke 2:23, 24.

a7
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¢) The term Pentateuch is derived from two Greek words, pente (five)
and teuchos (volume)?, properly an adjective modifying BiBLos (book),
thus, “a five-volumed book.” Its earliest use is probably in Origen, on
John 4:25, (“of the Pentateuch of Moses” cf. PG. XIV, col. 444), and
in Latin Tertullian employed it as a proper name, Pentateuchus, (4dversus
Marcionem 1:10 in PL, 11, col. 282).

Both Philo and Josephus testify to the five-fold division of the Law.
Some scholars, e.g., Haevernick, believe that the division was made by the
translators of the LXX. Pfeiffer thinks that it is as early as the first
Hebrew edition of the work. In all probability, however, the division is
natural. Genesis, Leviticus and Deuteronomy are units in themselves.
Hence we may assume that the five-fold division was the work of the
original author of the Law, namely Moses.

d) Later Jewish designations. The Jews (e.g., Jerusalem Talmud, San-
hedrin 10:1 (28a), Koheleth rabba on Eccl. 12:11) spoke of of the Penta-
teuch as “the five fifths of the Law”, and each book was called a fifth part.

Authorship

The human author of the Pentateuch was Moses, the great lawgiver of
Israel. It is true that there is no superscription or introduction or express
claim that the work in its entirety is from Moses (Cornill). Nevertheless,
there is convincing testimony, both of an external and internal nature,
to support the position that Moses wrote the Pentateuch.

a) The Testimony of the Pentateuch.
The following passages are of particular value for they show that impor-

tant portions of the Law are said to have been written by Moses.

1. Ex. 17:14 “And the Lorp said unto Moses, Write this for a memorial
in the book, and rehearse it in the ears of Joshua: for I will utterly put
out the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven”. This verse shows
that Moses was regarded as the proper person for writing. What he was
to write probably includes the prophecy and its historical occasion, the
attack of Amalek. The article, “zhe book”, should probably not be stressed,
although it possibly implies the existence of a definite book.

2. Ex. 24: 4-8. “And Moses wrote all the words of the Lorp” (vs, 4a).
This refers at least to the “book of the covenant” (Ex. 21:2—23:33), and
may even include chs. 19 and 20.

3. Ex. 34:27 “And the Lorp said unto Moses, write these words, for
in accordance with these words have I made a covenant with thee and
with Israel”. This is the second command of the Lord unto Moses to write.
It refers to Ex. 34:10-26, the second decalogue.

1 The word teuchos properly means a tool or implement. It came to be used
to designate a case for holding papyrus rolls and also for the roll itself. Hence
its meaning, volume or book.
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4. Num. 33:1, 2. “And Moses wrote their goings out according to their
journeys by the commandment (lit., mouth) of the Lorp” (vs. 2a). Here
it is expressly stated that Moses wrote the list of stations from Egypt to
Moab, covering the entire journey of the children of Israel. This itinerary
is in reality a strong argument for the Mosaic authorship of the entire
Pentateuchal narrative (See pp. 95f). If Moses wrote this itinerary, he
doubtless wrote the surrounding narrative of the wilderness wanderings.

5. Deut. 31:9. “And Moses wrote this law and gave it unto the priests
the sons of Levi who bear the ark of the covenant of the Lorp, and unto
all the elders of Israel.” vs. 24, “And it came to pass when Moses had
finished writing the words of this law in a book, until they were finished.”

Probably these words refer to the preceding books of the Pentateuch,
since Deut. itself recognizes a previous Mosaic legislation binding upon the
people (Cf. Deut. 4:5, 14; 29:1 etc.). Even, however, if the reference be
restricted to portions of Deut., it witnesses to the fact that Moses wrote
extended material.

6. Deut. 31:22 “And Moses wrote this song in that day, and he taught it
to the children of Israel.” The reference is to Deut. 32.

By way of summary we note that there are three legislative sections, the
authorship of which is attributed to Moses, and three sections dealing with
historical events.

In addition to the above six passages the following facts should also
be noted. The authorship of Genesis is not stated, but, as will be shown
later, Genesis forms an organic part of the Pentateuch (see pp. 52, 68). In
the four remaining books Moses appears throughout as the principal
character, the mediator of the Law. It is Moses to whom God utters the
Ten Commandments and who was the central figure in that awful trans-
action at Sinai. It is Moses to whom the Lord reveals, by personal com-
munication, the instructions for building the Tabernacle. (Ex. 25-31).
Throughout the account of the erection of the Tabernacle, we constanily
meet the phrase “as the Lorp commanded Moses”. In the book of Levi-
ticus we often find such phrases as “the Lorp spake unto Moses saying,”
and this is true also of Numbers,

The book of Deuteronomy begins, “These are the words which Moses
spake unto all Israel, etc.” (vs. 1). In vs. 5 we read, “On this side Jor-
dan, in the land of Moab, began Moses to declare this law, saying.”
“Deuteronomy is largely made up of elaborate discourses declared to have
been delivered by Moses, the primary aim of which is to rehearse the
laws already given and apply them to the new conditions under which

Israel will shortly live, and to exhort the people to loyalty and obedience”
(FB, p. 6).
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b} The Testimony of the Remainder of the Old Testament.

Of particular importance is the book of Joshua, which is filled with
references to Moses. Joshua should not be regarded as Moses’ successor,
for, because of his exalted position, Moses had but one successor, even
Christ. Joshua, however, derived his authority from Moses. The Law of
Moses was to be his guide and standard. Hence, we frequently find
Joshua acting “as the Lord commanded Moses” (e.g., 11:15, 20; 14:2;
21:2 etc.). But there are several explicit references to the written Law
itself as the work of Moses; note “this book of the Law” (1:7, 8) ; “written
in the book of the Law of Moses” (8:31; cf. also vv. 32, 34; 23:6);
“the word of the Lord by the hand of Moses” (22:9; cf. also vs. 5).

In Judges 3:4 we read “—to know whether they would keep the com-
mandments of the Lorp which He commanded their fathers through the
hand of Moses”. References to Moses are found in Kings, Ezra, Nehemiah
and Chronicles. We find such expressions as “the law of Moses” (I K.
2:3) ; “the book of the Law of Moses” (II K. 14:6) ; “~—the Law that my
servant Moses commanded them” (II K. 21:8); “the book of Moses”
(Ezra 6:18, Neh. 13:1). Cf. also T K. 8:9, 53-56; II K. 23:25; 22:8 with
II Chr. 34:14; II Chr. 23:18; 25:4; 35:12; Ezra 3:2; Neh. 8:1-8.

The references in the prophets to Moses are rather infrequent. For the
most part, the prophets speak merely of the Law, as e.g., in Isa. 1:10. The
precise connotation of the word law in each instance of its occurrence may
be somewhat difficult to determine. However, the only authoritative law
recognized in the Old Testament is the Law of Moses, and it is to this
Law that the prophets are refering. Note that Daniel speaks explicitly of
“the oath that is written in the Law of Moses the Servant of God” (9:11-
13), and Malachi warns, “Remember ye the Law of Moses my servant,
which I commanded unto him in Horeb, for all Israel with the statutes
and judgments” (4:4).

The presupposition of the Old Testament witness is that there is in
existence a written book known as the Law, and that the contents of this
Law were given to Moses by the Lord. On the question of the authorship
of the Law, the Pentateuch and the remainder of the Old Testament know
of only one human author, and that author is Moses.

c) The Testimony of the New Testament.

The New Testament bears clear testimony to the Mosaic authorship of
the Pentateuch. On this question our Lord and the Jews seem to have had
no quarrel. He objected rather to their misinterpretation of the Law. Christ
quotes passages of the Law as from Moses, e.g., “Moses because of the
hardness of your hearts suffered you to put away your wives” (Matt. 19:8;
Mark 10:5). Cf. also Matt. 8:4; Mark 1:44; Luke 5:14; Mark 7:10;
12:26; Luke 20:37; 16:31. Note partlcularly Luke 24: 27, 44; John
5:47; 7:19.
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The remainder of the New Testament is in harmony with the witness of
our Lord. Cf. Acts 3:22; 13:39; 15: 5-21; 26:22; 28:23; Romans 10:5,
19; I Cor. 9:9; II Cor. 3:15; Rev. 15:3.

Like the Old the New Testament bears witness to a writing known
as the Law, and regards Moses as its author. In fact, in the New Testa-
ment, the words “Moses”” and “law” are equivalent.?

What Is Meant by Mosaic Authorship?

When we affirm that Moses wrote or that he was the author of the\ .
Pentateuch, we do not mean that he himself necessarily wrote every word.f_\ T
To insist upon this would be unreasonable. Hammurabi was the author of -
his famous code, but he certainly did not engrave it himself upon the/
stele. Our Lord was the author of the Sermon upon the mount, but He
did not write it Himself. Milton was the author of Paradise Lost, but he
did not write it all out by hand.

The witness of sacred Scripture leads us to believe that Moses was the °
fundamental or real author of the Pentateuch. In composing it, he may *
indeed, as Astruc suggested, have employed parts of previously existing .
written documents. Also, under Divine inspiration, there may have been » -
later minor additions and even revisions. Substantially and essentially,
however, it is the product of Moses. The position for which conservatives
contend has been well expressed by Wilson, “That the Pentateuch as it
stands is historical and from the time of Moses; and that Moses was its
real author, though it may have been revised and edited by later redactors,
the additions being just as much inspired and as true as the rest” (4
Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament, 1929, p. 11).

2 The internal evidence for Mosaic authorship will be discussed in connection
with the individual books.



Chapter I1

GENESIS

Name

The Jews designated the book according to its first word B’reshith
(In the beginning). In Talmudic times it was also called, “Book of the
Creation of the World.,” The title “Genesis” is from the LXX rendering
of 2:4a, “This is the book of the geneseos of heaven and earth,” and of
the subsequent headings, 5:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10; 11:27; 25:12; 25:19;
36:1; 36:9; 37:2. The word means origin, source, generation, and has
been adopted by most translations as the title of the book.

Purpose

The purpose of the first book of the Pentateuch is g___g_llg_a_bnef.sumﬂy
of the histor aelites
are bought into Egypt. ready to be formed inta the theocratic nation, It
relates the creation of the world, of man, God’s covenant with man, the
fall into sin, the covenant of grace, and the lives of the patriarchs.

Broadly speaking we may say that the book comprises two_parts.  The
first of these deals with the peried-from the creation to. the call-of Abra-
-L\th 1-12) 2. and the seccnd with the call or preparation of the patri-
archs. The first section is somewhat negative, showing the need for the
segregation from the world of a peculiar people, and the remaining section
serves the positive end of relating the segregation of that people.

Genesis 1-12 is again divided into two parts by the narrative of the flood.
It will be noted that at the beginning of the ante-diluvian period, God
entered into covenant with Adam (Gen. 2:16, 17), and at the beginning
of the post-diluvian section, He made a covenant with Noah (Gen. 9:8 fI.).
These two covenants, universal in extent, failed to preserve among men
the true religion and hence provided the need for the more limited cove-
nant made with Abraham the head of the chosen race. Since man broke
the universal covenants, the Lord segregated the chosen people from the
remainder of the world, so that the true religion might grow and flourish
and finally, in the open stage of the world, contend with and overcome
the forces of evil. Thus, the two preliminary periods serve the purpose
of making clear the insufficiency of the first two universal covenants and
the necessity of selecting a particular people to be the Lord’s chosen race.

52




THE LAW OF MOSES — GENESIS 53
Analysis

I. Genesis 1:1-2:3. The Creation of the Heaven and the Earth

This section is introduced by a general, comprehensive statement of the
creation (1:1), which states the fact that all things had their beginning
through a creative act of God.

The details of bringing the earth from its original, uniformed condition
to its present, well-ordered state are given in vv. 2-31. Vs. 2 contains
three nominal or circumstantial clauses, which state the conditions in
existence at the time when God said, “Let there be light” (vs. 3). This ®
three-fold condition had existed from the point of absolute creation until
the first creative word was spoken (vs. 3). How long this was, we are not
told.

Genesis 1 places its stress upon God’s absolute monergism. The word
God (Elohim) occurs in this chapter 32 times, and nearly always as sub-
ject. Thus, God created (3 times), said (10 times), saw (7 times), divided
(once), called (3 times), made (3 times), set (once), blessed (twice).
Note also, “the Spirit of God moved” (vs. 2), “he called” (vs. 5) “called
he” (vs .10), “created he” (vs. 27-twice).

The chapter also emphasizes the Divine complacency in the creation.
Seven times we are told that God saw “that it was good”, and in vs. 31
this is particularly stressed. Furthermore, the creation account is told
in terms of fiat and fulfillment. There are eight of these fiats, e.g., “let
there be light” (vs. 3). Seven times the fulfillment is stated, e.g., “and
there was light” (vs. 3); and six times the phrase “and it was so” is
employed, thus stressing that the purpose of God had been fully carried
out.

The work of creation is comprised in an hexameron, or period of six
days, coming to a majestic climax in the resting of the Creator on the
seventh day. The length of these days is not stated, but a certain cor-
respondence between some of them may be observed. Thus.

Day. Day.
1. Light 4. Luminaries.
2. Firmament, division of waters. 5. Birds, fishes.
3. Dry land, vegetation 6. Animals, man.

The name Elohim is particularly appropriate for this chapter, since the
chapter exalts God as the mighty Creator. The distinctive vocabulary
indicates not a particular author, but is chosen because of the peculiar
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contents of the chapter. It would be difficult to write in Hebrew upon
these subjects without employing this particular vocabulary.

Genesis 1 is monumental in character, and exhibits a stately cadence
of grandeur as it reveals the sovereign Creator uttering His will, and that
will coming to immediate fulfillment. So the narrative proceeds until it
reaches its mighty climax. The Lord beholds the finished world and
pronounces it very good.

We are not to regard the chapter as the reworking by the Priestly
School of a myth that was common to ancient tradition. Rather, the
chapter is sober history. Although Genesis does not purport to be a text-
book of science, nevertheless, when it touches upon scientific subjects,
it is accurate. Science has never discovered any facts which are in con-
flict with the statements of Genesis 1. 1he chapter stresses this particular
earth for religious reasons—it was on this earth that man sinned and
man’s redemption occurred. But Genesis does not teach that the earth
is the center of the universe or solar system. It is geo-centric only in a
religious sense; not for an instant can its accurate statements be regarded
as out of harmony with true science.

II. Genesis 2:4-4:26. The Generations of the Heavens and
the Earth

The introductory statement, “These are the generations, etc.” is ex-
tremely important for a correct understanding of the framework of Gene-
sis. It occurs eleven times in Genesis and always as the heading of the
section which follows. The word “generations” in this phrase signifies
that which is begotten or generated. The parallel uses of the phrase make
this clear. Thus, e.g., “the generations of Noah” (6:9), heads the section
which deals with the descendants or offspring of Noah. It is true, as Dr.
Driver remarks (LOT® p. 7), that some account of the person named in
the phrase is also given, but since this account is usually of such a minor

or secondary character, it in no sense detracts from what has been said
above.

This phrase in 2:4, therefore introduces the account not of the creation
of heaven and earth, but rather of the offspring of heaven and earth,
namely, man.? Man’s body is from the earth, and his soul is of heavenly

3 It has been suggested that this phrase may originally have stood as a heading
to ch. 1 and that it was moved to its present position by a redactor. But if this were
so, it would leave the present section (2:5-4:26) with no heading, and it would give
the first section (i. e., 1:2-2:3) two headings, namely 2:4a and 1:1. Furthermore
it would do violence to the meaning of the title by forcing it to serve as heading
of a section dealing with the creation of heaven and earth, wheress the content of
the title shows that it should introduce an account of the “offspring” or “generations”
of the heaven and earth.
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origin, breathed into him by God. Thus, from this key phrase, we learn
that 2:4ff. does not profess to present an account of creation. There are
not, therefore, as some critics maintain, duplicate accounts of the creation
in Genesis. Rather, the grand theme of 2:4-4:26 is the formation of man
and the first state of human history. The contents of this section also
show that it is not a duplicate history of creation. Thus:

1.) The words of 2:4b, “—in the day that the LorRp God made the
earth and the heaven#”; rather than introducing an account of creation,
serve rather to pfint out that the creation has already taken place.

2.) The entire description in ch. 2 prepares the way for the planting of
the garden of Eden (2:8, 9).

3.) That which is fundamental in a creation account is missing in ch.
2, e.g., formation of the earth, sea, dry land, firmament, sun, moon, stars,
vegetation on earth, etc. In 3:18, man is to eat the herb of the field, but
the only previous mention of this is in ch. 1, not in ch. 2.

Ch. 2 in relating the planting of Eden, is not chronological, but topical

in its method of treatment. It serves as an introduction to the narrative of
the fall (ch. 3). Thus 1t explains the nature of man, his body formed from
the dust and his life inbreathed by God. This is to enable the reader
to understand how the possibility on the one hand of elevation to a higher
immortality could be offered man and on the other how the sentence of dust
returning to dust could be imposed. It also sets forth Eden, which was
to be the scene of the temptation and introduces the reader to Adam and
Eve, the actors in the temptation. In addition the chapter calls attention
to the two trees and to the covenant of works which God in grace made
with Adam. It thus sets the stage for the tragic action of ch. 3.

When the purpose of ch. 2 is thus clearly recognized, it will be apparent
that any contrasts made between the two upon the assumption that each
is an independent account of creation are beside the point. There are
different emphases in the two chapters, as we have seen, but the reason
for these is obvious. Ch. 1 continues the narrative of creation until the
climax, namely, man made in the image and likeness of God. To prepare
the way for the account of the fall, ch. 2 gives certain added details about
man’s original condition, which would have been incongruous and out of
place in the grand, declarative march of ch. 1.

It should be noted that there are no contradictions between chs. 1 and
2. The principal alleged contradictions are the following:

1.) The order of creation. According to ch. 2 this is said to be man
(vs. 7), vegetation (vs. 9), animals (vs. 19), woman (vs. 21f.) But in
answer to this it should be noted that the order of statement is not chrono-
logical. Can we seriously think that the writer intended us to understand
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that God formed man (vs. 7) before there was any place to put him?
To insist upon a chronological order in ch. 2 is to place a constructior,
upon the writer’s words that was never intended. In reality, ch. 2 declare#
nothing regarding the relative priority of man and vegetation. I

Nor does ch. 2 teach the creation of man before the animals. Herq
again, the chronological order is not stressed. The ch. has described thg
formation of Eden and the placing of man in the garden. It now speak{
more particularly of man’s condition, showing his need of a help mee
for himself, and that such a help was not found among the animals. Vs
19 may rightly be paraphrased, “and the Lorp God having formed o;xi
of the ground every beast of the field, and every fowl of heaven, broug
them unto the man.” t

2). The conception of God. In ch. 2 an anthropomorphic conceptiox
of God is said to appear. God fashions, breathes, plants, places, takes
sets, brings, closes up, builds, walks, etc. But this objection is superficiak
An anthropomorphic conception of God also appears in ch. 1. Indeed
it is impossible for the finite mind to speak of God without using anthrof
pomorphic language. Ch. 1 asserts that God called, saw, blessed, delibe
ated (vs. 26 “let us make”), God distributed His work over a period of
six days, He rested.

Ch. 1 lays stress upon the Divine complacency. This stress is to pret
pare the way for the fall related in ch. 3. We should, therefore, regarg
ch. 1 as introductory and basic for the proper understanding of ch. 2%
Ch. 2 assumes the creation of heaven and earth, sun, moon, stars, etd
In reality, ch. 2 cannot be understood without ch. 1. ‘

Ch. 3 is to be considered not as legend, but as history, which it pus
ports to be. The same characters, Adam and Eve, appear as in ch.
The whole is related as straightforward narrative. The tragic results o
the fall are apparent in human life, just as ch. 3 asserts. Man is naked
that is, he is inwardly polluted by sin so that he needs covering. He ip
also guilty, because of sin, and cannot stand in the presence of the holy

God.

The speaking serpent is unusual and striking. In a fable or legend
are accustomed to animals speaking, but not so here. Adam has jus
named the creatures (2:19), i.e., he has exercised his God given intell
gence, he has demonstrated that he was created in the image of God, hf
has shown his superiority over the lower creation by recognizing thy
proper function and characteristics of each beast. He has shown that h¢
himself is the crown of creation and superior to the beast. In ch. 3, how
ever, a serpent speaks. It breaks the bounds imposed upon it by God.
would rise above man, whereas it should be subservient to man. None o
this bears the characteristic of mere legend. Rather, it is related as history.
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The serpent, as appears from the curse later inflicted upon it, was the
mouthpiece or instrument of Satan. The speaking serpent, therefore, can-
not be regarded as a mark of legend. The historicity of the account is
proved by II Cor. 11:3 (Cf. also John 8:44). If we consider the account
of the fall, which purports to be history, as mere symbolical legend, would
not consistency require that we also regard the account of our redemption
as mere symbolical legend?

The purpose of ch. 4 is to show the rapid growth and increase of sin
from Abel’s murder to Lamech’s song of hate. The chapter also reveals
how the arts and sciences were cultivated by the descendants of Cain.
The often-heard objection (cf. JOT, pp. 162, 163) that Cain could not
have been the son of the first man or he could not have found a wife
is hardly worthy of serious consideration. In the nature of the case,
since the Bible teaches that mankind has come from an original pair,
Cain must have married a sister.

Nor are there two accounts of Cain in ch. 4, one condemning him to be
a “fugitive and a vagabond”, the other setting him forth as “—the proud
ancestor of the line of tent-dwellers who introduced the refinements of
civilization (4:17-22)” (IOT, p. 163). If these accounts were in such con-
flict, why would the supposed redactor, presumably an intelligent man,
have thus pieced them together? Also, the city which Cain built may
have been merely a nomadic encampment (cf. Num. 13:19). The refer-
ence of Lamech (vs. 24) to Cain’s being avenged, proves beyond question
the unity of this section.

II1. Genesis 5:1-6:8. The Book of the Generations of Adam

The insertion of the line of Cain in 4:17ff. has introduced an impor-
tant characteristic of the framework of Genesis. It is the custom of Moses,
in his relation of the genealogical history from Adam to Jacob, to inter-
rupt the narrative at the proper point and to insert the genealogy of a
divergent line (here the Cainites) before reverting to the history of the
chosen people. Cf. also 25:12-19, which gives the genealogy of Ishmael.
This is followed by the genealogy of Isaac, 25:19ff., and 36:1 and 36:9
which give the generation of Esau. This is followed, 37:2, by the genera-
tions of Jacob.

There is similarity in the names of the genealogies of chs. 4 and 5.
However, the two should not be regarded as mere variants of one gene-
alogy. 1.) In the first place, although there is some similarity in the
names, there is also great diversity. 2.) The Scriptures profess to record
different genealogies. 3.) Those with similar names are described as
being different people. Thus, Enoch (ch. 4) is the son of Cain and bears
Irad. Enoch (ch. 5) was begoiten of Jared, many generations after Seth.
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Enoch begat Methuselah. He was noted for his piety and was translated.
Lamech (ch.4) was begotten of Methusael and is porirayed as particularly
self-trusting and vengeful. The Lamech of ch. 5, on the other hand, is
begotten of Methuselah and is set forth as a man of faith, who sees in the
birth of his son Noah a fulfillment of God’s promise.

The genealogy of ch. 5 is not intended to furnish a chronology. Rather,
Moses selected ten representative names in order to show the unrestrained,
universal reign of death over man. Of each save Enoch it is said, “And he
died”. The omission of these words after Enoch’s name only serves to
bring out the universal presence of death. The words immediately call to
mind the serpent’s lie “Ye shall not die” (3:4 generally attributed to J
or S, yet ch. 5 is attributed to P).

Since ch. 5 cannot be used to compute a chronology, we should probably
interpret phrases such as 5:15 to mean that Mahalaleel begat the line
which culminated in Jared. This would not be the case, however, in vv.
3 and 28. (See Bibliotheca Sacra,* April 1890, and B. B. Warfield, “On
The Antiquity And The Unity Of The Human Race” in Studies In
Theology,* 1932, pp. 235-258).

The short section, 6:1-8, is introduced to show both the wickedness of
man which made the flood necessary, and the righteousness of Noah. It
thus connects ch. 5 with the following. The “sons of God” are not angels,
but the chosen race. Through intermarriage between the chosen line
and the seed of the world great wickedness appeared.

IV. Genesis 6:9-9:17. The Generations of Noah

Allis has done remarkable service in calling attention to the unity of
this section (See FB, pp. 95-99). He points out that:

1) The cause.of the flood is the sinfulness of man. (Cf. 6:5, 11, 12, 13).
The Lord announces His repentance at having made man (6:6, 7).

2) The purpose of the flood is to destroy mankind (Cf. 6:7, 13, 17;
7:4, 21.23; 8:21.)

3) The text lays emphasis upon the saving of a thoroughly representa-,
tive remnant. (Cf. 6:8, 18, 19-20 (the animals); 7:1.3; 7-9; 13-16; 8:
Te-I7; 18, 19.) -

Moses begins this section with a statement as to the upright character
of Noah (6:9), in order to contrast Noah with the general wickedness
of mankind (6:11-13), and also to explain the remark in 6:8. He then
recapitulates, mentioning Noah’s three sons (6:10), and mankind’s cor-
ruption (6:11-13) thus to prepare the way for the instructions regarding
the building of the ark (6:14-21). The chapter closes with a statement of
Noah’s obedience (6:22).
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The Lord now gives the command to enter the ark and to take clean
beasts by sevens and unclean beasts by twos (7:1-4). This command is
obeyed.

1.) On the 17th day of the 2nd month (Genesis 7:11, 12) Noah entered
the ark as God had commanded him. The rain fell upon the earth 40 days
and 40 nights. There is no contradiction as to the number of beasts which
entered the ark. At the first announcement of the flood and the command -
to build the ark (6:14-21) Noah was to bring in male and female (i.e.,
two) of each kind of animals and birds. At the command to enter the
ark (7:1-4) it is specified that of clean beasts Noah is to bring in by
sevens, but of unclean beasts by twos. The second command is more
specific than the first; there is no contradiction. The distinction between
clean and unclean is not an evidence of the post-Mosaic age, but was a
distinction evidently known from the beginning.

2) The rains continued for forty days, until the waters prevailed fifteen
cubits above the heights of the mountains (Gen. 7:17). Note that four
successive stages are mentioned.

a. The waters increased and bare up the ark, and it was lifted up
ahove the earth (7:17b).

b. The waters prevailed, and were increased greatly upon the earth.
(7:18a).
c. The waters cover the high hills (7:19).
d. The mountains were covered (7:20).
Three emphatic statements of the power of the waters are made:

a. All flesh died (7:21).
b. “All in whose nostrils was the breath of life, of all that was in the
dry land, died” (7:22).

c. Universal and particular terms are now combined (7:23).

3) The waters were upon the earth prevailing, for a total of dw'
dred fifty days, i.e., for one en days after the rain had stopped
M seven stages in the decline of the water:

a. A wind passed over the earth to cause the waters to assuage
(8:1).
b. Thesources of the flood had geased to such an extent that the ark
ould rest on Ararat (8:2-4). This was on the 17th day of the
Maﬁer the beginning of the flood.
c. The to i
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d. After forty days, a raven was sent forth, and also_a dove. The

waWMsﬁng-place
(8:6-9).

e. After seven days, the tops of the trees emerged (8:10, 11).

f. Wys, the dove is sent forth a ain, but returns no more
(8:12)° -

g. The flood ends, 1st day of 1st month of Noah’s six hundred and
first year (8:13). On the 27th day of the 2nd month, i.e., exactly
one year and ten dmwm the earth was

r 214} ————

The account of the flood is told in terms of universality. This does not
“Pnecessarily mean that the flood covered the entire face of the globe. Rather,
it was universal in that it destroyed all flesh. If the habitations of mankind
were limited to the Euphrates valley, it is quite possible that the flood
was also limited.

This section closes with an account of Noah’s building an altar (the first
altar mentioned in the Bible) and sacrificing. The offering is accepted of
the Lord who declares that He will not again curse the earth (8:20-22).
God blesses Noah, grants permission to eat meat (9:1-4), and establishes
his covenant with Noah (9:9-17). As a result of the sin of Ham, Canaan

is cursed, and Noah prophesies blessing for the world through Shem
(9:25-27).

V. Genesis 10:1-11:9. The Generations of the Sons of Noah

This brief section records the dispersion of mankind over the earth.

~ It contains a table of nations which is inserted for the purpose of showing
the relation of these peoples to the chosen race, all of whom have come
from the same ancestry and will ultimately share in the blessing of Abra-

ham (12:1-3). Particular attention is devoted to the Canaanitish tribes,
10:15-19.

This section bears an intimate relation with what precedes and follows.
10:1 connects it with the preceding account of the flood. 11:1-9 recounts
the building of the tower of Babel and the dispersion of mankind. Some
think that this section is from a different author than ch. 10, but passages
such as 10:10 and 25 show that the contents of 11:1.9 were in the mind of
the writer of ch. 10.
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VI. Genesis 11:10-26, The Generations of Shem

This section has certain similarities with ch. 5 which also gave the
genealogy of the chosen line. It does not present a mere list of names, as
does ch. 10, but, like ch. 5 states the age of the father at the birth of the
son, and the length of his life after the birth of the son and it mentions
his begetting other sons and daughters. Both ch. 5 and this section close
with mention of a father who has three sons (5:32 and 11:26). This
section obviously continues the genealogy of ch. 5, yet is inexplicable with-
out the intervening sections.

VII. Genesis 11:27-25:11. The Generations of Terah

The principal theme of this section is the life of Abraham, the patriarch.
Abraham was called from his land in answer to a three-fold promise, and
with respect to each element of this promise was severely tested.

a. The promise of a land. Gen. 12:7; 13: 15, 17; 15:7, 18; 17:2;
24:7; 28:4, 14,

But:
1. Abraham was a sojourner in the land. 12:10; 17:8; 20:1; 21:
23, 24; 23:4.
2. The land was occupied by others. 12:6, 13:7; 15:18-21,
3. He was twice driven out by famine. 12:10ff; 20:1ff.
4. His descendants were to be sojourners in a foreign land. 15:3.
5. The land was invaded by distant rulers. 14:14.
6. Abraham had to buy a burial place. 23:17.

b. The promise of a numerous seed. 12:2; 13:15; 15:5; 17:2, 4, 16;
18:18; 22:17; 26:4; 28:4; 32:12.

But cf., 11:30; 15:2, 3; 16:1; 17:17; 22:12.
c. The promise of universal blessing. 12:3; 18:18; 22:18.

But:
1. Twice Abraham is the source of trouble. 12 and 20.
2. Abram and Lot must separate. 13:5ff.
3. Foreign kings fight against him. 14.
4. He must protest to Abimelech. 21:22ff.

How Is THE LIFE OF ABRAHAM TO BE INTERPRETED?

1. Philo and the Allegorical View. According to Philo of Alexandria,
the life of Abraham was an allegory which illustrates certain truths,
namely, the perfection of a wise man by instruction.
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2. Julius Wellhausen refused to regard Abraham as an historical per-
sonage, but suggested that he might be a free creation of the writer’s
imagination. :

3. Theodor Noeldeke urged that Abraham was a deity, who had fallen
to the plane of a mere human, and thus appears in Genesis.

4. Hugo Winckler regarded Abraham, because of his connection with
Harran, as identified with Sin, the moon god.

5. Hermann Gunkel regards the “sagas” of Genesis as similar to those
of other peoples of antiquity. These “sagas”, he thinks, gradually formed
an Abraham cyele.

6. Albrecht Alt (Der Gott der Vaeter, Stuttgart, 1929) regards Abra-
ham as an historical personage, and believes that it is possible to know
something of Abraham’s religion. (Cf. the present writer’s article “The
God Of The Fathers” in W Th J, Nov. 1940 pp. 25-40).

It is necessary to regard the account of Abraham in Genesis as his-
torically accurate. The narrative purports to be straight-forward history,
and this is substantiated by the testimony of the New Testament. Cf.
Matt. 1:1; 8:11; 22:32; Mark 12:26; Luke 3:23-34; 13:28; 16:22-30;
20:37; John 8:37, 39, 40, 52, 53, 56, 58; Acts 3:13, 25; 7; Romans 4;
II Cor. 11:22; Gal. 3; Heb. 2:16; 6:13; 7:1-9; 11:8, 17; James 2:21, 23;
I Peter 3:6.

The important science of archaeology has more and more been sub-
stantiating the Biblical record of patriarchal times. The following points
may be noted:

1. Some critics have asserted that the art of writing was unknown
before the end of the 2nd millennium B. C. Wellhausen and Graf thought
that Israel had no written documents before the time of the Kings. The
recently discovered (1929) texts from Ras Shamra (15th and early 14th
centuries B. C.) prove that writing was known to the Canaanites by the
middle of the 2nd millennium B, C.

2. During the patriarchal period, as archaeology has shown, the hill
country was but sparsely settled, whereas the coastal plains contained the
sedentary population. This well agrees with the representation of Genesis
that the patriarchs wandered in the hill country. Furthermore, the cities
mentioned in Genesis were in existence at this time; Bethel, Ai, Jerusalem
(Salem), Shechem, Gerar, Dothan, Beersheba. {(See Albright: The Arch-
aeology of Palestine and the Bible,® pp. 132, 133).

3. In 1935 there were discovered at Mari on the Euphrates (Tell
Hariri) over 20,000 tablets, most of which belong to the early part of the
2nd millennium B. C. These discoveries confirm the Biblical picture that
Israel’s ancestors came from the region of Harran. The city of Nahor
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(Gen. 24:10) appears in these texis as Nakhur. At the time of Hammurabi
(18th cent. B. C.) the place seems to have been ruled by an Amorite
prince. Serug and Terah also appear as names of towns near Harran (Cf.

FSAC, pp. 179, 180).

4. Gen. 13:10. Glueck, R/, p. 73, points out the accuracy of Lot’s
description. Archaeology has shown that the Jordan Valley has always
been occupied, and that it is one of the richest parts of ancient Palestine.

5. Concerning the account of the invasion of Chedorlaomer, Gen. 14,
Glueck writes, “The archaeological facts agree completely with this literary
tradition. There was about 1900 B. C. such a thoroughgoing destruction
visited upon all the great fortresses and settlements of the land, within the
limits we have examined, that the particular civilization they represented
never again recovered. The blow it received was so crushing as to be
utterly destructive” (The Other Side Of The Jordan, 1940, p. 114). Glueck
also points out why he believes the figure 318 (Gen. 14:14) to be correct
(R], p. 74).

6. Gen. 14:6 mentions the Horites, whose historicity has long been
denied. They are now known as the Hurrians, a people who played a
most important role in the 2nd millennium B. C.

7. An important Hurrian center was Nuzu (Yorgan Tepa) about a
dozen miles southwest of modern Kirkuk. The tablets discovered here
(1925-1931) have cast much light upon the background of Genesis.

a.) It was a custom at Nuzu for those without children to adopt a
son, who would serve them and bury and mourn for them. In
return he would be designated heir. If, however, a son should
be born, the adopted son must forfeit his rights to the real son.

Cf. Gen. 15:1-4.

b.) If the wife was barren she might provide a slave to bear children
for her husband. Cf. Gen. 16:2.
c.) Should the slave bear children, the legitimate wife was forbidden

to send her away. Hence, Abraham’s apprehension at Sarah’s
conduct. Cf. Gen. 21:11-12.

8. According to archaeology, occupation of the district in which Sodom
and Gomorrah were situated ceased about the beginning of the 2nd millen-
nium. This supports the Biblical representation of the destruction of the
Cities of the Plain. Cf. B4 Vol. V, No. 2, and Vol. V1. No. 3.

In the light of these facts, the view of Wellhausen that the patriarchal
narratives are merely the free creation of a later age must be decisively
rejected.
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In 12:6b and 13:7b there is an alleged post-Mosaicum, “the Canaanite
was then in the land.” It is thought that the word “then” indicates that
the words were written at a time when the Canaanites were no longer in
Palestine. But the phrase is simply used to emphasize the greatness of
_God’s promise. The land was promised to Abram, but the presence of the
Canaanites made the prowmise.seem unbelievahle. "Despite their presence,

however, Abram believed.

In 13:7b the statement simply makes it clear that there was not room
for both Abram’s and Lot’s cattle. If any contrast is intended by the word
“then”, it is with an earlier period when the Canaanite was not in the land.

The mention of Dan (Gen. 14:14) is no argument against Mosaic
authorship. It may not be the Dan of Judges 18:29, or, if it is, is it not
possible that in the course of repeated copying the later, more familiar
name may have been inserted? Also, the phrase “In the mount of the
Lorp he shall be seen” (Gen. 22:14) does not refer to the Lord’s mani-
festation in the Temple which was later built on the mount, but to the
Lord’s appearance to Abraham at the time of his testing. (See Heng-
stenberg: DGP, Vol. 11, pp. 146-282; Green: HCP, pp. 47-52).

The phrase “which is in Hebron” (Gen. 13:18) and “the same is
Hebron in the land of Canaan” (Gen. 23:19b) are to be regarded as ex-
planatory remarks probably added by Moses. In Abraham’s day, Hebron
as a city seems not to have been in existence. This is but another evidence
of the accuracy of Genesis.

VII. Genesis 25:12-18. The Generations of Ishmael
IX. Genesis 25:19-35:29, The Generations of Isaac

The life of Abraham repeats itself in that of his son Isaac. However,
the accounts of Isaac’s life are not mere duplicates of Abraham’s. Isaac
was a real character, although of a passive nature.

Archaeology has cast interesting light upon the background of this
section:

a. One of the tablets from Nuzu speaks of a certain Tupkitilla who for
three sheep transfers his rights of inheritance to a grove to his brother
Kurpazah (Cf. B4, Vol. TII, No. 1, p. 5). This reminds us of Esau’s
selling his birthright, Gen. 25:29-34.

b. One text records the lawsuit of a certain Tarmiya against his two
brothers who had contested his right to marry a certain woman. He won
his case because he had received his father’s blessing. Like the patriarchal

blessings this one was oral, possessed legal validity, and was made by a
dying father to his son. Cf. Gen. 27, and B4, Vol. III, No. 1, p. 8.
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c. Of particular interest is a tablet from Nuzu which speaks of the rela-
tionship between a certain Nashwi and his adopted son Wullu. Nashwi
gives his daughter to Wullu, and upon his death, Wullu is to be the heir.
Should Nashwi beget a son, however, Wullu must share his inheritance
with that son, and the son will receive Nashwi’s gods. The possession of
the gods apparently implied headship in the family. Hence we may under-
stand Rachel’s zeal in stealing the teraphim and also the seriousness of her
action (Gen. 31:19-35). See Sidney Smith: “What Were The Tera-
phim?” in JTS, Vol. XXXIII, pp. 33-36.

d. The proper name Jacob has appeared as a place name in Palestine
in the 15th century B. C., and also in tablets from northern Mesopotamia
in the 18th century B. C. Apparently it stands for

“May God (El) protect”. See FSAC, pp. 325, 326.

X. Genesis 36:1-37:1. The Generations of Esau

An alleged anachronism appears in this section, “And these are the
kings that reigned in the land of Edom, before there reigned any king
over the children of Israel” (Gen. 36:31). It has been asserted that these
words must have been written after the establishment of the monarchy in
Israel. Hence, some conservative scholars have thought that this state-
ment was written under Divine inspiration at a time later than Moses. How-
ever, it is not necessary to make such an assumption. In the first place,
there is no evidence that any of these Edomite kings was later than
Moses’ time (See Green: The Unity Of The Book Of Genesis, pp. 425-
428). Furthermore, kings had been promised, cf. Gen. 17:6; 35:11. Since
the kingship had been prophesied (cf. also Num. 24:7; Deut. 17:144.),
it is perfectly possible that Moses could have written this verse.

XTI. Genesis 37:2-50:26. The Generations of Jacob

There is no reason why ch. 49 may not have been uttered by Jacob.
Driver believes that it was incorporated by J from an independent source,
and reflects the background of the time of the Judges, Samuel and David.
Pfeiffer thinks it to be the work of a poet living about 960 B. C., who
probably used early tribal traditions.

But Jacob is here set forth in the role of a prophet who beholds the
future condition of his sons as grown into tribes. This is the essence of the
prophetic character of the blessing, rather than the prediction of particular
historical events. There is no utterance in the poem which announces the
capture of the promised land, or which points specifically to the time of
Joshua.
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Furthermore, the poem does not fit any one particular historical period.
Gen. 49:10 might be regarded as fulfilled in David’s time, but if so, what
is said about Levi (49:5-7) does not apply to that time. Nor can the poem
be regarded as a mere collection of detached oracles (Kuenen); for it
bears unmistakable signs of unity (See IOT, p. 277). What is said about
Levi must be pre-Mosaic. Cf. Deut. 33:8-11, which is quite different.

Special Literature on Genesis (in addition to that mentioned in other
bibliographies).

G. Ch. Aalders: De Goddelijke Openbaring In De Eerste Drie Hoofd-stukken Van
Genesis,* Kampen, 1932; Arthur Allgeier: Ueber Doppelberichte in der Genesis,
Freiburg i. B., 1911; Albrecht Alt: Der Gott der Vaeter, Stuttgart, 1929; Benjamin
Wisner Bacon: The Genesis of Genesis, Hartford, 1892; F. M. Th. Bohl: Das Zeital-
ter Abrahams, Leipzig, 1930; Karl Budde: Die Biblische Urgeschichte, Giessen, 1883;
Die biblische Paradiesgeschichte, Giessen, 1932; Walther Eichrodt: Die Quellen der
Genesis, Giessen, 1916; A. H. Finn: The Creation, Fall, And Deluge,* n. d.; Alex. R.
Gordon: The Early Traditions of Genesis, Edinburgh, 1907; William Henry Green:
The Unity of the Book of Genesis,* New York, 1910; Richard Kraemer: Die bib-
lische Urgeschichte, Wernigerode, 1931; Sigmund Mowinckel: The Two Sources of
the Predeuteronomic Primeval History (JE) in Gen. 1-11, Oslo, 1937; William Turn-
bull Pilter: The Pentateuch: A Historical Record,* London, 1928 (deals largely
with Gen. 14): Israel Rabin: Studien Zur vormosacischen Gottesvorstellung, Bres-
lau, 1929; J. Ridderbos: Abraham De Vriend Gods,* Kampen, 1928; H. E. Ryle:
The Early Narratives of Genesis, London, 1892; Hans Schmidt: Die Erzaehlung von
Paradies und Suendenfall, Tuebingen, 1931.



Chapter III

EXODUS

Name

The book of Exodus was called by the Jews after its opening words
we’elleh shemoth (and these are the names), or simply shemoth (names).
The LXX designated it according to its central theme as Exodos (the
word appears in Ex. 19:1), and the Vulgate, Exodus.

Purpose

The second book of the Pentateuch serves as a connecting link between
the preparatory history contained in Genesis and the remaining books of
the Law. It begins with a brief statement of the rapid growth of the
Israelites. Following this it sets forth the preparations for the exodus
itself. These were both of a negative and positive kind. Negatively, the
people were prepared for deliverance by the hard bondage which was
imposed upon them, causing them to long for freedom. Positively, they
were prepared by the mighty miracles which God performed on their
behalf, thus convincing them that He was indeed the LoRD, their covenant
—redeemer God, and the God of all power. Following the narration of
this double preparation, the book recounts the actual exodus from Egypt,
through the Red Sea to Mt. Sinai (Exodus 1-19).

This marks the first great division in the Pentateuch. Up to this point,
the Law was distinguished primarily by narrative; from here on it is char-
acterized by legislation. The people are now ready formally to be organ-
ized as the theocratic nation, and hence must receive the legislation neces-
sary for such organization. This legislation consists of three parts: that
given at Mt. Sinai (Exodus, Leviticus), that given in the wilderness wan-
derings (Numbers), and that delivered in the plains of Moab (Deuter-
onomy).

The remainder of Exodus (i.e., 20-40) concerns that legislation given
by God to Israel at Mt. Sinai. First, the basic, moral law is proclaimed,
and this is followed by certain ordinances which are the foundation of the
covenant that is ratified. Then come directions for the erection of the
Tabernacle, the dwelling place of the holy God. Because of the transgres-
sion of the covenant in connection with the sin of the golden calf, the
directions were not carried out for a time. Finally, however, the Taber-
nacle was built, and God took up His dwelling therein.

67
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Analysis
1. Exodus 1:1.7. Introduction

The introductory word “and” connects Exodus with the preceding nar-
rative of Genesis, and the statement of vs. 1 presupposes likewise the
account of the entry into Egypt given in Genesis 46. The list of Jacob’s
sons (vv. 2-5) is a summary of the more detailed account in Gen. 46:8-27,
yet the order of names is more like that of Gen. 35:23-26. These facts
establish the connection of this section with Genesis; at the same time
they prepare the way for the account of the affliction which follows.

The section is a unit, and vs. 6 should not be separated and given to
J as some critics do. But, even though vs. 6 partially (but note that it con-
tains additional information; it is by no means a mere repetition) repeats
the contents of Gen. 50:26, it should not be omitted, for it prepares the
way for the understanding of vs. 8. If we omit vs. 6, vs. 8 becomes almost
meaningless.

The statement in vs. 7 of the immense increase of the Israelites stands
in marked contrast to their small number upon entering Egypt and is
necessary for the understanding of the king’s concern (vv. 9, 10) and
the severe affliction that followed (vv. 11ff.). Vs. 7 is a remarkable en-
deavor adequately to express the great increase of the people. We may
translate, “And the children of Israel were fruitful, and they teemed, and

they multiplied, and they became powerful exceedingly, and the land was
filled with them.”

II. Exodus 1:8-7:7. The Bondage of Israel in Egypt

Vv. 9 and 20 allude to vs. 7 and thus the unity of ch. 1 is shown. A new
king had arisen who did not acknowledge the merits of Joseph in relation
to Egypt, and who was alarmed at the great growth of the Israelites.
Hence, by four measures he sought to oppress them. 1) Taskmasters were
appointed (v. 11). 2.) This was not successful, and so the bondage was
intensified and the people made to serve with rigor (vv. 13, 14). 3.) A
command to the midwives was issued to destroy the male children (vv. 15,
16). 4.) The entire people is now commanded to destroy the male children
(vs. 22). The measures adopted form a continuous series which pro-
gresses in severity, and this argues for the unity of the section. It also
prepares the way for ch. 2 which is inexplicable without this background.

Ch. 2 first narrates the birth and preparation of Moses. This is neces-
sary for the account of his later actions (vv. 11ff.). It is incorrect to
assign vv. 1-10 to one document, and vv. 11-23a to another. For vs. 11
speaks of “—when Moses was grown”, and this in inexplicable without the
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preceding. Ch. 2 relates how Moses came to be in the wilderness, and thus
prepares us for the events recorded in ch. 3.

The preparation of Moses is continued in ch. 3 which recounts God’s
appearance to him at Horeb. The chapter obviously presupposes the pre-
ceding history. Vs. 6 implies knowledge of the patriarchal history in
Genesis. Vs. 7 connects the chapter with 1:11-14. Vv. 8 and 17 remind
us of Gen. 15:18. There is a unity in the account of Moses’ hesitation. He
first appears as humble (3:11), he then complains that the people will
not hear (4:1), and then that he is not eloquent (4:10), and finally refuses
to go (4:13).

As a result of the mighty revelation at Sinai and God’s gracious signs
(4:2-12) Moses sets out for Egypt, and first convinces the people (4:30,
31). Next, he and Aaron appear before Pharach who refuses to hearken
to them (5:2), but rather increases the hardships of the people (5:6fl.),
and the officers of the people complain unto Moses and Aaron (5:20-23).

The Lord then renews His promise (note that 6:3, 4 presupposes knowl-
edge of Genesis) and introduces Himself in the character of JEHOVAH,
the mighty covenant—redeemer God. The people still refuse to hearken
to Moses, who returns to the Lord.

At this point (i.e., 6:14ff) a genealogical table is inserted into the nar-
rative, and obviously, this is the proper place for such an insertion. Moses
has received his final commission to Pharaoh. He is now shown as the
leader of Israel and is ready for the great conflict with the oppressor.
What better place could there be for the account of the line of Moses and
Aaron than at precisely this point? A final statement of the Lord’s inten-
tions is then made in 7:1-8 which closes with a remark as to the age of
Moses and Aaron.

By way of summary it may be said that this entire section indicates a
remarkable unity. Each part is necessary for the proper understanding
of the rest, and the book of Genesis is also a requisite for the correct under-
standing of this section. Further, the subsequent portions of Exodus are
inexplicable without this preliminary part. The people of Israel appear
here in complete bondage. From this bondage no human deliverer can
set free, but only God.

II1. Exodus 7:8-13:16. The Lord’s Wonders in Egypt

The purpose of this section is to demonstrate the superiority of the true
God over the false religions of Egypt. Pharaoh, the enemy oppressor,
must be convinced that the God of Israel is the sovereign of heaven and
earth. The Israelites, too, must be convinced of the same thing. Hence,
in connection with the exodus, we have the first great period of Biblical
miracles. These miracles were necessary as accompaniments to the mighty



70 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

act of deliverance which God would perform in bringing forth the people

from Egypt and establishing them in Canaan. A miracle is a_direct act
of God’s ial revelation, performed by God in the external world, con-
trary to the ordinary course of nature, and designed to be an attestation or

ign..Such were these wonders, The Scripture intends us to regard them
as frue miracles.

The plagues described in this section form a symmetrical scheme, and
the first nine of them may be subdivided into groups of three each.

1. Blood 7:14-25. 4. Flies 8:20-32. 7. Hail 9:13-35.
2. Frogs 8:1-15. 5. Murrain 9:1-7, 8. Locusts 10:1-20.
3. Lice 8:16-19. 6. Boils 9:8-12. 9, Darkness 10:21-27.

It should be noted that the first and second plague of each series is
announced to Pharaoh beforehand. The following command (with slight
variations) regularly recurs in the first of each series: “And the Lorp
said unto Moses, Rise up early in the morning, and stand before Pharaoh,
and say unto him, Thus saith the Lord God of the Hebrews, Let my people
go that they may serve me.” (cf. 7:15, 16; 8:16; 9:13).

The second of each series is introduced as follows: “And the Lorp
said unto Moses, Go unto Pharach, and thou shalt say unto him, Thus
saith the Loro, send my people that they may serve me” (Cf. 8:1; 9:1;
and 10:1 where only the first words of the command are given).

The first in each series is announced in the morning by the riverside,
and the second in the king’s palace, but each of the third is given without
previous warning (cf. 8:16; 9:8; 10:21).

This arrangement reveals the unity of the section. The series of three
times three leads up to a climax in the tenth plague. It should be noted
that within the plagues there is an increase in severity and intensity, and
the last three seem designed to take away from man the staff of life. In
the first three the Egyptian magicians vie with Moses. They imitate the
first two plagues, and Pharaoh cried out for deliverance from the second
plague. At the third, the magicians acknowledge the hand of God to be
present. “This is the finger of God” (8:19). From this point on, the
magicians are out of the contest.

With the second series a distinction between Israelites and Egyptians
is introduced (8:23). Whereas the first series had affected the entire land,
from the fourth plague on, only the Egyptians are affected, and in all but
the sixth and eighth plagues, attention is called to the protection of Israel.

At the second and fourth and in the entire third series Pharaoh sends to
Moses and Aaron with particular urgency to secure their intervention.
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There is an increase in the intensity of his urgency:

a.) “Intreat the Lord—and I will let the people go” (8:8).

b.) “Go ye, sacrifice to your God”. “I will let you go” (8:25, 28).
c.) “I have sinned”—*“Intreat the Lord” (9:27-28).

d.) “I have sinned”—“Forgive”—*“Intreat” (10:16, 17).

e.) “Go ye, serve the Lord” (10:24).

The first series is wrought with the rod of Aaron; in the second no rod
is mentioned; in the third the hand or rod of Moses appears.

The unity and symmetry of this section clearly show that we are not
to regard it as compiled by a redactor from various previously existing
documents, but rather as the work of one author. The nine plagues would
be sufficient to establish the supremacy of the God of the Hebrews and to
prepare for the tenth. The number ten probably indicates completeness,
i.e., by these plagues the Lord has exhibited the greatness of His power,
so that no longer could the Egyptians claim excuse.

TaE PASSOVER

The account of the Passover (ch. 12) is to be regarded as historical and
as a literary unit. The introductory words (12:1) show that this is an
historical occurrence. The words “in Egypt” are important as serving to
point out that the first observance of the Passover had peculiar signifi-
cance. The ceremony was to be conducted in private homes in a manner
that clearly reveals that there was as yet no central sanctuary or priest-
hood. At the same time these introductory words are in accordance with
the general Pentateuchal custom of indicating the place where God re-
vealed His laws (cf. Lev. 7:38; 25:1; 26:46; 27:34; Num. 35:1; 36:13).

Of the three annual feasts the Passover alone is said to have been
instituted in Egypt. Why should this be unless, as a matter of actual fact,
the Passover was instituted in Egypt? The words “in Egypt” are in reality
an indication of genuineness. Furthermore, the later laws relating to the
feasts also connect the Passover and the Feast of Unleavened Bread with
Egypt, cf. Ex. 23:15; 34:18 (note that both these sections are said to have
been written by Moses, Ex. 24:4 and 34:27) ; Num. 9:1ff.; Deut. 16:1-8.

We must therefore reject the view that Ex. 12 is a late composition,
intended to explain the origin of a festival that had long been observed in
Israel. In other words the idea that the Passover gave rise to the story
of the supposed events of the Exodus is incorrect.

IV. Exodus 13:17-18:27. The Exodus from Egypt

This section begins (13:17-19) with a general statement of the depar-
ture and of the reasons why the people went through the wilderness of the
Red Sea. The first stages of the journey are then stated (vs. 20), and the
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guidance of God is related (vv. 21, 22). The entire section is a compact
unit.

14:1-14 relates a command of the Lord to Moses, explaining the detailed
line of march to be pursued in leaving Egypt, and hence in no way con-
flicts with 13:17-19. In 14:5-9 we are told of Pharaoh’s reaction when he
learned that the people had left, a reaction which is consistent with his
attitude expressed in vs. 3 when he learns that the people are hemmed in.

THE CrossING oF THE REp SEA

This account also is told in a compact, unified narrative. Moses first
announces the Lord’s salvation (14:13, 14), and this is followed by the
command of God (vv. 16-18). Moses then obeys God’s command, and the
Israelites cross safely. The Egyptians, however, are drowned. The result
is that Israel believes the Lord (vs. 31). )

The Sea of Reeds (yam suf) is probably to be located near modern
Qantarah {See Albright, BASOR, No. 109, p. 16). The deliverance is to be
regarded as supernatural, and the event as a miracle. Attempts to account
for the event as it is described in Exodus, merely upon the basis of natural
phenomena, fail. The Lord here intervened in a special, miraculous way.

The song of Moses (ch. 15) with its stress upon the miraculous (vv. 8,
10) confirms the prose account of ch. 14. Vv. 13-17 do not presuppose
the existence of the people in Canaan (Driver, Bentzen), but rather very
clearly look forward to an introduction into the Land. V. 17 contains no
specific reference to Jerusalem, but simply anticipates the permanent
dwelling of the Lord in the land which He had chosen for His people.
There is no warrant for regarding 15:1-19 as the work of a late psalmist
(10T, p. 274).

The brief song of Miriam, the antiquity of which even Pfeiffer acknowl-
edges, was inserted by Moses after his own song. Miriam was the proph-
etess, and it was fitting that she should thus lead the women. There is no
warrant for denying the authenticity of this song.

TuE JOURNEY TO SINAI

Special Bibliography: Franklin E. Hoskins: From the Nile to Nebo*,
Philadelphia, 1912; Ditlef Nielsen: The Site of the Biblical Mount Sinai,
Leipzig, 1928; Edward Robinson: Biblical Researches in Palestine, Mount
Sinai And Arabia Petraea, Boston, Vol. 1, 1841, Vol. II, 1856. The rele-
vant section is in vol. 1, pp. 49-254; Ludwig D. Schneller: Durch die
Wueste zum Sinai, Leipzig, 1910; Arthur Penrhyn Stanley; Sinai And
Palestine, New York, 1857 (pp. 1-108 deal with Sinai).
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The account of the journey to Sinai is told with straight-forward sim-
plicity. As the present writer has stated elsewhere, “It is perhaps under-
standable that those who have never been in the desert of Sinai would
scoff at the historicity of the narratives in the Book of Exodus. But one
who has been in this region knows that the narratives bear the air of
reality. It is almost impossible to think that they were written by anyone
who did not know the desert” (PrG, April 10, 1944, p. 110). There is no
objective evidence to support the assumption that this section could not
have been written by Moses.

V. Exodus 19:1-24:18, The Covenant at Mt. Sinai

In the third month of the departure from Egypt the Israelites arrived
at Sinai, and, as soon as the people were encamped before the mount,
Moses ascended, and God gave him the necessary instructions for prepar-
ing the covenant arrangements. Moses is first told of God’s purpose to
make of Israel a peculiar nation (vv. 4-9), and he is then commanded to
prepare the people for the revelation (vv. 10-15). “The promise precedes
the demand; for the grace of God always anticipates the wants of man,
and does not demand before it has given” (Keil). The people’s prepara-
tion was to consist in a.) their sanctification, (vs. 15), b.) the setting of
bounds about them (vs. 12). Moses obeyed the Lord, and on the morning
of the third day the Lord came down upon the mount (vs. 20), which was
in smoke and quaked. Then Moses (vs. 25) went down to the people.
This awesome scene sets the background for the promulgation of God’s
holy law.

THE TEN CoMMANDMENTS Exodus 20:1-17.

The ten commandments are repeated with a few alterations in Deut. 5:
6-21. According to many critics, the Decalogue of Exodus is E, and some
even maintain that it is not an original part of E, but a later insertion.
It is thought to be later than the Decalogue in Deuteronomy and even to
have been worked over in the style of Deuteronomy. It contains Deuter-
onomic language, style and idioms and therefore it cannot be attributed to
Moses.

But the “critical” treatment is wrong. Ex. 20 is not only earlier than
Deuteronomy, but there is no reason whatsoever why it may not be attri-
buted to Moses. :

The Decalogue of Deuteronomy is exactly what might be expected in
a free reproduction given by Moses in a popular address.

1. Deut. contains back references, e.g., 5:12, 15, 16; cf. “as the Lord
thy God hath commanded thee”. This would be without meaning if Deut.
were original.
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2. Deut. contains rhetorical amplifications, e.g., vs. 14, “thine ox, nor
thine ass, nor of any of thy cattle.” Cf. also vs. 21, “his field,” vs. 16, “that
it may go well with thee”, vs. 18, “desire”.

3. The Deut. Decalogue, as might be expected, contains characteristies
of Deut., e.g., vs. 14, regard for the oppressed; vs. 15, a motive taken from
the deliverance from Egypt; vs. 21, the wife is placed before the house,
the particular here being stated before the general, possibly a hortatory
device to emphasize the value of the wife as most precious (cf. Prov.
12:4; 31:10).

Not only is Ex. 20 the original from which Deut. 5 was derived, but
Ex. 20 is also to be regarded as Mosaic.

1. The presence of Deuteronomic characteristics does not “preclude
the attribution of the Ten Commandments to Moses” (Pfeiffer). This
argument holds good only if it can be proven—and it cannot—that no
part of Deut. could have come from Moses. If Deut. is essentially Mosaic,
and Ex. 20 is also Mosaic, we might well expect that the same character-
istics would be present in both.

2. It is said that there is no trace of animus against idols before Isaiah’s
time, and hence, the 1st commandment could not be from Moses (Pfeiffer
has elaborated this argument in his article, “The Polemic Against Idolatry
in the Old Testament” in JBL, Vol. 43, pp. 229-240). This statement, how-
ever, is based upon a false evolutionary conception of Israel’s history.
Cf. Deut. 8:11, 17, 19.

3. It is further argued that observance of the Sabbath would be incon-
ceivable among nomads in the desert, and also that the Sabbath is said to
be a Canaanitish institution. But the origin of the Sabbath is found in a
Divine action (Gen. 2:2, 3). Cf. also Exodus 16:23-29, which shows that
the Sabbath was observed in the desert. Also, Hosea 2:11 does not sup-
port the position that the Sabbath was a Canaanitish institution.

THE Book oF THE COVENANT

This brief section (20:22-23:33) is of Mosaic origin, cf. 20:22; 21:1.
It refers to the general form of worship in Israel; to the rights of the
Israelites in civil and in ceremonial matters; and lastly to the Lord’s
attitude toward His people.

a. The general form of worship in Israel (20:22-26). The Israelites
were to construct an altar of earth or unhewn stones at the place where
God would reveal Himself. This altar could not be erected wherever Israel
chose, but only where God made a revelation of Himself.

b. Civil legislation (21:1-23:13). This section consists of judgments
(mishpatim), i.e., the rights which would secure the political order and
form the civil state. Many of these laws are based upon the following
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form: Protasis (if [ki, like the shum-ma of Hammurabi’s Code] and the
imperfect) ; Apodosis (the imperfect). The Protasis is often expanded by
specific, explanatory, conditional clauses, introduced by if ("im).

It is true that the form of these laws is similar to that of other ancient
codes; nevertheless, these particular laws were drawn up by Moses under
Divine inspiration for the specific use of Israel. It is obvious that they
were never intended for observance in the desert, but are anticipatory,
pointing forward to the time when Israel should dwell in the land (e.g.,
20:22; 21:1; 23:9, 15, 20-23, 27-33). It is this fact which explains their
agricultural background.

This section deals with the rights of slaves (21:2-6) ; the daughter sold
as a maid-servant (21:7-11); the principal of retribution, lex talionis
(21:12-32), 1.) death (vv. 12-14), 2.) maltreatment of parents, kidnap-
ping, cursing (vv. 15-17), 3.) bodily injuries (vv. 18-32) ; property (vv.
33-36) ; theft (22:1-4); injury to another’s fields (22:5-6); dishonesty
(22:7-15) ; seduction (22:16, 17) ; sundry laws (22:18-31). In these laws
the introductory if (ki) is often omitted, “—inasmuch as they make de-
mands upon Israel on the grounds of its election to be the holy nation of
Jehovah, which go beyond the sphere of natural right, not only prohibiting
every inversion of the natural order of things, but requiring the manifesta-
tion of love to the infirm and needy out of regard to Jehovah” (Keil);
protection of rights (23:1-13).

c. Ceremonial legislation (23:14-19). The three annual festivals; un-
leavened bread (vs. 15); harvest and ingathering (vs. 16).

d. The Lord’s attitude toward His people (23:20-33). The ratification
of the covenant is related in 24:1-18.

Special Bibliography: Albrecht Alt: Die Urspruenge des israelitischen
Rechts, Leipzig, 1934; Alfred Jepsen: Untersuchungen zum Bundesbuch,
Stuttgart, 1927; James A. Kelso, “The Code of Hammurabi And The
Book Of The Covenant”,* PTR, vol. 3, pp. 399-412; Abram Menes: Die
vorexilischen Gesetze Israels, Giessen, 1928; Julian Morgenstern: “The
Book of the Covenant”, in HUCA, V. pp. 1-151, VII, pp. 19-258, VIIL-IX,
pp- 1-150; J. W. Rothstein; Moses und das Gesetz, Berlin, 1911.

VI. Exodus 25:1-31:18. The Sanctuary and Priesthood

This section naturally follows the Book of the Covenant. In order that
an external manifestation of the covenant might be made, the Lord com-
mands the erection of a tabernacle in which He may take His dwelling.
The pattern and arrangements were revealed to Moses by God in the
mount. The section may be analyzed as follows: Introduction, in which
the people are commanded to bring gifts for the sanctuary (25:1.9); a
description of the ark, the throne of the Lord in the sanctuary (vv. 10-



76 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

22); the table of shew-bread and golden candlestick (vv. 23-40); the
manner of constructing the tabernacle (ch. 26) ; the altar of burnt offering
and the outer court (27:1-10); the candlestick (vv. 20, 21); the institu-
tion of the priesthood and the service of consecration (chs. 28, 29); the
altar of incense and its use (30:1-10) ; sundry laws respecting the service.
Moses receives the two tables of the law (30:11-31:18).

VII. Exodus 32:1-35:3. The Covenant Is Broken and Renewed

The unity of this section is particularly apparent, although some
critics have sought to deny it.

1.) It is incorrect to say (e.g., Driver) that 32:34-33:6 contains traces
of a double narrative; i.e., 3b-4, repeated in vv. 5, 6. To say this is to
misunderstand the emphasis of the passage. When the people heard that
the Lord would not go in their midst, they mourned because they had
incurred His displeasure, and, as a sign of mourning, did not put on
(1o’ shathu) their ornaments. In order that this beginning of repentance
might lead to a permanent change of heart, the Lord repeated His descrip-
tion (vs. 5, And the Lord said—wayyo’mer) of the people and issued a
new command, “throw away (horedh) thy ornaments from upon thee, that
I may know what I should do to thee”.

2.) It is gratuitous to assume that 33:7-11 was preceded by an account
of the construction of the Tent of Meeting and to affirm that the ornaments
of vv. 4-6 were offered for the use of the Tent. The ornaments were worn
as an expression of mourning upon the part of the people. Further, the
tenses of these verses (—they have a frequentative force) merely describe
habitual practice during the time of this provisional sanctuary. The name
of this provisional sanctuary (*ohel mo’edh—tent of the assembly) was
taken from the instructions already given concerning the future sanctuary,
e.g., 21:21; 28:43, etc. It temporarily represented the thought which would
find permanent embodiment in the future structure, that the Lord dwelt
in the midst of His people. Although the sin of the people had been great,
the Lord had not abandoned them. Nevertheless, this temporary sanctuary
was outside the camp, as the Lord would not yet dwell within the sinful
nation.

3.) In 34:1 it is said that the Lord will write upon the tables of the
Law, but in 34:28 it is Moses who wrote thereupon. This, according to
Driver, is “the great difficulty” in 34:1-28. Vs. 28, however, does not state
that Moses wrote. To make Moses the subject of “and he wrote” (vs. 28)
is to confuse the “ten words™ (vv. 1, 28) with that which Moses actually
did write, namely, the contents of the preceding verses (vs. 27—“these
words”, refers to the preceding context, not to the ten commandments of
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vs. 28). The subject of “and he wrote” (vs. 28) is the Lord. There is no
contradiction here.

The only refutation of the “critical” analysis of this section is to work
carefully through the text, allowing it to speak for itself. When this is
done, the clear unity and harmony of the section become apparent. Even
Driver confesses that, although 32-34 “—displays plain marks of com-
position, it fails to supply the criteria requisite for distributing it with
confidence in every detail between the different narrators” (LOTS, p. 39).
May not the reason for this be that the section is after all a unified whole,
the product of one writer?

VIII. Exodus 35:4-40:38. The Preparation and Erection
of the Tabernacle

This section is repeated for the most part almost word for word from
25-31, save that the past is employed instead of the future, e.g., 26:31
“And thou shalt make a vail of blue, and purple and scarlet, and fine
twined linen of cunning work: with cherubims shall it be made.” 36:35
“And he made a vail of blue, and purple, and scarlet, and fine twined
linen: with cherubim made he it of cunning work.”

This repetition of the exact phraseology of the instructions given to
Moses in chs. 25-31 serves to impress upon the mind of the reader the
fact that these instructions were obeyed in detail (See FB, p. 61). The
principal omissions are the Urim and Thummim (28:30), the consecration
of the priests (29:1-37), the oil for the lamps (27:20ff) and the daily
burnt offering (29:38-42). But the reason for these omissions is that
these subjects are discussed later. Urim (Lev. 8:8); oil (Lev. 24:2);
daily offering (Num. 28:3), priests (Lev. 8).

The completion of the Tabernacle is an external pledge of the per-
manence of the Covenant of Grace. The God of deliverance (the Lorp)
has taken up His abode in the midst of His people. Yet, they are excluded
from immediate access into His presence by the vail which shut off the
most Holy place to all but the high priest and to him also, save on the
Day of Atonement. Through endeavor to obey the Sinaitic legislation the
people would be taught their need of a Mediator, a Mediator who would
combine the prophetic office of Moses and the priestly office of Aaron.
Thus, the arrangements of the Tabernacle were typical, preparatory for the
one Sacrifice that has taken away the sins of the world.

ALLEGED Post-Mosaica In Exopus

1. Exodus 6:26, 27, “These are that Aaron and Moses”. It has been
suggested that one would only write thus of individuals who had lived in
the past. But it should be noted that these words follow a genealogy, and
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have the force of “This is the genealogy of Moses and Aaron to whom God
spoke” (vs. 13). Thus, when vs. 26 is cormnpared with vs. 14 it has the
same force as vs, 27 when compared with vs. 13.

“The words are repeated at the end of ver. 27, in order to mark precisely
the close of the genealogy and the resumption of the history. They here
perform the same service as the phrases of transition in more con-
nected historical writings. At the beginning the genealogical reference
predominates, and Aaron stands as the elder,—at the end, the historical
point of view is taken, and Moses is named first as the most important
personage; just as in ver. 13, Moses is first, where the author passes from
history to genealogy” (Hengstenberg, DGP, 11, p. 168).

2. Exodus 16:33-35. It is the phrase, “before the testimony” (vs. 34)
which causes the difficulty. How, it is asked, could this reference to the
tables of the Law have been written by Moses before the Law was actually
given? But, since this is the principal passage concerning the manna, why
may not Moses have written it at a later time and inserted it here? Vs.
35 is also said to point to a time beyond Moses. But this verse merely
states that the Israelites ate manna until they came unto an inhabited land.
It says nothing about the termination of eating manna or about their
practice after they entered an inhabited land. Hence, it is perfectly
possible that Moses, while reviewing the Pentateuch in the plains of Moab,
may have inserted this verse.

3. Exodus 16:36. The explanation of the value of an Omer is said to
indicate a time of composition when the value of the Omer was no longer
known. But the word Omer is used throughout this passage (vv. 16, 18,
22, 23) and nowhere else in the Scriptures. The Omer however, was not
a measure but a small cup, and it is perfectly understandable that Moses

might have remarked upon the size of this cup when used to gather the
manna.

SpECIAL LITERATURE oN Exobpus

Andreas Eberharter: Der Dekalog, Muenster i. W., 1929; Wilhelm Engelkemper:
Heiligtum und Opferstaetten in den Gesetzen des Pentateuch, Paderborn, 1908; Hugo
Gressmann: Mose und seine Zeit, Goettingen, 1913; B. Jacob: The Decalogue, Phila-
delphia, 1923; Melvin Grove Kyle: Moses and the Meonuments,* Oberlin, 1920; A.
Lucas: The Route of the Exodus of the Israelites from Egypt, London, 1938; Sig-
mund Mowinckel: Le Decalogue, Paris, 1927; Martin Noth: Die Gesetze im Penta-
teuch, Halle, 1940; W. M. Flinders Petrie: Egypt und Israel, London, 1911; E. C.
Richardson: “The Documents of the Exodus, Contemporary, Original, and Written,*”
in PTR, Vol. 10, pp. 581-605; A. Sanda: Moses und der Pentateuch, Muenster i. W.
1924; Ernst Sellin: Mose und seine Bedeutung fuer die israelitisch—juedische Relig-
ionsgeschichte, Leipzig, 1922; Olaf A. Toffteen: The Historic Exodus, Chicago, 1909;
David Volter: Aegypten und die Bibel, Leiden, 1909; Mose und die aegyptische
Mythologie, Leiden, 1912; Paul Volz: Mose und sein Werk, Tuebingen, 1932,
Harold M. Wiener, The Altars of the Old Testament, Leipzig, 1927; R. D. Wilson:
“Critical Note on Exodus 6:3”*, in PTR, Vol. 22, pp. 108-119.



Chapter IV

LEVITICUS
Name

The third book of Moses opens with the words “And he called” (way-
yigra’), and is so designated by the Jews. In Talmudic times it was also
called “Law of the Priests” (torath kohanim). In the LXX it bears the title
Levitikon (Levitical, an adjective modifying the word biblion (book)
which is to be understood). The Vulgate designates it simply Leviticus.

Purpose

The book of Leviticus contains the laws which are to govern the organ-
ized people of God in their religious and civil life. At Mt. Sinai the Israel-
ites had been formally organized into the theocratic nation. The basic
law had been given, the covenant had been ratified, and the Tabernacle
had been erected. Thus, the Lord had taken up His abode in the midst of
His people. Before the people could continue their journey to the prom-
ised land, however, it was necessary that they should know the laws which
were to guide them in their worship of the Lord at the Tabernacle. These
laws are contained in Leviticus. Hence, it is apparent that, although
Leviticus is a self-contained unit, it is in its proper place and presupposes
for its correct understanding the narratives of Exodus.

Analysis
There is in the book a deep, underlying unity of plan and thought
which expresses itself in a two-fold way. First, Leviticus deals with the

removal of that defilement which separates man from God, and secondly
with the restoration of the lost fellowship between man and God.

A. The Removal Of That Defilement Which Separates Man
From God. Chapters 1-16

I. Leviticus 1:1.7:38. The Law of Sacrifice

From the Tabernacle, God’s dwelling place, the Lord spake unto Moses,
even as He had promised in Ex. 25:22, revealing His Holy will concerning
the sacrifices whereby the defilement of the sinful people might be removed
and they might draw near to Him in humble faith.

79
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Ch. 1. The Burnt Offerings. The general term for Offering is Korban,
which is applied to various types of offerings. It is that which is broughs
near to the Lord.

Ch., 2. The meal offering (Minhah). Note in vv. 4-16 the tender,
individualizing 2nd person singular, as in Deuteronomy. It is not an
indication that the ch. was combined from different sources.

Ch. 3. The peace offering (zevah shelamim).

Ch. 4:1-5:13. The sin offering (hatta’th).

Ch. 5:14-26. The guilt offering (’asham).

Ch. 6:8-13, burnt offerings, 6:14-23, meal offerings, 6:24-30 sin offer-
ings.

Ch. 7. various sacrifices.

The fuller statements in ch. 4 regarding the sin-offering (in com-
parison with Ex. 29:12; Lev. 8:15; 9:9, 15) do not indicate an
advanced stage in the growth of the sacrifical system. Rather, the
purpose is, since this passage contains the specific law of the sin-
offering as it is to be observed by various classes of people, to present
the law in its fulness.

It should be noted that the laws in chs. 1-5 are addressed to all
Israel, those in chs. 6, 7 to Aaron and his sons. The laws in these
two latter chapters also, in some respects exhibit a slightly different
point of view from those in 1-5. However, this does not imply divers-
ity of authorship. This is seen in that both sections mention the same
kinds of sacrifice and there are obvious references from one section
to the other. Cf. 6:17 with ch. 4; 3:5 and 6:22; 6:30 must be under-
stood in the light of 4:22.27.

II. Leviticus 8:1-10:20. The Consecration of the Priests

According to the instructions in Ex. 29:1-36; 40:12-15, Moses proceeds
now to anoint Aaron and his sons.

1.) 8:1.5, The Lord’s Command. Preparation for the anointment.

2.) 8:6-13. The washing, clothing and anointing of the priests.

3.) 8:14-32. The ceremony of sacrifice in connection with the conse-
cration.

4.) 9:1-7. Moses instructs Aaron as to his eniry into office.

5.) 9:8-21., Aaron and his sons enter upon their office.

6.) 9:22-24. Aaron blesses the people, and the Lord’s glory is mani-
fested.

7.) 10:1-3. The strange fire of Nadab and Abihu.

8.) 10:4-7. Nadab and Abihu are carried from the camp.
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9,) 10:8-11. Abstinence from wine in the tabernacle is enjoined upon
the priests.

10.) 10:12-20. Concerning the eating of the holy things.

There is no conflict between the practice of 9:11, 15 and 10:16-20,
and it is incorrect to say that 10:16-20 is a correction (Driver) of
9:15b. The law was (cf. 4:1-21) that there could be burnt only the
flesh of the sin-offering whose blood had been brought within the
Tabernacle and applied to the Altar of Incense. But 9:8ff. is dealing
with a special case, the induction of the priests into office. Since the
purpose is not to make expiation for some particular sin of Aaron’s
but rather to remove whatever sin might make him unfit for service
in his priestly office, the blood on this occasion was not taken into the
Tabernacle but was applied to the horns of the altar of burnt offering
where the congregation communed with the Lord.

III. Leviticus 11:1-15:33. The Clean and Unclean. Purification

1.) ch. 11. Clean and Unclean Animals. The ch. serves as an intro-
duction to the laws of purification. It is the penetration of sin into the
material creation that produces in man’s mind a horror or disgust of
certain kinds of animals for food.

vv. 2b-23 are repeated essentially in Deut. 14:6-20. Both accounts
are not to be regarded as derived from an earlier common source,
nor is Deut. earlier than Lev. Rather Lev. is the earlier account and
Deut. is a later account, and serves as a summary. Deut. presents
the gist of the law and is what one might expect in a popular sum-
mary made by Moses such as Deut. claims to be.

2.) ch. 12. Purification of a woman after childbirth.

3.) chs. 13, 14. The laws of leprosy. A four-fold division appears
here. a.) 13:1-44, leprosy in man; b.) 13:47-59, leprosy in garments;
c.) 14:1-32, purifications; d.) 14:33-35, leprosy in houses. Of the above,
b. c. and d. are each divided into four sub-divisions.

4.) ch. 15. Purification after certain secretions. vv. 1-15, a running
issue from man; vv. 16-18, the issue of seed; vv. 19-24, the issues of
woman; vv. 25-33, diseased issue of woman.

IV. Leviticus 16:1-34. The Day of Atonement

The ch. contains laws for the general expiation of the sins of the peo-
ple for the year (vv. 1-28), and directions for the annual celebration of the
festival (vv. 29-34). These two subjects are not imperfectly connected
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(Driver), but rather vs. 29 leads naturally from one to the other. “And
it shall become to you an eternal statute.” The words obviously refer
to what has just been related and also introduce the following section.
Hence, there is no warrant for the assumption of composite authorship.

B. The Conduct Of The People Of God. Chapters 17-26.

V. Leviticus 17:1-16. The Blood of Sacrifice

Chs. 17-26 are thought by many critics to distinguish themselves by
certain characteristics from the main body of the so-called P document.
They have been generally designated as the “Law of Holiness” or H, a
title first given (das Heiligkeitsgesetz) by A. Klostermann, 1877.

These laws, although they present striking resemblances in some respects
to Fzekiel, nevertheless form an integral part of the Mosaic legislation,
and are not to be regarded as an independent body of legislation. It is
true that they stress the subject of holiness, and it is this fact which gives
them their particular complexion. There is present a hortatory form,
somewhat similar to that of Deut., and this is surely natural in a section
the purpose of which is to enjoin holiness of life.

It is obvious that ch. 17 forms a connecting link with what pre-
cedes. Note, e.g., the following expressions, all of which presuppose
the preceding narrative and legislation of Exodus and Leviticus; vs.
2, Aaron, and unto his sons; vs. 3, the camp; vs. 4, the door of the
tabernacle of the congregation (vs. 9); vs. 5, the priest, peace offer-
ings; vs. 6, priest shall sprinkle the blood, altar of the Lord, the fat;
vs. 8, strangers which sojourn; vs. 9, cut off from among his people;
vs. 11, atonement. It will not do to say that these phrases have been
added or inserted to bring the ch. into conformity with P, for when
these phrases are omitted very little remains.

It should be noted that vv. 3, 4 are intended to be a temporary law,
to be observed in the wilderness before the eniry into the land of promise.
Hence, this ch. is to be regarded as earlier than Deut. -

VI. Leviticus 18:1-20:27. Religious and Ethical Laws and
Punishments

1.) chs. 18, 19. Religious and ethical laws. a.) 18:1-5. Introductory.
The words “I am the Lord” both here and throughout the ch. (cf. vv.
2, 4, 5, 6, 21, 30) serve to emphasize the necessity for holiness which
the Lord requires; b.) 18:6-18. Laws against incest; c.) 18:19-23. Pro-
hibition of other sexual sins; d.) 18:24-30. Sundry warnings.
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The standpoint in vv. 24-30 does not change, nor i the conquest
looked back upon as already having occurred (Driver). Rather, the
passage must be understood in the light of the participle meshalle‘ach
in vs. 24, which vs. I would translate, “Ye shall not defile yourselves
in all these, for in all these have the nations which I am about to
send away from before you defiled themselves”. e.) 19:1-8. The
Lord’s purpose that His people should be holy (Note again the recur-
rence of the phrase “I am the Lord”, vv. 3, 4, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25,
28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 37); f£.) 19:9-18. Laws of conduct towards one’s
neighbor; g.) 19:19-32. Sundry statutes.

2.) ch. 20. Punishments. The punishments here prescribed are so closely
related to the crimes mentioned in chs. 18 and 19 that it is obvious the
three chapters come from one author. The fact that four of the cases
mentioned in ch. 18 are not referred to in ch. 20 and the fact of slight
variation in grouping is but evidence of genuineness. A redactor would
have taken pains to insure perfect correspondence.

VII. Leviticus 21:1.22:33. The Holiness of the Priests

This section falls into two principal parts. 1.) 21:1-22:16, the sanctity
of the priests, a.) vv. 1-6 the priest must not incur defilement by touch-
ing the dead; b.) vv. 7-15 the marriage of priests; ¢.) vv. 16-24, priests
with bodily weaknesses; d.) 22:1-16, reverence for those things that are
sanctified; 2.) 22:17-33. Sacred oblations.

It is true that this section exhibits a unique character, but this
is because of the subject matter. Phrases which are said to exhibit
the ideas of P are supposed by some to have been added by a
redactor. But these phrases simply show that the chapters constitute
an integral part of Leviticus.

VIII. Leviticus 23:1-24:23. The Consecration of Seasons

1.) ch. 23. A list of the times at which holy convocations were to be
held. a.) vv. 1-3, the Sabbath; b.) vs. 4. the annual feasts; passover, vv.
5.8, first fruits, vv. 9-14, the feast of harvest, vv. 15-22; c.) pentecost;
d.) vv. 26-32, the day of atonement; e.) vv. 33-43, the feast of Tabernacles.

It is obvious that this ch. presents a difficulty to the critical analy-
sis. Nearly everything herein mentioned has already been set forth
in the so-called P document. In fact, the ch. presupposes both Exodus
and chs. 1-16 of Leviticus. Driver seeks to escape the difficulty by
saying that the ch. consists of excerpts taken from two sources in such
a manner that they mutually supplement one another. He divides
the ch. as follows:
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H— 920 — 22 — 39b — 40-43
P 1.8 — 21 — 23-38, 39a — 39c — 44.

However, it is obvious that even the verses attributed to H con-
tain elements which belong to the so-called P document, e.g., vs. 10,
first-fruits, (cf. Ex. 22:29), vs. 11. wave-offering (cf. Ex. 29:24,
Lev. 14:12, 24, cf. also Lev. 7:30; the terms wehenif, tenuphah
belong decidedly to P.); vs. 39b, the feast of seven days (cf. Num.
29:12). Vs. 43b certainly presupposes knowledge of the account of the
Exodus. These phenomena simply prove that the ch. is a unit and that
it bears an integral relation to the entire book of Lev.

2. ch. 24. a.) vv. 1-4, the sacred candlestick; b.) vv. 59, the shew-
bread; c.) vv. 10-23, the account of one who had blasphemed. This
account serves to illustrate the administration of the Divine law and also
provides the reason for certain of the laws. .

IX. Leviticus 25:1-55. The Sabbatical and Jubilee Years

Many eritics believe that this ch. is composed of elements belong-
ing both to H and P. According to Driver the marks of H are most
prominent in vv. 1-7; 14f; 17-22; 35-32; 42, 43, 55, and are least
prominent in vv. 29-34. However, there is a unity in this ch. which
really precludes hair-splitting analysis into documents. a.) vs. 1,
introductory heading. Note the words Moses and Sinai which point
back to Ex. 34:32; b.) vv. 2-7, the sabbatical year; ¢.) vv. 8-55. the
year of Jubilee. Section ¢ is further divided as follows: 1.) wv.
8-12, the observance of the year of Jubilee; 2.) vv. 13-34, the effects
of the Jubilee observance upon the possession of property and upon
3.) vv. 35-55, the personal freedom of the Israelite.

X. Leviticus 26:1-46. Promises and Threats

As the book of the Covenant had concluded with promises and threats
(Ex. 23:20-33), so also does the entire Sinaitic legislation. a.) vv.1, 2,
introduction; the essence of the whole law is summed up in these two
commandments, the prohibition of idolatry and the injunction to true
worship; b.) vv. 3-13, the blessing which comes from faithfulness to
the law; c.) vv. 14-33, the curse which comes from disobedience to the
law. This section falls into four sub-sections, 1.) vv. 18-20, resistance
to the punishments of vv. 14-17; 2.) vv. 21, 22, actual rebellion; 3.)
vv. 23-26, persistance in rebellion; 4.) vv. 27-33, continued apostasy;
d.) vv. 3445, the purpose of God’s judgments; e.) vs. 46. Concluding
statements regarding the entire Sinaitic legislation.
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According to many critics, Lev. 17-26 consists of elements belonging
to P which have been combined with excerpts from an earlier, inde-
pendent body of law (H), supposed to be characterized by peculiar
phraseology and principles. But, against this must be argued the remark-
able unity of structure which these chapters exhibit, and secondly, their
integral relationship with the earlier chapters of Leviticus. Note further,
and this cannot lightly be dismissed, the claim is made 17 times in these
chapters that the Lord spoke unto Moses the laws which follow. Further,
the entire section begins with the statement, “And the Lord spake unto
Moses, saying,” (17:1), and closes with the summary, “These are the
statutes and the judgments and the laws which the Lord gave (nathan)
between Himself and the children of Israel in Mount Sinai by the hand of
Moses” (26:46).

XI. Leviticus 27:1-34. An Appendix

Since vows were not an essential part of the laws of the Sinaitic
covenant, but rather were an expression of willing devotion, the directions
for making vows are given after the formal conclusion of the covenant
(26:46). The ch. falls into 7 parts: 1.) 1-8 the vows of persons; 2.)
0-13 animals; 3.) 14-15, a house; 4.) 16-25, land; 5.) 26-27, firstlings;
6.) 28-29, devoted things; 7.) 30-34, the tenth of the land.

THE LEVITICAL SACRIFICES

The people of Israel have been formally constituted as the theocracy
in whose midst the holy God has taken His abode. But the “kingdom
of priests and holy nation” was also a sinful people. How might it draw
nigh unto God? In order to make possible the access of the sinner to
God, the sacrificial system was instituted.

Sacrifices serve a two-fold end, that of expiation and that of consecra-
tion. Tt will be seen, therefore, that sacrifice, particularly as it serves
the end of expiation, has to do with sin. In the Bible sacrifices are
regarded as offerings, i.e., that which is brought near to the Lord, gifts
of holiness. These holy gifts are brought to the altar where the Lord
dwells, and the Lord directly consumes the sacrifices. This, of course,
must be understood symbolically and not in any crass, naturalistic sense.

All that may be brought unto the Lord as an offering must be cere-
monially clean. From the animal kingdom might be sacrificed oxen,
sheep, goats, pigeons; and from the vegetable kingdom, corn, wine and
oils. Thus, the sacrifice came from that which sustained the life of the
offerer (the animal kingdom), and from that which the offerer produced
by the toil of his life (the vegetable kingdom). Hence it may be said that
in sacrifice the entirety of the offerer’s life was consecrated to the Lord.
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The sacrifice was also a substitute, offered in the stead of the sinner. In
itself, of course, it did not have power to put away sin, but was typical
of the one great sacrifice of Christ, and to Him it pointed forward.

How then, should the contrite sinner bring his offering unto the Lord?
There were several steps in the process. The animal chosen must be a
perfect specimen, free from blemish or defect, for to the Holy God only the
best must be brought. When the animal was brought into the sanctuary,
the offerer was to lay his hands upon it, or, as'the phrase literally says,
was to lean his hand upon it. This act symbolized the transfer of sin
from the offerer to the offering. Thus the offering was regarded as the
substitute for the offerer. Sin with its death-bringing penalty had rested
upon the offerer. But by laying his hands upon the offering there was
symbolized the fact that the penalty of death now rested upon the offering
and no longer upon the offerer.

After the offerer’s hands had lain upon the offering there followed
the next step, the slaying of the offering upon the place of slaying (the
altar). The offering was to be slain by the hands of the one who brought
it, and by the priests its blood was to be applied to the altar. Thus, for
example, we read, “And he (the offerer) shall kill the bullock before the
Lord: and the priests, Aaron’s sons, shall bring the blood, and sprinkle
the blood about the altar that is by the door of the tabernacle of the
congregation” (Lev. 1:5). The sacrifice, therefore, has been slain, its
blood poured out and (as the symbol of life) brought before God by
being applied to the altar.

The blood is said to make a covering for the soul. “For the life of the
flesh is in the blood; and I have given it to you upon the altar to make
covering for your souls: for it is the blood that makes covering by reason
of the life” (Lev. 17:11). The thought seems to be that the blood which
is shed and applied to the altar blots out or obliterates sin from the sight
of God by being smeared over it. Man and his sin is that which needs
covering, and this covering is procured by God, not by man. Thus, at this
important point, we are reminded again that the salvation of the sinner
is by grace. It is of God and not of man. “—the priest (as the repre-
sentative of God) shall cover on him on aceount of his sin” (Lev. 4:35).
Such is the Divine interpretation.

Next followed the burning of certain parts of the animal upon the altar.
This burning was to offer a sweet smelling odor unto the Lord. Thus it
was symbolical of that substitutionary consecration which was offered to
God by the victims. We are reminded of the words of Paul, “Christ also
loved us and gave Himself up for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God for
an odor of a sweet smell” (Ephesians 5:2). Lastly, and peculiar to the
peace-offerings, there was the sacrificial meal, prepared by the Lord Him-
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self. Thus was symbolized the blessed fact that sin had been expiated,
and the barrier between God and man removed. It also included a state
of positive favor and blessedness.

See Geerhardus Vos: Biblical Theology*, Grand Rapids, 1948, pp. 172-
190.
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Chapter V

NUMBERS

Name

By the Jews this book is called “In the wilderness” (bemidhbar—the
word is construct) or “And he spake” (wayedhabber) The LXX gave
it the title “Numbers” (arithmoi), and this is followed by the Vulgate.

Purpose
The book of Numbers follows naturally the legislation of Leviticus,
The priestly laws have been revealed, and the nation is now ready to con-
tinue its march to the land of promise. Hence, Numbers first relates the
preparations which were made for the departure from Sinai. It then nar-
rates the departure of the Israelites from Sinai until finally they come to
the plains of Moab, and then closes with the recital of certain events which

occurred there together with instructions for the conquest and division
of the land.

Analysis

The book falls into three principal divisions:

1. Numbers 1:1-10:10. Preparation for the Departure from Sinai

The period herein described occupied 19 days, from the lst to the
20th of the 2nd month of the 2nd year after the exodus from Egypt.

1.) chs. 1-4. The numbering and arrangement of the people. The
census recorded in 1:1-54 was taken exactly one month after the erection
of the tabernacle (Ex. 40:17). It included the sum of the congregation,
according to their families, by the house of their fathers, and it included
only those who could serve in military service, twenty years of age and
upward (1:2, 3). The total thus obtained was 603,550 (1:46). The cen-
sus in ch. 2 gives the order of the tribes in their camps, each by its
standard (degel) in relation to the tent of meeting.

It is obvious that chs, 1-4 presuppose a condition when the people were
not settled in the land. Three objections to these chapters must be
considered:
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a.) If the number of fighting men was about 600,000, the total popu-
lation, it is claimed, would be then about 214 million, and it would have
been impossible for the 70 families which came into Egypt to have multi-
plied thus rapidly during the time of their oppression. But while this
rapid multiplication might be unusual, it certainly was not impossible,
and we should note that the Bible stresses the extraordinary fruitfulness
of the Hebrews (Ex. 1:7).

b.) The wilderness of Sinai, it is claimed, could not have sustained so
great a group of people. But if the people were encamped in the plain
of Er-Rahah before Jebel es-Safsaf, they were in a plain about 4 miles in
length and quite wide, with which several wide, lateral valleys join.
Further, the sustenance of the people was not the natural produce of
Sinai but the miraculous gift of manna.

c.) The order of march is said to be impossible, as described in ch. 2
and 10:14-20. But if the account is so impossible, surely no writer would
have devised such an impossible scheme. The very difficulty involved is
but an indication of historicity. Since so little is said about the details of
the march, we are in no position to question the historicity and accuracy
of the statements made.

In ch. 3 there is given the roll of the tribe of Levi. This tribe was
chosen in place of the first born of all the tribes in order to aid the priests
in the performance of the duties of the sanctuary.

Ch. 4 relates the mustering of the three families of the Levites, a.) vv.
1-20, the Kohathites; b.) vv. 21-28, the Gershonites; c.) vv. 20-33, the
Merarites; d.) vv. 34-49, summary of the mustering of the Levites; 2750
Kohathites, 2630 Gershonites, 3200 Merarites, i.e., 8580 Levites from the
total of 22,000 (3:39) who were qualified to serve.

2.) Cleansing and blessing of congregation. chs. 5, 6.
3.) The last events at Sinai. 7:1-9:14.
a. ch. 7. Offering of gifts from the tribes.

b. ch. 8. The Consecration of the Levites.
c. ch. 9:1-14. The Passover at Sinai.

4.) The Cloud and trumpets for the march. 9:15-10:10.

The first section of Numbers obviously forms a literary unit. This fact
is recognized even by negative criticism which assigns the entire section
to the so-called P document.
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II. Numbers 10:11-21:35. The Journey from Sinai to
the Plains of Moab

1. chs, 10:11.14:45. The Journey from Sinai to Kadesh-barnea.

This section describes the removal from Sinai (10:11-36), the com-
plaining of the people at Taberah and their lusting at Kibroth-hattaavah
(ch. 11). Then follows an account of the presumptuous conduct of
Miriam and Aaron against Moses (ch. 12), the sending forth of the spies,
and the murmuring and subsequent punishment of the people.

12:3, it has been claimed, must be post-Mosaic, for Moses would
not write of himself in the third person nor would he speak of him-
self in the terms herein employed. But Moses speaks of himself else-
where in the third person (e.g., Exodus 6:27; 7:1, 20 etc.). There is
nothing unusual in this use of the 3rd person. Cf. e.g., Caesar’s
Commentaries.

Nor can it be maintained that Moses would not have written of
himself as in 12:3. It was because of his exalted position in the
Divine economy that Moses was the meekest of men and therefore
would not stoop to defend himself against such an attack. Hence, the
Lord spake suddenly, coming to his defense. If vs. 3 be not original,
the action of the Lord (vs. 4) is inexplicable.

Chs. 13 and 14 are said to contain a double narrative, and are
partitioned as follows by Driver:

P. 13:1-17a — 21 — 25-26z to Paran — 32a —

JE. — 17b-20 — 22-24 26b-31 — 32b-33
P. 14:1-2 (in the main} — 5-7 — 10 — 26-30 — 34-38
JE,. ———— 34 — 89 — 11.25 —31-33 — 3945,

The reasons for making such a partition are said to be a.) cer-
tain verses repeat or parallel what is said in other verses, and b.)
there are differences of representation. Apparently the first to con-
duct the critical attack on these chapters was Vater who noticed that
whereas in 14:6, 30, 38 both Joshua and Caleb were mentioned, in
13:30 and 14:24 Caleb alone appeared. Hence he concluded that
14:1-10 etc. was a separate document.

But the first really thorough analysis was undertaken by Knobel
and his results have in the main been adopted by the critics. There
is in these chapters, however, a certain unified progression which no
critical analysis can destroy. Thus:

a. 13:1-25 relates the mission of the spies. It is claimed how-
ever that there were two different starting points. According to P,
the spies started from the wilderness of Paran, according to JE, from
Kadesh, which is in the wilderness of Zin (e.g., Num. 20:1; 27:14).
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But it should be noted, and Driver acknowledges this, that nowhere
is it explicitly stated that the spies started from Kadesh. The word
Kadesh comes from vs. 26 where it is identified as being in Paran.
Vs. 26 should be translated “And they went and came back—unto
the wilderness of Paran, to Kadesh—". Even if the critical partition
were correct, it should be noted that the redactor wished to asso-
ciate Kadesh and Paran. Since Kadesh was on the border of Paran
and Zin, it might be said to be in either. Conclusion: The only
starting point mentioned is Paran. It is further asserted that accord-
ing to JE the spies went only to Hebron (13:22-25) whereas accord-
ing to P (13:21) they even went to Rehob in the far north (cf. Ju.
18:28). But even JE does not restrict the spies to Hebron and
Eschol. They are commanded to go up not only southward (vs. 17)
but also up into the mountain, i.e., the land proper (cf. Josh. 11:3)
and they are commanded to find out about the land and its cities.
And this is precisely what they present in their report (vv. 27-31,
JE). Conclusion: The spies did as Moses commanded, they went
through the whole land. Such a conclusion is based on what is said
in vs. 21 (P) and what is said in the verses attributed to JE. Note:
An incidental evidence of Mosaic authorship is vs. 22b with its impli-
cation that Zoan was better known than Hebron.

b. 13:26-33. The evil report of the spies which Caleb opposes in
vain. This section is supposed to contain at least two discrepancies.
1.) According to JE, it is said, (ie., vv. 27-31) the land is repre-
sented as being fertile and unconquerable, whereas according to P
(vs. 32), it is said to be impoverished. To support this interpretation
of vs. 32, appeal is sometimes made to Lev. 26:38 and Ezek. 36:13.
But, it is questionable whether Lev. 26:38 will bear this interpreta-
tion. At any rate, what Nu. 13:32 means is not that the land is im-
poverished, but rather that there were powerful foes who would
devour the people. Nowhere is there any intimation that the people
feared the unhealthiness of the region, rather they feared the mighty
people of the land (cf. vs. 32b). Conclusion. This alleged contra-
diction is imaginary. 2.) It is said that in vs. 30 (JE) Caleb acts
alone and later he alone is exempted from the sentence of exclusion
from Palestine (14:24 JE). In P, however, Joshua is included with
Caleb among the spies (14:6, 30, 38). Here again the contradiction
is imaginary. But, we may ask, are we to believe that there was
actually an Israelitish tradition to the effect that Joshua could not
enter the promised land and that an editor would insert such a
tradition (JE) into the very book which relates his appointment to
be Moses’ successor to bring about the conquest and division of the
land? The answer to the alleged discrepancy must be found in a
careful exposition of the text. To that we must now devote our
attention. 13:26-33 relates the unfavorable report which the spies
brought back. Against this report Caleb, for some reason—possibly
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since he was of the tribe of Judah, the leading tribe, Joshua allowed
him to take the initiative and kept himself in the background—stood
out in opposition,

c. 14:1-10. These verses continue the narrative of 13:26-33 and
in no sense are to be regarded as parallel or as presenting a variant
account. On hearing the spies’ report the people break out in rebel-
lion, and to quell this rebellion Joshua and Caleb act. The fallacy
of negative criticism is to make 4:6 a parallel to 13:30, an utterly
unwarranted procedure. When the text is allowed to speak for itself,
the alleged discrepancy disappears.

d. 14:11-25 recounts the Lord’s anger against the rebellious people.
Moses intercedes, and the Lord replies that the people shall not enter
the land. Caleb however, since he opposed the report of the spies,
will enter the land. The reason why Caleb is mentioned is that he had
stood out in opposition to the spies. It is absurd to assume that
Joshua was excluded. As far as the report of the spies is concerned
Joshua is in the background and Caleb takes the lead. The entire
account is perfectly harmonious and unified.

e. 14:26-45. Moses announces that only Caleb and Joshua will
enter the promised land.

2. chs, 15:1-19:22. Events during the 37 years of wandering.
Ch. 15 contains various laws of sacrifice; the punishment of one whe
has broken the Sabbath; the law of tassels upon the clothes.

Chs. 16, 17:13. The rebellion of Korah.

This section also has been cut up in most unwarrantable fashion.
Thus, Driver partitions the verses as follows:

P 16:1a — 26-7a (7b-11) — (16, 17), 18-24 — 27a 32b—
35 (36-40) 41-50 c. 17.
JE— 1b- 2a 12-15 25-26 27b-34—

Apparently the first to attempt to partition this section was
Staehelin (Kritische Untersuchungen, 1843), who sought to sunder
the account of the rebellion of Korah from that of Dathan and
Abiram. Others have followed in the attempt, and the above analy-
sis of Driver is probably representative. The principal alleged
grounds for the partition are:

1. According to JE, we have the account of a rebellion of laymen
against Moses and the civil authority which he claimed.

2. P is said to contain two strata: a.) In one Korah, representing
the people at large, complains against Moses and other tribes, not
between Aaron and other Levites. b.) An enlargement of the narra.
tive presents Korah the Levite in opposition to Aaron and his exclus-
ive rights.
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The best way to oppose this strange construction is simply to read
the text carefully and allow it to speak for itself. We may then note:

a.) There is absolutely no objective warrant for dividing 16:1
and partitioning it between P and JE. Note that the two parts of
the vs. are connected by “and” (must we call in the redactor here?)
and both are constructed similarly. Thus:

P And Korah the son of Izhar, the son of Kohath, the son of Levi.
JE and Dathan and Abiram the sons of Eliab.
and On the son of Peleg, sons of Reuben—took.

This vs. presents all the malcontents acting in concert with Korah
as leader. Why may not men with slightly different grievances act
together?

b. The entire group is represented as protesting to Moses (16:2),
to Moses and Aaron (16:3). Moses answers Korah, the leader (16:
8-11). Moses next deals with Dathan and Abiram (16:12-15).
Korah, Dathan and Abiram are again united in 16:24, 27,

c. The people are warned to leave the dwelling place of Korah,
Dathan and Abiram. Dathan and Abiram (vv. 25, 27) were in their
tents, but not Korah (vv. 16-19). Evidently Korah in defiance of the
warning, had gone to his tent. Hence, he and his men were swallowed
up. His children, however (26:9-11), from which the later singers
were descended, were not swallowed up. This is an incidental evi-
dence of genuineness. One would not invent such a story about the
ancestor of so prominent a family.

Ch. 18. Service of the priests and Levites.
Ch. 19. The law of purification.

3. Chs. 20, 21. The Journey from Kadesh to Moab.
This section also is partitioned between P and JE. Thus,

Driver:
P 20:1a (to month) — 2 — 3b-4 — 6-13 — 22-290 — 4a (to Hor.)
JE 1b-3a 5 14-21 21:1-3 4b-9
P 10-11 ——— 22:1,
JE ———— 1235

Here, again, the critical partition is without merit. The grounds
for partition are purely arbitrary, for the narrative, as it stands, is
a straightforward unit. Miriam’s death at Kadesh is recorded (20:1).
The people murmur because of lack of water (20:2-6), Moses smites
the rock and brings forth water (20:7-13). These verses form such
a unit that it is practically impossible to separate them without an
absolute disintegration of the whole section. In 20:14-21 we are
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told of Moses’ negotiations with Edom and of Edom’s refusal to
allow Israel passage through its land. Hence, the Israclites journeyed
to Mt. Hor where Aaron died (20:22-29). Ch. 21 relates the threat
of Arad (21:1-3), the journey from Mt. Hor, the murmuring of the
people, and the fiery serpent (21:4-9). The remainder of the ch.
continues the narrative of the journey, and the battle with Sihon and
Og (21:10-35). The song (vv. 14fl.) has the simplicity of the desert
and is an incidental evidence of genuiness. It was evidently taken
from the “Book of the Wars of the Lord” (Sefer milhamoth
yehowah)

III. Numbers 22:1-36:13, Events in the Plains of Moab
1. Chs. 22-24. Balaam and his prophecies.

"~ The historicity of Balaam is proven by II Peter 2:15; Jude 11; Rev.
2:14.

22:22-35 is often sundered from the context. But the verbal sim-
ilarity of vs. 35 with vv. 20, 21 shows that it should not thus be
separated. In 22:12 God forbids Balaam to go, for he must not
curse the people. In 22:20 Balaam is permitted, not commanded,
to go (tha‘aseh), but must be subject to God’s lead. Balaam goes,
not to obey God, but to curse the people (20:20, 21). Hence, the
displeasure of the Lord is manifested in sending the angel to reiterate
that Balaam must be subject to God’s lead. Thus, the entire account
is a unit.

2. Ch. 25. The idolatry of Israel and the zeal of Phinehas.

3. Ch. 26. The second census of Israel.

The variants between this ch. and ch. 2 are not to be explained
upon the assumption that the original census belonged to the time
of the united monarchy and that these chapters represent differen*
recensions (See FSAC, p. 192). Note that 26:4 contains an explici.
reference to the preceding census. Thus the verse links the present
situation with the previous one. Further, both censuses are atiri-
buted to Moses. Nor is there anything in the censuses—not even the
large numbers—which is incongruous with the Mosaic age. For a
convincing, recent discussion of the problem, see FB, pp. 241-243

4. Ch. 27. Zelophehad’s daughters and their claim.

5. Chs. 28, 29. The order of offerings.

6. Ch. 30. The law of vows.

7. Ch. 31. The war of vengeance against Midian.

8. Ch. 32. The inheritance on the east side of Jordan.

Driver partitions this ch. as follows:

p—mm—1819 —— 24.32 (33) ———
JE 32:1-17 (in the main) 20-27 (in the main) — 34-42.
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But it is difficult to partition this ch. Vs. 1 speaks of Reuben and
Gad, whereas in the remainder of the ch. the order is reversed. Since
Reuben was the elder, however, is it not natural that he should be
named first? Then, since the Gadites were more active is it not to be
expected that they should subsequently be named first? Surely this
mere change of order does not require difference of author. It is
obvious (vs. 2) that the Gadites did take the lead. The ch. is a unit,
and in order to carry through its partition, the critics are in frequent
need of the Redactor. For a thorough defense of the unity of the ch.
see Green: “The Pentateuchal Question” in Hebraica, Vol. 8, pp.
231-237.

9. Ch. 33:1-49. The list of Israel’s encampments.

This list of camping places is of particular interest. It indicates
the route of march which is marked out, not in P alone, nor in JE-
alone, but in their supposed combination, i.e., in the Pentateuch as
we now have it. But this does not mean that the list is later than the
Pentateuch for it contains some names which do not occur in the Pen-
tateuchal narrative. Since the presence of these names is an indication
of genuineness—for why should anyone add them?—we may assume
that we are dealing with a record which is indeed Mosaic, as it pur-
ports to be (vs. 2). But if this record is Mosaic, then we have a strong
argument for the Mosaic authorship of the other Pentateuchal narra-
tives of the journeys.

10. Ch. 33:40-36:13. a.) The allotment of Israel’s territory west of
Jordan; b.) appointment of the Levitical cities and the cities of refuge;
c.) the marriage of heiresses.

IV. Alleged Post-Mosaica in Numbers

1. Num. 4:3 gives the age of the Levites upon entering service as 30
years, but Num. 8:24 says that that which belongs to the Levites is from
twenty five years old and upwards. How could Moses have written some-
thing thus contradictory, it is asked? The contradiction, however, is
imaginary, not real. Ch. 4 relates to service at the tabernacle of the
congregation, until the time when it would be established in a permanent
place. Thus 4:3 “to do the work at the tent of meeting (beohel mo‘edh).”
Note that only one duty of the Levites is mentioned. So also in 4:4:
“the service”—“at the tent of meeting.” Vv. 5-14 give directions for
packing the tabernacle and its parts. Note also vs. 15, “at the tabernacle,”
and vs, 19. So, throughout the chapter, and the concluding vv. 47-49
give the ages in connection with this specific service.

On the other hand, ch. 8 deals with the regular service of the Levites
in the tabernacle, e.g., 8:24 “for the service of the service in the work
of the tent of meeting (litseva’ tsava’ ba‘avodhath). Hence, there is no
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contradiction between the two. In later times (see I Chr. 23:25, 20;
IT Chr. 31:17; Ezra 3:8) the regular service of the Levites began at the
age of 20. If the modern view of the Pentateuch were correct, would not
the law have been patterned after existing practice? Also, what would
be the point at a late date of the detailed instructions for carrying the
tabernacle? Ch. 4 is in reality an evidence of genuineness.

2. Num. 13:16, it is said, records the giving to Joshua of his name,
although this name had already belonged to him in Ex. 17:9; 24:13
and Num. 11:28. But this phenomenon does not invalidate Mosaic
authorship. If there really were an anachronism here, would not the
final redactor of the Pentateuch have noticed it? The vs. may be trans-
lated, however, “These are the names (i.e., the original names) of the
men whom Moses sent to spy out the land, and then (after having pre-
viously been called Hoshea) Moses called Hoshea the son of Nun,
Joshua.” This does not mean that the change of name was made at this
particular time; in fact, it does not state when the name was changed.
Joshua is the name employed when the man was engaged in particular
service; here, however, he is called Hoshea, because, as a spy, he is en-
gaged merely in a civil task.

3. Num, 21:14. The reference in this vs. to the “book of the wars of the
Lord” has long been singled out as a phrase that Moses could not have
written. However, it is not necessary to regard the reference as a later
gloss. The purpose of the quotation is not to verify a geographical notice
but to call the attention of the people to what God has done for them.
Thus, the force of vs. 14 is, “wherefore (since by God’s help Israel took
the land by the Arnon) it is said in the book of the wars of the Lord,
(vs. 15) “Vaheb (he took) in a storm, etc.” The title “wars” (milhamoth)
refers not only to actual battles, but to all the manifold victories which
God had obtained for His people (cf. Ex. 14:14, 25: 15:3; 12:41, 51;
Num. 33:1). Hence, there was abundant material to form the subject of
such a book. The “critical” objection assumes that the book refers only
to physical battles.

4. Num. 24:7. The mention of Agag in this vs. is said to be an ana-
chronism, since Agag reigned in the days of Samuel (cf. I Sam. 15:8).
It is quite possible however, that Agag was not a proper name, but a
general designation of the Amalekite kings, as Pharach was of the
Egyptians. Such would certainly be in keeping with the ideal emphasis of
Balaam’s prophecies generally.

SPECIAL LITERATURE ON NUMBERS.

W. A. Albright: “The Oracles of Balaam,” in JBL, Vol. LXIII, 1944, pp. 207-233;
Samuel Cox: Balagm, London, 1884; E. W. Hengstenberg: Die Geschichte Bileams und
seine Weissagungen*, 1842; J. J. Knap: Bileam: Toepasselijke Verklaring Zijner
Profetieen,* Kampen, 1929.



Chapter VI

DEUTERONOMY

Name

The fifth book of Moses bears the name “These are the words” (’elleh
haddevanm, or simply devarim) and came also to be designated by the
Jews as “repetition of the law” (mishneh hattorah, or simply mishneh),
from the words in 17:18. It has also been called “The book of admoni-
tions” (sefer tochahoth). The LXX has rendered 17:18 “this second law”
(to deuteronomion touto), and the Vulgate, Deuteronomium, which is
really an incorrect rendering of the passage.

Purpose

Deuteronomy contains the last addresses of Moses to the people, deliv-
ered in the plains of Moab. It is not to be regarded as merely a recapit-
ulation of the three previous books, but rather, as Keil has so admirably
stated, “a hortatory description, explanation, and enforcement of the most
essential contents of the covenant revelation and covenant laws, with
emphatic prominence given to the spiritual principle of the law end its
fulfilment, and with a further development of the ecclesiastical, judicial,
political, and civil organization, which was intended as a permanent foun-
dation for the life and well-being of the people in the land of Canaan”
(The Pentateuch, ET, Vol. 111, p. 270). The laws of Deuteronomy are
spoken by Moses to the people (1:5) and are clothed in a hortatory form.
In no sense is its legislation to be regarded as a new or second law, dif-
fering essentially from that of the previous books of the Pentateuch.

Analysis

1. Deuteronomy 1:1-4:43. The First Discourse

a.) Heading and introduction 1:1-5

The introductory words connect the book with what precedes, and also
identify the content of what follows as Mosaic. This content well agrees
with the introductory statement of Mosaic authorship. The geographical
references in 1:1, 2 do present difficulties, but there is not sufficient rea-
son to assume the text to be corrupt. It may be that the message was
spoken twice, just between Horeb and Kadesh, and secondly in the plains

of Moab. At any rate, the vv. present a wide geographical background
for the book.
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b.) A review of the Lord’s guidance from Horeb to Kadesh 1:6-46.

The change between singular and plural (e.g., cf. vv. 20, 21) is not
an indication of confusion (Welch), nor of divergent authors. The
singular has a particular, tender, individualizing force, and is used
in phrases such as “the Lord thy God”. It is what might be expected
in a parenetic discourse such as this.

c.) A further review of God’s guidance. Kadesh to the borders of
the Amorites; the conquest of Sihon and Og. 2:1-3:29.

Welch believes that 2:4-7, with its command to pass through Edom,
is a later addition, intended to correct the statement of vs. 8 that
the people avoided Edom (DFC, p. 169). Hence, he finds a con-
flicting account at this point. But the contradiction is only apparent,
not real. The Divine command (vs. 4) has to do with passing over
the eastern boundary (not passing directly through) of the Edomites.
This has no relation to Num. 20:14-21, which belonged to an earlier
stage of the narrative, not noticed in Deut. Hence, in accordance with
this command, Israel passed by from the vicinity of (me‘eth) Edora—
(vs. 8). A redactor who wished to correct the supposedly false im-
pression created by vs. 8 would simply omit vs. 8. To add vv. 4-7
and to leave vs. 8 would be merely to create confusion. Welch’s
assumption, on the face of it, is unnatural.

Welch further regards 2:26-30 as not original, because of the
phrase “as this day” (vs. 30), and the representation of Moses send-
ing envoys immediately after having received a Divine revelation that
Sihon had been delivered into the hands of Israel. But would not the
redactor clear up these supposed anachronisms? Further, the phrase
“as this day” could easily have been employed by Moses. In fact,
it is just what might be expected in a summation of past events such
as Moses here gives. Nor is there any conflict between vv. 24 and
26ff. In vs. 24 the Lord announces the final defeat of Sthon. Moses,
however, is sincere in his desire to pass peaceably through the land.
Hence, he sends envoys, and thus it is made clear to Sihon that his
own stubbornness brings about the downfall of his kingdoms.

3:14-17 is considered by some as a later addition to harmonize the
text with Numbers. But the insertion of the vv. may well have been
by Moses himself. There are difficulties in the text, however.

d.) An exhortation to obedience of the Law. 4:1-43.

The introductory section forms an essential unit. It is true that there
are difficulties, but there does not seem to be sufficient warrant for the
assumption that there are many interpolations. Moses does shift between
the singular and plural in his use of the 2nd person, but on the whole the
chapters present what might be expected in a hortatory, popular summary.
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II. Deuteronomy 4:44-26:19. The Second Address of Moses

4:44-49. These verses serve to announce the address of Moses upon the
Law and also to call attention to the place and time of its deliverance.

a) An extended exposition of the Ten Commandments, the foundation

law of the theocracy 5:1-11:33.

1.) Ch. 5. Exposition of the moral law. In vv. 1-5 Moses solemnly sum-
mons the people to hear the statutes and judgments of the Lord in which
the covenant was contained. The ten covenant words are then repeated
from Ex. 20 with slight variations (vv. 6-21) ; and Moses then (vv. 22-33)
explains more fully the nature of the events which had occurred at Sinai
after the deliverance of the Decalogue.

2.) Ch. 6. The following commands are announced, together with the
purpose of observing them (vv. 1-3). Beginning with vs. 4 Moses proceeds
to expound the covenant law, the heart of which has already been set
forth in the Ten Commandments.

3.) Ch. 7. For the proper observance of the law, it will be necessary
to abolish all idolatry. Hence, the people were commanded to exterminate
the Canaanites. This command would be without meaning if the people
had long been in the land and there were no more Canaanites, but it is
full of meaning if spoken by Moses to a people about to enter a land which
was inhabited by Canaanites.

4.) Ch. 8. A reminder of God’s dealings with the people in order to
warn them against forgetting the Lord.

5.) Ch. 9:1-10-11. Moses rehearses the various sins and rebellions of
the people and thus warns them against self-righteousness.

6.) Ch. 10:12-11:32. Exhortation to obedience. Obedience to the Law
will bring blessing, but disobedience a curse. The choice of blessing or
curse is thus set before the people.

b. An exposition of the principal laws, 12:1-26:19.

This section consists of statutes and ordinances, part of which are re-
petitions of the Sinaitic legislation and part of which have regard to
circumstances not considered by that legislation. The purpose is to regu-
late the entire life of Israel, the holy nation of God, when she comes into
the land of Canaan. The laws herein enjoined are of a triple character,
religious, political or civil, and sundry laws designed to promote the
general well-being of the people.

1.) ch. 12. The law of the one place for worshipping God. This law
is in essential agreement with Ex. 20:21 which taught that an altar might
be built only where the Lord recorded His name. It should be noted that
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nowhere in Deut. is Jerusalem specified as the only legitimate sanctuary.
There were other places also, which had served as a central sanctuary,
e.g., Shiloh.! It has long been maintained that this law in Deut. was aimed
at producing the reformation under Josiah. But it should be noted that
that reformation produced, not a centralized sanctuary, but rather, an
abolishment of idolatry. This fact, it seems to me, is decisive against
the widely held view that Deut. was a product of the 7th cent. B. C.

12:10ff teaches that the sanctuary is to be erected, not immediately,
but only after the Lord has given rest to the people from their enemies.
Surely this is a strange command to place in a book the purpose of which

would be to bring about immediate centralization of worship under
Josiah.

Welch divides 12:1-28 broadly into two sections, a.) vv. 1-12
which use the 2nd plural, and b.) vv.13-29, which use the 2nd singu-
lar. This, however, is certainly no criterion for distinguishing differ-
ent authors, since it characterizes Deut. and also other parts of the
O. T. If this principle were carried through consistently, it would
chop up the Scripture into fragments that were almost without
meaning.

Note that in vs. 5, “the place” does not refer to Jerusalem, but
to the place of revelation. The similar language of vs. 21 argues for
the unity of the ch. and is against Welch’s hypothesis.

vv. 15.16 have been thought to conflict with Lev. 17:1ff which teaches
that the slaughtered animal must be presented at the sanctuary. But there
is no real conflict. The Levitical law evidently applied to the period of
the wilderness; when it could be practicably obeyed; the law of Deut.
is intended for the settled life in Palestine when it would be no longer
practicable to carry out the injunction of Lev. 17:14f.

2.) Ch. 13. The punishment of idolators and of those who tempt to
idolatry.

Vs. 1 is similar to 4:2 in thought. Three cases are mentioned.

The first case (vv. 2-6). A prophet who leads the people into idolatry.
The terms prophet and dreamer of dreams correspond to the two media
of revelation mentioned in Num. 12:6.

The second case {vv. 7-12). Temptation to idolatry which has come
from close blood-relatives and friends.
The third case (vv. 13-19). A city which has been led into idolatry.

Welch would cut out vv. 4b, 5 because of their use of the 2nd
plural, and because these verses contain theology, not law. This
latter argument is subjective. Deut. is not a dry legal code, but a

1. Cf. also the erection of the altar on Mt. Ebal 27:511.
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parenetic exposition of the Law. These verses are clearly Deuter-

onomic in character, and form an integral part of the section.

3.) Ch. 14. The Israelites are to avoid the customs of the Canaanites
and unclean food. The tithe of fruits.

vv. 1, 2. This heathenish rite was earlier prohibited in Lev. 19:28.
Apparently it was a custom widespread in Palestine, cf. Isa. 3:24; Jer.
16:6; Amos 8:10, etc.

Vv. 3-21. This section deals with clean and unclean animals, and
agrees essentially with Lev. 11:2-20. Deut. however, is later than Lev.
It is, in reality, a summary of the law in Lev. adaptable to the people as
they are ready to enter the promised land. Vv. 4b and 5 do not appear in
Lev. It is probable that the mention of these edible animals in vv. 4b,
5 is a strong evidence of Mosaic authorship, since several of these appar-
ently were not known either in Palestine or the Nile region, but are desert
inhabitants. Hence, there would be no reason for enumerating them in
the earlier Leviticus, but now the people would be familiar with them.

Vs. 21b is a repetition of Ex. 23:19b; 34:26b. This law was possibly a
prohibition of a magical milk charm practised among the Canaanites, for
on one of the texts from Ras esh-Shamra there is the command “Make to
seethe a kid in the milk”, tb[h g]d bhlb (cf. Syria, XIV, 2, p. 130, line
14.)

Vv. 22-29 deal with the bringing of tithes. This section does not con-
flict with Num., 18:21ff. In the earlier legislation (i.e., Lev. 27:30; Num.
18:2111.) when the people were yet in the nomadic stage, the tithes were
given to the priests and Levites who would probably be most in need
of them. Now, however, when the people are ready to enter Palestine and
begin a settled life, a wider use of the tithe is enjoined.

4.) Ch. 15. Laws for the benefit of slaves and the poor.
Vv. 1-11. The year of release. Cf. also Ex. 23:10ff; Lev. 25:1-7.

The Deuteronomic law is an expansion of these. The more specific char-
acter of the provisions in Ex. and Lev. is due to the fact that they were
intended for a nomadic people, whereas the more general character of
the Deuteronomic provisions is intended for a people about ready to enter
a state of settled life.

Vv. 12-18. The manumission of Hebrew slaves. This law is based on
Ex. 21:2-6 and is here repeated for the purpose of explaining how it
should be fulfilled. Love for the slave should make provision for his
prosperity after having been set at liberty. In Lev. 25:39-46 it is taught
that slaves are to be freed in the year of Jubilee, really a humanitarian
law, which would evidently provide that, should the Jubilee year arrive
before the slave had served seven years, he could be freed.
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Vs. 17 is not in conflict with Ex. 21:6, but is repeated to guard against
any application of the law not motivated by love. It does not repeat
some of the details of Exodus, namely, the public declaration before the
judges. But the important thing is the piercing of the ear, which doubtless
occurred in private in both instances.

Vv. 19-23. The first-born of cattle. (cf. also Ex. 13:2, 12; Lev. 27:
26ff; Num. 18:15ff).

5.) Ch. 16. The three annual feasts, cf. Ex. 12; Lev. 23; Num. 28, 29.
Moses repeats the laws concerning the sacrificial meals to be held at the
feasts at the central sanctuary. The appointed seasons are omitted,
although this does not mean that they were unknown to Deuteronomy.

Vv. 1-8. The Passover. Apparently the term Passover (pesah) includes
not only the paschal lamb but all the sacrifices slain during the seven
days of Mazzoth, as seems to be indicated from the words of vs. 2, “of
the flock and the herd,” and the reference to eating unleavened bread
{vs. 2, note the word “therewith”, ‘alau).

Vv. 9.12. The feast of weeks, cf. Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:15f;
Num. 28:264.

Vv. 13-15. The feast of tabernacles, cf. Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:
33ff; Num. 29:12ff.

6.) 16:18-17:20. The administration of justice and choice of a king.

vv. 18-20, the appointment of judges,

vv. 21-22, prohibition of sacred trees and pillars.

Ch. 17:1-7, the punishment of idolatry.

vv. 813, the higher court of appeal.

vv. 14-20, choosing a king. The law is optional, but the requirements
for the king are quite strict. The king must be an Israelite (vs. 15);
he must not multiply horses (vs. 16), i.e., seek to become opulent, lest
the people by his action be led back to Egypt, whence the horses would
come (cf. I K. 10:28); he must not take many wives, lest his heart be
turned from God; he must not multiply for himself silver and gold (vs.
17). Rather, he must have for himself a copy of the Law, and this is to
be his guide.

The existence of a human king does not conflict with the ideal
of the theocracy. For the king herein portrayed was to be not a
despotic, selfish dictator, but a man who would walk in the light of
the Lord, and by his wise and just administration, would bring
blessing to his kingdom and glory to the Name of the covenant God.
He should be a true type of the King of Kings.

Samuel’s attitude (I Sam. 8:6-17) in no sense conflicts with this
ideal. When the people asked for a king, they were perfectly within
their rights. That to which Samuel objected was the untheocratic
spirit in which the request was made. The people did not ask a king
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out of concern for the good of the Divine theocracy. They wanted

a king in order that they might be like the nations round about, and

the distinctive feature of the theocracy was that Israel should be un-

like the nations round about.

Hence, it is incorrect to appeal to the incident in I Sam. as evidence
that the Deuteronomic law was not yet in existence. Such appeal
really betrays a lack of understanding of the passage in Samuel.
Furthermore, if Deuteronomy were later than Samuel, we should
expect to find in it some of the characteristic features of the latter,
e.g., 1S. 8:11f.

7.) Ch. 18. The priest, Levites and prophets.

Vv. 1-8, the rights of the priests and Levites. In vs, 1, the phrase
“the priests the Levites” distinguishes between priests and Levites. This
is shown by the following words “the whole tribe of Levi” and by the dis-
tinction between priests (vv. 3-5) and “a Levite” (vv. 6-8). It is not
correct to say that Deuteronomy knows no distinction between the priests
and the Levites. In the middle books of the Pentateuch, when Aaron and
his sons actually occupied the priestly offices, it was natural that the priests
should be designated as the sons of Aaron. In Deuteronomy, on the other
hand, a book of more general and prophetic character, generic designa-
tions are used.

Special Literature. Samuel Ives Curtiss, Jr.: The Levitical Priests*,
Edinburgh, 1877.

Vv. 9-22. The law of the prophet. When Israel should come into the
land there would be need for further Divine Revelation which would be
based upon and in agreement with the foundational Sinaitic legislation.
To supply this need, the Lord would raise up the prophetical institution.
The section is a unit, and may be analyzed as follows:

a.) vv. 9-13, the nine abominations of the Canaanites, which Israel
is not to learn.

b.) vv. 14, 15. Because of these abominations the Canaanites are to be
dispossessed of their land. For Israel the prophetic institution is to be
established. Its Divine origin is stressed (vs. 15. yakim leka yehowah),
and thus it is to be distinguished from all superficially similar religious
practices of antiquity. The prophet is to be, 1.) an Israelite, 2.) like
Moses in that he too will be a mediator between God and man.

c.) vv. 16-18. The prophetic institution is to be established in response
to Israel’s plea at Horeb for a mediator.

d.) wv. 19-22. Certain criteria for distinguishing between true and
false prophets.

8.) Ch. 19. Certain criminal laws.

vv. 1-13 deal with the cities of refuge, and like Num. 35:9-34 con-
stitute an elaboration of the Law first revealed in Ex. 21:12-14. Vs. 14
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treats of the removal of a neighbor’s landmark, namely that boundaries
which former persons (ri’shonim) have set should not be removed by later
persons. Vv, 15-21 treat of laws concerning witnesses.

9.) Ch. 20. Laws concerning future wars. Vv. 1.9 have to do with
military service. Vv. 10-20 concern sieges. Only after an offer of peace
has been rejected should an attack on an enemy’s town be made. During
such a siege the fruit trees should be spared.

10.) Ch. 21. Sundry laws. Vv. 1-9 deal with the expiation of a murder
committed by an unknown person. This practice was ancient, cf. Code
of Hammurabi, no. 24.

Vv. 10-14 concern marriage with a woman who has been captured in
war. Vv. 15-17, the rights of the first born. Vv. 18-21, the punishment of
a refractory son. Vv. 22, 23, enjoin the burial of the criminal that has
been hanged.

11.) Ch. 22. Sundry laws, continued, Vv. 1-12 explain the proper
attitude of an Israelite towards a neighbor and also towards the natural
order of life. Vv. 13-20 present various laws concerning unchastity,
adultery, intercourse with a betrothed virgin and an unbetrothed virgin.

12.) Ch. 23. The rights of citizenship in the congregation.

Vs. 1 should more properly be reckoned as vs. 30 of the previous
chapter. Vv. 2-9 mention those that are to be excluded, Vv. 10-15, purity
of the camp in time of war. Vv. 15-19, an escaped bondman is not to
be returned to his master; religious prostitution is not to be tolerated.
Vs. 20:26 deal with various rights of citizenship.

13.) Ch. 24. On divorce. Vv. 1-4 prohibition of remarriage in a specific
case of divorce; vs. 5, exemption of those newly-wed from service in war;
vv. 6-9, various prohibitions; vv. 10-15, warnings against oppression of
the poor; vv. 16-22, warnings against injustice, and laws concerning
gleaning which exhibit generosity toward the helpless.

14.) Ch. 25. Laws concerning corporal punishment. Vv. 1-3 prohibit
extreme severity in corporal punishment; vs. 4 is humanitarian, the
threshing ox is not to be muzzled; vv. 5.10, Levirate marriages; vv. 11-
19, sundry laws; the Amalekites to be exterminated.

15.) Ch. 26, Thanksgiving at the presentation of the first-fruits and
tithes. It should be noted that the Book of the Covenant also closed with
the law of the first-fruits (Ex, 23:19).

1I1. Deuteronomy 27:1-30:29, The Renewal of the Covenant

a.) Ch. 27. Ratification of the law. Vv. 1-8 teach that the Israelites,
when they have crossed the Jordan, are to set up on Mt. Ebal great stones,
covered with lime, and to write the law upon these stones. They also are
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to build an altar for offering their burnt and slain offerings. This section
in reality supports the claim of Mosaic authorship. It should be noted that
the occupation of Palestine is clearly represented as future (e.g., vs. 3).
Furthermore, the method of writing also points to ancient times. Evidently,
the writing was to be with a stylus upon a prepared surface, as was the
custom in Egypt. The practice of engraving laws upon stones was in itself
a rather widespread one, cf. e.g., the famous Code of Hammurabi. Vv.
9-10 unite the two sections of the chapter by the Divine injunction to
obedience of the Law. Vv. 11-26 proclaim blessing and cursing, as already
suggested in 11:29. Upon Mt. Gerizim the people themselves were to give
expression to blessing, and upon Mt. Ebal to curse.

b.) Ch. 28. Blessing and curse. Vv. 1-14 set forth the blessings for
obedience, and vv. 15-68 the curses for disobedience. This section con-
tains a sixfold repetition of the word “cursed”.

c.) Chs. 29, 30. Conclusion of the covenant. This is really a renewed
declaration of the covenant made at Horeb.

IV. Deuteronomy 31:1-34:12. Moses’ Last Words and His Death

a.) Ch. 31. Final arrangements. Vv. 1.8, the appointment of Joshua;
vv. 9-13, the law to be recited every seven years; vv. 14-23, the commission
of Joshua; and the command to write the song; vv. 24-30, the Law to
be placed beside the ark of the covenant.

b.) Ch. 32. The song of Moses. The purpose of this beautiful psalm
is to contrast the faithful dealings of the Lord with the faithlessness of
the nation. Vv. 1-3, introduction; vv. 4-6, theme of the poem, the faith-
fulness of the Rock, who is God; vv. 7-14, a survey of God’s dealings
with Israel; vv. 15-18, the apostasy of Israel; vv. 19-33, the Lord will
bring severe visitation upon His rebellious people; vv. 34-43, mercy will
be shown to the nation, and vengeance upon its enemies; vv. 44-52,
epilogue.

The poem is a prophetic anticipation of the future, when the nation will
dwell in the land. It presents an ideal picture and is didactic in nature.
There is no valid reason for denying the Mosaic authorship; the vocabu-
lary contains archaic forms, and the language is pure. There is nothing
that would betray a late date. Furthermore, the song follows naturally
after 31:19ff (note particularly vs. 30).

Driver maintains that vv. 7-12 present the Exodus and occupation
of Canaan as in the distant past. He also maintains that Israel is
settled in Palestine, and because of her idolatry is on the verge of
ruin, vv. 13-30; only deliverance lies in the future, vs. 34ff. The
maturity of the thought and style of composition are also believed
to be evidences of a date later than Moses. Internal evidence shows



106 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

that the song is by a different author from the remainder of Deut-
eronomy. There are said to be two introductions to the song, 31:16-
22 and 31:24-30. Driver is not dogmatic as to the date of composi-
tion. He favors a time somewhat earlier than the compilation of
JE, but admits the possibility that since its theological standpoint
presents great affinities with the prophets of the Chaldean age, it
may be assigned to the time of Jeremiah and Ezekiel.

But Driver’s arguments are not cogent. Vv. 7-12 do not look back
upon the Exodus and conquest of Canaan as in the distant past. Vv.
7, 8 may refer to patriarchal times. At any rate, the Exodus is not
set forth as belonging to remote antiquity. Nor is it true that vv.
13-30 present Israel as on the verge of exile. These verses rather pre-
sent a theme that recurs in Scripture. No particular historical inci-
dents are presupposed; rather the verses teach the common theme that
pride and prosperity lead often to punishment. Nor are there two
introductions to the song, each by a different author. 31:16-22 sim-
ply records the Lord’s command to write the song, and vs. 22 states
that Moses obeyed the command. It is a general statement of the fact
that Moses wrote out the song and taught it to the people; vs. 30
on the other hand serves as a specific introduction to the song jtself.

With regard to the content of the poem, there is absolutely nothing
incompatible with Mosaic authorship. The ideas and vocabulary fit
in well with the time of Moses. Note vs. 7, dor wador “generation to
generation”, and cf. dr dr of the Ras Shamra texts; the “eagle” of
32:11 should be compared with Exodus 14:4. God as a Rock points
back to Gen. 49:24. The word Jeshurun occurs only in Deut. 33:5,
26 (In Isa. 44:2 it is taken from these passages). The word godhel,
vs. 3, is a Pentateuchal word when denoting God’s greatness, cf.
Deut. 3:24; 11:2; Num. 14:19. The plural “days” yemoth, vs. 7,
occurs again only in the Mosaic prayer, Psalm 90:15.

. Pfeiffer teaches that the thought and language of the poem point
to the first half of the fifth century B. C. as the time of composition.
It is, he thinks, an “illuminating historical document for the religion”
between the time of Zechariah and Nehemiah, and exhibits an in-
tense religious and nationalistic spirit such as characterized early
Judaism. However, the arguments which apply against Driver’s
theory hold good here also.

c.) Ch. 33. The blessing of Moses. This blessing falls into three general
parts; vv. 1-5, the heading and introduction; vv. 6-25, the blessings pro-
nounced upon the various tribes; vv. 26-29, the conclusion.

Although this blessing was actually pronounced by Moses himself, it
was evidently not written down by him, as may be seen from 33:1, in
which Moses seems to be distinguished from the writer. The words of
the blessing, however, are to be regarded as Moses’ own. The entire
passage is a prophetic glimpse of the future, set forth in an ideal manner.
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There is no reference to any historical circumstances of a post-Mosaic age,
and this fact is a strong argument for the authenticity of the poem.

Negative criticism is by no means unanimous in discovering a
date for the blessing, but the principle reasons for denying it to
Moses are the following: 1.) The poem says nothing about Simeon,
and this is taken to indicate a time when Simeon had become
absorbed into Judah; 2.) The conquest of Palestine, vv. 27 fi.,
appears as an accomplished fact; 3.) vs. 4 cannot likely have come
from Moses. In answer to the above, however, it may be said, 1.)
The omission of Simeon is due to the prophetic character of the
poem. In Gen. 49:7 Simeon was to be scattered abroad in Israel and
to lose his distinctive individuality as a tribe. This was later ful-
filled (cf. Josh. 19:2-9). The Simeonites had not sought to undo the
evil which Jacob had cursed, and hence were not entitled to a special
blessing as was Reuben. However, they are probably included in the
general blessing of vv. 1 and 29 and in the blessing upon Judah,
2.) Vv. 27ff. are also to be regarded as presenting on ideal picture.
They do not represent the conquest as an historically accomplished
fact, but rather set forth the Lord as the sure dwelling place of the
people; 3.) Vs. 4 evidently personifies the nation and identifies
Moses with his people.

Driver remarks, and the remark is worthy of serious considera-
tion, that internal evidence is indecisive, and “conclusive criteria
fail us.” The following views have been held as to the date:

a.) The reign of Jeroboam I, Driver, Dillmann.

b.) The reign of Jeroboam II, Kuenen, Cornill, Pfeiffer (partly)

c.) The period of the judges, Kleinert.

d.) Ch. 34. The death and burial of Moses. Both Philo and Josephus
(Antiquities IV: 8:48) believed that Moses wrote this account of his own
death. In Baba Bathra, 14b, these words are assigned to Joshua, “Moses
wrote his own book and the section concerning Balaam (i.e., Num. 22:2-
25:9), and Job. Joshua wrote his own book and eight verses of the Law
(i.e., Deut. 34:5-12).” Ibn Ezra also taught that this chapter was written
by Joshua. It is perfectly legitimate to regard this brief account of Moses’
death as having been written by a later hand under Divine inspiration
and then appended to the book of Deuteronomy.

Alleged Post-Mosaica in Deuteronomy

1. Deut. 1:1 employs the expression “beyond the Jordan” (‘ebher
hayyarden), and this is said to indicate the standpoint of one who was
in Palestine. The objection is an old one, having been raised by Ibn
Ezra and later by Spinoza. It is true that the phrase means “beyond the
Jordan”, but evidently it had somewhat of a technical sense, exactly
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like the modern equivalent Transjordania. It is perfectly possible for a
person who lives east of the Jordan today to speak of himself as being
in Transjordania. Or one may think of the Roman distinction of Gallia
citerior and ulterior. On the other hand, passages such as Deut. 3:20,
25; 11:30; Josh. 5:1; 9:1; 12:7; I Kings 5:4 etc. apparently use the
phrase in a non-technical sense as referring to Palestine. For a full dis-
cussion see Hengstenberg, DGP, II, pp. 256-264.

2. Deut. 10:6, 7 has long been regarded as a source of difficulty. It
is said that these verses teach that Aaron died at Moserah, and from
Moserah the Israelites journeyed to Gudged and from Gudgod to Jotbah.
But according to Num. 20:22ff, Aaron’s death occurred long after the
sojourn at Mt. Horeb. It is difficult, then, to see why it was introduced
at this point.

Furthermore the order of stations in Num. 33:31-33 was Moseroth,
Bene-jaakan, Hor-haggidgad, Jotbathah.

Lastly, according to Num. 20:22ff; 33:38 Aaron died at Mt. Hor, not
at Jotbah.

In answer to these objections, however, it may be replied: 1.) This
passage in Deut. does not correspond to Num. 33:31-33 but rather to
Num. 33:37, ie., with the last journey of Israel from Kadesh to the
South. Since Num. 33:1-35 deals with the earlier journeys of Israel and
details their encampments, it is not to be expected that the camps should
be enumerated on the last journey (i.e., vv. 37ff.). Hence, there is no
contradiction between Numbers and Deuteronomy as far as the order of
stations is concerned. 2.) It is quite possible that Moserah (pl. Moseroth)
was the name of the general locality in which Mt. Hor was situated.
At any rate Deuteronomy also teaches that Aaron died at Mt. Hor, cf.
Deut. 32:50. It is inconceivable that, if there really had been an error
here, the “redactor” would not have noticed it.
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Chapter VII

The Literary Criticism of the Pentateuch

“The authority of the Holy Scripture, for which it ought to be believed
and obeyed, dependeth not upon the testimony of any man or church,
but wholly upon God, (who is truth itself,) the author thereof; and
therefore it is to be received, because it is the word of God” (W.C. 1:IV) .2
That these words set forth a high view of the authority of the Scriptures,
and therefore of the Old Testament, is a fact which cannot be denied. The
Scripture, according to this viewpoint, possesses an authority which is of
so great a nature that it ought to be believed and also obeyed. This
authority it derives, not from man or even from the church, but only from
God who is its author.

This high view has been commonly held by the historic Christian
Church, and is embodied in her official creeds. The early fathers appealed
to the Bible as authoritative Scripture, and throughout her history the
Church has followed suit.? Nevertheless there have been those, both
within and without the pale of the church who have dissented from this
high and noble view of the Bible.

It is difficult to discover precisely when hostile criticism of the Bible
first made its appearance. Of course, all sin is a criticism of the word
of God, a manifestation of the desire to be wise above that which God
has commanded. But conscious dissatisfaction with the Old Testament
probably made its first appearance in the Egyptian city of Alexandria.
Alexandria had become a center of Greek philosophy and culture, and it
was to be expected that in such a city serious attention would also be
devoted to the Bible. Such study, furthermore, might be expected to be
conducted under the influence of Grecian philosophy. Clement of Alexan-
dria (Stromata, 1:15 etc.) mentions a certain Aristobulus, a peripatetic,
who taught that the Jewish philosophy was older than that of the Greeks
and that Plato had derived his ideas from the Mosaic law. Apparently
there was in Alexandria quite a Biblical school, and evidently even before

1. See B. B. Warfield: “The Westminster Doctrine of Holy Scripture,” in The West-
minster Assembly and its Work, New York, 1931, pp. 155-257.

2. Cf. the official creeds of the historic church, and the statements therein made con-
cerning the authority of Scripture. See Philip Schaff: The Creeds of Christendom,
Three Volumes, New York, 1881-82.
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the time of the Septuagint the Old Testament had been translated into
Greek. (Stromata, 11:93:3). Clement further mentions a certain Demetrius
who had composed a book on the Kings in Judea and who, in his list,
differed from Philo.

Mention may also be made of a certain Dositheus, the Samaritan, who
rejected the prophets upon the ground that they had not spoken under the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit (“qui primus ausus est prophetas quasi
non in spiritu sancto locutos repudiare”) (Against All Heresies, in Oehler,
Corporis Haereseologici, Vol. 1, pp. 271279, cf. also Jerome in PL 23,
col. 187; Clementine Homilies, PG, Vol. 2, col. 92, 96.) In the Indiculus
de Haeresibus, mention is made of the group called Meristae, who are

said to divide the Scriptures and not to believe all the prophets (ed.
Oehler, p. 283).

A. The First Two Centuries

1. Tae GuosTtic SEcTs.?

The second century beheld the Christian Church struggling with a
formidable foe, the phenomenon known as Gnosticism, a philosophical
system which for a time seriously threatened the Church’s progress.

The Gnostic system was hostile to the Old Testament and manifested

a strong antipathy toward Judaism. According to Gnosticism. spirit

and matter were regarded as opposed to one another. The world owes
its ultimate existence to spirit or to the spiritual world. Its jmmediate
cause, however, was the Demiurge, an emanation from the Supreme God.
I},ll_s._ll_lmnw&s_sgx‘dered to_be an_inferior being, the God of the
Jews, and 1n_this thought is to be seen the underlying cause for much

of Cnostlclsms ‘hostile_criticism_of the Old_ Testam ent.
a. Simon Magus.

In Acts 8:10 we read of Simon whom the Samaritans regarded as “that
power of God which is called Great.” According to-Epiphanius (4gainst
Heresies, PG, vol. 41, col. 292) there was a certain Simon—whether it
was the Simon of Acts 8:10 is a disputed question—who held that neither
, W m_the good God. The Clementine

Homilies (PG, vol. 2, col. 436) represent Simon as criticizing certain
Old Testament anthropomorphisms. Thus, he thought that such passages
as Gen. 3:22; 18:2] show that God is ignorant; Gen. 3:22 is also thought
to indicate that God is envious, and Gen. 22:1 that He is both wicked
and ignorant.

3. In the following three sections I have drawn largely upon material in my unpub-
lished doctoral thesis, Biblical Criticism to the End of the Second Christian Century.
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b. The Ophites.

This cult was evidently of pre-Christian origin and a precursor of the

principal Gnostic schools. According to the Ophites (ophis-serpent) it
was the serpent who gave man the knowledge of good and evil. The
fall, therefore, was a fall upw.
God of the Old Testament despised (Cf. Catalog of Philaster, ed. Oechler,
1:5; PG vol. 41, cols. 641ff; PG, vol. 7, cols. 694-704; Lipsius, “Ueber
das ophitische System” in Zeitschrift fur wissenschaftliche Theologie,
1863-64).

¢. The Caini

This group glorified Cain, Fsau, Korah, the Sodomites and such like_
for their ancestors, They considered Cain to be a martyr to the wrath “of
the Demiurge. Their perversien of the Old Testament was doubtless due

to their philosophy (cf. PG, vol. 41, col. 656).

d. The Syrian School.

1. Satornilus. In accordance with the underlying Gnostic dualism,
Satornilus of Antioch, a contemporary of Ignatius, taught that some
prophecies had heen spoken by the angels who created the world and some

. (cf. Irenaeus, PG, vol. 7, cols. 675f%.).

2. Iatzan Tatian, best known for his Diatessaron, or Harmony of the

Gospels, re i_g‘arded the Old Testament as the work of an inferior God, and _

denied salvation to o Adam. (cf. PG, vol. 6, col. 848; vol. 41, cols. 831f.).
e. The Egyptian Schoal.

1. Valentinus. Educated at Alexandria, Valentinus later journeyed to
Rome and there attained to the height of his influence and power. Appar-
ently he approved of some parts of the Taw and disapproved of others,
and also emended or altered thﬁ_ga_c_x;e,d_taxtjm; the sake of improving it.
Also he is said to have transposed _pagsgggaﬁniiqhamdlsregudeithe
order and continuity of the text= Such action, according to Irenaeus, is
to be atiributed to deceit. ..Bm.lla.]ﬂn.tmus.atumde  toward the Scriptures
must be_judged in the light of his philosophical background (Cf. PG,
vol. 7, col. 523).

f. The ltalian School.

1. The Epistle of Ptolemy to Flora. Of Ptolemy himself practically
nothing is known apart Trom the fact that he was the author of a letter
to a certain Christian lady named Flora, in which letter he sought to
convert her to Gnosticism and appealed to Scripture in support of his_
arguments. Some would date Ptolemy’s activity between 145.180 A. D.,
and this date is quite possibly correct. Ptolemy’s letter has been preserved

by Epiphanius (PG, vol. 41, cols. 557-568).
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In brief, Ptolemy’s argument is as follows. The Law, according to
some, was established by God the Father. But others ascribe it to the
devil whom they also believe to have founded the world. Since, however,
the Law is imperfect, it cannot have come from the perfect God, and
since it enjoins justice, it cannot have come from the adversary, for he
is unjust,

The Law which is embraced in the five books of Moses was not given
by one author. Parts have come from God, others from Moses, and still
others from the elders among the people. For example, God united man
and woman and forbade divorce. Moses, however, permitted it, and so
acted contrary to the decrees of God. Ptolemy adduces other examples
and concludes that the Law is of a threefold authorship, containing
ordinances from the elders, from Moses and from God.

"That part of the Law which is from God is further divided into three
parts, 1.) the law proper, containing genuine precepts, free from admix-
ture with evil; such are the Ten Commandments; 2.) the part which
Christ did away with, such as the law of retaliation; 3.) typical and
symbolical laws, which Christ employed in a spiritual manner. The God
who was the author of this law was the Demiurge.

It must not be thought that Ptolemy denied the Mosaic authorship of
the Pentateuch. The Pentateuch was composed by Moses but not all the
laws which it contained were the work of Moses as a lawgiver. All the
laws, however, were placed in the five books of Moses. Moses may be
regarded as the compiler, although not the author of these laws.

2. cIO AMENT

——

A native of Pontus and son of a Christian bishop, Marcion came to
Rome about 138 A. D. and there united with the church. At Rome he
came under the influence of the Gnostic Cerdo who proclaimed that the
God of the Old Testament and that of the New were different beings.

Marcion came to_teach that there were two gods, one austere, a corrupt,
tree bringing forth corrupt fruit, the producer of moral evil, the other _
the good and bgp@gglent God of the New Testament. Marcion also separ-
aTed between the Law and the Gospel and became known in Tertullian’s
eyes as “the author of the breach of peace between the Gospel and the
Law” (Contra Marcionem, 1:19).

Since, according to Marcion, the Creator was corrupt, it would also
follow that his work, the Law, was corrupt. The corruptions and imper-
fections which Marcion thought he found in the Old Testament were set
forth in his work, the Antithesis. Since, however, this work is lost, we
are dependent largely upon Tertullian for information as to what it
contained.
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Since man has fallen into sin, reasoned Marcion, it must be concluded,
that God was neither good nor powerful, nor did He possess foreknowl-
edge. Again, God’s ignorance and weakness are thought to appear from
the question addressed to Cain, “Where art thou?” Also, why would
God ask Adam if he had eaten of the forbidden fruit unless He were
in doubt?

In the account of the golden calf, Moses is thought to appear greater
than God. The lex talionis gave permission for mutual injury, and the
sacrifices and ceremonies were thought to be burdensome and trouble-
some and probably needed by God Himself. Furthermore, in taking gold
and silver from the Egyptians, the Israelites acted dishonestly, and for this
God was responsible. God should also be blamed for having hardened the
heart of Pharaoh.

The God of the Old Testament was, according to Marcion, fickle, and
not true to His own commandments. He forbade work on the seventh
day, yet at the siege of Jericho ordered the ark to be carried around the
city for eight days, which naturally involved labor upon the Sabbath.
God was also unjust and lacking in foresight in His dealings with men.

Marcion rejected allegory in his interpretation of Scriptural prophecies,
believing that the prophecies either had already been fulfilled in history
or that they would be fulfilled in the future at the time when Antichrist
should come. At any rate, the Scripture was to be interpreted literally,
not allegorically.

Most of the Old Testament saints were regarded in a poor light by
Marcion, and to some of them even salvation was denied. This was but
in keeping with the low view which Marcion held of the Jewish people.

Marcion’s criticism of the Old Testament can in no sense be regarded
as scientific. It proceeded from a prejudiced philosophical background.
His strictures and also his exegesis oftentimes appear to have been super-
ficial and were apparently offered at times without serious consideration
on the text and its background. His approach to the Scripture was not
that of an impartial student but that of one who employs the Scripture
to suit his purpose. (Cf. Tertullian, Contra Marcionem, PL, vol. 2, cols.

263ff; Harnack: Marcion Das Evangelium vom Fremden Gott. Leipzig,
1924).

3. Non-Gnostic SEcTs oF THE FIRST Two CENTURIES
a. The Nazarites.

This group apparently consisted of Christians of Jewish birth who
practised the Jewish manner of life. According to John of Damascus they
denied—and this seems to be the first recorded denial—the Mosaic_
auﬂr rs}np of the Pentateuch
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(cf. PG, vol. 94, cols. 688-9; Epiphanius: Adversus Haereses, PG, vol. 41,
col. 257; Harnack: Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte,> Tuebingen, 1931,
I:pp. 310-334).

b. The Ebionites.

This group, sometimes known as Pharisaic Ebonites, is said by Epi-
phanius (PG, vol. 41, col. 436) to have detested the prophets, receiving
none of them. Also they rejected certain words of the Pentateuch as not

having come from Moses.
c. The Clementine Homilies.*

These Homilies present a form of Ebionism with some similarities to
Gnosticism. In them it is maintained that Moses delivered the Law unto
seventy chosen men, but later certain falsehoods were added to the | Scrip-
tures by the wicked one. Thus, the Scriptures are said to misrepresent
God in many ways. For example, they set forth God as ignorant and thus
are false, the work of a man. They also misrepresent godly men. Adam
was really not & transgressor, Noah the righteous one was never drunken,
Abraham never lived with three wives at once, Jacob never associated
with four, nor was Moses a murderer.

The account of Moses’ death was not written by Moses, for how could
he write that he had died? About five hundred years after Moses’ time
the Law was found in the Temple, and five hundred years later at the
time of Nebuchadnezzar it was burned and destroyed.

The hypothesis employed in the Homilies for explaining difficult pas-
sages in the Bible is in reality that of interpolations made by the devil
himself. And the criterion for deciding what is and what is not a dia-
bolical interpretation is whether the given passage is thought to be in
harmony with the creation. The judge of this of course is the human
mind, and thus, the eriticism of the Clementine Homilies is really a form
of philosophical rationalism.

Some of these same views appear also in the Epistle of Peter to James
(PG, vol. 2, col. 25), wherein it is asserted that the countrymen of Moses
corrected the incongruities of the Bible, so that no one should be con-
founded at the various utterances of the prophets.

Certain minor sects, e.g., the Ossenoi, rejected some of the prophets, and
the Valesii rejected both the Law and the prophets. No doubt there were
other sects also, of which no information is extant, that likewise adopted
a hostile attitude toward the Old Testament.

4, Although the Homilies in their present form are evidently later than the 2nd cen-
tury, nevertheless, the viewpoint which they present was doubtless very early, and
for that reason they are discussed at this point.
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4. CELsus,

One of the strongest attacks which the nascent Christian Church had
to sustain came from a man named Celsus. A certain convert of Origen,
Ambrose by name, sent to him Celsus’ treatise, The True Word, and urged
him to prepare a reply. Origen was somewhat loathe to undertake the
task, believing that the best refutation of such false charges was to be
found in silence. More mature reflection, however, compelled him to take
up the pen in defense of the Faith,

Almost nothing is known about the identity of Celsus. In fact, Origen
himself was not sure of his opponent’s identity. Whoever Celsus was, he
was a man of great learning and ability, who realized that he was facing
in Christianity a powerful movement and was determined to check its
growth as much as possible. Hence, in Celsus we find a representative
of the Graeco-Roman world, a world which sees itself in peril.

Celsus’ objections to the Old Testament are not based upon patient re-
search and investigation, but rather reflect the attitude of a prejudiced
mind. Origen’s great apologetic, Contra Celsum, was probably written
about 248-249 A. D., some seventy years after Celsus had made his attacks.

Celsus shows a very sketchy knowledge of Old Testament history. The
Hebrew nation, he thought, commenced in a revolt from the Egyptians,
for the Jews were descended from the Egyptians. He tended to disparage
the Jews as a people who had never done anything remarkable and “were
never held in repute or account”. The doctrine of creation taught in
Genesis is dismissed as being “very silly”, and the rite of circumcision is
said to have been adopted from the Egyptians.

Partlcularly did_Celsus criticize anthropomorphic statements in the
Bible. God is regm—i tired over-worked being, as a result of the

six-days creation. Of such nature were Celsus’ objections.

One point, however, should be stressed. Celsus did not deny the Mosaic

authorship of the Pentateuch, as has sometimes been affirmed.

SPECIAL LITERATURE

Contra Celsum in PG, Vol. XI. E T in The Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. IX; Edward
J. Young: “Celsus And The Old Testament” in W7 Th J, Vol. VI, pp. 168-197.

SuMMARY OF FirsT Two CENTURIES

During the first two centuries of the Christian era there is no recorded

instance of criticism that is hostile to_the Bible among the Church Fathers
or_in_the orthodox Church itself. To the Apostolic Fathers and to the

subsequent Ante-Nicene Fathers, in so far as expression is given upon
the subject, Moses is believed to be the author of the Pentateuch, and the
Old Testament is regarded as a Divine book.
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Such instances of hostile criticism as are extant from this period come
either from groups that were considered to be heretical or from the ex-
ternal pagan world. Furthermore, this criticism reflected certain philoso-
phical presuppositions and was of a decidedly biased and unscientific
character. As far as available evidence is concerned, it may be said that
the Church itself looked upon the Old Testament as the authoritative
Word of God.

B. From the Third Century to the Refornation

1. Ezra, the Restorer of the Law.

In IV Esdras 14:21, 22 (c. 90 A. D.) we read the following tradition:
“For thy law is burnt, therefore no man knoweth the things that are
done of thee, or the works that shall begin. But if T have found grace
before thee, send the Holy Ghost into me, and I shall write all that hath
been done in the law, that men may find thy path, and that they which
will live in the latter days may live.” This Jewish opinion, namely that
Ezra restored the books_of the Qld Testament which had been lost or
destroyed in the downfall of Jernsalem, had been adopted by many of the
early Christian fathers, e.g., Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria,
Jerome, Basil the Great. The language of these fathers is not always as
cautious as could be desired, and a superficial study of this language
might leave the impression that they believed that Ezra under Divine
inspiration, completely rewrote the books that had been lost. Quite pos-
sibly, however, what the fathers meant was that Ezra edited or reproduced
form various sources the books of Scripture. At any rate, whatever their
precise meaning, they do not employ this belief to deny the Mosaic author-

ship of the Law.

2. Porphyry. This noted antagonist of Christianity was probably born
in 232 or 233 A. D. in Tyre. He studied at Athens under Longinus and
later at Rome under the neo-Platonist, Plotinus. At about forty years
of age, while in Sicily, he wrote his magnum opus Agginst the Christians.
The twelfth book was devoted to an attack upon Daniel, in which he
asserted that the book was written not by Daniel but by an unknown writer
of the second century B. C. Porphyry candidly states that this must be so
because Daniel himself could not so accurately have depicted the future.

Porphyry may also have denied the Mosaic authorship of the Penta-
teuch and in all probability did so. See Edward J. Young: ‘“Porphyry
And His Criticism of Daniel” in CD, Grand Rapids, 1949, pp. 317ff.

3. Julian the Apostgte. Julian, nephew of Constantine, was born in
331 A. D., and educated under the Arian bishop, Eusebius of Nicomedia.
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He renounced Christianity and spoke with great contempt of the Old _
Testament, ranking Moses and Solomon far below the pagan philosophers

and lawglvers The Mosaic history of _the creation was thought by him _
to be e defective, and Moses to have taught both monotheism and poly-

thelsm,

4. Jerome (died 420) made a remark about the question of Mosaic
authorship which has given rise to considerable discussion. In discussing
the words “unto this day” of Gen. 35:4, and Deut. 34:5, 6, he remarks,
“We must certainly understand by this day the time of the composition
(contesta est) of the history, whether you prefer the view that Moses was
the author of the Pentateuch or that Ezra re-edited it. In either case I
do not object” (sive Moysen dicere volueris auctorem Pentateuchi, sive
Ezram ejusdem instauratorem operis, non recuso, De Perpetua Virginitate,
PL, vol. 23, col. 199). Some have apparently understoed-this-renark to-
involve a denial of Mosalc authorshlp but such is not the case. Jerome
is merely not pronouncing upon the questlon at this point. Hls concern
is simply whether the words “unto this day” refer to the time of “pub-
lishing or writing the books.” There is evidence available to show that
Jerome probably did believe Moses to be the author of the Pentateuch,
cf. Adversus Jovinianus, PL vol. 23, col, 226. Jerome did state that
Deuteronomy was found in the temple during the twelfth year of Josiah’s
reign (quando inventus est liber Deuteronomii in templo Dei, Com-
mentary On Ezekiel, 1:1, PL, vol. 25, col. 17, Against Jovinianus, PL,
vol. 23, col. 227). But this does not show that Jerome denied the Mosaic
authorship of Deuteronomy.

5. Theodore of Mopsuestig, (died c. 428) was a theologian of the school
of Antioch and an adherent of the principle of grammatico-historical
exegesis. After his death his works were condemned by the Second Council
of Constantinople, 553. Apparently Theodore maintained that _parts of
Job could not have been written by a righteous man, and and that The Song
of Solomon was an "uriinteresting elnthalamlum written by So
honor of his marriage to an Egyptian princess. Theodore also rejected
the titles of the Psalms (fas te epigraphas o Hierotaton hymnon kai
“psalmon Fai odon pante ekbalon) »adiributing their authorship to the
period of Zerubbabel and Hezekiah. fle also apparently was the first to
attribute the authorship of some of the Psalms to the time of the
Maccabees.

See Robert Devreesse: Le Commentaire De Theodore De Mopsueste Sur
Les Psaumes, Citta Del Vaticano, 1939; H. Kihn: Theodor von Mopsuesta
und Junilius Africanus als Exegeten, 1880.

6. Anastasius the Sinaite, patriarch of Antioch toward the close of the
seventh century wrote a work Hodegos, i.e., Guide, in which he set forth
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certain difficulties that had been presented to him by those who had left
the Church Some of these qu_esﬁnm were, W A,Mg_gawthg_auﬂ;gg of

284, 285

7. Hiwi al Balkhi, was a Jewish rationalist of the ninth century, who
lived in Balkh, Persia. He wrote a_polemic against the Secriptures in
which he set forth some two hundred difficultis. He sought to show “that
God was unjust, for example, in that he accepted the gift of Abel but
feyected that of Cain, God was ignorant, not omnipotent, and He changed
His __He further_sought to show that polytheism was taught in the
Blble, and that the Old Testament contained contradictions.

See Judah Rosenthal: “Hiwi al Balki” in JQR, vol. 38, pp. 317-342; 419-
430; vol. 39, pp. 79-94.

8. Ibn Hazm of Cordoba, Spain, 994-1064, in defending Islam as the
true faith sought to show that the Bible was not the Word of God. He
complained of the anthropomorphic representations of God, and also that
the Bible taught polytheism. Further, he thought that he found erroneous

_statements and errors_in_chronology, and attributed the authorsh_p of.

" many statements in the Pentateuch to Ezra.

For a brief summary see A. E}uxllaume Prophecy And Divination, New
York and London, 1938, pp. 415-420, and for a translation into Spanish,
Miguel Asin: Abenhazam de Cordoba, 11, Madrid, 1928.

9. Abu Ibrahim Isaac ibn Yashush, commonly spoken of as Isaac ben
Jasos (982.1057-8) was a Spanish grammarian and probably also a phy-
sician. From references in the writings of Ibn Ezra it appears that Isaac
regarded Qeg@%_?lgmgswlggvmg been written not earlier that Jehoshaphat’s
time. He identified the Hadad of Gen. 36:35 with the Hadad of I Kings
11:74, and his work was denounced by Ibn Ezra as one that should be
burned, since its author was babbling vanities (mah-bil).

10. Abraham ben Meir _ibn [Ezra, commonly referred to as Ibn Ezra
(1092-3-1167) was a Spanish exegete, who wrote many valuable commen-
taries on the Old Testament. There is no question that Ibn Ezra
maiptained the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, yet he evidently
believed that certain verses were_ later. additions. _For example, with
regard to the Wwords, “the Canaanite was then in the land” (Gen. 12:6)
he thinks that the verse has a secret, and the prudent man will be silent.
He also refers to such passages as Gen. 22:14; Deut. 1:1; 3:11, and evi-
dently questions them. He also spoke in such a way as to suggest a late

Lorigin for Isaiah 4066, ‘

11. Andreas Bodenstein, usually called Carlstads, after his native place,

was a contemporary—of. Luther (1480-1541). Apparent]y he regarded
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Luther as a rival, and for a time, when the course of the Reformation was
in his hands, it came close to shipwreck. Carlstadt denied the Mosaic
authorship of the Bentateuch, but his reasons for doing so were indeed
strange. Utiless a man were demented, he argued, he would not maintain
that Moses had written the account of his death (nisi plane dementissimus
Mosi velut auctori tribuet). The style, however, of this section which
records Moses’ death is the same as that of the Pentateuch generally,
hence Moses was not the author of that either. Further, Carlstadt thought

that there were many W}f which Moses would not have
written. R

C. The Reformation to the Nineteenth Century _

1. Andreas Masius, a Roman Catholic lawyer of Belgium (died 1573)
wrote a commentary on Joshua (published in 1574 under the title Josuae
Imperatoris Historia) in which he set forth the view that Ezra and possibly
those associated with him, under Divine e inspiration, may have made cer-
tam interpolations 1 the books 6f Moses. A somewhat similar position
was also advanced by a Flemish scholar of the Jesuit order, Jacques
Bonfrere. He believed that certain words and phrases could not be attri-
buted to Moses speaking in the role of a prophet, but rather were the
insertions of a later hand. Essentially similar opinions were entertained
by the Spanish Jesuit, Benedict Pereira (c. 1535-1610). While holding to
the Mosaic authorship of much of the Pentateuch, he nevertheless be-
lieved that there was considerable later addition.

2. Thomas Hobbes did not deny the Mosaic authorship of those pas-
sages which were expressly attrlbuted,mlhggzs_,_,but “as for the rest, he
thought that it-was written more concerning Moses than by him_(vide--
tur Pentateuchus potius de Mose quam a Mose seriptus), cf. pp. 27, 28.

3. Isaac_Peyrerius was a French clergyman of the Reformed persuasion
who later went over to the Roman Catholic church, (died 1676). He
wrote the Systema Theologicum ex prae-Adamitorum Hypothesi, 1655, in
which he sought to demonstrate that Adam was the head only of Israel
and not of the entire human race. As to the Pentateuch he thought that
Moses had kept a diary or account of the principal events, and had pre-
faced this with an account of the history of the world. These documents,
however, were lost, and the present Pentateuch consists of abstracts de-
rived from these. It is therefore, not the work of Moses, but of a later
time. Peyrere later retracted these views.

4. Benedict Spinoza (1632-1677) was born in Amsterdam, coming from
a prominent Holland-Jewish family. He received a general Jewish educa-
tion and also studied Latin, mathematics and medicine and later became
a student of Descartes. In 1670 he published his Tractatus Theologico
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Politicus, in which he set forth certain criticisms of the Scriptures. The
purpose of his book was to show that philosophy and organized religion
should occupy different spheres.

Spinoza makes reference to Ibn Ezra and discusses some of the passages
upon which he had commented. He thinks that Ibn Ezra himself was
not convinced of the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch (in this, how-
ever, he was probably mistaken), and Spinoza himself denies Mosaic
all_t_l_l_(ll‘sh ip by endeavonng to adduce further evidence. Thus, hé argues,
Moses is spoken of in the third person, he is described as the meekest of
men {Num. 12:3), and the last chapter of Deuteronomy clearly shows
that Moses was not the author. On the other hand, certain passages were
written by Moses. On the whole the Pentateuch may be regarded, thought
Spinoza, as the work of a late compiler, possibly Ezra.

5. Simon and Le Clerc (see pp. 27, 28).

6. Episcopius, the Remonstrant theologian, in his Institutiones Theo-
logicae (1650) asserted that there were many post-Mosaica in the Penta-
teuch. He seems to have objected particularly to Num._&s?\,‘.“Who can
believe that Moses could write this of himself?” Joshua, also, he thought,
was compiled into one book by Ezra. o

7. Campegius Vitringq, in discussing the second chapter of Genesis
(Observationes Sacrae, 1689) suggested that Moses used ancient scrolls
of the Patriarchs together with his own descnptlons and derived some
of his information from these ancient scrolls. It was this idea that Moses
employed previously existing documents in compiling his writings that
was later developed by Astruc.

8. Anthony van Dale_(1696) also suggested that Ezra was the restorer
of the Pentateuch, and had inserted the so- -called post-Mosaicg which had
troubled men like Spinoza, Simon, etc.

9. H. B. Witter had asserted (Jura Israelitarum in Palaestina, 1711)
that there were two parallel accounts of creation, namely Gen. 1:1-2:4
and 2:5-3:24, and that these two accounts were dlstmgulshed’ by the
use of dlfferent divine names. Witter is, therefore, as far as is known,
the first to suggest-the divine names as criteria for distinguishing docu-
ments. '

10. Jean Astruc was born March 19, 1684 at Sauve, Languedoc, in
France. His father had been a Protestant pastor, but with the revocation
of the edict of Nantes, had entered the Romanist church. Astruc studied
at Montpelier, a center of medicine, becoming an M. A. in 1700 and a
doctor of medicine in 1703. He continued to lecture at Montpelier and
Toulouse until 1729, when he moved to Paris and devoted himself to the
great literary work of his life, De morbis venereis. He remained in Paris
until his death.
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In 1753 there appeared Astruc’s work on Genesis with the title,
Conjectures sur les memoires originaux dont il paroit que Moyse s’est
servi pour composer le Livre de la Genese. Avec des Remarques, qui
appuient ou qui eclaircissent ces Conjectures. In the preface Astruc ex-
plained that he had hesitated to issue his work lest some would abuse it to
lessen the authority of the Pentateuch. However, a friend who is described
as very zealous for religion (tres zele pour la Religion) dissipated Astruc’s
scruples and told him that the idea that Moses had used memoirs had
already been advanced by well-approved authors, Les Abbez Fleury and
le Francois. Hence, Astruc was emboldened to publish, although he did so
anonymously.

Moses, he argues, refers to events which took place over two thousand
years before his time. This information Moses must have received either
by direct revelation or from the reports of those who had themselves
been witnesses of the events. But since in Genesis Moses speaks as a
simple historian, it is obvious that he received his knowledge from his
ancestors. This knowledge could have been transmitted either by oral
tradition or by written tradition, i.e., by memorials which had been left
in writing. According to Astruc, the latter was the case.

Moses _actually possessed certain old memoirs which contained the

history of his ancestors from the creation of the world. In order not to
Tose any of these he divided them by pieces (par morceaux) according to
their contents. These pieces he assembled, one following another, and
from this assemblage the book of Genesis was formed.

There are four principal reasons why Astruc advances this thesis. 1.)

Genesis contains striking repetltlons of the same events, e.g., the crea-
tion, the flood, 2.) God is de51gnated by two different, names, Elohim
(Dieu) which indicates that He is the supreme Being, and Jehovah
(L’Eternel), the name which expresses His essence, 3.) This distinctios
appears only in Genesis and the first two chapters of Exodus. Henc:
Astruc limits his discussion accordmgly to this part of the Pentateuch
4.) Certain events are related in Genesis before others although they took
place later.

-

These considerations, thinks Astruc, make it natural to want to analyze
(decomposer) Genesis. Nor is the undertaking as difficult as one would
think. One need only join together all the places where God is constantly
called Elohim. These Astruc placed in a column which he designated
A, and this he regarded as the original document. Side by side with this
Astruc placed all the passages that employ the name Jehovah, and this
column he called B.

However, Astruc soon found it necessary to discover other documents,
and these were as follows:
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C, repetitions, e.g., the Flood.
D, events extraneous to the history of the Hebrew people.
E, the wars of the five kings, Gen.14.
F, Gen. 19:29ff, a “manifest interpolation”.
G, Gen. 22:20-24.
H, Gen. 25:12-19, the genealogy of Ishmael.
I, Gen. 34, a chapter similar in character to ch. 14.
K, Gen. 26:34f.
L, Gen. 28:6-10.
M, Gen. 36:20-31.
Gen. 39, interpolations,

Astruc thus found two principal documents and remarked that his
success was more happy than he had dared hoped for. Certain points
in Astruc’s work must be stressed.

1.) Astruc did not deny the Mosaic authorship of Genesis. In fact he
went to some length to defend it.

2.) Astruc_recognized that the Divine names could not be used as
eriteria for analyzing the entire Pentateuch. )

3.) Astruc’s own work shows that the Divine names are not
criteria Tor analyzing Genesis into documents. He is compelled to carry
out his analysm upon the basis s of secondary criteria. Furthermore, his
own work shows that certain passages, notably Genesis 14, do not fit into
a documentary analysis.

4.) Smce the Dlvme names and even certam secondary criteria are

presence of “interpolations.”

"5.) In asserting that Moses may have used written memoirs in com-
piling Genesis, Astruc doubtless hit upon the truth. His basic mistake
was in going a step farther and claiming that it was possible for us today
to discover the extent of these documents. The subsequent course of
criticism has shown that the process of recognizing the extent of these
documents is by no means the easy thing that Astruc thought it to be.

Astruc’s work seems to have passed entirely unnoticed, although it was
reviewed with disfavor by Michaelis. Ten years after its appearance
Voltaire, in the article “Genesis” in his Philosophical Dictionary, says,
“It is principally this verse (Gen. 36:31) that determined Astruc to give
up the inspired authority of the whole Book of Genesis, and suppose
the author had derived his materials from existing memoirs and records.
His work is ingenious and accurate, but it is rash, not to say audacious.
Even a council would scarcely have ventured on such an enterprise. And
to what purpose has it served Astruc’s thankless and dangerous labor—
to double the darkness he wished to enlighten? Here is the fruit of the
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tree of knowledge of which we are all so desirous of eating. Why must
it be, that the fruit of the tree of ignorance should be more nourishing
and more digestible?” (ET, 1901, Vol. 5. p. 187).
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11. Johann Gottfried Eichhorn asserted his independence of Astruc,
but performed essentially the same work, although far more thoroughly.
In his Einleitung (1780-83) he analyzed Genesis and Exodus 1-2 into _
sources, which he called J and E, after the Divine names. These sources,
he thought, probably rested upon written traditions, and were pieced
together by Moses. Later, however, he gave up the theory of a Mosaic
redaction, and asserted that the sources were pieced together by an un-
known redactor.

12. Karl David Ilsen was the successor of Eichhorr in the chair of
Oriental languages at Jena. In 1798 he published a work with the pre-
possessing title, Die Urkunden des jerusalemischen Tempelarchivs in ihrer
Urgestalt ols Beitrag zur Berichtigung der Geschichte der Religion und
Politik (i.e., The Documents of the Archives of the Temple of Jerusalem
in their Original Form, as a Contribution to the Corroboration of the
History of Religion and Politics). In order to write the history of the
Israelites, Ilgen desired to make available their literary documents. To
do this, however, he sought to free them from the accretions which, he
believed, had grown up around them. The original archives of the temple,
he thought, had become torn and mixed up.

Tlgen came to the conclusion that in the book of Genesis there were
seventeen different individual documents, and these he assigned to three
different aut}lors,jwaElohlsts»a.nd_om Jehovist, _Thus:

1. The first Elohist (E!), ten sections.

2. The second Elohist (E2), five sections.

3. The first Jehovist (sefer eliyah hari’shon), two sections.

The first Jehovist began with the twelfth chapter, and passages
which Astruc had regarded as Jehovistic were assigned to the second
Elohist.

The following remarks may be made:

1.) In mentioning a first Jehovist, Ilgen allowed for the possibility
of a second, thus, it would seem, suggesting that even the Jehovistic sec-
tions were not a unity.

2.) In assigning Astruc’s Jehovistic passages in Gen. 1-11 to his sec-
ond Elohist, Tlgen again showed the insufficiency of the Divine names as
criteria for carrying on the critical analysis.

3.) In dividing the content of Genesis between two Elohists, Ilgen
anticipated the position of Hupfeld (1853).
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Soon after the publication of his work on Genesis, Ilgen became
rector of the Pforta School and apparently gave up specialized study
of the Old Testament.

SUMMARY

For a time after the Reformation, certain scholars were troubled by the
presence in the Pentateuch of passages which, they believed, could not
have been written by Moses. Hence, it was asserted by some that Moses
could not have been the author of the entire Pentateuch. But this was the
exception. By the great majority of scholars, Mosaic authorship was
accepted and even defended.

Vitringa, an orthodox theologian, merely suggested that Moses might
have employed ancient memoirs of the Patriarchs. Witter is probably
to be regarded as the father of the documentary theory, since he called
attention to the divine names and also to alleged parallel accounts. How-
ever, this was only in germ form.

Astruc stoutly maintained the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch.
He merely thought that Moses had used previously existing documents
and that the divine names furnished the clue for identifying these docu-
ments. This was essentially the position of Eichhorn, and these men,
together with Ilgen, may be regarded as representatives of the EARLIER
DocuMENTARY HYPOTHESIS.S '

D. The Fragmentary Hypothesis

In the writings of the earliest advocates of the Documentary Hypo-
thesis, the weaknesses of this hypothesis clearly appear. The divine names,
which to Astruc seemed such satisfactory guides for the analysis of docu-

5. Quite possibly other scholars also might be classified as representatives in one way
or another of this hypothesis. Thus, J. G. Hase (1785) declared that the Penta-
teuch was compiled in the time of the Exile from old documents which were partly
Mosaic but which were enlarged and changed. In 1805 he retracted this position,
declaring that the Pentateuch was the work of Moses, but contained certain inter-
polations, and that Ezra had been the last to work on it. Friedrick Karl Fulda. a
pastor, taught (1791-95) that certain laws, songs, and sections had come from
Moses, but that these were present only in fragments. In David’s time the laws
were collected, and from this collection and from historieal books our present Pen-
tateuch was finally compiled in Ezra’s time. H. Corrodi maintained (1792) that the
Pentateuch consisted of various parts and was at least as old as the Davidic Psalms.
J. C. Nachtigall (1794) asserted that the entire Pentateuch was gathered and ar-
ranged before the schism. Later, he attributed very little to Moses, and this was
written on stones and in hieroglyphs, and much was handed down by word of
mouth. From the time of Samuel these traditions were written down and collected,
and the present Pentateuch was probably compiled by Jeremiah during the exile.
J. K. R. Eckermann sought to show, in opposition to Nachtigall that unless the
Pentateuch had been in existence before the schism, the Samaritans could not have
received a copy. Hence, it must have been written during the days either of Sam-
uel or David.
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ments, proved after all to be very unsatisfactory. Astruc was elated over
what he thought was success, but Ilgen actually applies some of Astruc’s
Jehovistic passages to an Elohistic writer. Further, Iigen had to find two
Elohistic writers. Why should two such competent men come to opposite
conclusions? Is it not possible that the whole process of partitioning
writings into various documents is very subjective? The subjective char-
acter of the process becomes clearer as we trace its history further.

Alexander Geddes was a Scottish Roman Catholic priest, who in 1792
issued a translation of the Bible through Joshua, and in 1800, his Critical
Remarks (London). In these works Geddes asserted that the Pentateuch,
in its present form, was not the work of Moses, but was probably com-

iled during the reign of Solofion in Jerusalem. Although taking its
mkaﬁrﬁfgﬂtﬁéﬁi@ﬁ’ﬁnsaﬁ)ﬁ; the Pentateuch was compiled
froih ancient documents, some of which “were coeval with Moses, and
some even anterior to Moses.” These documents amounted to a mass
of fragments, large and small, which were independent of one another
and were pieced together by a redactor. There were, thought Geddes,
two series of fragments, and this phenomenon was due to the presence of
the divine names.

On the other hand Geddes definitely rejected the two-document theory
of Astruc and Eichhorn as “a work of fancy.” He further united the
book of Joshua to the Pentateuch, “both because I conceive it to have
been compiled by the same author and because it is a necessary appendix
to the history contained in the former books.” Thus, Geddes anticipates
the modern view of a Hexateuch, rather than a Pentateuch,

Although Geddes claimed to be true to religion, and even said, “I
willingly profess myself a sincere, though unworthy, disciple of Christ;
Christian is my name, and Catholic my surname”, nevertheless, he
appealed to reason, and, as his words reveal, autonomous human reason,
as the “only solid pillar of faith.” Geddes’ position, therefore, was at
bottom, rationalistic, and hostile to supernatural Christianity. Christian-
ity and reason of course, are not enemies, for Christianity is the only
reasonable explanation of life, and true reason, which is derived from
God, is both humble and receptive. To regard the unaided reason of man,
however, as autonomous, and the final court of judgment, is to set up
man as the judge of God’s revelation. It is rationalism of a very bold
type. Geddes, therefore, whether he wished it or not, was attacking the
Christian religion, and it is no wonder that the authority of the Church
opposed him.

The fragmentary hypothesis of Geddes was more fully developed by
Johann Severin Vater, Commentar ueber den Pentateuch, 1802-05, who
sought to demonstrate the gradual growth of the Pentateuch from individ-
ual fragments, of which he found some thirty-eight. Some of these were
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from the time of Moses, but the Pentateuch in its present form belongs
to the age of the exile.

It should be noted that up to this time documentary analysis had for
the most_part been confined to Genesis. Vater, however, continues it
throughout the remainder of the PentateucF) Indeed;—he-regarded—the
kernel of the Pentateuch as a book of law, and taught that Deuteronomy
went back to the time of David or Solomon.

The theory was carried still further by Anton Theodor Hartmann,
in his Historisch-Kritische Forschungen ueber die Bildung, das Zeitalter
und den Plan der fuenf Buecher Mosis, 1831. He thought it questionable
whether the art of writing was known in Moses’ days, but believed that it
came to be known among the Hebrews only in the days of the Judges.
Most of the poriions of the Pentateuch, according to Hartmann, took
their rise sometime between the age of Solomon and the exile and, in
its present form, the Pentateuch is the product of the time of the exile.
Holding to such a view of the historical origin of the books, Hartmann
naturally came to believe that the narratives of the Pentateuch were myths
and distorted traditions.

Among the adherents of the fragmentary h esis must also be
named Wilhelm Martin Lebrecht De Weite. \In his Beitraege zur Einleit-
ung ins AT, 1806, 7, he taught thai The oldest parts of the Pentateuch

belonged to David’s time. ‘O?riiginally there were individual, independent
fragments, which were pieced together by different compilers; thus, the
compiler of Leviticus was a different person from that of Exodus, ete.
Deuteronomy was composed under Josiah, and, since it is presupposed in
the other Pentateuchal books, they must be later. This view had received
particular expression in De Wette’s dissertation, Dissertatio qua Deut-
eronomium a prioribus Pentateuchi libris diversum alius cuiusdam recent-
ioris auctoris opus esse demonstratur, June, 1805. This view of Deut-
eronomy became pivotal in later discussions,

With respect to Genesis, De Wette returned to the documentary hypoth-
esis and maintained that the author of Genesis had an Elohim-document
which extended at least to Exodus 6, and this he supplemented with
excerpts from one or possibly more Jehovistic sources. De Wette rejected
very pronouncedly the historical character of the Mosaic history and
regarded Genesis as containing a type of epic poem. He may be regarded
then, as holding, only to an extent, the fragmentary hypothesis.

GENERAL REMARKS ON THE FRAGMENTARY HYPOTHESIS

1. It is a reductio ad absurdum of the principles and methods of the
earlier two-document hypothesis. As Green remarks, “Admit the legiti-
macy of this disintegrating process, and there is no limit to which it
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may not be carried at the pleasure of the operator; and it might be added,
there is no work to which it might not be applied” (HCP, p. 72). The
reader should consult E. D. McRealsham (C. M. Meade) : Romans Dis-
sected. A new Critical Analysis of the Epistle to the Romans.*

2. It is almost inconceivable that a work, bearing the manifest inner
unity and harmony of the Pentateuch, could have been compiled from
a congeries of conflicting and independent fragments.

3. The allusions of one part of the Pentateuch to other parts clearly
shows that the fragmentary hypothesis is incorrect.

4. Advocates of the fragmentary hypothesis have not only denied the
Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, but have also emphasized the denial
of its essential historicity. The rationalism of Geddes has influenced Vater,
and Vater in turn has influenced De Wette. The spirit of Geddes has
prevailed among the advocates of this hypothesis, whether they were
conscious of the fact or not.

5. In view of the New Testament witness to the historicity of Penta-
teuchal events, the fragmentary hypothesis, in so far as it denies such
historicity, must be rejected.

E. Opposition to the Fragmentary Hypothesis
THE SupPLEMENT HYPOTHESIS.

The hypothesis of fragments by no means commanded universal assent.
It is necessary, therefore, to consider some who either wrote directly
against it or who advocated their own views. We shall first consider
those who set forth individual views.

1. With particular opposition to the writings of Vater and De Wette,
there were those who sought to maintain the essential Mosaic authorship
of the Pentatench. Among them may be mentioned Kelle, 1811, Fritzsche,
1814, Jahn, and to a certain extent, Rosenmueller, 1821.

2. L. Bertholdt in his Biblical Introduction, 1813 asserted that the
Pentateuch was essentially Mosaic, although compiled in its present form
at some time between Saul and the end of Solomon’s reign.

3. Count Volney, 1814, in his Recherches nouvelles sur Uhistoire ancien-
ne, maintained that our present Pentateuch was compiled by Hilkiah (II
K. 22) out of genuine Mosaic records and some later additions.

4. ]. G. Herbst, a professor at Tuebingen, held that the Pentateuch was
edited in the time of David, and that it consisted of the genuine writings
of Moses with some additions.

5. In 1823 Eichhorn modified somewhat his earlier belief in the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch.
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6. Heinrich Ewald produced what might be called a death blow to the
fragment hypothesis. In his work on Genesis (Die Komposition der
Genesis kritisch untersucht, 1823) Ewald presented a strong defense of
the book’s unity. He sought to turn aside from what he called the Hypoth-
esenstrudel, and to discover what the narrator in Genesis really wished
to say. He did not maintain that Moses was the author, but he did hold
that Genesis was a remarkable book, coming from a very early time (der
grauen Vorzeit). Genesis, he thought, appeared to be a unit, designed to
exhibit the history of God’s people from its origin until it was brought
down to Egypt. Certain idioms and expressions, he thought, betrayed
the unity of the book. Certain characteristics of Genesis also appear in
Arabic literature where, for example, one may find repetitions and partic-
ular headings within a larger book. These, therefore, are no indication
of diversity of authorship. Ewald concludes that we should no longer
look for different narrators, where there is the greatest harmony, nor
should we seek to divide into individual pieces that which is so strongly
bound together (—in einzelne Stuecke trennen, was tausendfache Baende
aufs genaueste an—und ineinander verknupfen).

In the present writer’s opinion Ewald made a real contribution to the
problem of the unity of Genesis by his appeal to Arabic literature.

See Robert Dick Wilson: “The Use Of ‘God’ And ‘Lord’ In The Koran”.*
in PTR, October, 1919, pp. 2-8.

7. C. P. W. Gramberg in 1829, sought to trace the development of
various Israelitish institutions such as the feasts, priesthood, sacrifice,
sanctuaries, etc. Genesis and Exodus, he thought, were from old sources,
both oral and written, and were compiled sometime between David and
Hezekiah. Leviticus and Numbers belong to the beginning of the exile,
and Deuteronomy, compiled from post-Josian sources, belongs to the
end of the exile. Gramberg taught that the Redactor, in combining the
Elohist and Jehovist, made some changes and additions of his own.
Gramberg, therefore, may legitimately be regarded as a forerunner of the
development hypothesis of Wellhausen.

8. Wilhelm Vatke asserted that the Mosaic state was not historical, and
the law, rather than being the foundation was rather the product of a
state which already existed. The law book which was discovered during
Josiah’s reign was essentially parts of the code in Exodus. Deuteronomy,
on the other hand arose after the Josianic reform, and the last portions
of the law come from the exile. Even more markedly than Gramberg,
therefore, may Vatke be considered a forerunner of Wellhausen. Vatke
expressed his opinions in his work Die Religion des ATs nach den kanon-
ischen Buechern entwickelt, Berlin, 1835.

9. J. F. L. George (Die aelteren juedischen Feste mit einer Kritik der
Gesetzgebung des Pentateuchs, Berlin, 1835) divided Israel’s history into
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three periods. To the earliest he attributed the historical portions of the
Pentateuch, namely, Genesis, parts of Exodus and Numbers. To the
second belonged the Judges and Prophets. Deuteronomy appeared toward
the close of this period. The third period was that of the Hierarchy, and
at this time the latest books of the Old Testament, including portions
of the Pentateuch, were produced. This reconstruction of Israel’s history
was influenced by the Hegelian philosophy.

10. E. Bertheau (1840) regarded the three middle books of the Penta-
teuch as containing a large collection of genuine Mosaic laws, consisting
of seven groups, each of which in turn had seven series, and of these
each had ten precepts. The remainder of the legal matter and the histor-
ical portion was added later.

11. Advocates of the Supplement Hypothesis. In his treatment of
Genesis, De Wette had maintained that the author had before him a
document (E) which he supplemented with bits from other sources.
Thus, he held essentially to an hypothesis of supplements. This view tended
in the opposite direction from the fragment hypothesis. It in reality
tended toward maintaining the unity of the Biblical books, and hence,
as far as it went, was a step in the right direction.

a. Influenced apparently by J.J. Staehelin’s, Kritische Untersuchungen
ueber die Genesis, 1830, Ewald, in a review of the same, expressed the
opinion that at the basis of the first six books of the Bible lay an Elohistic
writing in which the author had used older sections, such as the Ten
Commandments, Later, a parallel writing arose, and this employed the
name Jehovah. A later hand took excerpts from this J document and
inserted them into the basic document E, and at times his work is visible.

b. A somewhat similar position was advanced by P. von Bohlen (1835)
in a study on Genesis. He assumed the existence of an original writing
which had been taken over by an Israelitish author, and adopted for his
purposes. Von Bohlen also considered Deuteronomy the earliest portion
of the Pentateuch, dating it about the time of Josiah. The remainder he
considered not to have been completed until the exile.

c. In his work on Genesis (de libri Geneseos origine atque indole his-
torica observationes quaedam contra Bohlenum, Bonn, 1836) which, as
its title shows, was directed against von Bohlen, Friedrich Bleek also
espoused a form of the supplement hypothesis. The redactor who sup-
plemented the Elohistic source was, he asserted, the Jehovist himself.
However, Bleek also thought that many passages in the Pentateuch were
originally Mosaic, and that with these books we are standing on his-
torical ground. Deuteronomy differs from the previous books in that it
is not a collection, but a unit, and related to Jeremiah. There were,
according to Bleek, two principal redactions of the whole Pentateuch. One
occurred during the period of the yet undivided monarchy, and was made
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by the compiler of Genesis. The second was made by the compiler of
Deuteronomy, sometime near the end of the Judean state, and this also
included Joshua. The whole work, thus redacted, was discovered in the
18th year of the reign of Josiah. Many of the above ideas were set forth
in Bleek’s earlier works (1822, 1831). In the 5th and 6th editions of his
Introduction, (1840, 1845) De Wette maintained that there had been a
three-fold redaction of the Hexateuch, the Elohistic, the Jehovistic and the
Deuteronomic. The Jehovist had supplemented the Elohistic document, a
work of the time of Jeroboam I. Thus, De Wette now espoused the sup-
plement hypothesis.

A mature expression of Bleek’s views may be studied in the English
translation of his Iniroduciion (London, 1869), a very valuable work,
which is characterized by sobriety and moderation. Bleek was an evan-
gelical Christian, and, although some of his views appear to be untenable
and out of harmony with the evangelical Christian position, nevertheless,
Bleek, because his desire was to be constructive, is even today worthy of
serious study.

d. In 1843 Staehelin published his Critical Investigations, in which he
maintained that the Pentateuch (and Joshua) was redacted in the time of
Saul possibly by Samuel. At the basis of this, however, lay another
work, which contained much of Genesis, most of the middle books, and
the geographical part of Joshua. This was composed soon after the
conquest of Palestine.

e. Caesar von Lengerke (1844) assumed a three-fold redaction of the
Hexateuch. The basic writing, he thought, was Elohistic, composed in
the early part of Solomon’s reign. The redactor was the Jehovist, whose
work contained most of the Pentateuch, and was written about the time
of Hezekiah, whereas, most of Deuteronomy and Joshua come from
about the time of Josiah.

f. Franz Delitzsch, in his commentary on Genesis, 1852, held that all
the portions of the Pentateuch attributed to Moses (Deuteronomy and Exo-
dus 19-24) were actually written by him. The remaining laws were Mosaic,
but were codified by the priests after the conquest of Canaan. After the
conquest the Elohistic document was written, possibly by Eliezer, and in
this the book of the covenant was incorporated. Someone else then supple-
mented this work, also including Deuteronomy.

g. The classic expression of the supplement hypothesis, however, was
given by Friedrich Tuch in his commentary on Genesis (1858). Tuch
held that in the Pentateuch there were two documents, which could be
distinguished by their use of the divine names. Of these, the Elohistic
is basic, embracing the entire Mosaic period, and even continuing into
the book of Joshua. The supplementer (Ergaenzer) is the Jehovistic
author, who inserted material of his own into the E document. According
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to Tuch, the Elohist belonged to the time of Saul, and the Jehovist to the
age of Solomon. ~

Remark: There is one very clear fact upon which the supplement
hypothesis breaks down. Since the supplementer was generally regarded
as “]J,” it is perfectly clear why the “J” passages would contain allusions
to the “E” passages. But why do the “E” passages, supposedly written
before the supplementer “J” began his work, contain allusions to or pre-
suppose the contents of the “J” sections? Here the theory fails. There
are other difficulties also, but this is the chief one. This theory was
subjected to a thorough refutation in 1844 by J. H. Kurtz in a discussion
of Genesis 1-4. Two years later, 1846, appeared his work on the unity
of Genesis, Die Einheit der Genesis, which continued the refutation. Un-
fortunately Kurtz later gave up his position.

F. The Crystallization Hypothesis

1. Heinrich Ewald was yet to change his mind again. As he had helped
in establishing, so he aided also in destroying the supplement hypothesis.
In his History of the People of Israel (1840-1845) he asserted that in
the Pentateuch there were fragments which did not go back either to
E, J, or to Deuteronomy. To Moses Ewald assigned the Decalogue and a
few laws. The list of stations in Num. 33, Genesis 14, etc, he considered
also to be very old. In addition he found a work, the book of Covenants,
which he thought was probably written by a Judean during the time of
the Judges. Further, there was the book of Origins, written by a Levite
in the early years of Solomon’s reign. This about approximated the
Elohist of the supplement hypothesis. In addition there was also a third
narrator, probably a contemporary of Elijah, who with the help of the
first historical work, narrated the Mosaic history. A fourth—prophetic—
narrator is also to be found, and a fifth—a Judean of the time of Uzziah
or Jotham.

This fifth narrator constantly used the divine name, Jehovah, and was
the editor. From this work our Hexateuch is derived, and in the final
redaction, three hands were active. About 600 B. C. Leviticus 26:3-45
was inserted. In the 1st edition of his work Ewald maintained that
Deuteronomy was added during the latter half of Manasseh’s reign, but in
subsequent editions taught that it was originally an independent work
added about 500 B. C. by the final editor.

2. August Knobel, 1861, taught a simpler form of this crystallization
hypothesis. He held to a basic document, E, from the period of Saul,
hence he is sometimes classified as an adherent of the supplement hypoth-
esis. Side by side with this was another document of later origin, a
Book of Rights. In addition there was the “J” document, the Book of



132 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

Wars, and the author of this was also the supplementer. Lastly came
Deuteronomy, which was contemporary with Jeremiah.

3. Eberhard Schraeder, 1869, while really presenting a form of the
crystallization hypothesis, sought to unite the various hypotheses. He
taught that the Pentateuch consisted of two original documents, E and
the theocratic narrator, a 2nd E. These two were worked into one by
the Jehovist, and Deuteronomy was the work of another author.

G. The Modified Document Hypothesis

The Crystallization hypothesis was an attempt to remove the difficulties
of the supplement hypothesis by means of the introduction of addi-
tional supplements. Exactly one hundred years after the appearance of
Astruc’s work, Hermann Hupfeld undertook to remove the difficulty in an
entirely different manner. In his important work, Die Quellen der Genesis
und die Art ihrer Zusammensetzung von neuem untersucht, 1853, Hupfeld
sought to show:

1. The J sections in Genesis were not mere disconnected supplements
to an earlier Elohistic basis, but themselves formed a continuous docu-
ment.

2. On the other hand the Elohistic sections were not a continuous docu-
ment, but rather, were composite, consisting of two documents. This idea
had already been advanced by Ilgen, De Wette and, to an extent, by
Knobel. There was thus a first Elohist and a second Elohist. Strangely
enough, Hupfeld maintained, the second Elohist, although employing the
divine name Elohim, nevertheless in his language and other character-
istics was closer to the Jehovist than to the first Elohist.

3. These three documents were put together into their present form by
a redactor. Hupfeld laid much stress upon the redactor, and allowed
him great freedom in his work. In fact, many of the “difficulties” in the
Pentateuch may be ascribed to this redactor.

The chronological arrangement of the documents by Hupfeld, therefore,
was as follows:

1. 1st Elohist (die Urschrift).
2. 2nd Elohist.

3. Jehovist.

4. Deuteronomy.

With respect to Hupfeld’s partition of Genesis, certain remarks should
be made. In the first place, Hupfeld begins his 2nd E at Genesis 20,
whereas his 1lst E practically concludes at this point. This looks like
the breaking in two of a document that was continuous, especially since
the 2nd E seems to presuppose some of the 1st E. At least, the continuity
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and completeness of the 1st E are destroyed. Another point of importance
is that the content of 1st E is largely genealogical, statistical data and
extraordinary events, such as the creation, flood, etc. Such material is not
the property of any one writer, but is due to the subject matter itself.
Again, Hupfeld’s insistence that the 2nd E was closer to J than to the
1st E is really clear evidence of the unsatisfactory character of the Divine
names as criteria for distinguishing documents. Lastly, without the lavish
use of the redactor which Hupfeld made, the whole theory falls to the
ground.

Nevertheless, Hupfeld’s views gained ground, and it is probably correct
to speak of him as the real founder of the modern documentary hypoth-
esis; that is, the hypothesis that the Pentateuch consists of four principal
documents. In its essentials, this theory was accepted by Edward Boehmer
(1860) who was the first to publish the text of the various documents in
various types of print; Theodor Noeldeke (1869), who also attacked the
supplement hypothesis; August Dillmann (1886), who used the letters
A, B, C, D, to distinguish the documents; and Franz Delitzsch (1880).

GENERAL REmARKs UpoN THE DocuMENTARY HyYPOTHESIS.®

The four documents which Hupfeld thought he had discovered came
to be variously designated. The designation, however, which has prevailed
to the present is the following:

P (Priestly) — Hupfeld’s 1st Elohist.
E — 2nd Elohist
J — Jehovist,

D — Deuteronomy.

It is not our intention to engage in a long refutation of this hypothesis.
This has been amply done many times. The principal arguments against
the documentary theory, however, are the following:

1. The positive claims of various portions of Scripture that the Penta-
teuch is Mosaic.

2. The unnaturalness of the theory. It is too much of a strain upon
one’s credulity to be asked to believe that a work which exhibits the inner
unity and harmony of purpose found in the Pentateuch, should have had
its origin in the manner postulated by this hypothesis. The phenomenon
is unparalleled in the history of literature.

3. The divine names are not adequately distributed in Genesis to form
the basis for analysis into documents. The following facts should be
noted:

6. These brief remarks apply to the hypothesis as such, as it has generally been held
since Hupfeld’s time.
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a. The name Jehovah (yehowah) does not appear in the following
chapters, Genesis 1, 23, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 50 nor in Exodus 1, 2. In the last eleven chapters of Genesis it occurs
but once, i.e., Gen. 49:18. In the last twenty chapters it appears 15 times,
three of these appearances being in chap. 38, and 8 in chap. 39. Despite
this fact, portions of J are thought to be found in each of these twenty
chapters (See, e.g., Carpenter and Harford: The Composition Of The
Hexateuch, London, 1902. pp. 511-514).

b. The name Elohim is not found in Genesis 10-16, 18, 29, 34, 36,
37, 38, 47, 49.
c. The Deity is not mentioned as such in Genesis 23, 34, 36, 37 and 47.

Nevertheless, according to Carpenter and Harford, these chapters are
distributed as follows:

] P E
34:2b-3ac, 5, 7, 11,19, 23:1.20 37:5-11, 13b-14a, 15-
26, 29b-31. 34:1-2a, 3b, 4, 6, 810, 17a, 17b-18a, 19, 22-
36:32-39. 1218, 20-25, 27-29a.  25a, 28a, 28¢-31, 32b-

37:2b, 2d-4, 12-13a, 36:1a, b,—5a, 5b-8, 9- 33a, 34, 36.
14b, 18b, 21, 25b-27, 28, 29.

28b, 32a, 33b; 35. 37:1-2ac.

47:1-4, 6b, 12-27a, 29- 47:5-6a, 7-11, 27b-28.

31.

A careful study of this table and of the above facts will make it clear
that the analysis really depends upon cateria other than the divine names.

d. The distribution of the divine names is most pronounced in the early
portions of Genesis, particularly in chapters 1-3. In 1-2:3 Elohim appears
35 times, and in 2:4-3:24 Jehovah Elohim occurs 20 times. This is a
phrase which occurs only once in the remainder of the “Hexateuch”

(Exodus 9:30), and comparatively rarely in the remainder of the Old
Testament.

e. The variations in the divine names, particularly in the early
chapters of Genesis, are due to theological reasons. For example, when
in Gen. 3:2, the serpent speaks of God as Elohim, it is quite understand-
able that the covenant name, Jehovah, would not appear in the serpent’s
mouth. This thought has been given classic expression by Hengstenberg
in his DGP, vol. 1, pp. 213-393. It should also be noted that in certain
cases the use of the names may be explained as a desire to avoid needless
repetition. In this connection we may note also that the usage of the
Septuagint does not correspond throughout with that of the Hebrew text.
The usage, in certain instances, may be due to other reasons; in no case
does it really indicate a different author.
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f. The name Jehovah occurs in passages which are attributed to P,
and Elohim appears in so-called J passages. Thus, e.g.,

J E P
Gen. 7:9, “as Elohim Gen. 20:18, “For Je- Gen. 7:16b, “and Je-
had commanded hovah, etc.” hovah shut him in”.,

Noah”

This phenomenon, only one example of which is here given, occurs
several times. It is but another evidence of the fact that, as the Pentateuch
stands, the analysis cannot be carried through upon the basis of the divine
names.

g. The characteristics of the usage of the divine names in the Pentateuch
may be paralleled in the Koran, which is generally attributed to one man,
Mohammed, as its author.

4. Since the analysis cannot be carried on with the aid of the divine
names alone, it is necessary to call in a supposed redactor, whenever the
analysis breaks down. A few glaring examples will show what a weak
procedure this is. The italicized words are those which are generally
attributed to a redactor.

Gen. 2:4b (J) in the day that Jehovah Elohim made, etc. (so through-
out this section).

Gen. 7:16 (P), as God had commanded him, and Jehovah shut him in.

Gen. 14:22 (?) unto Jehovah, God (El) most high.

Gen. 20:18 (E) for Jehovah, etc.

Gen. 21:1b (P) and Jehovah did, etc.

Ci. E. S. Brightman: The Sources Of The Hexateuch, New York, 1918,
to discover how frequently the redactor is employed.

5. The analysis destroys the unity of otherwise continuous documents.
A few examples will make this clear:

a. Gen. 5 (P) speaks of the widespread reign of death over mankind,
but Gen. 1:31 (P) said that all was very good. If then, God ereated
everything good, why should death reign over all? P does not explain
this. The explanation is given in JE (Gen. 3). As P stands, therefore, it
is incomplete.

b. Ex. 3:4 reads, “And when Jehovah saw that he turned aside to
see, Elohim called unto him, etc.” Hence, 4a is given to J and 4b to E.

c. Gen. 19:29 is given to P, and refers to the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah. Yet, the account of the destruction itself is found not
in P but in J.

d. The P document has a particularly fragmentary character. The
similarity of its style however is to be accounted for because of the
sameness of its contents, not because it is the work of a different author.
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6. After Exodus 6:3 the divine names cannot be used to distinguish
documents. This verse, generally attributed to P, is supposed to teach
that the name Jehovah had not previously been revealed. According to
this passage, the name which the patriarchs knew was El Shaddai, and
not Jehovah. Hence, previous occurrences of the name Jehovah are attri-
buted by critics of the documentary school to J. Those occurrences which
are found in P, such as Gen. 17:1, are given to a redactor.

However, this is a mistaken interpretation. The verse does not mean
that the name Jehovah, as a vocable, was not known before this time. In
the Bible the name of a person represents his character or being. This
verse, therefore, teaches that in His character of Jehovah, i.e., covenant-
redeemer God, God was not known to the patriarchs, a statement which
is perfectly true.

7. A careful study of the alleged doublets and parallel passages in
Genesis will reveal that in reality they are not doublets at all. Cf. e.g.,
the discussion of the relationship between Genesis 1 and 2, pp. 54, 55.

H. Hengstenberg and His School

It must not be thought that the various divisive hypotheses were uni-
versally accepted. Such was not the case. Under the spiritual impetus
of Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg, there grew up a school of reverent be-
lieving scholarship. This school was not reactionary. It represented,
rather, an endeavor to pay full deference to the authority of Holy Scrip-
ture, and at the same time to take full cognizance of the results of the
latest scholarship.

The undisputed leader of this movement was Hengstenberg, whom B. B.
Warfield has called “—one of the most searching expounders of the
Scripture that God has as yet given His Church” (“The Divine Messiah
In The Old Testament,” in Christology and Criticism, New York, 1929,
p. 5). Born in 1802, Hengstenberg early distinguished himself in scholarly
work. Before the age of twenty he had finished a translation of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, and he early issued a Latin translation of the Moallakah of
Amr’ilkeis. While a student at Basel he was converted, and at once
plunged himself into the study and defense of the Old Testament. He
wrote many commentaries and also his masterful Christology Of The Old
Testament. Tt is, however with his work on the Pentateuch that we are
now principally concerned. This has been made available in English under
the title, Dissertations On The Genuineness Of The Pentateuch, Edin-
burgh, 1847, and is a work that should be carefully read by every serious
student of the Old Testament. Hengstenberg answers in most thorough
fashion, once for all, the multifarious arguments which have been raised
against the genuineness and integrity of the five books of Moses.
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Among those who may be classified as having come under Hengsten-
berg’s influence are M. Drechsler (Die Einheit und Echtheit der Genesis,
1838), H. Ch. Haevernick and Karl Friedrich Keil. Although the writings
of these men belong to the last century, they are nevertheless valuable
even today. Had their words been heeded, the subsequent course of
criticism would have been quite different. The spirit of the times, how-
ever, was against them, and their work could not stem the advancing tide
of divisive criticism. Truth, however, must not be measured by majorities,
and the student of the Old Testament, if he is really desirous of main-

taining the Truth, must pay serious heed to the work of these believing
scholars.

I. The Development Hypothesis?

In a lecture given during the summer semester of 1834, Eduard Reuss
had expressed the opinion that the basic Elohistic document, rather than
being the earliest, was in reality the latest. In 1850 he again gave ex-
pression to this thought, but, at the time, it found little reception.

During the years 1862-1879 the bishop of Natal, John William Colenso,
produced a work, “The Pentateuch And Joshua Critically Examined”
(London). He attacked the basic document of the supplement hypoth-
esis as being unhistorical and late.

With the appearance of Karl Heinrich Graf’s work on the historical
books of the Old Testament (1866), a turning point in Pentateuchal
criticism was reached. It had already been suggested by George and Vatke
that the Levitical legislation was later than Deuteronomy and that it could
not have arisen earlier than the time of the exile. In 1862, a rabbi, Dr.
J. Popper, had ascribed Ex. 35-40 and Lev. 8-10 to the scribes who lived
after Ezra’s time. Graf’s work had somewhat the effect of a climax to
these earlier views. He took his starting point, not from Genesis, but from
the legislation. Deuteronomy, he thought, was composed under the reign
of Josiah, and presupposed only the Jehovistic legislation of the Book of
the Covenant. The Levitical laws, on the other hand, belonged to the
time of Ezra. It is of note that Graf ascribed Lev. 18-26 to Ezekiel. As
to the remainder of the Pentateuch Graf held to the supplementary
hypothesis, maintaining that the basic document had been supplemented
by the Jehovist, and that the resultant work had been edited and redacted
by the Deuteronomist.

Graf’s work was attacked by Riehm and Noeldeke at two principal
points. They insisted that the Jehovist was not a supplementer but the
composer of an independent document, and further that the Levitical
legislation could not be divorced from the basic document.

7. In tracing the history of the Development Hypothesis, I have in large measure been
guided by Riehm.
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Graf was influenced by these criticisms, and modified his original posi-
tion to the extent of asserting that the basic writing was not the earliest
portion of the Pentateuch, but the latest. It will be noted that this involved
a complete reversal in the dating of the basic document. The former

order PE J D, had now become EJDPor JEDP.

Graf’s theory was strengthened, and impetus given to its propagation
by the appearance of Abraham Kuenen’s, De Godsdienst van Israel {1869-
70). Kuenen had worked independently of Graf, at least in part. Essen-
tially the same view was expressed in 1874 by August Kayser (Das vor-
exilische Buch der Urgeschichte Israels). He maintained that the basis
of the Pentateuch was the Jehovistic document, into which parts of an
Elohistic document had been incorporated. Deuteronomy came from
Josiah’s time and was bound up with the Jehovistic document. Next
came FEzekiel’s legislation, including Lev. 17-26. The Elohim document
(P) probably was from Ezra. Finally came the incorporation of all into
one whole. This viewpoint Kayser presented largely upon the basis of
literary—critical considerations.

It was the advocacy of Julius Wellhausen, however (Die Komposition
des Hexateuchs, 1876-77) which brought this hypothesis to the position of
dominance. According to Wellhausen, the earliest parts of the Pentateuch
come from two originally independent documents, the Jehovist and the
Elohist. From these two the Jehovist compiled a work that was principally
narrative. In Josiah’s time came Deuteronomy, and the Deuteronomist
incorporated this in the Jehovistic work and revised the whole, principally
Joshua. The priestly legislation of the Elohim-document was largely the
work of Ezra. A later redactor then worked over the whole. Lev. 17-26,
while coming from Ezekiel’s time, were nevertheless, not the work of

Ezekiel.

Wellhausen combined his dating of the various alleged documents with
a particular evolutionary reconstruction of Israel’s history, a reconstruc-
tion which was based upon the Hegelian philosophy. The early religion
of Israel, thought Wellhausen, was but the spontaneous expression of
natural religious impulse. The historical character of the patriarchal
narratives in Genesis was denied, and Moses himself became more or less
of a nebulous figure. Before the Deuteronomic reform sacrifices were
offered at all places in the land; there was no central sanctuary. To show
that this plurality of sanctuaries existed, Wellhausen appealed to Ex. 20:
24-26. This state of affairs, however, was brought to an end by the Deut-
eronomic reform under Josiah (622 B. C.). The Levitical legislation
was far later. Thus, on this scheme, there is a development of the religious
institutions of Israel and there is also a development in Israel’s idea of

God.
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This scheme of Wellhausen’s found wide acceptance. It was embraced
in Germany by Kautzsch, Smend, Giesebrecht, Budde, Stade, Cornill, and
others. In Great Britain it was principally introduced by a Presbyterian
minister, William Robertson Smith, in his lectures which were published
under the title, The Old Testament In the Jewish Church, 1881. It was
also set forth by S. R. Driver in his Introduction. In America it was
accepted by Benjamin Wisner Bacon of Yale, The Genesis Of Genesis
(1893) and The Triple Tradition Of The Exodus, 1894.

A most thorough study of the entire problem is given in H. Holzinger’s
Einleitung In den Hexateuch, 1893. The student who cannot read Ger-
man, however, should study J. E. Carpenter and G. Harford Battersby:
The Hexateuch, 2 vols., 1900; J. E. Carpenter: The Composition Of The
Hexateuch, 1902; C. A. Briggs: The Higher Criticism Of The Hexa-
teuch, 1893.

This reconstruction, popularized by Wellhausen, is generally spoken of
as the Graf-Kuenen-Wellhausen hypothesis. In order to distinguish it
from the documentary hypothesis, which indeed forms its basis and with-
out which it could not stand, we prefer to speak of it as the development
hypothesis. It has by no means died out even today. In England it has
been set forth by Oesterley and Robinson (Hebrew Religion: Its Origin
And Development?, New York, 1937; see review by present writer in
W Th ], Vol. 1, 1938, pp. 59-64), and in America by R. H. Pfeiffer in his
Introduction (1941).

J. Opposition to the Development Hypothesis

The opposition to the development hypothesis was varied in nature.
The older German scholars held off from it. Dillmann placed P earlier
than D, thus: E 900-850; J 800-750; P 800-700; D 650-623. W. W. Graf
Baudissin asserted that the essential basis of P was earlier than Deut-
eronomy, and so also did Rudolf Kittel. Eduard Riehm has written most
convincingly (1872) against the position that the priestly document is
the latest part of the Pentateuch, and Franz Delitzsch (1877) attacked
this idea strongly. Nor did Noeldeke accept the theory.

Reactions among Jewish scholars were interesting. C. G. Montefiore,
in the Hibbert Lectures of 1892 (Lectures On The Origin And Growth
Of Religion As Illustrated By The Religion Of The Ancient Hebrews),
embraced in its essentials the development hypothesis. On the other hand
David Hoffmann wrote against Wellhausen on the basis of a study of the
Halachah (i.e., the legal part of Jewish tradition) and sought to prove
that P could not be late (Die Neuste Hypothese ueber den Pentateuch-
ischen Priesterkodex, 1879-1880).
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In 1892 Klostermann attacked the whole theory of four documents, and
substituted what amounted to be a new form of the crystallization hypoth-
esis. The original Mosaic law was constantly being expanded, he alleged,
because it was read in worship. Especially under Solomon did it receive
many additions, namely, the laws regarding the Tabernacle. Again under
Josiah it was further expanded by the incorporation of Deuteronomy.

The strongest attacks upon the development hypothesis, however, were
made by those who were determined to be true to the supernatural char-
acter of the Old Testament and who rightly saw in this new hypothesis
a most dangerous enemy to the historic Christian religion.

In 1885 Edwin Cone Bissell issued The Pentateuch Its Origin And
Structure, in which he clearly set forth the weaknesses of Wellhausen’s
theory. Wilhelm Moeller, in 1899, began a series of publications, in
which he cogently refuted the development hypothesis.® And in 1886
Geerhardus Vos issued The Mosaic Origin Of The Pentateuchal Codes,
another convincing refutation of Wellhausen’s views. The really strong
man, however, was found in William Henry Green, professor of Oriental
and Old Testament Literature in Princeton Theological Seminary. A
spiritual descendant of men like Hengstenberg, Haevernick and Keil,
Green had been a close associate of Joseph Addison Alexander, and was
well equipped to carry on the old Princeton tradition of intelligent loyalty
to the Bible. Green had early demonstrated his ability in The Pentateuch
Vindicated From The Aspersions Of Bishop Colenso, New York, 1863.
In 1883 there appeared his Moses And The Prophets which was a direct
reply to Kuenen and William Robertson Smith. This was followed by
the Newton lectures for 1885 entitled The Hebrew Feasts, a work which
attacked the development hypothesis at its heart. In 1888 an amicable
debate on “The Pentateuchal Question” was begun between Green and
William Rainey Harper in the pages of Hebraica. The material offered
in these articles is extremely valuable, and as a result of this debate
Green published in 1895 his masterpiece, The Unity Of The Book Of
Genesis, and in this year there also appeared his volume, The Higher
Criticism Of The Pentateuch. Green’s learned works, without doubt,
constitute the most thorough and convincing refutation of the development

hypothesis. The Church of God may ever be grateful that He has given
to her such an apologete!

In 1906 appeared the work of James Orr: The Problem Of The Old
Testament, London, which is also a very thorough discussion of the docu-
mentary theory and quite valuable.

8. Historisch-Kritische Bedenken gegen die Graf-W ellhausensche Hypothese von einem
Jrueheren Anhaenger, Guetersloh
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K. Remarks Upon the Development Hypothesis

The development hypothesis, as propounded by the school of Well-
hausen, is untenable, and that for the following reasons:

1. It is a theory that is essentially anti-supernaturalistic in character.
It posits a development in Israel’s religious life and institutions which
is naturalistic. Upon this view the Israelites began, apparently, as did
other people, yet, upon the basis of qualities resident within themselves,
supposedly developed the glorious conceptions of God which are contained
in the prophets. If this is so, why did Israel alone develop such sublime
doctrines? There were deep thinkers elsewhere, and philosophers of
ability also, but no other nation produced conceptions of God such as
those which are contained in the Old Testament. For this phenomenon
the Christian Church of course has a ready answer. It is that God inter-
vened in a special way in Israel’s history. This is also the plain teaching
of the Bible itself. But the Wellhausen school seeks to get along without
this special intervention of God. It endeavors to explain a supernatural
revelation upon the basis of naturalistic principles. It must, therefore,
be rejected.

2. If the development hypothesis is correct, then two of the legal
documents of the Pentateuch are fraudulent. Both Deuteronomy and the
so-called priestly legislation allege to have been spoken and delivered by
Moses. Such, however, we are told, was not actually the case. Rather,
this ascription to Moses was merely a device employed to gain a hearing
for the law. It is difficult to believe that works produced in such a manner
could bring about obedience of heart. And the shocking nature of this
assumption becomes particularly clear when we remember that it was
none other than the Lord of Truth who repelled the temptation of the evil
one by quoting from the book of Deuteronomy.

3. The claim that Exodus 20:24 legalized worship at any sanctuary
indiscriminately, is based upon a false exegesis of the passage in ques-
tion. The passage simply teaches that “in every place” or “in all the places”
where God records His Name, (i.e., where there is Divine revelation),
an altar may be built. This does not violate the unity of the sanctuary,
for the same Book of the Covenant, Ex. 23:14-19, requires the appearance
of the males three times a year before the Lord, i.e., at a central sanctuary.

Tt should further be noted that the erection of the memorial altar (Josh.
22:10-19) was at first regarded as a rival sanctuary and was so resented
by the nine and one-half tribes that they were ready to go to war. They
clearly regarded (vs. 19) the Tabernacle as the central sanctuary.

Deuteronomy is in perfect agreement with the Book of the Covenant
upon this point, for it too looks forward to the time when, after the con-
quest of the land, the Lord would choose a place out of all the tribes to
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put His Name there, and that at this place the people should worship
Him.

4. The unity of the altar was apparently the law of Israel’s life from
the beginning. Rivalry of sanctuaries had never been permitted, and
was not found even in patriarchal times. Jeremiah, the contemporary of
Josiah, looked upon Shiloh as the place where the Lord had set His
Name at the first. See Jer. 7:12, 14; 26:6, 9. Some valuable comments
upon this point are made by John D. Davis: “The Sanctuary of Israel
At Shiloh*”, PTR, vol. 16, pp. 204-220.

5. When Hilkiah found the book of the Law, he said, “I have found
the book of the Law.” The phrase appears to be definite, as though the
high-priest were referring to a well-known law book. Too much stress,
however, should not be placed upon this.

6. The reform of Josiah was primarily directed against idolatry and
the abolishing of heathenism. This is particularly strange, when one
remembers that according to the development hypothesis, Deuteronomy
was produced in order to bring about centralization of worship. Never-
theless, such was the case. Deuteronomy did not accomplish what it was
supposed to have accomplished, for in Josiah’s reformation, centraliza-
tion of worship occupied a very secondary place (cf. II Kings 23:8, 9),
and the major emphasis was placed upon the extirpation of idolatrous
practices.

7. Jeremiah was a contemporary of Josiah, and yet he apparently
knows nothing of centralization of the sanctuary as the aim of the cove-
nant. See Jer. 7:10ff.

8. It should further be noted that Deuteronomy looks for a central
sanctuary only after the Lord has given the people rest from all their
enemies round about (Deut. 12).

9. Under Hezekiah (II Kings 18:22) there was a reform in the interests
of unity of sanctuary. However, the importance of this passage has
sometimes been minimized by advocates of the development hypothesis.

10. Deuteronomy clearly presupposes the existence of portions of the
so-called priestly code. A few examples will suffice. Lev. 11 is earlier
that Deut. 14:3-21, and not vice versa (see comments on Lev. 11); Deut.
22:9-11 shows knowledge of Lev. 19:19; Deut. 24:14 of Lev. 19:13; Deut.
25:13-16 of Lev. 19:35; Deut. 28 of Lev. 26; Deut. 12 of Lev. 17, etc.

L. From Wellhausen to the First World War

It is difficult to characterize the period of literary criticism which
followed Welthausen. For one thing, advocates of Wellhausen’s position
became more and more microscopic and “atomistic” in their partition of
documents. Instead of speaking merely of J, E, D and P, scholars began
to refer to J, J1, J2, J3; E, EL, E2, E3; P, P1, P2, P3, etc. Kuenen, himself,
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had begun to point out enlargements in the so-called E source. In 1906
Otto Procksch gave further impetus to splitting up the text by carrying
out this idea further (Das nordhebraeische Sagenbuch. Die Elohim-
quelle.).

On the other hand some scholars sought for an earlier dating of the
documents. Thus Eduard Koenig, one of the most profound Hebraists
of this century and also a firm believer in the supernatural, dated the
documents as follows: E 1200; J 1000; D 700-650; P 500.

In 1908 B. D. Eerdmans began a series of studies (Alttesiamentliche
Studien 1-IV, 1908-14), in which be presented a solution of the Penta-
teuchal problem, quite different from that of the regnant hypothesis.
Eerdmans was a professor at Leyden, and a strong opponent of the ortho-
dox views of Abraham Kuyper. He rejected the idea that the divine
names could be used as criteria for distinguishing documents. Rather, he
maintained, the material belonged to four different stages of development,
of which the earliest is polytheistic, the latest monotheistic. At the basis
of all was a polytheistic Book of Adam (beginning at Gen. 5:1) which
originated sometime before 700 B. C. Later there was united with this
another polytheistic work, a so-called “Israel” recension. After the dis-
covery of Deuteronomy, however, the earlier writings were re-edited in a
monotheistic sense, and this entire work was further expanded after the
exile.

These four books of Eerdmans were written in conscious opposition
to the documentary analysis, and also to the idea that the prophets pre-
ceded the Law. Eerdmans’ ideas, however, have not found widespread
acceptance.

In 1909 Harold M. Wiener, an English lawyer, issued the first of
several works dealing with the question of the Pentateuch. Wiener
attacked the documentary hypothesis by appeal to the Septuagint in which
the divine names differ somewhat from the Massoretic text. He held that
there are some post-Mosaic elements in the Pentateuch but argued for its
essential Mosaicity. He endeavored to harmonize alleged discrepancies,
particularly between the laws, and was often quite successful. On the
whole he is at his best in the refutation of the Wellhausen position rather
than in the presentation of a positive reconstruction, and it is in this fact
that the chief value of his works lies.

In his Introduction (1910) Ernst Sellin added an emphasis to the
development hypothesis which, heretofore, had generally been lacking.
The Pentateuch, he thought, grew up from a Jehovistic source. However,
a problem appeared to Sellin, namely, how was it that when a later source
appeared, it never succeeded in carrying out the intentions of its author
to supplant the already existing sources? The answer, thinks Sellin, is
to be found in the fact that the sources were used in liturgical service.
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Of particular importance was the work of J. Dahse (climaxing in his
Textkritische Materialen zur Hexateuchfrage, Giessen, 1912) in which he
made a thorough study of the use of the divine names in the Septuagint,
pointing out wherein they differed from the Hebrew. Dahse also demon-
strated how untenable were the names Jacob and Israel as indications of
different literary sources. Dahse’s book is unquestionably a strong blow
against the documentary hypothesis. Wellhausen himself acknowledged
that it touched the weak spot.

In 1912 Rudolph Smend, an adherent of the school of Wellhausen,
issued his work on the narrative of the Hexateuch (Die Erzaehlung des
Hexateuch auf ihre Quellen untersucht). In this book he advocated a
documentary hypothesis of his own. Since, however, this view has gained
adherents, we shall speak of it as the new documentary hypothesis. The
essence of the theory, namely, that there are two Jehovists, had already
been hinted at by Ilgen, and was set forth in 1885 by Charles Bruston.
Smend designated these two Jehovists as J! and J2, and regarded them
as two parallel authors, whose works continued throughout the Hexa-
teuch. At the same time he insisted upon the unity of the E source, and
denied that E consisted of many additions. However, P and D, on the
other hand, he thought, were characterized by many additions or supple-
ments.

Withelm Moeller continued his powerful onslaughts against the divisive
analysis, and in 1912 there appeared one of his most cogent works, Wider
den Bann Der Quellensheidung, Guetersloh. In this book Moeller
reviews the arguments for the documentary hypothesis and shows clearly
their weaknesses. He argues for the unity of the Pentateuch, and does
so in a particularly compelling manner.

M. The School of Form-Criticism

In 1901 there was issued a book which contained within it the seeds
of a viewpoint which would in reality strike a heavy blow at the Graf-
Kuenen-Wellhausen theory. This was Hermann Gunkel’s Die Sagen der
Genesis (The Sagas Of Genesis), which was an introduction to his large
commentary on Genesis. According to Gunkel the narratives or sagas
(to use his word) of Genesis were the stories which were told among
the ancient Israelites. For generation after generation, indeed, century
after century, they were told, until finally they took on a crystallized form.
Then they were written down. Not all of these stories were written down
in Genesis, but only some of them. At first these stories had no relation
one to another, but in time they came to be attached to some favorite
figure, such as Abraham or Jacob. Some time before the prophets these
stories were gathered into small collections, as, for example, those which
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centered about Abram. At a later time, they were collected into a larger
group, the documents which are known as J, E, etc. Then finally they
were united together. The unit of investigation, therefore, is the individ-
ual saga. But this consideration, as a matter of fact, obliterates the pecu-
liar characteristics of the alleged documents.

The sagas of Genesis, according to Gunkel, are not necessarily true.
They are simply folklore, like the folklore to be found in other nations.
Hence, it would be a great mistake to regard them as allegories; they are
not that. They are stories, and the task of the investigator is to determine
as much as possible, their original form.

There is a certain superficial resemblance between this theory of
Gunkel’s and the old fragment hypothesis of the last century. The frag-
ment hypothesis failed, as we have seen, largely because of the presence
of cross references. But that objection would not apply to Prof. Gunkel’s
theory, since, according to him, the documents are not the products of
authors but are mere collections of sagas.

It will be noted, therefore, that a high antiquity is claimed for the
original form of these stories, and this is quite at variance with the Well-
hausen scheme. Furthermore, since these sagas are supposed to be similar
in nature to those of other nations, they can really be understood only
with the help of archaeology, comparative religion, etc. Hence, we may
speak of Gunkel’s method as the school of comparative religion. For this
reason, there is much valuable information in Gunkel’s writings, and also
many true exegetical insights.

Gunkel continued to write, applying his principles to other books of
the Old Testament. Hugo Gressmann made a thorough study of Exodus
along similar lines. Quite a number of scholars have associated them-
selves with this school of thought, among whom may be mentioned Hans
Schmidt, Max Haller and Sigmund Mowinckel. For an examination of
this position the student should consult Die Schriften des Alten Testa-
ments, 3 vols., Goettingen, 1921-1925,

N. The New-Document Hypothesis

By his claim that there were two Jehovistic authors, Smend reopened the
entire question of the documentary analysis. His thesis gained adherents.
In 1916 Walther Eichrodt issued a work (Die Quellen der Genesis,
Giessen, the first part of which had appeared a year previously, as his
doctoral thesis) in which he sought to accomplish two purposes. On the
one hand, he tries to refute Eerdmans, and on the other he sought to
ground more securely Smend’s hypothesis, namely, the existence of two
Jehovistic writers. This he thought to accomplish by a study of the
patriarchal narratives. Essentially the same thing was attempted in 1921
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by J. Meinhold (Die jahwistische Berichte in Gen. 12.50, in the ZAW,
vol. 39, pp. 42-57).

It was in 1922, however, that this theory (it is really a five-document
theory) received its classic expression. In his Hexateuch-Synopse (Leip-
zig), Otto Eissfeldt identifies the J* of Smend as the Laienquelle (the
laity source), since he regards it as the most secular. The second J of
Smend, he designates merely as J. Thus, Eissfeldt identifies L J E P.
In his Synopis Eissfeldt passes over Leviticus entirely and also the first
thirty chapters of Deuteronomy. His argument is based principally upon
duplicate accounts, and from the presence of these he seeks to find his
four documents. He thinks that he can find about fifty passages in which
these four-fold elements appear, and hence concludes that the four-fold
thread in the narative is proved (so darf die Annahme eines vierfachen
Erzaehlungs-Fadens als erwiesen betrachtet werden p. 6).

O. Studies in the “Priestly Code”

In 1924 Max Loehr began a reinvestigation of the problem of the Hexa-
teuch; in which he virtually denied the existence of the “priestly code”.
The existence of an independent document P in Genesis, he thought, was
an assumption that rested upon error. Instead Fzra had introduced into
our Hexateuch a writing which contained literary units of medium size.
This about amounted to a revival of the fragment hypothesis. Volz also
attacked the unity of the so-called P in Genesis.

Of particular importance was the study of Gerhard von Rad, Die
Priesterschrift im Hexateuch, Stuttgart, 1934. He sought to destroy the
unity of the so-called basic P document (P) by alleging that there were
two parallel, individual writings, P* and P®. These two stand, according
to von Rad, in a definite relationship to one another. One of them main-
tained a certain priestly-clerical character, and exhibits greater pre-
cision in naming dates and persons. Hence, it represents a more advanced
stage of development.

P. Studies in Deuteronomy

If any result of negative criticism seemed to be sure, it was that Deut-
eronomy was a product of Josiah’s time, and the reformation of Josiah
was a Deuteronomic reform. In fact, Deuteronomy was regarded as so
important that some had spoken of it as the Achilles’ heel of Pentateuchal
criticism. The Wellhausen position with respect to Deuteronomy, how-
ever, was by no means secure.

In 1914 Johannes Hempel expressed the view that a priest who intro-
duced the thought of centralization of worship had edited Deuteronomy,
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incorporating an ancient rule of the Temple from Solomon’s time and
also a legal and military document. In 1920 Harold Wiener again took up
his pen (The Main Problem Of Deuteronomy, Oberlin) in which he
attacked the Wellhausen position. This position was also attacked by
G. R. Berry in an article (1920) in which he maintained that the code
found in the Temple was not Deuteronomy but the Law of Holiness. In
the same year R. H. Kennett (Deuteronomy And The Decalogue, Cam-
bridge) asserted that Deuteronomy was a product of the exile, composed
in Palestine at the time when the sons of Aaron were supposed to have
taken the place of the Zadokite priests in the Temple. Others also have
adopted substantially this view.

Of particular interest and importance is the view of Gustav Hoelscher
(“Komposition und Ursprung des Deuteronomiums” in ZAW, vol. 40,
1923, pp. 161-255). Hoelscher thinks that there are laws and ideals in
Deuteronomy which approach the utopian, and that therefore they could
not have originated while the Judean state was still in existence. Rather,
they belonged to a time when the state no longer existed and the Jews
were no longer an independent people. Furthermore, according to
Hoelscher, the prophecy of Jeremiah and also of Ezekiel set forth abuses
which were forbidden in Deuteronomy, and would have been corrected,
had Deuteronomy really been the book that occasioned Josiah’s reform.
Hence, Hoelscher would assign an exilic or post-exilic date to Deut-
eronomy. T. Oestreicher on the other hand (Das Deuteronomische
Grundgesetz, Guetersloh, 1923) would place the code of Deuteronomy
long before the age of Josiah. In 1924 W. Staerk asserted that Deut-
eronomy 12 did not refer to centralization of worship in Jerusalem.

Two books, easily accessible to English readers, were written by A. C.
Welch (see under “Special Literature to Deuteronomy”). Welch has
argued in a very convincing fashion for an earlier date for Deuteronomy.
He contended that only in one passage in the code itself was the demand
for centralization of the sanctuary unequivocally expressed. The con-
flict in the book is not between one and many sanctuaries, but between
Jahvism and Baalism. The laws come from the early monarchy or even
earlier, and from northern Israel.

In 1925 Wilhelm Moeller came forward again with a cogent defense
of the Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy. As the title of his work implies
(Rueckbeziehungen des 5. Buches Mosis auf die vier ersten Buecher,
Lutjenburg.) Moeller sought to show that Deuteronomy contained refer-
ences to and reflections upon the four earlier books.

Lastly, it may also be in point to mention that von Rad in his licentiate’s
dissertation (1929) also broke with the idea that Deuteronomy must be
presupposed as the basis of Josiah’s reform. What direction future studies
of Deuteronomy will take, no one, of course, can tell. But Achilles’ heel
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has been wounded. Wellhausen’s view no longer commands the advocates
which it had thirty years ago.

Q. The Work of Volz and Rudolph

We have seen that Smend and his school divided the so-called J into
two; von Rad did the same with P, and Deuteronomy has been shifted
to both pre-and post Josianic dates. Nor has the alleged E document
escaped attack. In their book Der Elohist als Erzaehler ein Irrweg der
Pentateuchkritik? Giessen, 1933, Paul Volz and Wilhelm Rudolph have
presented an interesting thesis, although one that has not gained wide
acceptance. In this work the authors have limited their discussions to
Genesis, Volz writing on Gen. 15-36, and Rudolph dealing with the stories
of Joseph. According to these writers, E is not an independent document.
It is simply a later edition of J, and possibly a product of the Dent-
eronomic school.

In a later work (Der Elohist von Exodus bis Josua, Berlin, 1938)
Rudolph applied his thesis to the remainder of the Hexateuch. J becomes
the prominent narrative, and to it Rudolph ascribes the continuous sec-
tions which usually had been attributed to E.

R. Other Recent Developments

The school of Wellhausen still continued the center of discussion. In
1914 Eduard Koenig (Die Moderne Pentateuchkritik und ihre neueste
Bekaempfung, Leipzig) wrote chiefly in opposition to the position which
Dahse had advanced.

In the same year Eduard Naville began a series of learned books and
articles in which he attacked the Wellhausen theory in favor of the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch. Moses, he thought, wrote the Pentateuch
in the cuneiform Accadian language. Ezra translated it into Aramaic,
and just before the Christian era it was translated into Hebrew.

Two Jewish scholars should also be mentioned. D. Hoffmann wrote a
powerful attack upon the position of Wellhausen (Die wichtigste Instan-
zen gegen die Graf-Wellhausensche Hypothese, Berlin, 1916), and B.
Jacob (Quellenscheidung und Exegese im Pentateuch, Leipzig, 1916) set
forth arguments against the documentary theory in general.

In 1918 Edgar Sheffield Brightman (The Sources Of The Hexateuch,
New York) published the texts of the various alleged documents. This
work enables the reader at a glance to see how the Pentateuch has com-
monly been partitioned. It is a most useful handbook.

Martin Kegel, beginning in 1919, produced several articles, the most
famous of which is his Away from Wellhausen! in which he attacked
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several of the basic tenets of the development hypothesis. In 1924 A.
Sanda, the Roman Catholic scholar, produced a positive interpretation of
the Pentateuchal problem. Genesis, he claimed, was written by Moses
himself; the remainder was written by Joshua either from Moses’ diary
or from dictation, and after the discovery of Deuteronomy in Josiah’s
day, all were united to form the Pentateuch.

In his Pentateuchal Criticism, London, 1924, D. C. Simpson wrote in
defense of the development hypothesis and principally in opposition to
Dahse and Wiener.

In 1931 Wilhelm Moeller (Die Einheit und Echtheit der fuenf Buecher
Mosis) came forth again in defense of the Mosaic authorship of the Penta-
teuch. A Jewish scholar, U. Cassuto (1934) alleged that Genesis was an
organic unity composed toward the close of David’s reign.

In 1927 J. Morgenstern (The Oldest Document Of The Hexateuch,
Cincinnati) asserted that there was a source, additional to J, E, D, and P,
namely K (Kenite) which was present in a fragmentary condition. This
K document was supposed to have been made the basis of Asa’s reform,

1 K. 15:9-15.

In 1935 J. H. Hertz defended the Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy
in his work, The Pentateuch and Haftorahs: Deuteronomy. A year later
Sigmund Mowinckel, in a study of Genesis 1-11, found two strands
apart from P. One of these is E which he attributes to the redactor (Rje).

In his large Introduction, R. H. Pfeiffer (1941) gave expression to a
view that he had earlier presented. He finds a fourth source in Genesis,
namely S (South or Seir). This S source, thinks Pfeiffer, is divided into
two parts. It is found in Gen. 1-11, omitting P, and in parts of Gen.
14-38.

In 1943 Oswald T. Allis (The Five Books Of Moses, Philadelphia)
wrote a powerful refutation of both the documentary and development
hypotheses and entered a strong plea for acceptance of the Mosaic
authorship of the first five books of the Old Testament.

S. Conclusion

Nearly two hundred years have passed since Jean Astruc made the
first serious attempt to partition Genesis into documents. He was jubi-
lant over what he thought to be success. Subsequent scholarship, however,
has not been able to agree. And the history of the documentary analysis
shows that scholarship has not succeeded in satisfactorily analyzing the
Pentateuch into documents.

It is probably true that most scholars of today who reject the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch hold to some form of the four document
theory in the order ] E D and P. But even these seem to be pushing
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the dates of J and E earlier. The full effect of the writings of Volz and
Rudolph, Eissfeldt, Welch and von Rad cannot yet be seen. Their work
is too recent. But they are harbingers of a different day to come. They
are evidences of the fact that the standard J E D P of the Wellhausen
school is gradually giving way.

Another fact should be mentioned. Comparatively little attention in
recent years has been paid to the literary analysis of the Pentateuch.
The attention of scholars has naturally been drawn to the fascinating and
all-important science of archaeology, to the decipherment of writings
and to the interpretation of the civilizations and literatures of the ancient
near East, particularly as these stand in relationship to the people of
Israel.

But despite this fact, some study of the literary analysis of the Penta-
teuch has been carried on. And, although the documentary hypothesis
is rather generally held by those who reject the Mosaic authorship,
nevertheless, it is a kaleidoscopic hypothesis; it continues to change its
form. It would not be surprising at all if the “conventional” J E D P
arrangement should in the future underge considerable shuffling. The
writings of Eissfeldt, von Rad and others seem to point this way (Cf
the chart on page 151).

At any rate, from the brief survey of the history of Pentateuchal criti-
cism, we venture to make certain observations:

1. Objections to the genuineness of any portion of the Pentateuch which
are based upon a theory of the evolutionary development of Israel’s relig-
ious institutions must be rejected. It is becoming abundantly clear that
the reconstruction of Israel’s history which is associated with the name of
Wellhausen is based upon the Hegelian philosophy (Wellhausen himself
acknowledged his indebtedness to Vatke and Hegel). To give to such a
philosophy of history a priority over the express claims of Sacred Secrip-
ture is not to be scientific. Hence, since the development hypothesis, as
it has generally been presented, rejects the special, supernatural inter-
vention of God in the history of Israel, it must be rejected as unscientific
and as incapable of correctly explaining the facts.

2. Any theory which relies upon the divine names as criteria for docu-
mentary analysis is bound to fail, since these names do not constitute
valid criteria for such analysis.

3. The strongest argument for the analysis of documents appears to be
the presence of alleged doublets and parallel passages. But this is in
reality a question of exegesis. Are these really doublets and parallel
passages? We insist that a careful exegetical study of such passages will
show that they are not doublets. We protest against the constant reiteration
that, for example, there are duplicate accounts of the creation in Genesis.
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If exegesis be permitted to remain upon the throne, the documentary
analysis will go by the board.

4. There are, of course, difficulties in the position that Moses himself
wrote the Pentateuch. But these seem to be almost trifling when compared
with the tremendous difficulties that emerge upon any alternate theory of
composition. There are, however, certain factors which have not received
sufficient consideration.

For one thing it is perfectly possible that in the compilation of the
Pentateuch Moses may have made excerpts from previously existing writ-
ten documents. If he did do so, this fact may account for some of the
alleged difficulties that appear. For example, it might in certain cases
explain the use of the divine names in Genesis.

On the other hand we must remember that the Bible, when considered
in its human aspect, is an oriental book. Now, parallels from antiquity
show that the oriental mind did not always present his material in the
so-called logical order of the Occidental. The fact that the Pentateuch is,
considered from the human side, a product of the Orient, may to some
extent account for its form.

One thing at least is clear. The elaborate “scissors and paste” method
which the documentary analysis postulates is without parallel anywhere
in the ancient oriental world.

Furthermore, we may ask, who in Israel’s history was better prepared
than Moses to write the Pentateuch? He had the time and also the train-
ing and learning to do so. Also, as human founder of the theocracy,
he had the information that was requisite. The Pentateuch exhibits an
inner plan and structure that betray a great mind. Who, better than
Moses cauld have produced such a work?

Nearly two hundred years of exhaustive study have been unable to pro-
duce a satisfactory substitute for the time-honored Biblical view that
Moses himself was the human author of the Law. Hence, we cannot do
better than to regard the Pentateuch as the product of the great law-
giver of Israel.

SpeciAL BieLiograAPHY UproN THE LITERARY CRITICISM
OF THE PENTATEUCH.

For a general survey of the field up to 1885, the student should consult Edwin Cone
Bissell: The Pentateuch: Its Origin and Structure: An Examination of Recent Theo-
ries,* New York, 1910, where he will find a bibliography of more than 2,000 titles,
pp. 410475.

Recent surveys of Pentateuchal studies are by George A. Barton: “The Present
State of Old Testament Studies” in The Haverford Symposium on Archaeology and
the Bible, New Haven, 1938, pp. 47-78; Otto Eissfeldt: “Modern Criticism,” in Record
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and Revelation, Oxford, 1938, pp. 74-109; Augustine Bea: “Der Heutige Stand Der
Pentateuchfrage” in Biblica, Vol. 16, 1935, pp. 175-200, More specialized surveys are
by P. Humbert: “Die neuere Genesis-Forschung” in Th. R., 1934, pp. 147-160; 20%
228; L. Kohler: “Der Dekalog,” in Th. R., 1929, pp. 161-184; W. Baumgartner: “Der
Kampf um das Deuteronomium,” Th. R., 1929, pp. 7-25; and J. A. Bewer, L. B. Paton,
G. Dahl; “The Problem of Deuteronomy. A Symposium,” in JBL, Vol. 47, pp. 305-379,

A collection of essays directed against the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis is found in
the “Aftermath Series,”* edited by Bishop H. M. DuBose, Nashville, 1923-1924. Cf
also T. K. Cheyne: Founders of Old Testament Criticism, New York, 1893; E. M,
Gray: Old Testament Criticism. Its Rise and Progress, New York, 1923; Cuthbem#
Aikman Simpson: The Early Traditions of Israel, Oxford, 1948.






PART TWO

The Prophets



A. THE FORMER PROPHETS

The second division of the Old Testament canon is called The Prophets,
not primarily because of the prophetical contents of the books, but because
the authors occupied the prophetical office. The first part of this section
bears the title The Former Prophets, and comprises Joshua, Judges, 1-2
Samuel and 1-2 Kings. In the Hebrew arrangement 1-2 Samuel and 1-2
Kings are counted as one book each.

The four Former Prophets are anonymous. They comprise an inter-
pretative history of God’s dealings with the theocratic nation from the
time of the entrance into Canaan until the dissolution of the theocracy in
the exile. As such they serve to complement and to furnish the necessary
background for the correct understanding of the Latter Prophets. Without
this interpretative history, much in these Latter Prophets would be
obscure. Not only, however, do we have here a complement to the later
prophetical books, but we also have a necessary completion to the history
contained in the Pentateuch. The history of Israel is herein interpreted
in agreement with Israel’s foundational law. The great constitutional
foundation of the nation has been given and now the nation’s history is to
be presented in the light of that constitution. Hence, the importance of
the Former Prophets.



Chapter VIII

JOSHUA

Name

The first book of the Former Prophets is named after its principal
character, Joshua. In the Hebrew the word has four forms, yehoshu‘a
(Deut. 3:21), yehoshu‘a (e.g., Josh. 1:1 and generally) ; hoshe’a (Deut.
32:44) and yeshu‘a (Neh. 8:17). In the LXX, the name appears as
Iesous Naus, i.e., Joshua the son of Nun, and the Vulgate has Liber
Josue.

Position in the Canon

In the Syriac version the book of Job usually comes between the Penta-
teuch and Joshua. This was due to the belief that Moses was the author
of Job. But in the Hebrew canon, Joshua follows the Pentateuch and
introduces the second division of the Old Testament Canon, and this is
its proper place.

It is true that in the ancient Church we hear sometimes of an Octa-
teuch and a Heptateuch. Certain Greek lists counted Genesis—Ruth as
oktateuchos, and Latin lists regarded Genesis—Judges as Heptateuchus.
Ambrose also, in writing on Psalm 119 says, “Inveni Heptateuchum,
inveni regnorum libros, inveni prophetarum scripta, etec.” (PL, XV, col.
1584). However, these expressions may simply have been terms of con-
venience. The great distinction between the Law on the one hand and the
subsequent books on the other seems never really to have been broken
down in the Church. And the reason for this is clear, since Christ Him-
self had made this distinction, e.g., Luke 24:27, 44.

Alexander Geddes, it will be remembered, included Joshua with the
Pentateuch as a unit, and, apparently, he was the first to have done so.
At any rate since his time many scholars have spoken of a Hexateuch
rather than a Pentateuch. The question to be faced therefore is, Does
Joshua belong with the Pentateuch as a unit or is the time-honored and
Christ-approved distinction between Moses and the Prophets correct?
Does the Old Testament in other words, begin, with a Pentateuch or a
Hexateuch? That the term Hexateuch is incorrect may be seen from the
following considerations:

1. There is no evidence that historically Joshua was ever regarded as
forming a unit with the Pentateuch. On the other hand the Law is always
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separated from the subsequent books. Ecclesiasticus distinguishes between
the Law and the Prophets (48:22-49:12). Josephus (Contra Apionem
1:7f.) referred to the five books of Moses and clearly distinguished them
from what followed. This view also was held by Christ, and this fact
is determinative. The Massoretic note at the close of the Pentateuch
speaks of the totality of the verses of the Law, and says that “the five-
fifths of the Law are completed.” Further, it should be noted that in the
annual and triennial systems of reading the Law, Joshua was not included.
When the Haphtaroth (i.., reading selections from the Prophets) were
added to the reading of the Law, selections from Joshua were included
among them.

2. The Samaritans took over only the Pentateuch, but not Joshua. This
is inexplicable, if there was in existence a Hexateuch. It is particularly
inexplicable, when we remember how the book of Joshua seems to favor
the Samaritans, cf. 24:1, 32. Is not this conclusive evidence that the
Samaritans did not look upon Joshua as an integral part of the Law?

3. There are linguistic peculiarities in the Pentateuch which do not
appear in Joshua. Thus, the pronoun hu’ is used for both genders; ha’el
for ha’elleh, and strangely enough, the name Jericho is spelled yereho
instead of yeriho. On the other hand, the phrase “Jehovah, the God of
Israel”, which occurs fourteen times in Joshua, is very rare in the Penta-
teuch. These arguments, of course, are not conclusive, but they have
their place.

4. The idea of a Hexateuch in reality causes embarrassment to the
documentary hypothesis. In the Pentateuch P is the foundational docu-
ment, but in Joshua P appears only in chs. 13-21. (See Holzinger: Ein-
leitung in den Hexateuch, Freiburg i.B., 1893, for tables). If the alleged
sources of the Pentateuch are continuous, and rvn through Joshua, why
was this sharp division made between the two? How and when was it
made? These are questions for which there is no answer. According to
Holzinger (p. 501) Joshua was separated from JED by the Redactor,
and the separation from Pg was even earlier. But this is mere subjective
speculation, If the alleged sources did really regard the conquest as a
proper sequel to the Mosaic age, why was the break made? The inability
of negative criticism to answer this question exhibits a weak point in the
documentary analysis.

5. Chapman (A4n Introduction To The Pentateuch, Cambridge, 1911,
p- 7) remarks, “The ideal Israel has the Hexateuch for its Bible,” and
appeals to Nedarim 22b, “If Israel had not sinned, they would be reading
only the five books of the Law and the book of Joshua.” But Chapman’s
interpretation of this passage is erroneous. The words are of Adda son
of Hanina, who expressly distinguishes between the Pentateuch on the one
hand, and the book of Joshua on the other. The reason why he mentions
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Joshua is that “it records the disposition of Palestine” (among the tribes).
Hence, Adda’s point is that the only book in addition to the Pentateuch
which Israel would have needed, had she not sinned, was Joshua, and
this is quite a different thing from the modern idea of a Hexateuch.

We conclude therefore that the Hexateuch is a phantom. Joshua does
not belong with the Law as its completion, but rightly belongs with the
Former Prophets.

Author

According to the position of the dominant negative criticism the book
of Joshua is not a literary unit, composed by a single author. Rather
the alleged sources of the Pentateuch are said to be present here also.
The two primary sources are thought to be J (c. 950-850) and E (c.
750). These were re-edited in JE (c. 650), most of J being discarded.
This editor is supposed to have introduced harmonistic statements. JE was
thoroughly revised (c. 550) by the Deuteronomic school, which provided
the introduction (ch. 1) and conclusion. This revision continued until
about 400. At the end of the 5th century P was added by a priestly
redactor (Rp). Further additions also were made as late as the third and
even second centuries.

Joshua, therefore, is regarded as essentially a Deuteronomic book,
whereas the Pentateuch is supposed to have a Priestly framework. Inci-
dentally, this is a strong argument against the whole idea of a Hexa-
teuch. (cf. under § 2:4).

For our part we cannot accept the documentary analysis as applied
to Joshua. We are too greatly impressed with the internal unity of the
book to give credence to such analysis. Furthermore, there is truth in
the remark of Steinmueller, “The literary arguments of the critics are
based fundamentally upon a false religious preconception of the evolu-
tionary development of the religion of the Hebrews, which cannot be
sustained” {4 Companion To Scripture Studies, Vol. 11, New York, 1942,
p. 73).

Certain parts of the book claim to have been written by Joshua himself,
24:26, which refers to the covenant, 24:1-25. Also some parts seem to
be the work of an eyewitness, e.g., 5:1 “until we had passed over;”
(though some manuscripts read “they”,) 5:6; 15:4, and the detailed
descriptions of chs. 7-8. From this we may conclude that there was a
basis written by Joshua.

However, in its present form, the book cannot have been written by
Joshua, for it records events which did not take place until after his
death. Among these are the conquest of Hebron by Caleb, of Debir by
Othniel and of Leshem by the Danites. Also, the accounts of the death of
Joshua and of Eleazar show that the book is later than Joshua’s time,
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A Jewish tradition alleged that Eleazar added the account of Joshua’s
death, and that Phinehas added the account of Eleazar’s death.

Although the book in its present form is not from the hand of Joshua,
it is nevertheless very ancient. In all probability it was written under
Divine inspiration by some one (possibly an elder, [Keil]) who had
been an eyewitness to most of the events recorded in the book.

Purpose

The purpose of the book is to show how God brought the theocratic
nation from the wilderness into the promised land. It serves thus to con-
tinue the history contained in the Pentateuch and to trace the history of
the theocracy under Joshua. It also serves to show how Joshua faith-
fully performed the work which had been entrusted to him by God, and
how God, in fulfillment of His promises, gave the promised land to His
people.

Analysis
1. The Conquest of Canaan 1:1-12:24

a.) 1:1-9. Introduction to the entire book. Joshua receives directions
to proceed with the people across the Jordan and is assured that, if he
is faithful to the law, he will be successful. Vs. 1 connects the thought
with the Pentateuch, upon the foundation of which the author of Joshua
wrote. The language of the section closely approximates Deut. 11:22-25,
and cf. 1:9 with Deut. 3:21f.; 31:6-8, 23. This does not indicate a
secondary D redaction (D2?). It merely shows that the author meditated
deeply in the Word of God. Ps. 1:2 is evidently based upon Josh. 1:8.

b.) 1:10-2:24. The preparations for crossing the Jordan. Joshua makes
immediate preparations for his work. He reminds Reuben, Gad and the
half-tribe of Manasseh that they too are to help in the conquest, and this
they promise to do. Two spies are sent to Jericho, who returned. 2:15
which describes Rahab’s house as being upon the town wall, seems to be
an evidence of antiquity. Excavation has shown that houses were built
upon the walls (See J-J, p. 132).

Although this section constitutes a straightforward unity, it is neverthe-
less divided into documents by some critics.

Thus OR analyze: E 1:10, 1la; 2:1-9 (also to J); 2:12-16; 22-24, J
2:19 (also to E); 2:17-21. D 1:11b-18; 2:10-11.

c.) 3:1- 4:25, The crossing of the Jordan. Preparations for the cross-
ing are made, 3:1-6; the crossing is commenced, 3:7-17; description of
the actual crossing, 4:1-14; conclusion, 4:15-24. There are no super-
fluous repetitions nor are there actual contradictions in this section.
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Driver advances three arguments which may be briefly considered:
1. In 3:17 the people have crossed the Jordan, but 4:4, 5, 10b
implies that they have not yet crossed. In fact 4:11 is thought to
leave us where we were at 3:17. In reply it may be said that if this
is an actual contradiction, the final redactor has bungled badly. But
is there really a contradiction? Not at all. 3:17 relates in sum-
mary form the crossing of the people and the fact that the priests
remained in the midst of the river until the people had crossed.
After the people had crossed, Joshua issued directions for the erec-
tion of the memorial stones (4:1-10). During this time the priests
were still standing in the river. 4:10 serves as a summary of all that
has occurred, and adds the information that the people had passed
over quickly. 4:11 connects with 4:10 (not with 3:17) and com-
pletes the narrative by stating that finally (i.e., after the people had
crossed) the priests and the ark passed over the river. 2. 4:8 and
9 are said to speak of two different ceremonies. Vs. 8 is said to be
the sequel of vs. 3, whereas vs. 9 is thought to go with vv. 4.7, But
Driver’s argument is without force. Vs. 3 gives the command to erect
the stones (at Gilgal). Vv. 4-7 give an explanation of the meaning
of the act. Vs. 8 records the fulfillment of the command. Vs. 9
relates to an action of Joshua’s distinct from that given in vv. 3-
8. We may safely assume that Joshua was acting under Divine
command, even though the express command is not mentioned. 3.
3:12 is said to be superfluous, if it belongs to the same narrative
as 4:2. But this by no means follows. 3:12 gives a preview of what
is about to happen. After the crossing the command is repeated, for
the time has come when it is to be obeyed. To accomplish this,
Joshua repeats the exact words of the command, which is far more
effective than a mere allusion, such as 4:4 (“the twelve men, whom
he had prepared”). The fact that no fulfilment of the command is
given in 3:13.17, is strong evidence of the unity of the entire passage.

d.) 5:1-12. The incidents at Gilgal. The narrative is a unit. Vs. 2 (“at
that time”) connects with vs. 1, and vv. 3-9 obviously reflect upon vs. 2.
Vs, 10 continues the narrative, and relates the observance of the passover.
Vs. 11 connects with vs. 10 (after the passover), and vs. 12 connects
with vs. 11 (“old corn”). Nevertheless, this beautiful unity is denied by
some critics. Thus, e.g., OR assign to E 5:2.3, 89; D 5:1; P 5:4-7;
10-12.

e.) 5:13-6:27. The capture of Jericho. The Angel of the Lord encour-
ages Joshua. The city is encompassed for six days, and then taken.
Rahab is saved. The historicity of the event is proved by Hebrews 11:
30-31. See JJ, pp. 145-147 for archaeological confirmation of the down-
fall of Jericho. Cf. also 6:26 with I K. 16:34.
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Pfeiffer thinks there are two entirely different accounts of the fall
of Jericho. One is in 6:3b, 4, 6; the other in 6:3, 5, 7, 10, 16b, 17.
But for seven days the warriors were to march around the city. For
six days they were to do this once a day, but on the seventh they
were to do it seven times. It is obvious, e.g., that 3b refers to 3a.
(Koh here refers to what precedes, as in Gen 15:5). Vs. 5 also
clearly belongs with vs. 4, “when they make a blast,” bimeshok.
Unless this refers to the “priests” of vs. 4, it makes no sense.

f. 7:1-26. Achan’s theft. As at Jericho, God had shown Himself merci-
ful to Israel, so now at Ai, because of Achan’s sin, He manifests His
justice.

The interchange between singular and plural in vv. 25, 26 is simply
to show the prominence of Achan in the punishment. To appeal to
this as an evidence of confusion is beside the point.

g. 8:1-35. The destruction of Ai, vv. 1-29; erection of the altar upon
M:. Ebal, vv. 30:35.

Many writers stress the difficulty occasioned by the mention of
30,000 men in vs. 3 and 5000 in vs. 12. Joshua, it is charged, is
represented as stationing 30,000 men in ambush in the evening, and
on the next morning despatching 5000 men to the same place for
the same purpose. But the order of events seems rather to have been
the following: When Joshua received divine assurance of success,
he chose 30,000 men (vs. 3) and sent them away. (vs. 9). He also
relates what he himself did (vs. 9b). In vv. 10, 11, Joshua begins
a detailed account. He reviewed the troops, and as they approached
Ai, separated 5000 to go into ambush. In other words vs. 9 is a
general summary statement of the execution of the command, the
details of which begin in vs. 10. This would seem to explain the
text, but I grant that it is extremely difficult. At any rate, difficult
as it is, we are not justified upon the basis of such a passage in con-
cluding that this section is a compilation from separate sources.

Nor is 8:30-35 misplaced. It is true that Ebal is some distance
from Ai-Bethel. But after all, the distance was only some twenty
miles, and there is no reason why the reliability of the text should
be questioned. Further, these verses are in the style of the remainder.
They do not have the characteristics of an interpolation.

n. 9:1-27. The deceit of the Gibeonites. Vv. 1, 2 serve to introduce
chs. 9-11. The Gibeonites, obtaining by craft a league with Israel, are
condemned to perpetual servitude. Vs. 27 shows the antiquity of the pas-
sage, for the site of the temple has not yet been determined.

i. 10:1-43. The conquest of southern Canaan. Joshua first defeats the
five kings at Bethhoron, and then gains possession of the southern cities.
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Keil would regard vs. 12 as containing a mere poetic statement, and for
this he makes out a good case. But, the verses seem rather to teach that
a real miracle had occurred. What the precise nature of the miracle was,
however, is difficult to say. Evidently, the day was prolonged. As an
introduction to the subject, the reader should consult:

E. W. Maunder: “Joshua’s Long Day,*” in Journal Of Transactions Of
Victoria Institute, Vol. LIII, 1921, pp. 120-148; R. D. Wilson: “What
Does ‘The Sun Stood Still'’ Mean*”, PTR, Vol. 16, 1918, pp. 46-54.

Vv. 12-14 are parenthetical, an extract introduced by the author of
Joshua from the book of Jasher, except, of course, the question in the
middle of vs. 13. This was an ancient, poetical book. Cf. also IT S. 1:18.

j- 11:1-15. The conquest of northern Canaan, At the waters of Merom,
Joshua defeats the confederacy headed by Jabin, and captures his towns.
The Jabin of Ju. 4:2 is evidently a successor of the one named here.

k. 11:16-12:24. Completion of the conquests, and list of the defeated
kings. 11:16-23 gives a review of the entire conquest. 12:1-6 sum-
marizes Moses’ defeat of the kings on the east of Jordan, and 12:7-24
summarizes Joshua’s defeat of the kings in Palestine. Since this chapter
includes information not previously given, it serves as a necessary
appendix to 1-11, which is indispensable to the completeness of the
history.

II. The Distribution of the Territory 13:1-24:33

a. 13:1-7 The cities not yet taken, and the command to divide the lana
among the nine and a half tribes. Note that in vv. 4-6, Sidon seems to be
the chief Phoenician city, whereas later (even by Solomon’s time) Tyre
became most important. This is an evidence of antiquity.

b. 13:8-21. The territories of the Eastern tribes.

c. 14:1-19:51. The territories of the Western tribes. The territories
to be distributed by lot. 14:1-5; the approach of Caleb, vv. 6-12; Joshua
gives Hebron to Caleb, vv. 13-15. Judah’s inheritance, ch. 15; Joseph’s
inheritance, chs. 16, 17; the tabernacle erected at Shiloh, 18:1; prepara-
tion for second distribution, 18:2-10; Benjamin’s inheritance, 18:11-28;
Simeon, 19:1-9; Zebulon, vv. 10-16; Issachar, vv. 17-23; Asher, wv.
24-31; Naphtali, vv. 32-39; Dan. vv. 40-48; Joshua receives Timnath
Serah, vv. 49-51.

Certain marks of antiquity appear in this section. In ch. 15 the
towns of Canaan are called by their old names, vs. 9, Baalah, later
Kirjath-jearim; vs. 49, Kirjath-sannah, later Debir; vs. 54, Kirjath-
arba, later Hebron. In 16:10 the Canaanites are in Gezer, but
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in Solomon’s times (I K. 9:16) they were destroyed by Pharach. In
18:16, 28, it is evident that Jerusalem is not yet the capital of the
Israelites.

Certain objections to this section have been made. Betharabah is
said to be ascribed to Judah (15:6), then to Benjamin (18:22).
But evidently this desert place (15:61) stood on the border. Hence,
it might have belonged to both (in 18:18, it is called merely Arabah),
or else it was first assigned to Judah, and later given to Benjamin.
As to Bethshemesh (Irshemesh in 19:41) it was on the border of
Judah, and was given, not to Dan but to the Levites (21:16). Cer-
tain cities, e.g., Tappuah, within the territory of Manasseh, were
assigned to Ephraim. There are various reasons why this might have
been; certainly this is no evidence of contradiction or of conflicting
traditions,

Further, it is alleged that in some passages the portion of Joseph’s
two sons is said to be one (16:1; 17:14-18), but in others it is fwo-
fold (16:5, 8; 17:1a). This objection is without weight. In order
that Manasseh might not be separated from Ephraim, Joseph’s de-
scendants draw one lot. Their inheritance, however, was immediately
divided (16:6-8). There is no conflicting tradition here. See the
older commentaries, Calvin, Keil, etc. After describing the southern
border of Joseph, 16:1-3, the narrative is said to start afresh in 16:4,
and to repeat the description (16:5-8). However, this is not correct.
Vs. 4 is a summary statement of vv. 1-3. It serves as a conclusion.
Vs. 5 then begins to specify the border of Ephraim. This description
(difficult as it is) should nevertheless be distinguished from that of
vv. 1.3.

d. 20:1-9. The cities of refuge.
e. 21:1-45. The cities for the priests and Levites.

f. 22:1-34. The two and one half tribes. These return to their land and
erect an altar by the Jordan.

g. 23:1-24:33. Conclusion. Introduction to Joshua’s first discourse.
Ch. 23:1, 2. He reminds the people of God’s gracious acts, vv. 3-13, and
then summarizes his thoughts, vv. 14-16. Ch. 24 describes the renewal
of the covenant at Shechem, vv. 1-28, and vv. 29-33 mention the death of
Joshua and of Eleazar.
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Chapter IX

JUDGES

Name

The book receives its name from the rulers (judges, shophetim) who
ruled over Israel during the period between Joshua and Samuel. The
same name appears also in the LXX, Krita1, and in the Vulgate.

Author

Divisive criticism does not regard the book of Judges as a literary
unit, but considers it a compilation of different sources. It is thought
to be essentially a Deuteronomistic book, coming from about 550. There
are supposed to be two independent sources (J and E, although these
symbols do not necessarily indicate a continuation of the previous J
and E. In fact, by some scholars they are thought to be more closely
connected with the alleged “sources” in the book of Samuel), and these
two sources were united about 650-600 (JE). The redactor (R'®) also
made some additions of his own, most of them supposed to be harmonistic.
After the destruction of Jerusalem, a “Deuteronomic” edition of the
book is supposed to have been prepared to convince the exiles that punish-
ment had come because of their violation of the “Deuteronomic” code.
Some further redactions were also made, until the book reached its pres-
ent form.

According to the Talmud (Baba Bathra, 14b) “Samuel wrote the book
which bears his name and the Book of Judges and Ruth,” But how trust-
worthy Is this tradition? There is evidence that Judges is a very ancient
book. According to 1:21, the Jebusites were still in Jerusalem when the
book was written. Hence, the book must have been edited before the
events recorded in II Sam. 5:6ff. (David’s capture of the city). 1:29
relates that the Canaanites dwelt in Gezer, which points to a time before
Pharaoh gave the city to Solomon (I K. 9-16). In 3:3 Sidon rather than
Tyre is the chief Phoenician city. This points to a time before the
twelfth century. Isaiah 9 refers to Judges 4, 5, 6, and passages such as
17:6;5 18:1; 21:25 seem to imply a time in the early monarchy when its
blessings were fresh in mind.

18:30 calls for special comment. The reading of the text is not certain,
and some would emend it to read “until the day of the captivity of the
ark”, i.e., by the Philistines. (ha’aron instead of ha’aretz).

165
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All of this leads to the conclusion that the book was compiled during
the early days of the monarchy, either under the reign of Saul or the
early days of David. It is quite possible that this author made use of
sources, both oral and written, but the remarkable unity of the book’s
structure precludes any such scheme of compilation as that proposed by
the divisive criticism.,

Purpose

The book of Judges serves to show that the theocratic people need a
righteous king. Without a king who reigns under the special authority
of God, confusion follows. “Every man did that which is right in his
own eyes.” The book thus has a negative purpose. When the people are
without a ruler, there must be awakened within them longings and
aspirations after a true king. Thus, by the period of the Judges, they
gradually were brought to see their need of the king.

During this period the rulers of the people were termed Judges. These
were not, however, merely civil magistrates in the administration of
justice and the adjudication of disputes. Primarily, they were deliverers
(literary, saviours, moshe‘im), endued with the power of the Spirit of
God, who were called upon to deliver and to govern the people in times
of declension and oppression.

The Book of Judges carries on the history of the people from the time
of the death of Joshua to the rise of Samuel as a prophet of the Lord.
During this time the people were to take possession of the land which
had been allotted to them by driving out and exterminating the remain-
ing Canaanites, and to build up and establish the theocratic nation. How-
ever, they soon grew weary of their tasks, and often adopted friendly
terms with the Canaanites and sometimes took over their gods. Hence,
by way of punishment, they were given over to their enemies. When,
however, they repented, the Lord raised up judges, who were saviours
and deliverers, upon whom He sent His Spirit, and who delivered the
people and the land from oppression. However, no sooner was a judge
dead than the people fell back into apostasy. We see, therefore, in the
Book of Judges, a period of constant alternation between apostasy and its
consequent oppression upon the part of foes, followed by deliverance
under a judge. This tragic state of affairs paved the way for the institu-
tion of prophecy as such under Samuel.

Analysis
I. The Introduction 1:1.2:25

a. 1:1. Introduction to the entire book. This verse is an offense to
some critics of the negative school, for it is thought that this section
(i.e., 1:1-2:25) contains an account not subsequent to Joshua’s death,



JUDGES 167

but at least parallel to the narrative of Joshua. Hence, the verse is
regarded as an editorial addition. This, however, is subjective, and is
done in the interests of a certain theory.

There is no objective evidence which demands such a view of this
verse. Note that the verse begins as does Joshua 1:1. It clearly
places the events after the death of Joshua (not Moses, as Kittel
suggests). Hence, they are to be regarded as subsequent, not parallel to
the narratives of Joshua.

b. 1:2-36. A4 summary of the existing political conditions. This sum-
mary has a nationalistic emphasis. It does not, however, conflict with
the representation of Joshua. That book presents Joshua as the great
leader; this section places its emphasis upon the work of the tribes.
There is no real conflict.

In 1:10 Judah is said to be substituted for Caleb (Josh. 15:13-
19). But there is no conflict. Caleb received a part in Judah. Why
may not he have taken the lead against Hebron? Thus, Judah in
the person of Caleb, would fight against Hebron.

In 1:21 Benjamin is said to be substituted for Judah (Josh.
15:63). Again there is no conflict. Doubtless both tribes had warred
against Jerusalem, and at that time could not drive out the Jebusites.
Later, however, the city was divided between Judah and Benjamin.

In 1:8 Judah is said to have taken Jerusalem, and this is asserted
to be incorrect (contrast with 1:21) since Jerusalem was first taken
later by David. However, this statement (1:8) is made in connection
with the account of Adoni-bezek. Evidently Judah at this time had
attacked Jerusalem and burned it. However, they could not hold it
permanently. As 1:21 shows they did not drive out the Jebusites,
but 1:8 was evidently an attempt along this line. We simply do not
know enough about the situation to declare 1:8 unhistorical.

Again 1:18 and 19 are said to be in conflict. But if they are,
the redactor must have been sleeping to put them so close together.
However, there is no conflict. 1:18 relates a capture of the Philistine
territory. This was doubtless temporary. At any rate, even though
the territory was taken, the inhabitants could not be driven out (dis-
possessed, lehorish) Judah might take by storm, but she could not
dispossess the inhabitants.

Ch. 1 evinces evidences of literary unity with later parts of the
book. Thus:

To deliver into one’s hand (nathan beyadh) occurs in 1:2; (J)
2:14, 23; (E?) 6:1; 7:7; 13:1; 15:12; 18:10; 20:28.

To set on fire (shillehu va’esh) occurs in 1:8 and 20:48.

To smite with the edge of the sword (hikkah lephi herev) occurs
in 1:8, 25; 20:48.
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Unto this day (adh hayyom hazzeh) occurs in 1:21; 6:24; 10:4;
15:19; 19:30.
Would dwell (yo’el lasheveth) 1:27, 35; 17:11; 19:6. 1:1-2 should
be compared with 20:18, 23, 27, and 1:16 with 4:11.

c. 2:1-5. The Angel of the Lord. The people are reproached for break
ing the covenant with the Lord.

II. The Judges of Israel 2:6-16:31

a. 2:6-3:6. Israel’s relations with the Lord. A new generation had
arisen (2:10) which knew not the Lord, and which forsook Him in order
to worship the gods of Canaan (2:11, 12). As a result of this apostasy,
the Lord delivered the people into the hands of spoilers (shosim, plun-
derers), who despoiled them (2:14). The grace of God then manifested
itself in the raising up of Judges, which delivered the people from the
spoilers (2:16). This would be followed by a relapse into apostasy (2:
19), and the Lord, therefore, determined to leave in the land the nations
which Joshua had not taken in order thereby to test the people (2:22).
These nations are then listed (3:1-6).

We have to do here, not with idealized, but with actual history.
Nevertheless, this section has been severely criticized. Thus, it is
argued, 2:23 cannot be the original sequel of 2:20-22, since the
Lord’s not delivering the nations into the hand of Joshua (2:23)
cannot be a consequence of what took place after Joshua’s death
(vs. 21). This objection is not without weight. In reply we would say.

a. Either the word Joshua (2:23—this is the word which occasions
the difficulty) is an error and should possibly be emended to Israel
(Kittel). However, this is without objective textual support.

b. Or else, since it is difficult to account for the deliberate intro-
duction of this difficult reading, unless we attribute it to the thought-
lessness of a scribe, we may allow the reading to stand (lectio
difficilior praestat) and assume that the word Joshua simply stands
for the people as such. It would be then merely an equivalent for
Israel.

Further, the reasons why the nations were not driven out are
said to be inconsistent. In 3:1-3 it is that Israel might learn the art
of war, but in 2:22 and 3:4 it is for the purpose of moral testing.
But there surely is no conflict here. “To learn war” here means, as
the previous context would seem to show, “to learn to depend upon the
Lord for help in fighting against Canaan.” Hence, this is really
but one of the means whereby Israel was to be morally tested.

Lastly, the list of nations in 3:3 is said to be not consistent with
those in 3:5, since the former refers to those occupying certain dis-
tricts, and the latter represents the entire population. But 3:3 must
be understood in the light of Josh. 13:2-6. 3:5 then serves as a
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general statement that the Israelites dwelt in the midst of the Canaan-
ites (six groups being enumerated) thus to explain Israel’s apostasy.
For a fair representation of the view of negative criticism, see A. B.
Davidson: “The Prophetess Deborah” in The Expositor, Vol. 5, 1887,
pp. 38-55.

b. 3:7-11. The judgeship of Othniel. Othniel, the son of Kenaz,
delivers Israel from Chushan-Rishathaim, king of Mesopotamia. He se-
cured rest for Israel for 40 years.

c. 3:12-30. The victory of Ehud over the Moabites. Ehud was a Ben-
jamite and lefthanded. The oppression under Eglon, King of the Moab-
ites, had lasted 18 years (3:14). After the deliverance, however, Israel
had peace for 80 years (3:30). Under Othniel and Ehud all Israel,
apparently, rose up against its oppressors. The phrase “to draw the
sword” (shalaph herev) of 3:22 occurs also in 8:10, 20; 9:54; 20:2,
15, 17, 25, 35, 46.

d. 3:31. Shamgar, the son of Anath, slew 600 Philistines with an ox-
goad. He is not called a judge, nor is the period of his labors reckoned
in the chronology. Also, he apparently wrought no permanent victory.
Evidently, he acted out of deep concern, seizing the first weapon that
came to hand.

e. 4:1-5:31. The oppression of Jabin, and the deliverance under De-
borah and Barak. This victory and the defeat of Jabin’s general, Sisera,
are described in a poetic ode, ch. 5, which is regarded by all schools of
thought as being very ancient, some having gone so far as to say that it is
the earliest piece of writing in the Bible. This, of course, is incorrect.
It evidently, however, is contemporary, the work of Deborah, herself,
and was included by the author of the entire book who also wrote the
4th chapter.

It should be noted that in this battle not all Israel was engaged. Reuben
and Gilead, Dan and Asher took no part in the conflict.

Ch. 4 is said to differ from ch. 5 in important details:

1. Two, not six tribes engage in battle (4:10 with 5:14, 15, 18).
But these are not mutually exclusive accounts. 4:10 simply states
Barak’s initial act. Ch. 5, being poetic, naturally mentions the other
tribes. Note that 4:23, 24 does not limit the victory to two tribes
but gives it to the children of Israel

2. Sisera, while sleeping, is pierced by Jael (4:21); but in ch. 5
he is hit on the head “while drinking sour milk outside the tent”
(Pfeiffer, IOT, p. 329). However, the two statements are supple-
mentary. A mere reading of them will show that there is absolutely
no contradiction. The poetical account (ch. 5) does not seek to give
all the details, but lays its stress upon the death of Sisera (e.g., 5:27,
which is obviously poetic).
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3. Ch. 4 speaks of Jabin, the king, whereas 5:19 mentions the
“kings” of Canaan with Sisera, not Jabin, as head (Driver). But
again, 5:19 is poetic, and the word “kings” may simply refer to lead-
ers under Jabin. But ch. 5 does not say that Sisera is the head of the
kings. As Jabin’s general, he doubtless took a leading part, and
hence the prominence ascribed to him in both chs. 4 and 5.

4. Some have denied that Deborah was an historical personage,
and assert that the words “a mother in Israel” (5:7) indicate a
metropolis, not a person. However, in Gen. 35:8 the word “Deborah”
obviously refers to an historical person. Ch. 4 supplies certain details
which are lacking in ch. 5, and are necessary for a proper understand-
ing of the song. For a splendid defense of the genuineness and
historicity of the song, see the article by Burton L. Goddard: “The
Critic And Deborah’s Song*,” WThJ, Vol. 11, 1941, pp. 93-112.

Tue StrucTure OF CHs. 2-5.

These chapters present the first stage in the attitude of the Lord toward
the rebelling people. 1.) At Bochim the people are threatened by the Angel
of the Lord (2:1-5). 2.) Thus it is said, “The Canaanites shall be as
thorns in your sides, and their gods shall be a snare unto you” (2:3).
3.) The oppressions of this stage were from without and lasted a rather
long time. 4.) Between each oppression there were long intervals of
peace. (5) Othniel and Ehud were stirred up by the Spirit of God;
Barak was summoned to war by the Prophetess Deborah.

f. 6:1-8:35. The work of Gideon. The oppressing Midianites are
defeated by Gideon, whose history is related with some fulness since it
manifests so clearly the gracious working of the faithful covenant God
in the deliverance of His people. This account is distinguished by cer-
tain literary peculiarities. Some think that two (or three) sources are
employed, and that there were two accounts of Gideon. This is based
upon such considerations as the fact that Gideon is sometimes called by
the name Jerubbaal. However, the account is a unity, and attempts to
parcel it into documents must be pronounced a failure.

g. 9:1-57. The episode of Abimelech. In this section appears the remark-
able parable of the trees.

h. 10:1-5. Tola and Jair serve as judges, ruling 23 and 22 years
respectively.

TaE STRUCTURE OF CHS. 6-10:5.

1.) Again the Lord threatens His people, this time through the medium
of a prophet. (6:7-10). 2.) It is said, “I delivered you out of the hand
of the Egyptians, and out of the hand of all that oppressed you; I said
unto you, I am the Lorp your God; fear not the gods of the Amorites; but
ye have not hearkened to my voice” (6:8-10). 3.) The oppression of
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the Midianites lasted seven years, and was followed by forty years of
rest under Gideon (8:1-3), and under Tola and Jair there were apparently
forty five years of peace (10:2, 3). This period is characterized by the
fact that serious internal disruption and disorganization appears. Ephraim
becomes exceedingly jealous of Gideon and the victorious tribes; Suc-
coth and Peniel refuse assistance (8:4-9; 14-17). Not only did all Israel
not fight against the foe, but not even the entire army of Gideon was
permitted to fight. The Lord wrought victory by the hand of only 300
men, that the people might not vaunt themselves against Him.

i. 10:6-12:7. Deliverance by Jephthah. Jephthah, the son of a harlot,
was invited by the leaders of Gilead to become their leader, but assented
only an condition that in case of victory, he should so continue. He
vowed that if victorious, he would sacrifice to the Lord the first one who
come from the doors of his house to meet him. This proved to be his
daughter. In fulfilment of the vow, he probably devoted her to perpetual
virginity, but of this one cannot be certain.

E (11:34) is said to represent Jephthah as a respected house
owner in Mizpeh, whereas J (11:1-3) represents him as the son of
a harlot who became a bandit. But if these statements were contra-
dictions why would a redactor place them in the same chapter? Is
it not obvious that Jephthah while in exile gathered a force and
possessions so that he did actually become a man to be reckoned
with?

j. 12:8-15. Three judges, 1bzan, Elon and Abdon, ruled for seven, ten
and eight years respectively.

k. 13:1-16:31. The history of Samson. For the historicity of Samson,
see Hebrews 11:32. The divine power displayed in the judges was cul-
minated in Samson, who possessed this power by virtue of being a
Nazirite. In his natural character, however, he was an extremely weak
man.

Tue Structure OF CHs. 10:6-16.

1.) The people are again threatened by the Lord: “Ye have forsaken
me and served other gods: wherefore I will deliver you no more; go
and cry unto the gods which ye have chosen; let them deliver you in the
time of your tribulation.” (10:13, 14). 2.) Internal decay becomes more
and more apparent. 3.) Jephthah was called by the elders of Gilead, and
Samson was set apart from his mother’s womb.
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II1. Two Appendices 17:1-21:25

a. 17:1-18:31. The episode of Micah the Ephraimite and the Levite
who is consecrated priest in his house. The unity of this narrative is
obvious: Even negative criticism regards these two appendices as belong-
ing to the earliest stratum of the book. These episodes make abundantly
clear the need for a king at this time. Pfeiffer, following Arnold, would
analyze these accounts, not into sources, but into a narrative, with which
a late commentary and some glosses have been incorporated.

b. 19:1-21:25. The crime at Gibeah in Benjamin and its punishment.

SpeEcIAL LITERATURE ON JUDGES.

Otto Eissfeldt: Die Quellen des Richterbuches, Leipzig, 1925 Andres Ferdandez: “Ex
Atentado De Gabaa,” in Biblica, Vol. 12, pp. 297-315; H. Haensler: “Der Historische
Hintergrund Von Richter 3, 8-10,” in Biblica, Vol. II, pp. 391-418, Vol. 12, pp. 3-26;
271-296; 395-410; Siegfried Sprank and Kurt Wiese: Studien zu Ezechiel und dem
Buch der Richter, Stuttgart, 1926; Harold M. Wiener: The Composition of Judges
II:11 to I Kings I1:46, Leipzig, 1929.



Chapter X

THE BOOKS OF SAMUEL

Name

These two books are named after Samuel, not only because he was
the principal character in the first part, but also because he anointed the
other two principal characters, Saul and David. Originally these books
were regarded as one (see Baba Bathra, 14b; Jerome: Prologus galeatus;
Eusebius: Ecclesiastical History, 7:25, 2.) The LXX divided the books
into two, and this division was followed in the Old Itala and Vulgate.
The translators of the LXX called the two books, The First and Second
Books of Kingdoms (bibloi basileon), and the two books of Kings were
called the Third and Fourth Books of Kingdoms. The Vulgate, however,
changed the title to Books of Kings. The division into two books seems
first to have been introduced into the first edition of Daniel Bomberg’s
printed Hebrew Bible (Venice, 1516-1517). The designation, Samuel,
found in the Hebrew manuscripts, has been retained in the English trans-
lation, although the Authorized Version adds to the title “Otherwise Called
The First (Second) Book Of The Kings.”

Author

According to Baba Bathra, 14b, “Samuel wrote the book which bears
his name and the Book of Judges and Ruth.” However, in 15a we read,
“Samuel wrote his book (sifro). But is it not written in it, Now Samuel
was dead?” Hence, while Jewish tradition may have maintained that
Samuel wrote the book, objection to this position was raised at an early
time,

It is obvious that Samuel cannot have been the author of the entire
beok, since his death is recorded in I Sam. 25:1; 28:3, and events are
mentioned which took place long after Samuel’s death. We do not know
who the author was. In the light of I Sam. 27:6, “Ziklag pertaineth unto
the kings of Judah until this day,” it seems obvious that the books were
not completed in their present form until some time after the division of
the kingdom. Whoever the author was, he made use of previously existing
written documents, and these mest likely were “the chronicles (‘al divre) of
Samuel the Seer, and in the chronicles of Nathan the Prophet and in the

173
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chronicles of Gad the Seer (hozeh)” (I Chr. 29:29). What the precise
content of these written documents was is not known. We may conclude
then that the books of Samuel were composed under Divine inspiration
by a prophet, probably of Judea, who lived shortly after the schism
and who incorporated into his work earlier written material.

Alternate Theories of Authorship

Those who espouse the documentary hypothesis with respect to the
Pentateuch have generally maintained that the principal contents of the
books of Samuel were preserved in two more or less parallel but inde-
pendent sources, which are similar to J and E. The earlier account is
said to have come from about the time of Solomon, and the later one
from the eighth century. About a century later they were united.

For earlier expressions of this theory the student should consult: H. P.
Smith: “Samuel,” in ICC, 1902. (It has again found expression in the
theory of R. H. Pfeiffer. 10T, pp. 341ff.; “Midrash in the Books
of Samuel” in Quantulacumque, pp. 303-316). The earlier document
begins at 4:1b, and is the continuation of Jud. 13-16. It gives an account
of the events from the first encounter between Israel and the Philistines to
the accession of Solomon. According to Pfeiffer, it is “—the outstanding
prose writing and historical masterpiece of the Old Testament” (IOT,
p- 356) and, when freed from later additions, a well-organized literary
unit. The author was probably Ahimaaz, as first suggested by Kloster-
mann (Die Buecher Samuelis und der Koenige, 1887, pp. xxxii, ff.), and
this Ahimaaz, or whoever the author was, is thought by Pfeiffer to be
“the father of history” in a far truer sense than Herodotus, and his style
is unsurpassed in Hebrew prose.

Whereas Saul and David were the principal characters of the early
source, Samuel is said to be the protagonist of the secondary or late
source. This source is confined to parts of T Sam. 1.24, and is supposed
to be “clouded with legends and. distorted by theories” (IOT, p. 362),
and is of multiple authorship. Ch. 1 may be dated about 750 B. C., and
the original form of chs. 17 and 18 about a century later. The rest,
thinks Pfeiffer, comes from between 650-550 B. C.

This late source is a correction of the earlier and is based upon two
theories which dominate its viewpoint, 1.) the monarchy is an apostasy
from the Lord, and 2.) “goed or bad fortune among mortals is an exact
divine retribution for human conduct” (IOT, p. 362). “The mist of
legend and the compelling authority of dogmas conspire to produce in the
late source an atmosphere of make-believe and the illusion of a mirage”

(IOT, p. 363).
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How the two sources were joined together is not perfectly clear, and ne
effort was made to harmonize divergencies as was the case with “R™”.
The late source was probably not an independent document but rather
the addition of corrections and improvements to the original history.

Because of the character of the so-called late source, the Deuteronomist
edition was more or less perfunctory. But principally was this so because
the fundamental Deuteronomic doctrine, namely that national disaster
was due to failure to worship Jehovah exclusively and correctly, was not
applicable to the first two kings of Israel. Certain parts of Samuel,
however, were probably suppressed by the Deuteronomists.

I Sam. 2:27-36 and II Sam. 7 are thought by Pfeiffer to be the two most
elaborate instances of late midrashic additions which are historically
worthless.

Pfeiffer has presented the “two source” theory with some elaborateness.
We are compelled to reject this theory as being out of harmony with the
unified character of the books. (See below. Analysis).

The Theory Of Otto Eissfeldt. (Einleitung, pp. 306-317; Die Kom-
position der Samuelisbuecher, 1931). Instead of finding two basic sources
in Samuel, Eissfeldt discovers three. He regards the books of Samuel,
therefore, as composed of three parallel sources, which are probably the
continuations of the three sources of the Heptateuch, L, J and E. In
I Samuel these sources are more or less interwoven, but in 11 Samuel they
are thought to be consecutive.

Purpose

The purpose of the books of Samuel is to relate the account of the
establishment of the monarchy, and of Samuel’s part therein. Samuel
was both a judge (I Sam. 7:6, 15-17) and a prophet (I Sam. 3:20). He
serves, therefore, to connect the period of the Judges with the early
monarchy.

There was a two-fold preparation for the kingdom. During the period
of the Judges confusion prevailed, and thus the Israelites came to see their
need of a centralized government. In the second place, the king must be
a good king, not a selfish autocrat, but a man who was after God’s heart,
who in his faithful and just reign would point forward to the Great King
to come. Under the reign of Saul, a self-willed autocrat, the lesson was
taught that the king must be one who would reign in righteousness.

Not only do the books of Samuel recount the establishment of the
monarchy, but they serve to point out that this great institution was of
Divine origin.
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Analysis
I. Samuel as Judge 1:1-7:17

a. 1:1-2:10. The birth of Samuel and Hannah’s song. While Eli was
high priest, a devout Israelitish woman, Hannah, prayed for a son. Her
prayer was answered, and she bore a son, Samuel, and dedicated him to
life long service to the Lord. She then praised the Lord (2:1-10) in
a beautiful song of prophetic character.

The Song of Hannah is assumed by some critics to belong to a time
later than Hannah. The following reasons are offered: 1.) Vs. 10 is
said to assume the establishment of the monarchy: 2.) The theme is
one of national victory rather than of personal thanksgiving (vv.
4,7,10): 3.) The language and style are said to be similar to those
of late psalms.

In answer, however, it should be noted, that 1.) the king of whom
Hannah speaks is the ideal King. To speak thus does not necessarily
presuppose an actual King. For the monarchy had been promised
from a very early time, Gen. 17:6; Deut. 17:14-20; Jud. 8:22, and
was in the thoughts of the people. And who would be so worthy thus
to anticipate the future monarchy as the mother of him who should
guide the nation through the critical period of the establishment of
the Davidic Kingdom? 2.) The theme is prophetic. In her own
experience Hannah discerned the general laws of the Divine economy.
“The experience which she, bowed down and oppressed as she was,
had had of the gracious government of the omniscient and holy
covenant God, was a pledge to her of the gracious way in which the
nation itself was led by God, and a sign by which she discerned how
God not only delivered at all times the poor and wretched who trusted
in Him out of their poverty and distress, and set them up, but would
also lift up and glorify His whole nation, which was at that time so
deeply bowed down and oppressed by its foe” (Keil). Further, there
is no mention whatever of national victory in this poem, the only
possible allusion to war being in vs. 4, where the purpose apparently
is to contrast the warrior with the weak man, rather than to allude
to the defeat of an enemy warrior. If the theme is really so far re-
moved from Hannah’s circumstances, why should any late compiler
think of attributing it to Hannah? 3.) The language proves nothing
as to the date. God is called a Rock, vs. 2, cf. Deut. 32:4, 15 ete.
Reduplication (vs. 3. gevohah gevohah) also occurs in Deut. 2:27.
This song of Hannah is the prototype of the Magnificat (Luke 1:46-
55) and of Zecharias’ prophecy (Luke 1:68-79) which show how
the song was understood by the devout in Israel.

b. 2:11-3:21. Samuel’s childhood and vision. 2:27-36 is dated by some
as very late (possibly after 400, Pfeiffer). But there is no warrant for
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regarding this section as a late midrash, since it bears the characteristics
of genuine prophecy.

c. 4:1-22. The death of Eli. It is argued that chs. 1-3 lead us to expect
great emphasis upon the fall of Eli’s house in the sequel, but since chs.
4-7 do not have this stress chs. 1-3 are said to be the work of a later hand.
This objection however, fails to understand the purpose of these chapters.
Chs. 1-3 provide the necessary background with respect to Samuel and
included in this is the statement of the low condition of the priesthood
and the announcement that Eli’s house will fall. Next the writer proceeds
to relate the low condition of the country itself, and this is done by
portraying how the ark is taken, The glory is departed. Thus the stage is
set for the work of Samuel.

d. 5:1-6:21. The ark in Philistine territory.

e. 7:1-17. The ark returned.

The representation of Samuel as judge (7:15) is no evidence of a
later viewpoint. It is only after Samuel assumes the government of
all the nation that his judgeship begins.

7:13 does not conflict with accounts of later Philistine invasions. It
means that the Philistines no longer returned to invade with lasting
success. The hand of the Lord was against them so that they were
repulsed with severe loss, even though they were not completely
driven out, nor was Israel entirely free from paying tribute to them.

II. The Reign of Saul 8:1-31:13

a. 8:1-22. Israel expresses desire for a king. Since Samuel’s sons as
judges had perverted justice, the elders of Israel entreated Samuel to
appoint a king. The request, however, was made in an untheocratic
spirit, and Samuel pronounced it tantamount to a rejection of Jehovah.
Nevertheless, Jehovah commanded Samuel to fulfil the people’s desires,
and to warn the people by relating to them the prerogatives of the king.
Samuel then promised the king.

b. 9:1-10:27. Saul is anointed king. The Lord brings the man whom
He has chosen as king before Samuel (9:1-14), Samuel reveals to Saul
God’s purpose, anoints him and dismisses him, declaring that three signs
will confirm his choice by God. Thus is it emphasized that the choice
of Saul was by God, not by either Saul or Samuel. Having secretly
anointed Saul, Samuel now summons the people to Mizpeh and instructs
the tribes to choose a king by lot. Thus Saul’s election is confirmed.
The account is straightforward and unified. Attempts to discover two

divergent viewpoints concerning the monarchy must be pronounced
failures.
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Eissfeldt, e.g., thinks to discover three sources with respect to the
kingship, 1.) 10:21b-27; 11:1; 2.) 9:1-10, 16; 3.) Chs. 8, 10:17-
2la. Those who apply the two-document theory also find divergent
accounts. Thus, 9:1 - 10:16; 10:27b - 11:11, 15 represents Jehovah
as having ordered Samuel to anoint Saul, whereas 7:2 - 8:22; 10:17 -
27a; 11:12-14, ch. 12, regard the monarchy as an apostasy from
Jehovah. But it should be noted that both these viewpoints are ex-
pressed in 12:12, 13ff., and that this chapter is generally regarded
as a unit. As a matter of fact there are not conflicting viewpoints
about the monarchy. It had early been prophesied that Israel would
have a king, yet the people asked for a king in a wrong spirit. Let the
student read carefully the above outline (b) for the order of events.
He should also compare the section entitled Purpose, and the notes
on Deut 17.

c. 11:1-15. Saul’s victory over Ammon. Before entering upon the
duties of government, Saul proves his worth, and the opportunity to do
this is given by the enmity of Nahash the Ammonite. Saul is made king
at Gilgal.

d. 12:1-25, Samuel’s Address. Samuel now lays down his office as judge,
but as prophet continues to advise the king.

e. 13:1-15:35. The early reign and rejection of Saul. Saul proves to be
disobedient to Samuel’s orders, and the Lord removes His Spirit from the
disobedient king. Saul’s rejection, however, is not followed by his immedi-
ate disposition.

A duplicate account is said to be found in the fact that Saul is
twice deposed (13:14 and 15:26-29) but continues to rule until his
death. But this objection is not correct. In 13:14 Saul himself was
not rejected; it is merely stated that because of his foolish deed, his
sovereignty would not continue forever, i.e., by being transmitted
to his posterity. At his second transgression (15:26-29) Saul him-
self is rejected, and he continues in office without the presence of
the Spirit of God.

f. 16:1-23. David chosen to be king. At first sight it might appear that
the Lord (16:2) commands Samuel to tell a lie as to his purpose in going
to Bethlehem. But, Samuel was as a matter of fact going to Bethlehem
to sacrifice. There was no need to tell the entire truth upon this occasion.
If Samuel had been asked point blank, “Are you going to Bethlehem in
order to anoint David as king?”, and to answer such a question Samuel
had been told, “I am going only to sacrifice,” then Samuel would have
been guilty of dissimulation, and so also, would the Lord. Such, however,
was not the case. There is a vast difference between dissimulation or
acting under false pretenses and not telling the entire truth. There was no
point in Samuel’s revealing at this time the principal object of his mission.
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“There was no dissimulation or falsehood in this, since God really wished
his prophet to find safety under the pretext of the sacrifice. A sacrifice
was therefore really offered, and the prophet was protected thereby, so
that he was not exposed to any danger until the time of full revelation
arrived” (Calvin). Once we admit, as we are compelled to, the genuine-
ness of the Lord’s intention for Samuel to sacrifice, the difficulty disap-
pears.

g- 17:1.31:13. The last days and downfall of Saul. The unity and
purpose of this section may best be seen by working carefully through
the text with the aid of a sympathetic commentary such as that of Keil.

The school of negative criticism believes that it can discover several
evidences of composite authorship in this section:

1.) David is said to have been introduced to Saul twice, 16:14-23
and 17:55-58. This is an old objection and utterly without merit.
If Saul had known David as well as appears from ch. 16 (e.g., 16:
23) it is objected, why, after the battle with Goliath does he ask
whose son David is? Some have supposed that Saul pretended not to
recognize David, or that his malady had so affected him that he
failed to make recognition. But these assumptions are unnecessary.
When Saul asked whose son David was, he obviously was endeavor-
ing to ascertain more than the mere names of David and his father.
These he knew already. What Saul desired to discover was “—what
kind of man the father of a youth who possessed the courage to
accomplish so marvelous a heroic deed really was: and the question
was put not merely in order that he might grant him an exemption of
his house from taxes as the reward promised for the conquest of Go-
liath (Ver. 25), but also in all probability that he might attach such
a man to his court, since he inferred from the courage and bravery
of the son the existence of similar qualities in the father” (Keil).
It was, therefore, the social condition of David and his father which
Saul desired to ascertain. 18:1 shows clearly that a lengthy con-
versation had ensued. Had Saul merely desired to know the name
of David’s father, there would have been no need for any lengthy
conversation. One word would have answered the question.

2.) David is offered Saul’s daughter twice in marriage 18:17-19 and
18:22-29a, a third time in 18:21b. But a careful reading of these pas-
sages will make it clear that we are not dealing with doublets. In
answer to his promise (17:25) Saul offers his elder daughter Merab.
It was a crafty offer (vs. 17), and in true humility, without suspect-
ing Saul’s craftiness, David declares that he could not make pre-
tension of becoming son-in-law to the king. Saul, however, did not
keep his promise (vs. 19). Then upon discovering that Michal loved
David, Saul offered her to him. To this David, having discovered
Saul’s unreliability, did not reply. Saul therefore employed his



180 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

messengers to approach David (vs. 22). (In the LXX vs. 21b is
omitted).

3.) David is said to have escaped twice from Saul’s court never
to return (19:12; 20:42b), and although Saul is aware of David’s
first flight (19:17) he expresses wonder that David is not later pres-
ent at dinner (20:25-29). Again the objection must be met by a
careful reading of the relevant passages. In 19:12 Michal enables
David to escape the messengers of Saul. (The text does not say or
imply that he escaped never to return), and in 19:17 Saul reproaches
Michal for having deceived him. The Scripture then relates David’s
flight, first to Samuel at Ramah (19:18), then to Naioth in Ramah
(19:18). David then left Naioth, whither Saul had come and had
been impelled to prophesy, and came to Jonathan (20:1). David
then suggested that at the table Saul might miss him (20:6), and
this is precisely what happens (20:25-29). Now, the reason for this
is that when Saul at the table enquires for David, he is in a rational
frame of mind. When he had pursued David previously, he had been
in a fit of insanity (cf. 19:9 “and an evil spirit from the Lord came
upon Saul”). This condition was abnormal. It did not represent
Saul’s feelings toward David when he was rational. Hence, in his
normal state of mind and unaware of the tragic things which had
occurred when the evil spirit was upon him, Saul at the table, could
wonder at David’s absence. Jonathan’s conversation at the table with
Saul enrages Saul who now, in a state of sanity, realizes that in David
he has a rival. Jonathan then carries out the pre-arranged plan of
shooting the arrows and David, now realizing that Saul is indeed
determined to destroy him, flees.

4.) Another evidence of composite authorship is supposedly found
in an alleged duplicate account of David sparing Saul’s life (24:3-7
and 26:5-12). But these are not duplicate accounts at all. In 24:
3-7, Saul hides in a cave (me ‘arah) by the sheepcote (gideroth
hatsts’on,) for the purpose of covering his feet. David and his men
were already in the cave. David cut off the skirt of Saul’s robe in
secret (ballat)., Then David repented of his act and forbade his men
to rise against Saul. In 26:5-12 on the other hand David came to the
place where Saul was (26:5). Saul lay in a trench (ma ‘gal ie., a
ditch, quite different from a cave), and about him the people were
encamped. David then asks who will go down (yeredh) to Saul’s
camp? When they have descended Abishai desires to smite Saul
once, not twice. This David forbids, but they do take the spear and
cruse of water. They are able to do this because a Divinely imposed
sleep was over the camp. The circumstances of the two events are
quite different. But even so it is surely possible that David might
spare an enemy twice. The genuineness of the accounts is shown in
that David twice spares an enemy under quite different circumstances.
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5.) David is said to have made a covenant with Jonathan three
times, 18:3; 20:16, 42 and 23:18. This objection disappears as soon
as one reads carefully what the Scripture says. In 18:3 Jonathan
and David made a covenant because Jonathan loved David as his own
soul. In 20:12ff. when it has become apparent that Saul in his frenzy
would destroy David, Jonathan renews the covenant with David by
vowing that he will reveal Saul’s intentions, whether good or bad, to
David. He then (vv. 14, 15) entreats David to show him everlasting
kindness (hesedh yehowah) and to his house, implying therein that
the house of David would surely prevail. In thus speaking, Jonathan
emphasizes or renews the covenant already made, and in this cov-
enant includes David’s posterity. Lastly in 23:18, when David was a
fugitive, Jonathan went to David and strengthened his hand in God.
Thus, they renewed the covenant already made. To insist that three
distinct covenants were made is to force upon the text a meaning
which it was never intended to bear.

6.) David is said to have taken refuge with Achish twice, 21:10-
15 and 27:1-4. This is true. David did seek to take refuge with
Achish twice, and the Scripture makes it clear why he did so. When
David first fled to Achish, the remembrance of Goliath’s death was
evidently still vivid in the mind of the Philistines (21:11). This
caused David to fear Achish and he feigned madness so that he could
depart. During the time between 21:10 and 27:1, however, Achish
could learn how that David had been pursued by Saul, and would
perhaps think that if a new war were to break out between Israel and
the Philistines, David might fight for the Philistines. When David
came to Achish, Saul refrained from further pursuit. Hence, we see
that the narratives cannot in any sense be regarded as mere duplicate
accounts of the same event.

7.) The accounts of the slaying of Goliath are said to be confused.
In ch. 17 (cf. also 19:5; 21:9; 22:10, 13) David is declared to have
slain Goliath. In IT Sam. 21:19, however, Elhanan is said to have
slain Goliath. Furthermore, in I Chr. 20:5, it is stated that Elhanan
slew Lahmi, the brother of Goliath. What is the answer to these
apparent discrepancies?

In the first place it should be noted that if the final “redactors”
of Samuel left such a glaring error, they must be regarded as incom-
petent. But was there such a glaring error in the original? Careful
examination will make it clear that II Sam. 21:19 and I Chr. 20:5
are closely related. In the course of transmission some copyists’
errors have evidently crept in, particularly into I Sam. 21:19. In
the first place, we should remove the word ’oregim, which appears as
part of the proper name, and which is evidently a copyists’ mistake,
for the word appears again at the end of the verse (- beam). Second-
ly, the particle ’eth (which introduces the direct object and is not to
be translated) should, after Chronicles, be emended to read ’ahi (the
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brother of). Thirdly, the name of Elhanan’s father should be read

Jairi (y'r).

Two alternatives now face us. Either we should read (both in
Sam, and Chr.),

1. “And Elhanan the son of Jairi smote Lahmi the brother of
Goliath,” i.e., we presuppose the text to read wayyak ’eth lahmi ’ahi
golyath. If this is adopted, we must further emend the words Beth-
lehemite (beth hallahmi) to Lahmi (’eth lahmi).

2. Or, we may read, “And Elhanan the son of Jairi the Bethlehem-
ite slew the brother of Goliath.” If this is adopted, we must emend
the Lahmi (’eth lahmi) of I Chr. to agree with the words Bethlehem-
ite (beth hallahmi) of I Sam.

Either of these alternatives is possible. The fact of the matter then
is that

1. David slew Goliath.

2. Elhanan slew the brother of Goliath.

A concluding word is in order. Some of the rough places in this
section may be due to the condition of the text. It is the work of sober
textual criticism to solve these difficulties. The Hebrew text has not been
transmitted in as good condition as is the case with most of the other Old
Testament books, and the LXX is often of tremendous help. But these
minor textual difficulties are not evidences of composite authorship. Such
evidences, we believe, are entirely lacking in the books of Samuel.

II1. The Reign of David II Sam. 1:1-25:25

. 1:1.27. David’s lament over Saul and Jonathan.

. 2:1.5:25. David established as king.

6:1-7:20. The announcement of the eternity of David’s kingdom.

. 8:1.10:19. David’s victory over Israel’s enemies.

. 11:1-12:31. David’s sin with Bathsheba.

13:1-19:43. Absalom’s rebellion.

. 20:1-24:25. Sheba’s rebellion; David’s thanksgiving; his sin in num-
bering the people.

The essential unity of this section (i.e., I Samuel) is generally admitted.
These chapters are specimens of noble Hebrew prose, and from the liter-
ary standpoint alone may be regarded as incomparable masterpieces.

5. The Historical Character of Samuel. The trustworthiness and his-
torical character of these books is seen from the fact that they are alluded
to in other portions of the sacred Scripture. References to events in
Samuel are found in I Kings, e.g., T Kings 2:27, 1st Chronicles, Jeremiah,
Psalm 17, Christ referred to David’s eating the shewbread, Matt. 12:3ff;
Mark 2:25ff; Luke 6:3ff. (reference to I Sam. 21:6), and Paul gave a
resume of the contents of Samuel in Acts 13:20-22.

| RO MO T
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Chapter XI

THE BOOKS OF KINGS

Name

Like the books of Samuel, the books of Kings were originally one.
In the LXX they are called the third and fourth book of Kingdoms
(basileon trite kai tetarte), and in the Vulgate Liber Regum tertius et
quartus.

Author

In Baba Bathra 15a we read, “Jeremiah wrote his (own) book, the Book
of Kings, and Lamentations.” This ancient Jewish theory of authorship
is very attractive, for there is much in Kings which seems to bear resem-
blances to Jeremiah and II K. 24:18-25:30 is identical with Jeremiah. In
recent times the Jeremianic theory has been held by Steinmueller. The
principal objection to this view is that the account of the deporta-
tion and imprisonment of Jehoiachin was evidently written in Baby-
lon, whereas Jeremiah was carried to Egypt (Jer. 43:1-8). Jer. 52
and II K. 24-25 seem to be abstracts (they contain minor verbal
differences from each other) from a larger source of which Jeremiah
was not the author. In all probability, the author was a contemporary
of Jeremiah, one who was a prophet and deeply concerned because his
people did not obey the voice of Jehovah.

This unknown author, since he was writing concerning events which
had occurred long before his birth, made use of written records, and these
he mentions by name.

a.) In I K. 11:41 after completing the description of Solomon’s reign,
the author mentions the Book of the words of Solomon (divere shelomo).

b.) The information for the accounts concerning the Kings of Judah
was obtained from the Book of the Chronicles (divere hayyamim) of the
Kings of Judah, e.g., I K. 14:29; 15:7, 23 etc.

¢c.) Mention is also made of the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of
Israel, e.g., T K. 14:19; 15:31, etc.

Evidently these works were public annals of the kingdom, which had
probably been written down by the prophets. As an example, appeal
may be made to the history of Uzziah’s reign which Isaiah made (II
Chr. 26:22). These sources, therefore, may be regarded as part of a

184
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prophetic history issued in the form of annals. Under Divine inspiration
the author of Kings made his choice from these written documents.

ALTERNATE THEORIES OF AUTHORSHIP
Advocates of the school of negative criticism believe that the book went
through different redactions. This view has been well expressed in recent
times by Pleiffer.

1.) The first edition of Kings, according to this theory was made about
600 B. C., whereas the second appeared about fifty years later. The first
edition is said to know nothing of the destruction of Jerusalem (586
B. C.) or of the Exile. It also is supposed to recognize as legitimate, wor-
ship on the high places outside Jerusalem before the erection of the
Temple. On the other hand the second edition knows of the exile and is
said to condemn Selomon for having sacrificed at Gibeon.

In accordance with this view Kings is regarded as a history which
exhibits the philosophy and religion of Deuteronomy. This philosophy
involved the doctrine of centralization of worship and of just retribution
for human conduct on this earth. Hence, each king is said to be judged
in accordance with his obedience to the law which centralized worship
at Jerusalem and which ordered destruction of the high places (sup-
posedly taught in Deut. 12). Further, in order to explain the doctrine of
earthly reward or retribution, the author found himself struggling with
the facts and was willing to sacrifice the facts to his theory. The Book of
Kings then, on this view, is a theological history.

See Lindsay B. Longacre: The Old Testament: Its Form And Purpose,
New York, 1945, pp. 36-57, and for a review of this work by the present
writer, WThl, Vol. VIII, pp. 246-250; cf. also IOT, pp. 377-412.

2.) One important modification of the above position should be noted.
Eissfeldt and others hold to the existence of a pre-Deuteronomic book of
Kings, which was made up of L, J and E or simply of J and E. The
Deuteronomists, on this view, did not as it were create a new book, but
worked over the continuation of the narratives of the “Octateuch.”

3. PurPoOSE.

The Book of Kings aims to carry on the history of the theocracy until
its end in the Babylonian exile. The Kings of Judah are judged in
accordance with the promise given to David in II Sam. 7:12-16, whereas
those of the northern kingdom, all of whom are condemned, are con-
demned because they have continued in the sin of Jeroboam the son of
Nebat who made Israel to sin.

Much stress is placed upon the prophetic ministry of Elijah and Elisha
who served as the link between the earlier period and prophetism. With
respect to the southern kingdom the writer lays particular emphasis upon
those kings who were true to the Davidic standard. Yet he condemns
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where condemnation is necessary, and he makes it clear that the exile is
a Divine chastisement.

Analysis
I. The Reign of Solomon I Kings 1:1-14:43

a. 1:1.2:11. The last days of David; Adonijah usurps the throne;
Solomon is anointed king, and Adonijah flees, and then, upon condition
of peaceable behaviour, obtains Solomon’s forgiveness. The death of

David.

The introductory “now” (w®) connects the narrative with the pre-
ceding history. 2:2-4 is ascribed by critics of the negative school
to the Deuteronomic compiler. It need not be denied that these verses
contain a Deuteronomic emphasis, but that is to be expected in one
who loved the law of the Lord. There is absolutely no warrant for
denying these words to David.

b. 2:12-46. Introduction to the history of Solomon’s reign.

Some of the Fathers and one or two codices begin I Kings with
2:12.

c. 3:1-28. Solomon’s marriage. His prayer at Gibeon, and his wise
decision.

Vv. 2, 3, are considered to be an addition, conflicting with vs. 4
in its teaching as to where one may sacrifice. But the three verses
are from one author and do not exhibit different viewpoints. A
redactor who would place verses, contradictory to one another, thus
closely together, must have been careless indeed. His work would be
detected in no time. Apparently however, it was not detected until
the advent of modern negative criticism. Vv. 2, 3 present a general
statement of the state of religion at the beginning of Solomon’s reign.
Since the Temple had not yet been built, people worshipped the Lord
on the high places. Solomon (vs. 4) who loved the Lord, also sacri-
ficed on a high place, even Gibeon. It is not just to say that vv. 2, 3
disapprove of such worship, whereas vs. 4 does not. Cornill thinks
that ch. 3 has been subjected to drastic revision, and Driver would
attribute to a “pre-Deuteronomic” prophetical narrative vv. 4:13, 15,
16-28. It may be that the final author has incorporated earlier
material into his narrative, but the ch. does not present conflicting
viewpoints, and it is utterly unwarrantable, with Gressmann, Pfeiffer
and others to look upon vv. 16-28 as originally an Oriental folk tale
which had nothing to do with Solomon.

d. 4:1-34. The administration of Solomon’s Kingdom. The list of
officers belongs not to the beginning but to a later period of Solomon’s
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reign and mentions the most distinguished officers during the entire
reign. It serves to give an idea of the grandeur of the kingdom at this
time and may have been taken from the annals of Solomon, 11:41.

Cornill thinks that vs. 20 is probably a legendary embellishment,
and Driver regards vv. 20-26 as a later insertion. Pfeiffer thinks
that vv. 1-19 and 27ff. are valuable sources, but that vs. 22ff. and 26
are misplaced notices in a Deuteronomistic section, 4:20-26. But
there is no reason why 4:20-26 should not be regarded as parts of
the original narrative.

e. 5:1-7:51. The building of the Temple. Hiram of Tyre provides lumber
for the Temple, and the building commences. With the erection of the
House of God, the people obtain a central place of worship, and Israel’s
early stage of dwelling in the promised land has come to an end. The
promise made to David in II Sam. 7:10 has now been fulfilled. The event
is solemnized by identifying it not only with the year of Solomon’s reign
but also by stating how many years had elapsed since the exodus from
Egypt (6:1).

f. 8:1-66. The dedication of the Temple. a.) vv. 1:21. The removal
of the furniture of the old Tabernacle into the new Temple. b.) vv.
22-61 Solomon’s prayer. In vv. 23-53 Solomon prays, and in vv. 54-61
offers a blessing. This noble prayer is based upon Moses’ words in
Lev. 26 and Deut. 28. In fact, Haevernick is correct when he says that
the language is “—only to be read and explained by the constant aid
of the Pentateuch.” c.) vv. 62-66 the offering of sacrifice.

There is no reason for denying this beautiful prayer to Solomon. It
reveals a profound theology, based upon a reverent and intimate knowl-
edge of the written Law. That such profound theology is too advanced
for Solomon’s day is a view which can appeal only to those who believe
in a theory of the development of Israel’s religion along lines of natural-
istic evolution, a position for which there is no supporting evidence.

Vv. 44-52 are said by some to contain a specific reference to the
Exile, and so cannot be from Solomon. However, there is no such
specific reference, but rather a discussion of general principles. Even
if Israel is far from Jerusalem and prays, then Solomon beseeches
the Lord to hearken unto her.

g. 9:1-28. God makes a covenant with Solomon. Further remarks about
Solomon’s buildings and reign.

h. 10:1-29. The visit of the queen of Sheba.

i 11:1-43. The end of Solomon’s reign; his sins and punishment;
Solomon’s death.

TaE Reien OF SoLoMmoN

The nature of the theocracy is peace, and the visible manifestation of
the theocracy was the Temple. It was entirely fitting therefore that the
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Temple should have been constructed by Solomon (Shelomo), whose
name indicates the peace of his reign. The picture of Solomon which is
given in Kings is straightforward and accurate, and the fact of the magni-
ficence of his kingdom is more and more being corroborated through
archaeological discoveries. Nor is the record psychologically inaccurate
in describing Solomon first as a faithful worshipper of Jehovah and then
as one who late in life, through the influence of his foreign wives, turned
to idolatry.

Pfeiffer maintains that the Deuteronomic author had admiration for
the builder of the Temple but resentment at Solomon’s violations of the
Deuteronomic law. Hence, he rearranged the narratives of Solomon’s
wisdom and magnificence so as to bring out the central importance of
the Temple and then gave the account of the king’s idolatry to point out
his moral that punishment follows sin. He thus is said to give the reader
the erroneous impression that Solomon first served the Lord in prosperity,
but later forsook God and suffered reverses (p. 389).

However, this theory is based upon a certain preconceived view, namely
that the alleged Deuteronomist author has written a colored history. For
this there is no real evidence. Rather the picture of Solomon is psycho-
logically accurate. It is easily understandable that one who was thus
entrusted with great wealth should take to himself many wives and turn
his heart from Jehovah.

In the Hebrew text there are some secondary corruptions, and these
appear particularly in the copying of numbers, but these do not affect
the total picture of Solomon’s reign which is given:

For the archaeological background of this period see Albright: APB,
pp. 45-47; Jack Finegan: LAP, pp. 150-153; Nelson Glueck; OS]J.

II. The Divided Monarchy I Kings 12:1-II Kings 17:41

Chronology of the Period. It is very difficult to determine the exact
chronology of this period. The year in which each king began to reign
is stated in relation to the reigning king in the opposite kingdom, (e.g.,
15:1; 15:9, etc.), and when the full members are compared, they do not
always synchronize. The difficulty is one that we are not able completely
to resolve.

It may be noted that with the aid of Assyro-Babylonian literature, a
reliable chronology for many of the Biblical events can be obtained. Also
in the Scriptures, an incompleted year was counted either as the first year
or as the last year of one king and the first year of his successor (i.e.,
twice). Furthermore, unless there is clear evidence of error in textual
transmission, the numbers of the Scripture are to be accepted as authentic.
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The difficulties are comparatively minor, and the chronology is to be
regarded as reliable. We probably do not know enough fully to under-
stand it. The dates of the kings as given below, should be regarded as
approximate. They are fairly widely accepted at present.

a.) 12:1-16:28. The period of hostility between the two kingdoms.

1.) 12:1-14:20, (cf. II Chr. 10:1-11:4). The revolt of the ten tribes.
Rehoboam forsakes the counsel of the older advisors, and answers the
northern tribes harshly. As a result, Israel under Jeroboam, rebels, vv.
1-20; Shemiah commands Rehoboam not to fight Israel, vv. 21-24; the
kingdom of Israel is founded; a man of God prophecies against the calf-
worship introduced by Jeroboam, 13: 1-34; Ahijah predicts the destruc-
tion of Jeroboam’s family, 14:1-20.

According to Cornill, 12:1-20 draws a false picture of Rehoboam,
and it also shows literary dependence upon 1I Sam. 20. (e.g. cf.
I K. 12:16 with II Sam. 20:1). Hence, he concludes that it is of
Ephraimitic origin. Ch. 13, he thinks, is a late production, bearing
the same style as the miraculous stories in Chronicles and Daniel.
This type of argument, however, is based upon groundless conjec-
ture. There is no reason for doubting the correctness of the repre-
sentation made of Rehoboam. As a punishment for Solomon’s idol-
atry, God had determined upon the separation of the ten tribes from
the sovereignty of David’s house. But this does not preclude the fact
that Rehoboam’s conduct was imprudent or that the ten tribes sinned
in acting as they did. Jeroboam is known as the man who made
Israel to sin (I K. 14:16). Again, the fact that T K. 12:1-20 may
exhibit literary affinities with II Sam. 20 proves nothing as to author-
ship. Why may not the Israelites in their rebellion have employed
words similar to those which were used by the Benjamite Sheba
in his proclamation of rebellion (II Sam. 20:1). Does not the use
of these words show that the real cause of the rebellion was not so
much the supposed oppression of Solomon as the ancient and deep-
seated aversion to and jealousy of Judah which sprang from the
basically untheocratic attitude of the northern tribes?

Lastly, Cornill’s attitude toward ch. 13 will not appeal to those

who have not @ priori ruled out the supernatural from the pages of
Holy Writ.

Driver thinks he finds an anachronism in 14:9 in the words “all that
were before thee.” But these words do not imply the existence of pre-
vious Israelitish kings. It is simply a general phrase to stress the wick-
edness of Jeroboam. Those who preceded him were probably elders
and judges. :

In discussing the divided monarchy the author combines the accounts
of the two Kingdoms, reverting from one to the other. The reigns are
introduced and concluded with certain formulae. Thus:
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Jupan

ISRAEL

Introduction

1. The year of accession is synchronized with the reign of the
king in the other kingdom, e.g., I K. 15:1 (for Judah); I K. 15:25
(for Israel). In the case of Nadab (I K. 15:28) and Elah (I K. 16:10)

the synchronized date of deatt is also given.

2. The age of the king at his
accession is next given, e.g., Il
K. 18:2. This is omitted in the
case of Abijam and Asa.

3. The length of the reign is
stated, e.g., I K. 15:2.

4. The name of the king’s
mother is given, e.g., I K. 15:
2b. This is omitted in the case
of Jehoram, II K. 8:17 and
Ahaz, 11 K. 16:2,

5. Judgment is passed upon
tl;; king’s reign, e.g., II K. 18:
3t.

Conclusion

1. A concluding statement,
e.g., “Now the rest of the acts
of Rehoboam, and all that he
did, are they not written in the
book of the chronicles of the
kings of Judah?” (I K. 14:29).

2. Generally there appears a
statement of the king’s death,
“And Rehoboam slept with his
fathers, and was buried with his
fathers in the city of David.”
(I K.14:31a). The words “and
he slept”, are omitted, however,
if the king died a violent death,
e.g., Joash, II K. 12:21). Also,
in the case of Hezekiah, Josiah
and Jehoiachin, mention of the
place of burial is omitted.

2. The length of the reign is
stated. The royal residence is
also given, except for Jeroboam
I and Nadab. This was Tirza
until Omri founded Samaria.

3. Each king (except Shal-
lum) is formally condemned,
and reference is made to Shal-
lum’s conspiracy. Hence, he al-
s0 is to be regarded as an evil
king.

4, The king’s father is men-
tioned, e.g., I K. 15:25. This is
omitted in the case of Zimri
and Omri.

No stereotyped introduction
is used for Jehu.

1. A concluding statement,
e.g., “And the rest of the acts
of Jeroboam, how he warred,
and how he reigned, behold,
they are written in the book of
the chronicles of the kings of
Israel” (I K. 14:19).

2. Generally a statement of
the king’s death “And he slept
with his fathers,”
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3. Then {follows the state- 3. Unless the king was fol-
ment, “And his son reigned in lowed by a usurper, it is stated
his stead.” that his son reigned in his

stead.

Note. In the case of Joash, two conclusions are given: II K. 13:12,

13 and II K. 14:15, 16.

In certain cases, Ahaziah, Jehoahaz, Jehoichin, Zedekiah, the con-
clusions are omitted entirely.

2.) 14:21-31. Rehoboam’s reign, cf. I1 Chr. 11:5-12:16. In the fifth
year of Rehoboam’s reign, Shishak (Sheshonk I, founder of the 22nd
Dynasty) plundered Jerusalem and took the treasures of the Temple.

3.) 15:1-24. Abijam and Asa of Judah.

4.) 15:25-32. Nadab of Israel.

5.) 15:33-16:7. Baasha of Israel.

6.) 16:8-14. Elah of Israel.

7.) 16:15-22, Zimri of Israel.

8.) 16:23-28. Omri of Israel. Omri established the capital of Israel at
Samaria, and politically, became one of the greatest of Israel’s kings.
Religiously, however, he continued the apostasy.

b. TK. 16:29-1T K. 10:36. 4 period of peace between the two kingdoms.
This period extends from the reign of Ahab to the deaths of Joram of
Israel and Ahaziah of Judah. During this period the kingdom of Judah
recedes into the background, and the Scripture places its stress upon the
Kingdom of Israel. The reason for this is clear. Jehoshaphat’s son had
married Ahab’s daughter, and Judah had taken Israel’s part in struggles
against Syria. But, above all, Jezebel had introduced the Tyrian Baal-
worship into the land, and there ensued a life-and-death struggle between
this heathenish idolatry and the pure worship of Jehovah. Hence, at this
time, God raised up the prophets Elijah and Elisha. This is the second
great period of miracles in Biblical history. The prophets, performing
miracles in the Name of Jehovah, were by God’s grace enabled to pre-
vent the Baal-worship from becoming the dominant state-religion in
Israel.

1.) 16:29-22:40. The reign of Ahab. This reign introduces a turning
point in Israel’s history, for, not only did Ahab continue in the sin of
Jeroboam, but he also raised the Tyrian Baal-worship to supremacy in
Israel, and built in Samaria a temple and altar to Baal. Furthermore, he
wished to persecute those who would not give up Jehovah for Baal. The
apostasy from Jehovah became formal and official. The Lord, therefore,
must intervene, and Elijah, His messenger appears upon the scene. Elijah
may be regarded as a second Moses, one in whom the prophetic power
culminated. He is zealous for the Law and the honor of God, and like
Moses, performs miracles. But he also serves as a model of that great
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Prophet whom Moses had predicted (Deut. 18:15), the One in whom
both the Law and the Prophets would be fulfilled. “His non-Israelitish
extraction, his sojourn at Zarephath bringing a blessing to the pious
heathen woman, and several other things, point to the time when the Lord
also will cause the heathen to partake in the blessings of the Kingdom of
God; and the raising of the dead child of the widow performed by him, as
well as his ascent into heaven, are types of the raising of the dead and the
ascension into heaven of Christ, before whose coming the spirit of Elijah
was revived in John the Baptist” (Keil).

2.) 22:41-51 Jehoshaphat of Judah (cf. II Chr. 17:1-21:3), made peace
with Ahab, gave his son Joram to Ahab’s daughter Athalia in marriage,
and joined Ahab in war against Syria.

3.) 22:52.11 K. 2:25. Ahaziah of Israel, whose reign resembled that of
his father Ahab. Elijah (II K, 2) is taken to heaven.

4.) II K. 3:1-8:15. Jehoram of Israel. Jehoram removed the pillar of
Baal from Samaria. With Jehoshaphat he undertook an expedition against
the rebellious Moabites. At this time occurs the ministry of Elisha.
Elijah’s influence is to be seen in the fact that Jehoram caused the Tyrian
Baal-worship to cease as a state religion. It is also to be seen in the
schools of the prophets (bene hannevi’im) which he founded for the
purpose of religious and intellectual training to call the nation back to
the Lord.

The miracles of Elisha, included in this section, are evidently arranged
according to their nature rather than in a strictly chronological order. On
the whole the miracles performed for individuals and the schools of the
prophets are related first and those for the king and nation last. The
wondrous healing of Naaman, a foreigner, intervenes as a connecting
link between the two.

Critics of the negative school are not at one in evaluating the rela-
tionship between Elijah and Elisha. They object to the supernatural
element in the narratives, and they seem agreed in maintaining
that the Elisha narratives present not so much a history of Elisha as
a number of anecdotes. In reply we would urge that this is indeed
the case. The author selects incidents from the ministry of Elisha
to show how through him God was at work in such crucial times.

5.) 8:16-24 (cf. II Chr. 21:2.20) Jehoram of Judah, introduced the
idolatries of Ahab into Judah. During his reign Edom and Libnah (Josh.
15:42) revolted.

6.) 8:25-29. Ahazieh of Judah.

7.) 9:1-10:36. Jehu of Israel utterly exterminates the Baal-worship of
Ahab and Jezebel. Hosea (1:4, 5) condemns the blood thirsty manner of
Jehu. Nor is this in conflict with the present representation in Kings.
The author relates vividly Jehu’s bloodthirsty deeds. He is commended
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in so far as he obeyed the Lord (10:30), but he is condemned because his
obedience was not complete (10:29, 31). Jehu was the type of man who
would obey God in the manner most pleasing to himself.

c.) 11:1-18:41. Renewed hostilities between the two kingdoms. The
ministries of Elijah and Elisha were successful in bringing about the re-
moval of the foreign idolatries. However, Israel merely sank back to
where she had been before. Through Ahaz of Judah, the Syrian idolatry
was brought even into Jerusalem. When Israel and Syria opposed him,
he sought the help of Assyria. Thus, this great nation came into contact
with Palestine, and in 722 B. C. Israel fell before her.

1.) 11:1-21. Athalia usurps the throne of Judah.

2.) 12:1-21. Joash of Judah repairs the Temple.

3.) 13:19. Jehoahaz of Israel. For a time Israel was captured by
Syria.

4.) 13:10-25. Jehoash of Israel recovered from Syria some of the
cities which had been taken from his father.

5.) 14:1-22. Amaziah of Judah.

6.) 14:23-29. Jeroboam II of Israel. During this reign Israel reached
great material power and prosperity.

7.) 15:1-7. Uzziah of Judah. Judah also at this time was outwardly
prosperous.

8.) 15:8-12. Zechariah of Israel.

9.) 15:13-16. Shallum of Israel.

10.) 15:17-22. Menahem of Israel pays tribute to Tiglath-Pileser 111
(745-727 B. C.).

11.) 15:23-26. Pekahiah of Israel.

12.) 15:27-31. Pekakh of Israel becomes an ally of Syria against Judah.
Tiglath-Pileser invades northern Palestine and takes Naphtali captive.

13.) 15:32-38. Jotham of Judah.

14.) 16:1-20. Ahaz of Judah secks the aid of Tiglath-Pileser ITI
against Israel and Syria.

15.) 17:1-41. Hoshea, the last king of Israel. The Assyrians besiege
Samaria and take Israel captive.

II1. The Kingdom of Judah to the Captivity 18:1-25:30

a.) 18:1-20:21. Hezekiah of Judah. Summary of Hezekiah’s reign;
its beginning, duration and general character, 18:1-8; the destruction of
Israel by Shalmanezer, 18:9-12; from 18:13 to 19:37 the narrative of
Sennacherib’s invasion of Judah. This account is repeated almost verba-
tim in Isaiah 36 and 37 and is summarized, with some additional material,
in IT Chr. 32. The original is the account in Isaiah, and upon this the
accounts both in Kings and in Chronicles are based. (For the view that
the account in Kings is original, see LOT®, pp. 226-227). The historicity
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Tabular View of the Monarchy

The Undivided Monarchy (Approximate Dates): Saul 1050-1013; David 1013-973; Solomon 973~

THE DIVIDED MONARCHY

CHAP. IN EGYPT (E) and
JUDAH 1SRAEL KINGS PROPHETS BABYLONIA (B) ASSYRIA
Rehoboam 933-917 Jeroboam 933-912 12-15 Ahijah-Sh iah Sheshonk I c. 924 (E) Adad-Nirari If 911-¢
Abijom 916914 Nadab 912911 15
Asa 913-873 Baasha 911-888 15 Jehu Tokuhi-Ninib I 889-¢
Elah 888-887 16
Zimri 887
Tibni *887-883 |Assurnasirabol It 883-
Omri 887 (883) 877
Jehoshophat 873-849 Ahab 876-854 16-22 Micaiah-Elijah Shalmanezer I 859-€
Ahaziah 854-853 ([ O | Elisha (Bottle of Karkar 85
Jehoram 849-842 Jehoram 853-842 3
Ahaziah 842 Jehu 842-815 8 Shamshi-Adod V 823-
Athalich 842.836 9-12
Jehoash 836-797 Sehochoz 814.798 13 Joel (?) Adad-Nirari lif 810.7
Amazich 797.779 Jehoash 798-783 14
Jercboom It 783-743 Shalmonezer Ul 781-;
Amos Asshurdan I 771-7
Amos Asshur-Nirari I} 753
Uzzich 779-740 Zecharioh 743 15 Amas-Isaich-Hosea
Shallum 743 15 Amos-tsaiah-Hosea
Jotham 740.736 Menchem 743-737 15 Isaiah-Micah-Hosea Tiglath-Pileser il 745-
T T {paid tribute to Assyrio 738) Jonah
Ahoz 736-728 Pekahich 737-736 16 Isaiah-Micah-Hoseo-Jonah -
Pekah 736-730 16 Isaiah-Micah-Hosea
Hezekioh 727-699 Hosheo 730-722 17-20 fsaiah-Micoh-Hosea Shelmanezer IV 726
{Fall of israet 722) 20
(Sennacherib invaded Sargon Il 721705
Palestine 701) Sennacherib 704-681
Monasseh 698-643 21 Obadiah (?) Essarhadon 680-66
Amon 643.64) 21 Nahum (?) Assurbanipal 668-6
Josiah 640-609 22-23 ) iak Nabopal 625-605 (B} | Assuritilitani 625-62
Sinshariskun 619-61
Jehoahaz 609 23 Jeremiah-Zephaniah (Foll of Nineveh 6
Habakkuk (2) Assur-Uballit Il 6116
Jehoiokim 609-598 23-24 Jeremich-Daniel Pharcaoh.Necho 609-594 (E),
Nebuchad:
Jehoiachin 598 24 Jeremiah-Daniel 605-562 (B)
Zedekich 598-587 24-25 Jeremiah-Daniel-Ezekiet
(Fall of Jerusalem 586)
Gedaliah 587 25 Jeremich-Daniel-Ezekiel
25 Evil-Merodach 561-560 (B)
THE EXILE

*According to | Kings 16:2), 22, the people were divided betwsen Tibni and Omrl. In the 31st yeor of Asa, Omri prevailed, “So Tibni died, and Omri reigned.
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of the Scriptural account is confirmed by the discovery of Sennacherib’s
own narrative of his conquests in Palestine. He relates that he conquered
46 fenced cities of Judah, and carried away 200,150 inhabitants. As to
Hezekiah, he says “Himself, like a caged bird (Kima issur ku-up-pi) in
the midst of Jerusalem his capital (al sharru-ti-shu) I shut up.”

For literature on Sennacherib’s invasion, see: Daniel David Lucken-
bill: The Annals Of Sennacherib, Chicago, 1924. This work contains
the text and translation, and will serve as an introduction to the sub-
ject as well as to the royal Assyrian inscriptions generally.

Hezekiah’s sickness and recovery are related in 20:1-11; the arrival of
the embassy from Merodach-Baladan, 20:12-19. These two events are
also related in Isaiah 38 and 39. In Isaiah 38, however, the account of
Hezekiah’s sickness is followed by his song of praise upon his recovery
(Tsa. 38:9-22). The account of Hezekiah’s death follows in II K. 20:
20, 21.

b.) 21:1-18. Manasseh. At this time those who were anti-theocratic
in principle gained power, with the result that pagan idolatry now flour-
ished as never before.

c.) 21:19-26. Amon. This king continued the idolatry of Manasseh,
and was murdered during the second year of his reign.

d.) 22:1-23:30. Josiah. Characterization of the reign, 22:1 2; the
discovery of the book of the Law during the eighteenth year of Josiah’s
reign, 22:3-20. This book of the Law was the entire Pentateuch and not
merely Deuteronomy. This would be an official copy of the Law, namely,
that which belonged to the Temple itself, and had been deposited beside
the Ark in the Holy of Holies. The newly found Law is read in the Tem-
ple, and the covenant is renewed, 23:1-3; the destruction of idolatry and
celebration of the Passover, 23:4-24; the close of Josiah’s reign, 23:25-
30.

Some scholars think that in this section the Deuteronomic editors
have naturally shown particular interest. But the account of Josiah is
compact and straight-forward, and there is every reason to believe that
it is true to fact. If this section were a free creation, intended to exalt
the “Deuteronomic code”, it is passing strange that sections such as
23:26, 27 should have been allowed to remain. These verses are
clearly evidences of genuineness.

e.) 23:31-35. Jehoahaz, reigned for three months, and then was taken to
Egypt. Cf. also Jer. 22:10-12, where we learn that Jehoahaz was also
called Shallum.

f.) 23:36-24:7. Jehoiakim, or Eliakim. During this time (605 B. C.)
Nebuchadnezzar first attacked Jerusalem, and Daniel was carried captive.
For a discussion of the chronology of these events see my CD, Grand
Rapids, 1949, pp. 295-297.
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g.) 24:8-17. Jekoiachin, or Jechoniah or Coniah. He reigned three
months, and then was deposed to Babylon.

h.) 24:18-25:26. Zedekiah and Gedalioh. This section is paralleled
almost verbatim in Jeremiah 52, save that in Jeremiah the account of the
murder of Gedaliah, and the flight of the people to Egypt is omitted, but
a statement of those whom Nebuchadnezzar carried into Babylon is
inserted. Both the passage in Jeremiah and its parallel in Kings are best
regarded as abstracts made from an original larger source (see discussion
under Jeremiah).

i.) 25:27-30. The last days of Jehoiachin. In the first year of his reign
Evil-merodach released Jehoiachin from prison. Thus was accomplished
the Divine purpose that David’s royal line, although at times cast low,
should never be utterely rejected (II Sam. 7:14, 15 and also Gen. 49:10.)

SPECIAL LiTERATURE ON Kinecs.

Joachim Begrich: Die Chronologie der Koenige von Israel und Juda, Tuebingen, 1929;
Immanuel Benzinger: Jahvist und Elohist in den Koenigsbuchern, Stuttgart, 1921;
C. F. Burney: Notes On the Hebrew Text of the Book of Kings, Oxford, 1903; Johan-
nes de Groot: Die Altaere des salmonischen Tempelhofes, Stuttgart, 1924; Leo L.
Honor: Sennacherib’s Invasion of Palestine, New York, 1926; Ehrhard Junge: Der
Wiederaufbau des Heerwesens des Reiches Juda unter Josia, Stuttgart, 1937; Erich
Klamroth: Lade und Tempel, Guetersloh, 1932; Julius Lewy: Die Chronologie der
Koenige von Israel und Juda, Giessen, 1927; W. Milligan: Elijah: His Life and
Times,* New York, n.d.; Ernst Modersohn: De Profeet Elisa,* Kampen, n.d.; Kurt
Moehlenbrink: Der Tempel Salomos, Stuttgart, 1932; Sigmund Mowinckel: Die
Chronologie des israelitischen und juedischen Koenige, Leiden, 1932; Otto Procksch:
Koenig und Prophet in Israel, Greifswald, 1924; Martin Thilo: In welchem Jahre
geschak die sog. syrisch-efraemitische Invasion und wann bestieg Hiskia den Thron?
Barmen, 1918.



B. The Latter Prophets

a.) The second division of the Prophets is known as the Latter or
Writing Prophets. The term latzer evidently does not have reference to his-
torical chronology but rather to the fact that this section is preceded by the
Former Prophets. These prophets are also referred to as the Writing
Prophets since they are the authors of the remarkable literary productions
which comprise the content of this section. These prophecies were written
down (Isa. 8:1ff.; 30:8; Hab. 2:2ff.) in order that they might be pre-
served in permanent form (Cf. also Jer. 30:2; 36:1ff.). Perhaps passages
such as Jer. 36:4; Isa. 8:16 etc. cast some light upon the method in which
they were written down. In some cases the prophet, under the protecting
inspiration of the Spirit of God, may have written down long sections of
his message shortly after having delivered them orally. On the other
hand, it may be that some of the prophecies were never delivered orally,
but were purely literary products.

Objection is taken to this view by the “History of Tradition” school.
This school, following the pioneer work of Hermann Gunkel, maintains
that the original form of the prophetic message is the spoken word. The
prophets, thinks Gunkel, were not writers but orators. If in reading the
prophecies we think of ink and paper we are wrong at the outset.
Furthermore, the original utterance of the prophet was short and detached.
It is our task to unravel the husks of tradition, both written and oral,
until we arrive at the original independent utterance which in ecstatic
enthusiasm, the prophet spoke.

In the opinion of the present writer the method of the “History of
Tradition” school must be rejected completely. It is basically a form of
scepticism and is also intensely subjective. It really denies and destroys
the beautiful unity and harmony that appear in the prophetical books.

For an introduction to the position of this school (also called
form-criticism, Gattungsforschung, enquiry into types, etc) see Sig-
mund Mowinckel: Prophecy And Tradition: The Prophetic Books In
The Light Of The Study Of the Growth And History of the Tradition,
Oslo, 1946, and my review of this book in WThJ, Vol. XI, pp. 80-85.
Gunkel’s statement of this position as applied to the prophetical books
appeared in SAT, II, 2, 1923, pp. IX-LXX. T have discussed
Schmidt’s application of this method to Isaiah 7:10-16 in SIJ4AA pp.
139-147.
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b.) The books found in this section are Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and the
twelve minor prophets, which were regarded by the Jews as forming a
single book. This is the general order in the Hebrew manuscripts, and
also in the LXX. In Baba Bathra 14b, however, is the following statement,
“QOur rabbis taught: The order of the Prophets is, Joshua, and Judges,
Samuel, and Kings, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, Isaiah and the Twelve.”

But this arrangement is based upon theological reasons. An explana-
tion appears in Baba Bathra itself. “But indeed! Isaiah is previous to
Jeremiah and Ezekiel; Isaiah should be placed at the head. Answer:
The Book of Kings ends with desolations, and Jeremiah thoughout
(speaks of) desolations, and as for Ezekiel, it begins with desolations
and it concludes with consolations, and Isaiah throughout speaks of con-
solations. We place together desolation with desolation and consolation
with consolation.” This order has been preserved also in some German and
French manuscripts. But there is no reason for departing from the tra-
ditional Massoretic order, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve.



Chapter XII

ISAIAH
Name

The book is named after the prophet himself. In the title the name
appears as yesha‘yah (also in Baba Bathra 14b). In the text of the
prophecy however and elsewhere in the Old Testament it occurs in a
longer form yesha‘yahu, although the shorter form does occur (cf. I Chr.
3:21; Ezra 8:7, 19; Neh. 11:7). This name may be a compound of yesha‘
or yesha‘ (salvation) and yahu (Jehovah). Hence, it probably means
“The Lord is salvation.” In the LXX the name is Hesaias, and the Latin
has Esaias or Isaias.

Author

I.) The question of the authorship of the prophecy of Isaiah is one that
is widely discussed by modern scholarship. The position adopted in this
book is that Isaiah himself wrote the entire prophecy, and the reasons for
this position will shortly be given. In order to appreciate the nature and
importance of the problem, it will be necessary briefly to survey the his-
tory of the literary criticism of the book.

a. The Talmud. Baba Bathra, 15a states, “Hezekiah and his company
wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, the Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes.” What is the
explanation of this statement? The context makes it clear that the verb
“wrote” (ktb) has a wide meaning, and evidently is employed in the
sense of “edited” or “published.” Also, the phrase “Hezekiah and his
company” is evidently to be taken as referring to contemporaries of
Hezekiah who outlived him, hence, equivalent to the expression “men
of Hezekiah” in Prov. 25:1. Hence, according to the Talmud, the Isaianic
authorship of the prophecy is not denied at all. Only the collection of
the prophecies is attributed to the company of Hezekiah.

Nor does the arrangement of the prophecies in Baba Bathra 14b in any
sense deny Isaianic authorship. For we have already noted (see above,
p. 198) the theological reason for this classification. Furthermore, the
intention was evidently to connect Jeremiah and Ezekiel as contemporaries
on the one hand, and Isaiah and the Twelve as contemporaries (at least
some of the Twelve) on the other. For the actual language of the passage
is, “Jeremiah and Ezekiel; Isaiah and the Twelve.”

199
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b.) Moses ben Samuel I1bn-Gekatilla (c. 1100 A. D.) is known from

references to his commentaries in the works of Ibn Ezra. Apparenily he
regarded the prophecies in the first part of Isaiah as belonging to
the time of Hezekiah. Those in the second part he assigned to the period
of the second temple. Ibn Ezra himself (see p. 117) wrote a brilliant
commentary on Isaiah in which he denied the Isaianic authorship of
chapters 40-66.

c.) The period of modern destructive criticism begins with 1780,
twenty-seven years after the appearance of Astruc’s book. About that year
J. B. Koppe, in the German edition of Lowth’s commentary, suggested
in a note that ch. 50 might have been the work of Ezekiel or of some
one else who lived at the time of the exile. In 1789 appeared the com-
mentary of Doederlein, in which the Isaianic authorship of 40-66 was
denied, and this position was also supported by Eickhorn. Rosenmueller
pointed out that if Isaiah was not the author of chs. 40-66 he also could
not have written the prophecies which deal with Babylon in the first part
of the book,

For a time it was held that chs. 40-66 were the work of many authors.
On the other hand there were those who asserted the unity of these chap-
ters, but denied their authorship to Isaiah. Such was Wilhelm Gesenius,
who produced a strong defense of the unity of these chapters. He main-
tained (Commentar, 11, Leipzig, 1819) that the chapters were the pro-
duct of an unnamed prophet who lived near the close of the exile.

During the nineteenth century scholarship was basically divided into
two groups. On the one hand there were those who denied that Isaiah
was the author of the entire prophecy. Ch. 40-66, at least, were attributed
to the time of the exile, and were generally regarded as the work of
a great unknown, the so-called “second Isaiah,” hailed by some as the
first proclaimer of true monotheism. On the other hand there were those
who maintained the Isaianic authorship of the entire prophecy. Such
were Moritz Drechsler, Carl Paul Caspari, H. A. Hahn, Rudolph Stier,
Franz Delitzsch, (who later modified somewhat his opinion) and Joseph
Addison Alexander. In the hands of these men the exegesis of Isaiah
reached its greatest heights.

The negative view was popularized in 1889 by George Adam Smith,
whose lectures on Isaiah have passed through many editions and have
exerted a tremendous influence throughout the English-speaking world.

d.) The school of Bernhard Duhm. In 1892 Duhm, professor of the-
ology at Basel, issued a commentary which proved to have a revolutionary
influence in the study of Isaish. Duhm maintained that there were three
important steps in the compilation of Isaiah, 1.) the collection of a.) 1-12;
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b.) 13-23; 2.) the uniting of the groups 1-12; 13-23; 24-35 and their
completion through the addition of 36-39; 3.) the addition of 40-66.
Each of these steps in the compilation is not necesarily to be regarded
as the work of one man. Instead each step may in itself have had a long
history, and the final redactor probably lived about the first century B. C.

Of particular importance is the fact that Duhm restricted the compass
of “second” Isaiah to 40-55, and these chapters, with the exception of
the famous “Servant” passages, were thought by him to have been written
by one who lived about 540 B. C., not in Babylonia, but probably in the
Lebanon or in northern Phoenicia. As for 55.66 Duhm declared that they
were composed by some one who probably lived in Jerusalem just before
the time of Nehemiah’s activity. This unknown author Duhm would
designate as Trito-Isaiah. Basically, therefore, we have an “Isaiah”, a
“Second Isaiah” and a “Third Isaiah.” This three-fold division came to
underly much subsequent study of the prophecy, and for the most part,
the noble work of Isaiah was regarded as “a little library of prophetical
literature” (Marti).

e.) The “History of Tradition” School. Basic to this position is the
assumption that the literature of the Hebrews fell into types and that each
of these is clearly distinguished by certain characteristics. Each type
exhibited certain introductory and concluding formulae, characteristic
thoughts, and also some function in the life of the people. The original
form of the prophetic utterance was the spoken word (see p. 198). The
influence of the study of comparative religion has often led the adherents
of form-criticism to exhibit a correct exegetical insight that was lacking in
some who wrote from the standpoint of the older liberalism.

f.) Torrey’s “Second Isaiah”. In 1928 there was published a work by
Charles Cusler Torrey of Yale, entitled The Second Isaiah. Torrey main-
tains that chapters 34-66 (with the exception of 36-39) were all the work
of one author who lived in Palestine. Torrey regards the two occurrences
of the word “Cyrus” and the words “Babylon” and “Chaldea” as inter-
polations which should be removed from the text. In Torrey’s work
we have a strong argument for the unity of 40-66 and also for Palestine
as the place of its composition.

g.) The work of Karl Elliger. Karl Elliger has written three important
books on Isaiah. He has sought to defend the position that 56-66 are
from the hand of one author who lived toward the close of the 6th century
B. C., an author about whom we may learn something, and one who also
composed the famous passage 52:13-53:12 and whose hand is found not
only in the other “Servant” passages, but also elsewhere in 40-55.
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The above skeich of the course of literary criticism has been based upon
the author’s SIJ4A. In this work an attempt has been made to trace in
detail the course of literary criticism with respect to Isaiah from the time
of Joseph Addison Alexander until the present. SIJAA4 is intended to serve
as an introduction to the study of the prophecy.

IL.) In the light of the long course of literary criticism, the present
writer finds himself unable to accept the positions of the modern school.
The viewpoint adopted in this book is that Isaiah the son of Amoz is the
author of the entire prophecy. The reasons for accepting this position are
the following:

a. The infallible witness of the New Testament. In the New Testament
Isaiah is quoted more than all the other prophets together, and this is
done in such a way as to leave no room for doubt that in the eyes of the
New Testament Isaiah was the author of the entire prophecy. In John
12:38 it is stated that despite the miracles which He had performed, the
people did not believe in Jesus in order that the word of Isaiah the
prophet might be fulfilled. Then follows a quotation from Isa. 53:1. This
is followed by an explanation (vs. 39) why the people did not believe,
and this explanation is a quotation of Isa. 6:9 (Isaiah said again). Then
follows the remarkable statement “These things (i.e., the quotations from
both “second” and “first” Isaiah) said Isaiah, when he saw His glory
and spoke concerning Him” (vs. 41). Thus, in John 12:38-41, quotations
are made from both parts of Isaiah and are attributed to the man Isaiah
as author.

In Romans 9:27-33 Paul makes abundant use of Isaiah’s prophecy. In
vs. 27 he says “Isaiah cries concerning Israel.” It is, according to Paul,
the prophet himself who proclaimed this message, and his proclamation is
described as crying. Next follows a quotation from Isaiah 10. A quota-
tion from Isa. 1:9 is then introduced with the words, “And just as Isaiah
had said before.” In vs. 32 Paul uses the language of Isa. 8:14 (in part),
and in vs. 33 he quotes Isa. 28:16.

In Rom. 10:16-21 Paul introduces the section with the words “As it
is written” (vs. 15a), and this is followed by a quotation of 52:7a. In
vs. 16 occur the words “Isaiah says”, and this is followed by a quotation
of Isa. 53:1. Then comes the statement “Isaiah becomes bold and says,”
and a quotation from Isa. 65:1. A quotation from Isa. 65:2 is then intro-
duced by the words “he says.” This passage in Romans is instructive to
show how Paul regarded the connection between Isa. 52 and 53.

At this point the New Testament refutes the idea that Isa. 53 has no
connection with what precedes it.
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SuMMARY OF THE NEw TESTAMENT EVIDENCE

(Quotations from Isaiah by name)

MANNER oOF INTRODUCING

SOURCE
whether in the

N.T. PassAcE QUOTATION PAsSAGE QUOTEDallege d 1st, 2nd,
3rd Isaiah
1. Matt. 3:3. the Prophet Isaiah 40:3. I
2. Matt. 8:17. Isaiah the Prophet 53:4. II (III)
3. Matt. 12:17. Isaiah the Prophet 42:1. 1
4, Matt. 13:14. the prophecy of Isaiah 6:9, 10. I
5. Matt. 15:7. Isaiah prophesied 29:13. I
6. Mark 1:2. in Isaiah the prophet 40:3. I
7. Mark 7:6. hIsabiahk p;o;I)Lhesiedd 29:13 1
. in the book of the words of i
8. Luke 3:4. Isaich the prophet 40:3-5 1T
9. Luke 4:17. the book of the prophet Isaiah 61:1,2 1
10 John 1:23. the Prophet Isaiah 40:3. I
11. John 12:38. Isaiah the Prophet 53:1. I (I
12. John 12:39. Isaiah said again 6:9, 10. I
13. John 12:41. Isaiah—said—saw—spake 53:1;6:9, 10. LI
14. Acts 8:28. reading Isaiah the prophet 53:7.8 I (II0)
15. Acts 8:30. reading the prophet Isaiah 53:7-8 II 111y
16. Acts 8:32. the passage of the Scripture 53:7-8 II (I1h)

Note that the background of this incident illustrates and fulfills Isa. 56:3-7 (III)
Well spake the Holy Ghost

17. Acts 28:25. through Isaiah the prophetl 6:9,10 I
18. Romans 9:27. Isaiah cries 10:22, 23; 11:5. I
19. Romans 9:29. As Isaiah said before 1:9. I

Note: Romans 9 and 10 contain many allusions to and echos of the
language of Isaiah.

20. Romans 10:16. Isaiah says 53:1.

21. Romans 10:20. Isaiak becomes bold and says 65:1.

The nature of these quotations and the manner in which Isaianic
language appears in the New Testament, make it clear that the entire
book was before the inspired writers of the New Testament and that they
regarded it as the work of the prophet Isaiah. To every Christian believer,
this testimony of the New Testament should be decisive.

II (IID)
Al

b.) The tradition of Isaianic authorship appears as early as Ecclesi-
asticus. In 49:17-25 we read, “He (i.e., Isaiah) comforted them that
mourned in Zion. He shewed the things that should be to the end of the
time, and the hidden things or ever they came.” In speaking of Isaiah’s
comforting those that mourned in Zion (not, incidentally, in Babylon),
the translation of Ben Sira employs the same Greek word for comfort
(parakalein) that is used in the LXX of Isa. 40:1 and 61:1, 2. So also
does the Hebrew original employ the same word (wayyinnahem) as does
Isaiah. It should be noted that this is the first appearance of any tradi-
tion concerning the authorship of Isaiah, and this first appearance of such
tradition ascribes the work to Isaiah. Not a word is said of any “prophet
of the exile.” Thus, the so-called “greatest” of Israel’s prophets, the

I What a matchless statement of the Biblical doctrine of verbal inspiration!



204 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

alleged “second-Isaiah” is unknown to Ecclesiasticus. And if anyone was
interested in the great prophets, it was the son of Sirach. On the other
hand he does speak of “Isaiah the prophet,” “who was great and faithful
in his vision”, “who saw by the spirit of might.” Such language, based
upon Isa. 11:2 indicates the highest of praise. This also raises a problem.

If “Second-Isaiah™ was so great, the greatest of the prophets, according
to some, a man who supposedly presented the most exalted doctrine of
God which the world had ever witnessed, why had he dwindled so rapidly
in stature that by the time of Ecclesiasticus his stature had disappeared
entirely? On the other hand, why did the stature of the eighth century
Isaiah, who, according to “criticism”, was by no means the greatest of
the prophets, grow so tremendously that Ecclesiasticus would give to him
such high praise? This is a phenomenon without parallel in the history
of literaturé, and those who deny the Isaianic authorship must provide an
explanation.

c.) The heading of the prophecy (1:1) is intended to stand for the
entire book. This heading describes the book as 1.) a vision (hazon)
2.) as of Isaiah the son of Amoz, 3.) as having to do with Judah and
specifically Jerusalem, and 4.) as having been seen at a specific time. This
title was probably added by Isaiah himself. If it was the work of later
editors, then the question arises, what lead them to be so definite in
attributing the book to Isaiah the son of Amoz?

11). The explanation of Karl Budde. In his Geschichte der althebraei-
schen Literatur, Leipzig, 1906, pp. 156-159, Budde maintained that origin-
ally Isaiah’s writings (1-39) and those of the “great Unknown” had no
relationship with one another. At this time books were divided into the
categories of large, medium and small. (This assumption of Budde’s,
by the way, is purely gratuitous. There is not one whit of evidence to
support it.) The two large books, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, were each writ-
ten on a single roll. The twelve small prophecies were also written on
one roll. There were two medium-sized books, one by Isaiah, and one
anonymous (i.e., Isa. 40-66). These two were written on one roll, with the
following order as the result, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, the Twelve. Budde
appeals to Baba Bathra 14b for evidence. But the theory is utterly with-
out objective support, and it raises several questions. Why was the second
medium book anonymous? When editors, according to “criticism” were
placing headings upon every other prophetical book, even one as short
as Obadiah, why did they not give a heading to this greatest of all
prophecies? And why did editors give to Isa. 13 the heading, “The
burden of Babylon, which Isaiah the son of Amoz did see”?

2'). It is often assumed that disciples writing in the spirit of Isaiah
would include their own oracles in the collection of his prophecies. Thus,
2nd Isaiah is said to have been influenced by the 1st, and 3rd Isaiah to
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have been influenced by 2nd. About each there grew up a body of dis-
ciples. Later editors incorporated all these utterances under the name
Isaiah. This theory, with more or less modification, is probably most
widely held today. In answer we would say that it is based upon guess-
work and speculation. Furthermore, if the “editors” collected so many
utterances, which really were spoken by various persons and issued
them under the name of Isaiah, they did a very dishonest thing. For the
heading (1:1) which these “editors” prefixed to the book, is, as we have
seen, very specific, and gives the impression that the entire book is the
vision which Isaiah the son of Amoz saw concerning specific subjects
and at a specific time.

3'). The explanation of E. ]. Kissane. According to Kissane, there was,
apparently in Babylon, a prophet, who had collected all of Isaiah’s proph-
ecies now founid in 1-34. To these he appended chs. 36-39, and, for the
benefit of the exiles, set forth the ideas of Isaiah in his own language.
After the course of two centuries some of Isaiah’s ideas had lost their
appeal, especially his warnings of destruction. Hence, this unknown
prophet stressed the prophecies of the return.

But Isaiah 40-66 is far more than a repetition of the earlier teachings
of Isaiah. It is rather an expansion and development of some of these
teachings. Furthermore, themes are introduced upon which Isa. 1-39 is
silent. In fact the new ideas stand out so clearly that one would expect
the name of the exilic author, rather than that of Isaiah, to adhere to the
book. Again, the latter chapters contain denunciation as well as hope.
Also, it must be noted, that anonymity is contrary to the nature of proph-
ecy. The identity of the prophet had to be known, in order that he be
received as an accredited spokesman for the Lord. It was sufficient, in
the case of the unnamed prophet who appeared to Eli, that Eli know his
name. But when the prophet wrote for the benefit of those with whom
he might not have personal contact, it was essential that his identity as a
prophet be known in order that his message might be received as the
authoritative declaration of an accredited spokesman of the Lord. Hence,
it is contrary to the whole genius of the Biblical teaching to postulate the
existence of anonymous writing prophets. (N.B. the existence of the
“Former Prophets” does not modify the force of this statement).

By way of conclusion, if chs. 40-66 are not by Isaiah, how account for
their anonymity and how account for the fact that the heading attributes
them to Isaiah? Negative criticism does not seem to have an appreciation
of the tremendous problems which are involved at this point.

d.) The author of Isa. 40-66 was a Palestinian. The author does not
show a familiarity with the land or the religion of Babylon such as we
might expect from one who dwelt among the captives. On the other
hand he does speak of Jerusalem and the mountains of Palestine, and he
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mentions some of the trees that are native to Palestine, e.g., the cedars,
cypress, oak, (44:14; 41:19). In 43:14 the Lord speaks of sending fo
Babylon, a passage which is clearly addressed to those who are not in
Babylon. In 41:9 the prophet addresses Israel as the seed of Abraham
which the Lord has taken from the ends of the earth. Such a phrase
“ends of the earth” could only have been employed by one who was
writing in the promised land. The same may be said of 45:22. In 46:11
such phrases as “from the east” and “from a far country” are more under-
standable when spoken from a Palestinian viewpoint than from a Baby-
lonian one. But 52:11 is conclusive. The phrase “from thence” clearly
shows that this passage was not uttered in Babylon.

e.) There are passages in chs. 40-66 which do not fit the time of the
Exile. One or two may be mentioned now. Others will be discussed in the
following analysis of the prophecy. In 62:6 the walls of Jerusalem are
standing. In 40:9 the cities of Judah, as well as Zion, are yet in existence.
How could such a passage as this have been penned during the exile.
Cf. also 43:6; 43:1-5 etc.

£.) If one begins to separate or divide Isaiah, it is impossible to rest
with two or even three large divisions. One is compelled to continue
analyzing and dividing until only a conglomeration of fragments remains.
The history of the literary criticism of Isaiah has shown that the end of
such divisive processes is really scepticism.

g.) The arguments which are generally adduced for refusing to attri-
bute chs. 40-66 to Isaiah are the following: The name of Isaiah is not men-
tioned in these chapters; these chapters do not suit the time of Isaiah, and
they are written in a different style of Hebrew from the genuine prophecies
of Isaiah. It is true that Isaiah’s name is not mentioned in 40-66, but when
one considers the aim of these chapters (see below under Purpose) it is
easily understandable why the name does not appear. With respect to the
claim that 40-66 do not suit the time of Isaiah, it may be said that the
theory which is most free from difficulty is that the aged Isaiah, under
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, looked forward to the time when his
people should be in bondage and would be freed by a mighty deliverance.
(See under Purpose). In other words, when the purpose of these chap-
ters is taken into consideration, this objection is seen to be irrelevant.
Lastly, the linguistic and stylistic differences are not as great as is some-
times assumed. The reason for these differences is to be found in the sub-
ject matter, the prophetic and eschatological character of the section.

h.) There is a unity in the prophecy which is too often overlooked.
There are words and expressions common to both parts. Thus, the phrase
“Holy One of Israel” as a designation of God, reflects the great impres-
sion made upon the prophet by the majestic vision seen in the Temple.
So indelible is this impression that in chs. 1-39 Isaiah uses the phrase
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12 times and in chs. 40-66 he employs it 14 times. Elsewhere in the Old
Testament it occurs only 5 times. Other words also characterize both
portions of the prophecy, e.g., thornbush, delusions, dross, saith the Lord
(yo'mar), cf. also 40:5 with 1:20; 43:13 with 14:27; 65:25 with 11:9,
etc. Further similarities will be pointed out in the Analysis. The impor-
tance of chs. 36-39 should also not be overlooked. These chapters form
a connecting bridge or link between the earlier Assyrian period and the
later Babylonian. They serve as a beautiful introduction to the last great
section of the book.

i.) There are passages in Zephaniah, Nahum, Jeremiah and Zechariah
which seem to reflect upon parts of chs. 40-66 and hence indicate that the
latter portion of Isaish was in existence when these prophets wrote. Those
who deny the Isaianic authorship of these chapters, however, generally
argue, in so far as they notice the point at all that 40-66 made use of the

other prophets. These passages will be discussed in the Analysis. (See
also SIJAA4, 1, p. 13.)

CoNcLUSION

Our purpose in the above sketch has been to set forth in brief compass
some of the principal reasons why we believe that Isaiah was the author
of the entire book which bears his name (for the entire book, as
it now stands, does bear his name). We are impressed with the
fact that negative criticism, having denied to Isaiah the authorship of the
entire book, has been unable to come to agreement as to who the author
was. Of course that which settles the question is the unequivocal testi-
mony of the New Testament. But we believe also that when the purpose
of the entire book is taken into consideration, it will be seen that the
theory which is most free from difficulty is that which posits Isaiah as
the author of chs. 40-46. We plan to set forth the purpose of the book
merely in a few words since it is from a study of the Analysis that the
deep underlying unity and harmony of the great prophecy can best be
seen.

3. PuRPOSE.

The purpose of this noble prophecy is to teach the truth that salvation
is by grace, that is, it is of God and not of man. This is embodied in the
very name of the prophet, but it is clearly taught in his utterances. In
the first chapter occur the words “Zion shall be redeemed with judgment
and her converts with righteousness” (vs. 27). This verse introduces the
theme upon which the prophet continually expands. Indeed, chapters
40-66 may be regarded as a general exposition of this thought.

Isaiah’s ministry occurred at a crucial time in Judah’s history. The
Assyrian power was rising, and in the light of this fact two groups appeared
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within the nation. One would seck alliance with Egypt and the other with
Assyria. Isaiah, however, forbade human alliances and urged the nation
to trust in God. As a sign of deliverance he proclaimed the birth of the
Messiah and prophesied concerning the nature of His Kingdom. In the
latter portion of his prophecy (chs. 40-66) he set forth the spiritual walk
and destiny of the people of God.

Analysis
I. Prophecies Concerning Judah and Jerusalem 1:1-12:6

a. 1:1-31. The Great Arraignment (Ewald). Vs. 1 is a general title,
designed to serve as an introduction to the entire book, and setting forth
the character, author, subject and date. The ch. serves the purpose of
showing the relationship between the sins of the people and their suffer-
ings and the need of further punishments for purification. In vv. 2.9
the corruption of the nation is shown to be the result of separation from
God and the cause of the calamities that are coming upon the people. In
vv. 10-20 the relationship of this corruption with religious practice is set
forth to show that these rites, performed with a heart far from the Lord,
are in themselves of no value. Vv. 21-31 contrast the present moral cor-
ruption with the former glory of the city and also with the future in which
the wicked rulers will be destroyed.

The first and second parts of the ch. are connected by the double
reference to Sodom and Gomorrah, vv. 9, 10. The third part (vs. 21).
is introduced by a cry which requires the preceding description for its
proper understanding. This chapter, truly a continuous coherent com-
position, is best applied not to any one particular crisis, but serves as
a general introduction, setting forth a sequence of events which God’s
people will have to experience in more than one crisis. Possibly Isaiah
wrote it during Sennacherib’s invasion of Judah.

As evidences of the unity of the book the reader should compare
1:11, 13 with 61:8; 1:14 with 43:24; 1:14-19 with 43:26; 1:15
with 59:3; 1:20 with 40:5 and 58:14; 1:29 with 65:3 and 66:17.

b. 2:1-4:6. Messiah’s reign and judgments upon the people. 2:1 con-
stitutes an introductory title for the present prophecy; vv. 2-4, the exalta-
tion of God’s people as the source of instruction in the true religion; vv.
5-4:1, the condition of the people in Isaiah’s own time. Foreign alliances
have brought about three great evils, and hence punishment will come.
2:9-11 refers to a humbling of the people, vv. 12.17 introduce the day of
the Lord in which God will be exalted and that in which man trusts will be
brought low; vv. 18-21 state that the idols will be destroyed. The leading
men of Judah are about to be taken away, 3:1-7, and this is because of
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the sin of the rulers, 8-15, and the women of Judah are shown to delight
in pride and luxury, 3:16-4:1. In 4:2-6 Isaiah closes this section by
recurring to the Messianic theme, showing the internal condition of the
Church when Messiah reigns.

Cf. 2:3 with 51:4; 2:2 with 56:7; 3:17 with 20:4 and 47:3. 2:2-4
is found, with some variation, in Micah 4:1-3. It is difficult to tell the
precise relation of the two passages. Probably Isaiah based his utter-
ance upon that of Micah, although in so doing made minor varia-
tions. The similarity of the language with that of Joel 4:9-11 should
also be noted. It is quite possible that there was current a prophecy
from which Joel, Micah and Isaiah drew. The point to be remem-
bered is that in his choice of language each prophet was guided by
Divine inspiration. Hence, each prophecy is to be regarded as in-
spired and authentic.

¢. 5:1-30. The prevalent iniquities of Judah. Vv. 1-7, a parable de-
signed to set forth the highly favored position of the nation and her fail-
ure; vv. 8-30 the explanation of the parable. The sins of the people, and
the woe that will befall them are set forth, and this is followed by the
announcement of the Lord’s punishment.

According to Eissfeldt 5:25-30 and 9:8-21 belong together as do also
5:8-24 and 10:1-4a. This is because of the phrase “for all this his
anger is not turned away, etc.” (5:25; 9:12, 17, 21), and the intro-
ductory woe (5:8, 11, 18, 20, 21, 22 and 10:1). But this idea (appar-
ently first set forth by EFwald) is without merit. Why cannot an
author use the same form of expression upon more than one occa-

sion? Eissfeldt’s dictum simply destroys the unity and purpose of
ch. 5.

d. 6:1-13. Isaiah’s vision of the Lord. The ch. is divided into two parts,
the vision, vv. 1-8, and the message, vv. 9-13. The precise relation be-
tween these two parts is difficult to determine.

Cf. 6:9 with 42:18-20 and 43:8; 6:9-12 with 53:1; 6:10 with
63:17. The phrase “Holy One of Israel”, so common to the entire
book, is based upon this majestic vision. Eissfeldt maintains that this
ch. originally stood at the beginning of the book, after the heading
in 1:1 or 2:1. For this supposition there is not one particle of
objective evidence. It is not necessary to assume that this ch. presents
the account of Isaiah’s prophetic call. It may do that, but it may also
be a call to a special mission. At any rate there is no reason for
assuming that the ch. is not in its proper place.

e. 7:1-12:6. Prophecies uttered during Ahaz’ reign. 7:1-16, a promise of
deliverance from Syria and Israel which is also set forth in symbolical
form by the announcement of the miraculous conception and nativity of



210 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

the Messiah; 7:17-25, the threat of the evils which will arise as a result
of the alliance with Assyria which the unbelieving Ahaz sought; 8:1-4,
a renewal of the prediction of the overthrow of Syria and Israel in the
form of a symbolical name, to be applied to Isaiah’s own son whose infant
life is made the measure of the event; 8:5-8, however, because of her
trust in man, Judah also shall be punished; 8:9-22, the Messiah himself
speaks urging the people to reverence the Lord and to consult His word;
9:1-7, although darkness has come upon the land, it shall not be such as at
the first vexation. A great light has shone, and there is universal peace
and rejoicing brought about through the birth of the Divine Messiah;
9:8.12, the prophet reverts to his own time and again predicts the defeat
of Israel; 9:13-17, nevertheless the people did not repent, hence, (9:18-
21) even though there were repeated strokes of God’s displeasure, the
nation was as it were devouring itself. Manasseh devoured Ephraim, and
Ephraim Manasseh, and together they turned upon Judah; 10:1-4, the
description of the nation’s sinful state in continued; 10:5-15 introduce
the Assyrian, who is the rod which will be employed to execute God’s
wrath. The Assyrian does not realize this, but boasts as though he should
conquer all in his own strength; 10:16-19 describe the doom of the enemy
under the figure of a forest that is burned and almost entirely consumed;
10:20-23, show that only a righteous remnant will escape God’s judg-
ments and (10:24-34) to this remnant Isaiah utters encouragement; 11:
1-4, a shoot will spring up, upon Whom the Spirit of the Lord will come,
and (11:5-9) the righteous reign of the Messiah will result in a complete
peace; 10:10-13, the dispersed ones will be regathered, and (10:14-16)
the ancient enemies of God’s people will be spiritually conquered by the
spread of God’s Kingdom; 12:1-3, in the first strophe of this psalm,
the people praise God for His salvation and in the second (12:4-6) they
exhort each other to make known what God has done for them.

Cf. 8:17 with 45:15 and 57:17; 9:2 with 42:7; 9:20 with 49:26;
11:1 with 60:21; 11:1, 10 with 53:2; 11:2 with 42:1 and 61:1;
11:4 with 49:2; 11:6 with 65:25; 11:9 with 65:25; 11:12 with 56:8
and 62:10. For Duhm’s analysis of chs. 1-12 see SIJ44, 11, pp. 27-
29. Eissfeldt rejects the following as non-Isaianic, 2:2-4, 9:1-6;
(questionable, but probably Isaianic); 11:1-9. (?), 11:10-16; 12:1-
6. The grounds for question or rejection are found in the ideas of the
passages. But there is no objective evidence for such rejection or
question and there is no reason why Isaiah under Divine inspiration
might not have uttered the entirety of chs. 1-12.

II. Oracles of Judgment Upon the Nations 13:1-23:18

1.) 13:1-14:32. The fall of Babylon announced. The Lord commands
His ministers to summon the invaders, the Medes, to come, 13:1-9; a
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fearful punishment is visited upon the Babylonians, expressed by the
figure of the heavenly bodies ceasing to give their light; 13:19-22, the
utter destruction and desolation of Babylon. In ch. 14 the destruction of
Babylon is again related and more definitely connected with Israel’s
release from bondage. The ch. begins with a song of triumph over the
fallen enemy, 14:1-8; the startled unseen world sees the fallen tyrant in
deep degradation, 14:9-20; the complete destruction of Babylon, 14:21-
23; a conclusion to the preceding prophecy, 14:24-27; a warning to the
Philistines who also had suffered from Babylon not to boast or rejoice
prematurely, 14:28-32.

Cf. 14:8 with 55:12 and 14:27 with 43:13. Tt is obvious that the
school of negative criticism, if it is to be consistent with its principles,
must deny the Isaianic authorship of chs, 13, 14. Thus, e.g., Pfeiffer
attributes only 14:28-32 to Isaiah and regards the rest as having been
written long after Isaiah’s time. The denial of these chapters to
Isaiah in spite of the clear testimony of the heading, seems to be an
evidence of disbelief in predictive prophecy. These two chapters
introduce a series of discourses directed against the enemy nations
of Israel. All objective evidence supports the view that they are the
work of Isaiah under Divine inspiration.

2.) 15:1-16:14. The Burden of Moab. Ch. 15 is a vivid description of
Moab’s destruction. The towns and cities of Moab—Ar-Moab, Kir-Moab,
Heshbon—are represented as laid waste and as bemoaning their fate. In
ch. 16 an exhortation is made to the Moabites to seek again allegiance
with the house of David for deliverance, vv. 1-6; then follows a descrip-
tion of Moab’s desolation, vv. 7-12; and finally the announcement that
within three years the glory of Moab shall be destroyed, vv. 13, 14.

Pfeiffer regards these chapters as the verbatim quotation with
some omissions of an earlier non-Israelitic poem, and, with the
exception of the Moabite stone “—the only remnant of Moabitic
literature now extant,” dating probably from 540-440 B. C. This
elegy, thinks Pfeiffer, was changed into a prediction by the Jewish
author of the oracle, and finally a later editor added 16:13, 14. But
the prophecy is best regarded as a generic prediction of the destruc-
tion of Moab, uttered by Isaiah himself without specific reference to
any of the events by which it was brought about. Hence, it seems
to me practically impossible to date the prophecy precisely.

3.) 17:1-14. The burden of Damascus. A prophetic picture of the doom
which lies in wait for the enemies of Israel. Syria and Ephraim shall
both fall, vv. 1-3; the particular destruction of Ephraim, vv. 4-6; the
nation, as a result of the judgment returns to the Lord, vv. 7, 8; the
prophet describes further the judgment and sets forth the reason for it,
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vv. 9-11; the doom which will befall the enemies of God’s people; they
gather together, but God disperses them.

4.) 18:1.7. The woe upon Ethiopia. The nation and all the world is
informed of the impending catastrophe, vv. 1-3; the catastrophe itself is
then described under the figure of a vine, ripe with fruit, and suddenly
destroyed, vv. 4-7.

Apparently this oracle is a Divine announcement to the Ethiopians
of the fact that the army of Sennacherib will be cut off by God’s
interposition,

5.) 19:1-25. The burden of Egypt. The Egyptians are threatened with
confusion, vv. 1.4, and with physical calamities, vv. 5-10, and a perverse
spirit has entered the land, vv. 11-17; as a result of their sufferings they
acknowledge the true God, vv. 18-22, and future blessing is predicted, vv.
23-25.

Pfeiffer would date 19:1-15 between 600-300 B. C., and 19:16-25
even later, regarding the oracle in vv. 16:22 as having reference to
the third century Jewish colony in Alexandria. But vv. 1-17 are best
taken as a metaphorical description by Isaiah of Egypt’s downfall
and the second part (vv. 18-25) describes under various figures the
growth of the true religion. Cf. the language of 19:25 with 45:11
and 60:21, and 19:23 with 11:16.

6.) 20:1-6. The approach of the Assyrian. A symbolical sign (the
prophet walks naked and barefoot three years) of the defeat of Egypt and
Ethiopia the enemies of Assyria. (Cf. 20:4 with 47:3.)

7.) 21:1-17. Three further burdens. The conquest of Babylon. vv.
1-10; the burden of Dumah, ie., Edom or Arabia?, vv. 11, 12; the
burden of Arabia, vv. 13-17.

It is best to regard the last two prophecies as generic visions seen
and declared by the prophet. The first is a clear prediction of the
downfall of Babylon by the Medes and Persians.

8.) 22:11-25. The burden of the Valley of Vision. Vv. 1-14 describe
Jerusalem during a siege. It is difficult to say what siege is intended.
Possibly it applies to the capture of Jerusalem by the Assyrians during
the days of Manasseh, or, more likely, it is a generic description, the
details of which have been drawn from various sieges which the people
had to endure. Vv. 15-25 predict the removal of Shebna from his posi-
tion as treasurer of the royal housechold. The relationship between these
verses and the preceding is that Shebna is to be regarded as a leader of
the people and the prophecy, while directed against the nation generally,
concentrates on Shebna the leader specifically.
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Cf. 22:13 with 56:12. Driver suggests that Shebna may have been
a friend of Egypt. This may have been the case; at any rate this is
the only prophecy of Isaiah specifically directed against an individ-
ual. '

9.) 23:1-18. The burden of Tyre. By means of addresses the destruc-
tion of Tyre is announced, vv. 1.7; it is the Lord of hosts that has pur-
posed this desiruction, but the Chaldeans will be His instrument in carry-
ing it out, vv. 8-14; for seventy years Tyre will be forgotten, vs. 15,
then will she sing and be restored and her service devoted to the Lord,
vv. 16-18.

III. The Lord’s Great Judgments 24:1-27:13

These chapters form a continuous section, and the interpretations are
almost legion. We may sum up the contents briefly, and then discuss
the nature of the section. We first note a description of the nation
in distress as a result of the Lord’s “making the earth empty,” 24:
1-12; yet a few, “as the shaking of an olive tree” shall glorify the
Lord in a far land, 24:13-15; then follows a further description of
judgment and of the exaltation of the Lord reigning in Zion, 24:16-23;
a prayer of praise to God for his past judgments appears in 25:1-5;
and this is followed by the announcement that the Lord will make a
feast of fat things, removing the covering (i.e., of spiritual blindness)
cast over the people, will swallow up death in victory and wipe away
tears from all faces, 25:6-9; Moab, the enemy of Israel, will be cast
down, 25:10-12. Then follows a song of praise to God exalting His ways,
26:1-19, but apparently the victory has not yet came, there is to be a “little
moment”, until the indignation be overpast. The destruction of the Lord’s
enemies is next set forth under the figure of the destruction of the sea-
serpent, leviathan, 27:1-5; Israel shall flourish, for her sufferings were not
as great as those of her enemies, 27:6, 7; Israel’s punishment is in meas-
ure, for a time, 27:8, 9; the enemies, however, will receive no mercy,
27:10,11; God’s people will be regathered, 27:12, 13.

To apply these chapters to a specific period in Isaiah’s ministry is very
difficult. In fact, they do not have reference to specific events. Rather,
the prophet here sets forth his philosophy of God’s judgments. His pur-
pose is to exalt God as sovereign ruler over all. Hence, he seeks to show
that God can and will visit the earth in judgment. In this visitation God’s
own people will suffer that they may ultimately be glorified, but the
enemies of God will utterly perish. The future blessing is set forth in
beautiful language as a blessing that is spiritual and evangelical. It may
be that Isaiah never uttered these prophecies but merely wrote them down
as may have been the case also with chapters 40-66. They are a
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generic prophecy, a picture of judgment and salvation in its true nature,
and there is no sufficient reason for denying their authorship to Isaiah.

Cf. 26:1 with 60:18; 26:20 with 54:7, 8; 27:1 with 51:9 and 66:
16. This section is denied to Isaiah by critics of the negative school.
Pfeiffer, e.g., regards it as even later than the fourth century B. C.;
Driver refers it to the early post-exilic period; Kuenen to the 4th
century; Duhm and Marti to the time of John Hyrcanus (134-104
B. C.). The basic reason for denying the section to Isaiah seems
to be the presence of ideas which are thought to spring from a
different (and later) vein of thought than Isaiah’s (Driver.) In
reply we would point out that this apparent divergence of thought
is based upon the nature of this section as a generic prophecy, setting
forth God’s judgment and salvation in universal terms. It thus stands
as a stepping-stone toward or a preparation for Isaiah’s great mes-
sage in chapters 40-66. Why cannot these ideas have been revealed
to Isaiah in the eighth century B. C.?

IV. Prophetic Warnings 28:1-35:10

a. 28:1-33:24. Discourses dealing principally with the relation between
Judah and Assyria. An announcement is made of the fall of Samaria,
28:1-6; Jerusalem is then addressed, and the folly of trusting in Egypt
is pointed out, 28:7-22; God’s purposes will surely come to pass, 28:23-
29. Zion also will be attacked, 29:1-4; the enemy, however, will be
defeated in its purpose, 29:5-8; the causes of judgment, 29:9.16; the
final restoration, 29:17-24. The folly as well as the sin of relying upon
Egypt is next set forth, 30:1.7; the relation between the people’s lack of
trust and their character and spiritual condition is depicted, 30:8-26;
and finally, the Assyrian will be halted by God Himself, so that reliance
upon human aid is shown to be unnecessary, 30:27-33. Reliance upon
Egypt is foolish, for the Egyptians are mere men, 31:1-3; the Lord will
certainly save His own, 31:4-5; hence, the people should turn unto Him,
31:69. In the Lord are gracious blessings, for the King will reign in
righteousness, 32:1-8; the women are addressed, for they had been indif-
ferent. The desolation will continue until the spirit be poured from on
high, 32:9-20; the end of the invading Assyrian is announced, and the
desolation will be followed by restoration, 33:1-24.

Cf. 28:5 with 62:3; 29:15 and 30:1 with 47:10; 29:16 with 45:9
and 64:9; 20:23 with 60:21; 32:15 with 55:12.

b. 34:1-35:10. The contrasted future of Edom and Israel. The two
chapters constitute one prophecy. Ch. 34 consisis of a threat of God,
first against the nations generally, then particularly against Edom. Edom
is singled out, it would seem, as the representative of Israel’s enemies, and
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the chapter is perhaps best regarded as a general threat against the
enemies of the spiritual Israel, the Church of God. In ch. 35 a picture
of the glorious Messianic future is presented.

Torrey ascribes chs. 34, 35 to the author of chs. 40-66. Eissfeld:
attributes them to the close of the 6th cent. B. C., and thinks that their
author modeled them after 40-66. Pfeiffer thinks that they may
belong to the 4th cent. and in any case no earlier than the 5th.
Driver also denies the prophecy to Isaiah and apparently would assign
it to the closing years of the exile. Cf. 34:8 with 51:11; 35:1, 2
with 14:8, 32:15 and 55:12; 35:2 with 60:13; 35:6, 7 with 41:17,
18 and 43:19; 35:8-10 with 40:3, 4 and 49:11; 35:10 with 51:11
and 65:19.

V. Historical Appendix 36:1-39:8

This section narrates the invasion of Sennacherib into Judah, ch. 36;
Hezekiah the king sends for Isaiah (37:1-5) who utters a message of
comfort (37:6-35), and the Assyrian army is destroyed by the angel of
the Lord (37:36-38) ; Hezekiah is sick unto death, but his life is length-
ened by the Lord (38:1-8), and the thanksgiving of Hezekiah follows
(38:9-22). From Babylon come envoys who see the treasures of the
temple, (39:1, 2), and Isaiah announces the Babylonian captivity (39:
3-8).

The reader should note that this section serves not only as an
historical appendix to chs. 1-35, but also as a bridge to connect these
earlier chapters with the latter half of the book. In the first portion
of the prophecy the background has been the Assyrian period; in
the latter half it is the time of the Babylonian exile. These chapters
serve as a remarkable connecting link between the two. The Assyrian
period closes, as it were, with the account of Sennacherib’s invasion.
Then we are told of the Babylonian envoys, and of Isaiah’s prophecy
of the captivity (39:3-8). Thus we are prepared for the atmosphere
which we find when we begin to read ch. 40.

For this transition between the Assyrian and Babylonian periods,
a further preparation has also been made. As Delitzsch has pointed
out, the entire first half of the prophecy is like a staircase which leads
up to the latter half, bearing the same relation to it as the Assyrian
background in ch. 14:24-27 sustains to the burden of Babylon, chs.
13 and 14. This Assyrian background is present throughout, but
there are prophecies which extend far beyond that time. Thus chs.
13-23 should be compared with chs. 24-27, and chs. 28-33 with chs.
34-35. In the series of prophecies concerning foreign nations (chs.
13-23) those which relate to Babylon form the beginning, middle and
end, chs. 13-14; 21:1-10 and 23. Thus the prophet, while living and
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working in the days of Jotham, Ahaz and Hezekiah, nevertheless was
given to see those things which would occur in the future, and thus,
by gradual glimpses into that future, the reader is prepared for the
gracious heights of chs. 40-66.

Chs. 36-39, with the exception of Hezekiah’s psalm of thanksgiving,
are repeated with minor variations in II Kings 18:13—20:19. Ac-
cording to Driver, the original was the passage in Kings, and this
was used with slight variations by the compiler of the book of Isaiah.
But there are good reasons for believing that the original was that
found in Isaiah or at least that Isaiah was the author of both. From
IT Kings 16:5 it becomes clear that the author of Kings had Isaiah
before him (Cf. Isa. 7:1). Again II Chr. 32:32 shows that the events
of the life of Hezekiah were written in the book of Isaiah as well
as in the book of Kings, which seems to show that the excerpt had
been made from Isaiah. (“in the vision of Isaiah, upon the book of
the Kings”). The implication is that the original is to be found in
the hazon of Isaiah. Lastly, the position of these chapters in the
prophecy points to Isaiah as their author. It should be noted that
the mention of the death of Sennacherib in 37:37, 38 does not
militate against Isaianic authorship, since Isaiah probably outlived
Hezekiah. According to tradition, Isaiah suffered martyrdom under
the reign of Manasseh, who ascended the throne in 698 B. C., and
Sennacherib was murdered in 681 B. C.

VI. The Being and Destiny of the Church of God 40:1-66:24

The last twenty seven chapters of Isaiah’s prophecy (and no other
name than Isaiah has ever been connected with these chapters, not even
by mistake or accident) are to be regarded as a unified whole. They
were probably composed by Isaiah during the reign of Manasseh, and
were written, not merely for the prophet’s contemporaries, but also for
the future Church of God. Whether Isaiah ever uitered any of these
prophecies orally before committing them to writing is an open question.

According to many the theme of this section is the return from the
Babylonian exile. But this is by no means the principal theme, for
references to Babylon and the exile are far less frequent than is often
supposed. For that matter, the prophet mentions Egypt more than he
does Babylon.

The theme of these chapters rather is the Church of God in its relations
with God and man and in its purpose, progress, design and vicissitudes. It
is true that there are references to events in the life of the historical Israel,
such as the calling of Abraham, the exodus from Egypt and the deliver-
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ance from exile. But the prophecy far transcends the limits of past his-
torical events and embraces also the advent of the Messiah and the for-
tunes of the spiritual Israel.

Hence although the prophecy is a unit, it is very difficult to analyze.
For there is an alternation between encouragement and threatening and a
two-fold sense in the use of the name Israel. Indeed, the section is desul-
tory. This fact, however, in no sense militates against the position that
the whole is the work of one man. Nor does this desultoriness in any
sense indicate a haphazard or careless arrangement of the material, for
there is an underlying unity of outlook and structure which precludes that.

J. A. Alexander has found five great subjects which he believes are
treated in this section. They are: 1.) A description of the sinful nation,
Israel; 2.) The spiritual Israel, weak in faith, but the object of Jehovah’s
favor; 3.) The deliverance from exile in Babylon which serves as an
example of God’s future dealings with His people; 4.) The advent of the
Messiah; 5.) The character of the new dispensation.

In the following we shall simply set forth the contents of each chap-
ter.? The commonly accepted three-fold analysis, 40-48; 49-57, 59-66,
based upon the appearance of the phrase ‘“‘there is no peace, saith the
Lord, unto the wicked,” is too mechanical. In SIJ44, II, pp. 3145, 1
have sought to point out why there should be no separation after ch.
55. The principles of the History of Tradition school (see p. 198) are
based upon inadmissible presuppositions.

1. Ch. 40. A general promise of blessing and consolation. The people
are commanded to prepare for a new and glorious appearance of the Lord,
vv. 1-8; who will come with a strong hand, yet as a tender Shepherd to His
people, vv. 9-11. That these promises are trustworthy is demonstrated
by an appeal to God’s wisdom and power and His absolute exaltation
above and independence of man, vv. 12-17. Furthermore, He is far above
the idols of men, vv. 18-25. His absolute power is present for the help of
His people, vv. 26-31.

2. Ch. 41. Although there are nations hostile to Israel, yet they shall
perish before the chosen people, vv. 1-16; Israel is weak but the Lord will
protect and deliver, vv. 17-29.

The reference to idols in these chapters is no indication of the
place of composition, for that which the prophet attacks is idolatry
in general. Cf. 41:7 with Jer. 10:1-16. It may be that the fuller de-
scription in Jeremiah is indicative of the priority of Isaiah, but this

%, The analysis of J. A. Alexander has been closely followed.
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is questionable. As for the relationship between Isa. 40-66 and Jere-
miah the reader should compare

Isaiam with JEREMIAH
44:12-15 10:1-16
46:7 10:1-16
48:6 33:3
53 11:19
56:11 6:15
56:9—57:11a Jeremiah’s reproaches
65:17 3:16
66:15 4:13

Too much cannot be made of this argument in defense of the priority

of the Isaianic passages. But it does appear, however, that in certain

places, notably Jer. 50, 51, there is, as Delitzsch expressed it, a mo-
saic of Isaianic prophecies. On the whole, as far as this comparison
in itself, proves anything, it points to the priority of the Isaianic

passages. Cf. also Isa. 47:8-10 with Zeph. 2:15 and Isa. 17:1, 7;

66:20 with Zeph. 3:10.

3. Ch. 42. The Servant of the Lord appears as the Saviour of mankind.
His peaceful and quiet manner of working is described, vv. 1.5, and the
spiritual effects of that work are set forth, vv. 6-9. This is really the work
of God and for it He should be praised, vv. 10-17. The nation, however,
has been unfaithful and hence in trouble, a people robbed and spoiled,
upon whom the fury of God’s wrath has been poured, vv. 18-25.

The figure of the “Servant” in this chapter is probably the nation
and its head, the Messiah. In vv. 1.9 the head, the Messiah is in the
fore, but, from verse 18 on the nation itself in its sinful condition
appears. This idea of a group and its head in one is also found in
the conception of the prophet, Deut. 18:15. Within the compass of
Isa. 40-55 there are four passages which deal with the mysterious
Figure, the Servant of the Lord. These are 42:1-9; 49:1.6; 50:4-9;
52:13—53:12. According to Duhm and many others these passages
have no immediate relation or connection with their present context.
However, this position is untenable, as a serious exegesis of the
passage will show.

Far more interest has attached to the problem of the identity of the
Servant, and the interpretations broadly fall into two general groups,
the collectivistic and individualistic. According to the first group,
the Servant is the nation Israel or at least some portion or aspect of
the nation. According to the second group of interpretations the
Servant is an individual, either historical or ideal, past, contemporary
or one yet to come. The present writer is constrained to reject the
collectivistic interpretation, save in a certain sense in 42:1-9 and 49:
1-6. For one thing, in 50:4-9 and 52-13--53:12 the description of
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the Servant is such that it cannot be a personification, and further-
more, if the Figure were intended as the personification of a group,
that group could not possibly be the nation Israel. On the other
hand the descriptions do not apply to any individual save Jesus
Christ. See Special Literature on Isaiah, p. 222 for an introduction
to the literature upon the subject.

4. Ch. 43. Israel is the Lord’s own people with whom He will be present
in affliction, vv. 1-4; the Lord will gather Israel unto Himself, and the
nations will be witnesses of His gracious dealings, vv. 5-9; Israel must
know that there is no god like the Lord who will for her sake destroy
Babylon, vv. 10-15, as He had once delivered her from Egypt, vv. 16, 17;
but His former deliverances are as nothing in comparison with what He
will do for His people, and this He will do of His own good pleasure, and
not because of any merit in. the people; vv.- 18-28, '

5. Ch. 44. Israel is God’s servant, whom He will abundantly bless,
vv, 1.5; in support of this promise God appeals to His omniscience in
contrast with the vanity of idols, vv. 6-9; the idols are fashioned by men
and hence of no value or profit, vv. 10-20; but God has blotted out Israel’s
transgressions and redeemed her, and will send Cyrus as a deliverer,
vv. 21-28.

The structure of vv. 24-28 clearly shows that Cyrus is regarded as
one who is to come in the far future. For an analysis of the strophic
structure of this prophecy and its relation to the important question
of Isaianic authorship, consult, Oswald T. Allis: “The Transcendence
of Jehovah God of Israel: Isaiah XLIV:24-28”* in BTS, pp. 579-
634. Concerning this passage Allis remarks, “Thus we conclude that
the most striking and significant features of the poem favor the view
that while this utterance was significant in and of itself, it was chiefly
significant in view of the exceptional circumstance under which it was
spoken, i.e. in view of its early date. The chronological arrangement
of the poem assigns the Restoration and Cyrus to the future. The
perspective of the poem, together with the abrupt change of person in
the second strophe argues that this future is a remote future. And
finally the carefully constructed double climax attaches a significance
to the definiteness of the utterance which is most easily accounted
for if this future was so remote that a definite disclosure concerning
it would be of extraordinary importance” (p. 628).

6. Ch. 45. Cyrus will be victorious, being used of God for Israel’s sake,
vv. 1-13; the Lord is then set forth as the only Saviour to whom Israel
and all nations must look for deliverance, vv. 14-25.

7. Ch. 46. As a specific illustration of the truths set forth in ch. 45
(namely, the absolute soverignty of the Lord) this chapter relates the
downfall of the Babylonian idols, vv. 1-2; the Lord, however, cares for
Israel throughout its entire existence, vv. 3-4; the idols are indeed vanity,
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but the Lord is omniscient who declares the future and raises up Cyrus,
vv. 5-11; hence, those that are far from righteousness should prepare
for God’s salvation, vv. 12, 13.

8. Ch. 47. The judgments of God will fall upon Babylon which is per-
sonified as a virgin, vv. 1-3; Babylon is to fall because of her oppression
of Israel and her pride, her trust in wickedness, her wisdom and knowl-
edge. These things cannot prevent her downfall, vv. 4-15.

9. Ch. 48. Israel calls upon God the Lord but not in truth, vv. 1, 2;
hence, because of this obstinacy former predictions were made; new things
also are shown which Israel did not know, vv. 3-8; in mercy God will
spare His people from being cut off, vv. 9-11; God is the Eternal One
who has created the earth and who will accomplish His pleasure on
Babylon, vv. 12-16; Israel’s sufferings have come because of her own
sin, but she is to come forth from exile with rejoicing, vv. 17-22.

It should be noted that the great basic theme of chs. 40-48 is the
relationship which Israel sustains to God. Throughout the following
chapters this doctrine is assumed as the basis for what is taught
concerning Israel’s relation to the world and her own calling.

10. Ch. 49. The Servant (here also the nation and its head, the Mes-
siah) is set forth as the one who is to restore those who are in bondage,
vv. 1-6; the Lord has prepared the Servant that he may bless the earth,
vv. 7-12; the grace of the Lord has been manifested and God’s enemies

shall be destroyed, vv. 13-26.
- 11. Ch. 50. The iniquities of the people have brought upon them their
distress, vv. 1-3; the Servant of the Lord is then introduced as meditating
upon His sufferings, but the reason for these sufferings is not yet stated,
vv. 4-9; those that fear the Lord should trust in Him; thus, the way of
deliverance is set forth and the doom of those that trust in themselves,
vv. 10, 11.

In this passage the Servant is best regarded, not as a corporate
person, but as the Messiah alone.

12. Ch. 51. The righteous are exhorted to follow in the steps of Abra-
ham, vv. 1-3; the certainty of the Lord’s salvation is assured, and the
enemies of the righteous will perish, vv. 4-8; the Lord brought the people
through the Red Sea, therefore, they may with confidence trust in His
salvation, vv. 9-16; weak Zion is commanded to awake and to trust in
the Lord, vv. 17-23.

13. Ch. 52. The future glory of God’s people in comparison with their
past state, a captivity, from which they are commanded to flee. God will
deliver, and His people shall know Him, vv. 1-6; the messenger of the
Gospel is already present, and there is to be a mighty exodus, vv. 7-12;
the Servant is the leader, and will be greatly exalted, an exaltation which
is in proportion to the humiliation that He had to undergo, vv. 13-15.
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14. Ch. 53. Although Messiah had been proclaimed, few have believed
concerning Him, vs. 1; His appearance is lowly, vs. 2; and He is the object
of contempt, vs. 3; although He is One characterized by suffering, never-
theless this suffering is vicarious; He bears it because of the sins of others,
vv. 4-6; although innocent, nevertheless the Servant is patient, even
in unjust judgment, vv. 7, 8; althought innocent, His death is with the
rich and wicked, vs. 9: therefore, God will gloriously magnify Him, and
He, as a substitute, the one Righteous in the stead of the many unright-

eous, will justify them; and will continually make intercession for them,
vv. 10-12.

In this chapter, the Servant is the Messiah.

15. Ch. 54. The future glory of God’s people, vv. 1-10; the in-
violability of the people of the Lord, vv. 11-17.

16. Ch. 55. The restrictions of the old dispensation are gone, and the
Church stands open to the entire world, vv. 1-5; the nations are then
exhorted to seek the Lord, and are encouraged to do so by reference to
God’s mercy and to the infinite distance between God and man, vv. 6-13.

17. Ch. 56. The righteousness of God will be fully revealed without the
restrictions and distinctions of the old dispensation, vv. 1-8; the sinful
nation, however, is an unworthy one, vv. 9-12,

18. Ch. 57. The righteous who have died are delivered from evil to
come, vv. 1, 2; the wicked are then addressed, and their idolatry con-
demned, vv. 3-9; they will be destroyed because they continue in sin,
vv. 10-13; there will be deliverance for all who repent, vv. 14-21.

Note: Vs. 21 is not a mere catch verse. It serves to show that even
in Israel there will be no blessing for the unrepentant. The promises
are only for true believers, the spiritual Israel, not for the unrepentant
in the nation.

19. Ch. 58. Israel is a sinful nation, which exhibits hypocrisy rather
than love to the needy, vv. 1-7; had Israel been obedient God’s favor
would have continued. She is invited to do well, keep the Sabbath and
delight in the Lord, vv. 8-14.

20. Ch. 59. Israel’s iniquities have separated her from God, vv. 1, 2;
these sins and their effects are set forth, vv. 3-15; the Lord will intervene
to save the true Israel by a Redeemer, vv. 16-21.

21. Ch, 60. The change which awaits the spiritual Israel is a new and
blessed light upon Zion, vs. 1; from the entire world those that dwell in
darkness shall come to Zion, vv. 2-14; Zion is to be greatly glorified
forever, vv. 15-22. The chapter presents a contrast between the new and
the old dispensation.

22. Ch. 61. The Servant (here the Messiah) who is to bring about the
great change is introduced as speaking, describing the object of His mis-
sion, vv. 1-3; the blessings which flow as the result of His work, vv. 4-11.
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23. Ch. 62. The Servant will continue until righteousness and salvation
shine forth, vs. 1; God’s people shall be recognized by the nations, and
all the world will seek Zion, and she shall be called, Sought out; a city
not forsaken, vv. 2-12.

24. Ch. 63. The destruction of the enemies of the wicked is the work
of the Messiah, vv. 1-6; God has, however, been faithful to His people
despite their unfaithfulness, vv. 7-14; a plea for God to show favor for
the sake of His people, vv. 15-19,

25. Ch. 64. Confidence in the mighty power of God, vv. 1-3; the
blessed thing that God has done for His own, vs. 4; the unworthiness of
Israel; Zion is a wilderness, but because these external prerogatives are
lost, God will not cast off His own, vv. 5-12.

26. Ch. 65. The Gentiles are called, vs. 1; the Jews, because of their
sins, are rejected, vv. 2-7; there is, however, a chosen remnant, vv. 8-10;
the unbelieving Israel will be ashamed, but the true servants of God
will sing for joy of heart, vv. 11-16; the blessings of the new heavens and
earth, vv. 17-25.

27. Ch. 66. The change between the old and new dispensations. The
Lord dwells in the humble heart, not in an earthly temple, vv. 1, 2; Zion
will be blessed, vv. 3-14; the old Israel will be destroyed, but a remnant
will go forth, vv. 15-24.
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Chapter XIII

JEREMIAH

Name

The prophecy is named after the prophet himself, yirmeyahu or
yirmeyah. In the LXX the name appears as Hieremias, and in the Latin
Jeremias.

The Life of Jeremiah

More is known of the life of Jeremiah than of any other of the Old
Testament prophets. Jeremiah was the son of Hilkiah, of the priests
in Anathoth (the modern Anata, about an hour and a half walk north-east
from Jerusalem). While still a youth, about twenty years of age, he was
called to be a prophet (1:6). This call came in the thirteenth year of
Josiah (1:2; 25:3) i.., 627 B. C. Jeremiah’s ministry continued until
after the final destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, 586 B. C.,
and altogether lasted for about fifty years.

In his call to the prophetic office Jeremiah learned that the destruction
of Jerusalem was certain and that it would be accomplished through an
enemy from the north (1:11-16). Five years after his call, in the eight-
eenth year of Josiah, the book of the Law was discovered in the Temple
(IT K. 22 and 23), and as a result Josiah instituted a religious reform
designed to stamp out idolatry, Whether Jeremiah makes specific refer-
ence or allusion to this newly discovered book of the Law is not certain,
but it may be that he does so (11:1-8).

At first Jeremiah probably lived in Anathoth and onmly occasionally
put in appearance at Jerusalem. At any rate, through his preaching he
became the object of much hostility both in Anathoth and Jerusalem.
At first this animosity broke out in his native town (11:18-23), and the
prophet removed to Jerusalem. Apparently, even Jeremiah’s family had
dealt treacherously with him (12:6). Nevertheless, this period of Jere-
miah’s ministry was probably the happiest, and when Josiah died Jeremiah
lamented for him (II Chr. 35:25a).

Josiah was followed by Jehoahaz (also called Shallum) who reigned
for three months. Against him Jeremiah prophesied in no uncertain
terms, clearly announcing his doom (22:11-17).

After Jehoahaz the throne was occupied by Jehoiakim. During the 4th
year of his reign (the 3rd according to Dan. 1:1 which employs a

223



224 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

different mode of reckoning) the famous battle of Carchemish was fought
in which Nebuchadnezzar came forth victoricus and then besieged Jeru-
salem taking away both captives (among whom was Daniel) and vessels
of the Temple. During this very year that the Chaldeans besieged Jerusa-
lem Jeremiah announced their coming and the seventy years of exile
(25:1-14).

During the reign of Jehoiakim the prophet delivered his great address
at the Temple (7-9). The priests now determined to have Jeremiah put
to death (ch. 26). However, intervention was made for him. The Lord
commanded him to gather his prophecies in a book-roll (36:1). These
were dictated to Baruch who read them before the people. Jehoiakim
became so enangered at the prophet that he cut the book into pieces
with his penknife and burned it and commanded to take Jeremiah and
Baruch, but the Lord hid them (36:26). Jeremiah then dictated to
Baruch a second time, adding to it further prophecies.

Jehoiachin (also called Coniah, 22:24ff.) reigned for only three months
and then was taken into captivity to Babylon, as Jeremiah had predicted
(22:24-30). He was followed upon the throne by the third son of Josiah,
Zedekiah, who had been appointed by the Babylonians (597-586 B. C.).
After a time Zedekiah refused to pay further tribute to Babylon and
sought alliance with Egypt (Ezek. 17:13; II Chr. 36:13), but Jeremiah
urged him to continue faithful to Babylon (27:12-22). This would be
the lesser of two evils, and would mean that the nation would not be
destroyed. “Bring your necks under the yoke of the king of Babylon,
and serve him and his people, and live” (27:12b). Finally Nebuchadnez-
zar came, and after a long siege, took the city. This was a time of great
suffering for Jeremiah. He was arrested as he sought to leave for Ben-
jaminite territory and charged with deserting. As a result of this arrest
he was placed in a dungeon where he remained for many days, but
Zedekiah sent for him and asked “Is there any word from the Lord?”
In response Jeremiah plainly announced that Zedekiah should be delivered
into Nebuchadnezzar’s hand, and he protested against his imprisonment,
whereupon the king put him in the court of the prison.

Jeremiah could now preach more freely, but his words aroused enmity,
and he was placed in a slimy cistern from which he was rescued by an
Ethiopian Ebed-meleck by name (38:7-13).

When finally Jerusalem fell Zedekiah was blinded and together with
his people was taken into captivity. Nebuzaradan, the Babylonian general,
set Jeremiah free and permitted him to remain in his own land (39:11-
14). He went to the governor Gedaliah, but after a short time the gov-
ernor was murdered by ruthless opponents, headed by a certain Ishmael
(41:1,2). The Jews now feared vengeance on the part of the Babylonians
and sought to go to Egypt for safety (41:17, 18). Against this policy,



JEREMIAH 225

however, Jeremiah protested most vigorously (42:9-22). His words
proved to be of no avail and he was compelled to accompany the Jews
to Egypt (43:1-7). At Tahpanhes, the place in Egypt where the Jews
settled, the prophet continued his ministry, 43:8-13 and 44 being mes-
sages which were delivered there.

Chronological Arrangement of Prophecies
As they appear, Jeremiah’s prophecies are not arranged in chrono-
logical order, and such a classification is difficult to make. However, the
following will give a general idea of the order in which the prophecies
were delivered.
a. Under Josiah.

Only 1:1 and 3:6-6:30 are actually dated in the reign of Josiah. Never-
theless, they form an integral part of the section to which they belong.
Hence, we may assign the following passages to Josiah’s reign,

1:1-19. 13th year of Josiah. Jeremiah’s call to the prophetic office.

2:1-3:5. The prophet’s first message to the sinful nation. The intro-
ductory phrase, “and the word of the Lord came unto me” (2:1) serves
well to introduce the first prophecy after the general introduction, ch. 1.
Hence, there is no reason for denying this introductory message to the
time of Josiah.

3:6-6:30. A second discourse in which the prophet announces the pun-
ishment of Judah by the coming of a nation from the north. This nation
was long thought to be the Scythians, but more likely it refers to the
Babylonians.

7:1-10:25. This message was delivered in the gate of the Lord’s house.
It is intended to arouse those who place a false trust in the Temple and
it condemns the people because of their idolatry, threatening exile. It is
difficult to date this prophecy. Some would place it under the reign of
Jehoiakim. However, it may very well have been addressed to those
who made an outward show of adopting Josiah’s religious reform.
Hence, it may have been uttered in support of the ifrue nature of that
reform. Tt is somewhat general in character, and seems not to reveal the
Babylonian shadow ready to darken Judah. Hence, I am inclined to
regard it as uttered during Josiah’s days.

11:1-13:27. This section comprises a message in itself. Its stress upon
violation of the covenant may be a clue as to its date. On the other hand
the terrible picture of Judah’s moral condition herein painted may point
to a time subsequent to Josiah.

14:1-15:21. A representation of drought and dearth.

16:1-17:27. This section belongs with the previous one. Both present
pictures of Judah’s desolation. These are general in character. Hence, it
is difficult to tell whether they belong to the time of Josiah or Jehoiakim.
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18:1-20:18. A symbolical representation of the coming exile. 19:14-
20:3 gives an account of the prophet’s arrest under Pashur. This incident,
however, does not really enable us to date the passage. It is true that in
21:1 Zedekiah sends a certain Pashur unto Jeremiah. However, this is
evidently a different man (son of Melchiah) from the Pashur mentioned
in 20:1-3 (the son of Immer).

b. Under Jehoahaz.

No prophecies are dated under this reign, and the message concerning
Jehoahaz, 22:11-12, was uttered while Zedekiah was king,

c. Under Jehoakim.

As already suggested some of the prophecies which I have assigned to
the time of Josiah may more properly belong to the reign of Jehoiakim.
The following are dated as belonging to this time.

26 The beginning of Jehoiakim’s reign. Like chs. 7-10 this message
was delivered in the court of the Lord’s house. At this time Urijah, who
prophesied in accordance with Jeremiah, was put to death, 26:20-24.

27 Vs, 1 dates this chapter also at the beginning of Jehoiakim’s reign,
but as the content shows, it belongs to Zedekiah’s reign. Evidently the
word “Jehoiakim” in vs. 1 is a scribal error for “Zedekiah.”

25 This prophecy is dated in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, i.e., the year
in which Nebuchadnezzar later came to Jerusalem and besieged it (Dan.
1:1).

35 is a prophecy concerning the Rechabites and was delivered in the
days of Jehoiakim.

36 belongs to the fourth year of Jehoiakim. This chapter relates the
writing down of the prophecies, their destruction by Jehoiakim, and their
re-writing.

45 is a brief message to Baruch uttered by Jeremiah in the fourth year
of Jehoiakim.

46-49 are difficult to date. That they were uttered after the defeat of the
Egyptians at Carchemish is clear from 46:2. Driver suggests that (with
the exception of 49) they may belong to the 4th year of Jehoiakim and
may reflect the profound impression which Nebuchadnezzar’s victory
had made upon Jeremiah. This is quite possible, but it may also be that
some of these prophecies were uttered later, when Jehoiakim had rebelled
against the Babylonians and marauding bands were sent against him. On
the other hand the prophecies may belong to a later reign.

d. Under Jehoiachin.

There are no prophecies expressly attributed to this period. Jehoiachin

is mentioned, however, in 22:24-30, a prophecy uttered during the reign
of Zedekiah.
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e. Under Zedekiah.

21:1-22:30. These prophecies were uttered when Pashur and Zephaniah
were sent to Jeremiah by the king to enquire as to the outcome of the
Babylonian siege. With vs. 11 the prophet begins to set before Zedekiah
the need for justice. In ch. 22 he proceeds to evaluate the three preceding
kings, Jehoahaz, vv. 11, 12; Jehoiakim, vv. 18-23; Jehoiachin, vv. 24.30.

23 continues the prophecy of 21 and 22. It consists for the most part
of denunciations against the false prophets, both those in Jerusalem and
those who had gone into exile, who had held out false promises of peace
and safety.

24 is a symbolical message revealed to the prophet after the captivity of
Jehoiachin.

27 although dated (vs. 1) in the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim,
belongs, as its context shows, to the reign of Zedekiah. The chapter
shows how the prophet thwarted the designs of five neighboring peoples,
Edom, Moab, Ammon, Tyre, Zidon (vs. 2) to induce the Judean king to
unite with them in rebellion against Babylon. Jeremiah further spake
to Zedekiah about the folly of such an action, vv. 12-22.

28 also belongs to the beginning of Zedekiah’s reign, the fourth year
and fifth month. It recounts Jeremiah’s opposition to the false prophet
Hananiah.

29 contains the letter which Jeremiah sent to the exiles in Babylon
after the captivity of Jehoiachin. It therefore belongs to the reign of
Zedekiah. Jeremiah informs the exiles that they should establish houses
in Babylon, for the exile will not be of short duration but will last for
seventy years.

30 and 31 are not dated, but their content shows that the deportation
had already occurred, hence they probably belong with the messages ut-
tered during Zedekiah’s reign. The chapters serve to teach the nation
that although her present suffering is grevious there will yet be a glorious
future. The Lord will make a new covenant in which there will be a spir-
itual salvation (31:31ff.)

32 belongs to the tenth year of Zedekiah. The prophet buys the field
in Anathoth of his cousin Hanameel and gave the evidence of purchase to
Baruch. This symbolical action was to show that the land would again
be inhabited and cultivated.

33 belongs, like 32, to the period of Jeremiah’s imprisonment under
Zedekiah. It contains a Messianic prophecy (also found with slight varia-
tions in 23:5ff.) and a promise of the perpetuity of David’s throne.

34 was uttered during Nebuchadnezzar’s siege. It relates the announce-
ment to Zedekiah of his own captivity and the destruction of the city, vv.
1-7. Zedekiah decrees that the people should free their Hebrew slaves.
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The people agree but then go back on their word, hence the prophet
severely denounces them.

37 is historical, relating the accession of Zedekiah, Jeremiah’s announce-
ment that the Egyptians would not help the king but the Chaldeans would
burn the city with fire. Jeremiah is imprisoned but later remanded to
the court of the prison.

38 continues the account of the prophet’s imprisonment under Zedekiah.

39 is historical, relating the captivity of the king and the destruction
of Jerusalem. It is dated in the ninth year of Zedekiah, the tenth month.

f. Under Gedaliah.

Although no prophecies are expressly dated in the reign of Gedaliah,
yet to this period must be assigned the following:

40 is a prophecy revealed to Jeremiah after the captivity (vs. 1).
Nabuzar-adan releases Jeremiah, offering him the choice of going to Baby-
lon or of staying in the land (vv. 2-4). Jeremiah goes to Gedaliah and
dwells with him (vv. 6, 7). Gedaliah is warned that Ishmael seeks to
slay him but does not believe the report.

41 also belongs to this period. It is historical, relating how Ishmael
slew Gedaliah, and how the people now feared the Chaldeans.

42 continues the narrative, and contains the message of Jeremiah
warning the remnant of Judah not to go down into Egypt.

Teremiak’s Ministry in Egypt.

43:1-44:30 are largely historical, relating how the people refused to
hearken to Jeremiah but set out for Egypt taking him with them. In
Tahpanhes Jeremiah performs a symbolical act with stones to show that
Nebuchadnezzar will yet smite Egypt. In ch. 44 Jeremiah explains the
reason for the destruction of Jerusalem and the exile and also announces
punishment to those that dwell in Egypt, save that a remnant will be saved.

Chapters 50-52 require special comment. 50 and 51 are said to be
(51:59-64) the word which Jeremiah sent to Babylon with Seraiah when
he went there with Zedekiah during the fourth year of the latter’s reign.
Seraiah, upon arriving in Babylon, was to read this message, and then
bind a stone to it and cast it into the Euphrates, thus symbolizing the
downfall of Babylon, the great enemy of God’s people.

A difficulty arises, however, in that, as it now stands the prophecy seems
to imply that the Temple has already been destroyed (e.g., 50:28; 51:
11, 51), an event which had not occurred in the fourth year of Zedekiah.
Either then, Jeremiah is simply placing himself in the future and portray-
ing the temple as destroyed, or else we may assume that these two chap-
ters present an expanded form of the prophet’s message against Babylon,
one that he himself had prepared in Egypt under Divine inspiration after
the sanctuary at Jerusalem had actually been destroyed.
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There are other considerations which seem to support this last-
mentioned view. For one thing, the exile seems to have taken place
already, cf. 50:4 (note the force of the verb yavo’u, i.e., they will
come, from the bondage in which they now are.) 7, 17, 33; 51:344.
At any rate, there is no sufficient reason for denying the Jeremianic
authorship of these chapters.

52 is historical, being practically the same as IT K. 24-25. I do not
believe that Jeremiah was the original author of the passage, but that he
took it from the same source from which the passage in II Kings was
taken,

Author

There is no satisfactory reason for doubting that Jeremiah himself was
the author of the entire book. In ch. 36:1-2 we learn that in the fourth
year of Jehoiakim the Lord commanded the prophet to take a book-roll
and to write therein all the prophecies which had been revealed to him
from the days of Josiah even unto the present. In response to this com-
mand Jeremiah summoned his scribe Baruch, who wrote all the prophecies
down at dictation (mippi yirmeyahu) (vs. 4). Baruch then went to the
temple and read there all that had been dictated to him (vs. 8). A year
later (i.e., the fifth year of Jehoiakim) in the ninth month a fast was
proclaimed and Baruch again read the prophecies publicly. This act was
reported to the princes who summoned Baruch to bring the roll before
them. The princes then permitted Baruch and Jeremiah to escape but
brought the roll to Jehoiakim who upon hearing it read cut it to pieces
with a penknife and cast it into the fire (vv. 9-23).

The Lord then commanded Jeremiah to take another roll and to write
in it all that had been found in the previous book. Jeremiah dictated to
Baruch all the content of the former roll “and there were added besides
unto them many like words” (vs. 32). Thus there came into existence
the first written record of Jeremiah’s prophecies from Josiah to Jehoia-
kim. It is obvious, however, that this dictated roll does not coincide
with our present book of Jeremiah, since our present book contains many
prophecies uttered at a time subsequent to the fifth year of Jehoiakim.
It is quite possible that at later times Jeremiah dictated further to Baruch.
Like Jeremiah Baruch was taken into Egypt (43:6) and it is likely that in
Egypt Baruch gathered and edited all of Jeremiah’s prophecies. Even the
arrangement of the prophecies may be due to the suggestion of Jeremiah,
although actually carried out by Baruch. Hence, the inclusion of ch. 52
at the close, although not an original work of the prophet’s, may neverthe-
less have been carried out at his suggestion. As to Baruch, all the evi-
dence indicates that he was simply a scribe or an amanuensis, and what-
ever he did in the way of editing, was doubtless at Jeremiah’s direction.
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ALTERNATE VIEWS OF AUTHORSHIP,

a.) According to Pfeiffer we have three groups of writings, the words
which the prophet himself dictated or wrote, a biography of Jeremiah
which was probably written by Baruch and various additions by later
authors and editors. Even Jeremiah’s own work and, to a lesser extent,
Baruch’s biography, are said to be subjected to editorial revision.

After the death of Jeremiah, or at least without Jeremiah’s knowledge,
Baruch is said to have prepared an edition in which he combined Jere-
miah’s book with his own, working over many of the prophet’s speeches
in his own “Deuteronomic style.” Even this book of Baruch’s was sub-
ject to later revision. Long prose interpolations were made and many
poetic additions.

In answer to this position two observations may be made: 1. All the
evidence shows that Baruch was too pious and serious a man to have
tampered with Jeremiah’s speeches in the manner above suggested; 2.)
there is no evidence whatever to support the view that later additions
and interpolations were made to the book. The idea that the Biblical
books are simply clusters of fragments originating from various sources,
is without foundation in fact.

b.) The view of Oesterley and Robinson. According to these scholars the
compiler of the book (probably the fourth century B. C.) had before him
material of three types: 1.) little collections of oracular material in
poetry; 2.) descriptive material from the hand of Jeremiah’s biographer
and 3.) oracular material worked over into rhetorical prose form in the
first person. He would take each group of oracular utterances and prefix
to it a suitable selection from one of the two prose sections. He preferred
passages of the third type (i.e., autobiographical prose) and did not use
any of the second type (i.e., biographical prose) until ch. 19 when he
had nearly exhausted the other. According to OR it is possible to dis-
tinguish no less than fourteen of the collections of oracular poetry. The
so-called Deuteronomic style of some of these passages is simply the form
of Hebrew rhetorical prose in the latter seventh and early sixth centuries.

In characterizing the pieces of oracular poetry OR call attention to the
brevity of most of the independent pieces, the frequent presence of little
prose pieces in the midst of poetical collections and the number of these
fragments which appear in other books of the Bible.

As far as the date of the oracular poetical material is concerned, we
are told that whereas some of it is of Jeremianic origin, some is much
later and comes from the late fifth or early fourth centuries B. C.

The biographical material comes for the most part from a contemporary
and may be the work of Baruch. The autobiographical prose passages
contain several which are the work of Jeremish himself, although there
are several, such as 3:14-17 which is not earlier than the close of the
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exile. Possibly these passages were found in the roll which Jeremiah
dictated to Baruch in 605 B. C.

Genuineness of the Prophecies

From the above two theories of the composition of the book it is
_apparent that some scholars do not attribute all of the prophecies of the
book to Jeremiah. Nevertheless there is for the most part considerable
difference of opinion as to what is his and what is not. Duhm, for ex-
ample, whose commentary is one of the most radical, thinks that about
two-thirds of the entire book is the work of later supplementers whose
labors continue even down to the first century B. C.

Ch. 10:1-16 and 17:19-27 are generally denied to Jeremiah. Cornill,
for example, thinks that 9:26 is continued in 10:17 and the intervening
verses are out of place. Furthermore, he believes that they show depend-
ence upon passages in the latter part of Isaiah, and so would regard them
as an interpolation. But the theory of interpolations is very difficult to
apply in connection with a book whose contents are arranged in the
manner of Jeremiah. For our part, we cannot see that there is any real
evidence of interpolation, and the dependence of these verses of Isaiah is
significant for the early authorship of the latter.

Cornill further questions chs. 30 and 31 and denies 33 to Jeremiah.
Also he finds that the oracles against the heathen nations have been
worked over. Chs. 50 and 51 are denied to Jeremiah by practically all
except conservatives.

Arrangement of Jeremiah’s Prophecies

It must be obvious even from a cursory examination, that the contents
of the prophecy are not arranged in what, to the western mind, would be
called a logical order. It is true that there is a certain underlying plan to
the book. Thus, chs. 1-25 form a unit in themselves, containing as they
do prophecies, both of woe and weal, against Judah. But the order and
arrangement are not strictly chronological. Again chs. 26:45, which deal
with the personal life of the prophet, form a unit. Many critics refuse to
attribute these to the prophet, but there is no sufficient reason for
denying them to him. Chs. 46-51 also form a unit, being prophecies
against the foreign nations. Incidentally, ch. 25, which closes the first
unit, by its content, prepares for the section of prophecies that deal with
the foreign nations. Lastly, we have in ch. 52 an historical appendix.
Thus, there is an underlying unity to the book.

Nevertheless, it is often difficult to see why certain passages occur at
precisely the point where they do occur. Why were the prophecies
arranged in the order in which they appear? In answer to this question it
should be remembered that not only the personal, but also the national
and racial characteristics of the writers of the Bible were preserved and
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employed by God in the composition of the Biblical books. Now these
writers were Orientals, and the Oriental writings do not always display
the passion for logical and categorical arrangement which seems to char-
acterize the Occidental. The Koran is a notable example. Hence, to us
Jeremiah’s prophecies may seem to be somewhat scattered. But this
feature enables the prophet to emphasize repetition. The themes of Jere-
miah are recurring ones, the sinfulness of the nation and the approaching
doom. Into his book he weaves these thoughts and as we read on, we meet
them over and over again until the impression which they have made upon
us is truly powerful and tremendous.

These remarks on the arrangement of the prophecies are necessary in
view of the fact that the LXX presents marked differences from the
Hebrew text. In the first place the order of the prophecies against foreign
nations differs in the LXX from the Hebrew. In the LXX they occur as
Elam, Egypt, Babylon, Philistia—Phoenicia, Edom, Ammon, Kedar—
Hazor, Damascus and Moab. Furthermore, they occur in a different place,
namely after ch. 25:13. It is not easy to tell why this classification was
adopted. Possibly Elam (thought by the translators to represent Persia?)
was placed first since at that time Persia was the dominant world power.
Also, it may be that Babylon was placed after Egypt since Egypt-Babylon
appear elsewhere as the combination of powers hostile to God’s people.

In the second place the LXX is considerably shorter than the Hebrew.
In fact it is shorter by about one-eighth (about 2700 words, or six or
seven chapters).

How are these divergencies to be explained? It has been held that the
LXX represents the original text (Workman) and therefore is superior
to the Hebrew. On the whole however the Hebrew text is superior. It
may be that in certain cases preference is given to the LXX, but certainly
not very often. The LXX translators, being Alexandrian Jews, were doubt-
less influenced by Greek philosophy. Hence, it may be that they deliber-
ately sought to introduce what seemed to them a more logical arrange-
ment of the prophecies. Evidently they were to an extent at least moved
by such considerations. For example, in the phrase “the Lord of hosts,”
the words “of hosts” are generally omitted by the LXX. Also, in the
phrase “Jeremiah the prophet” we find the words “the prophet” often
omitted.

At any rate it does not seem accurate to speak of two recensions of the
text, and certainly not to give the preference to the LXX.

Purpose of the Book
The nature of Jeremiah’s ministry is expressed in the words which the
Lord uttered to him at the time of his call to the prophetic office. The
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great theme that runs through Jeremiah’s messages is that of judgment
against Judah. This judgment is to come in the form of a chastisement
from the army from the north (the Babylonians). Furthermore, this
punishment will come in the near future. It will come because the people
are deserving of punishment. They have given themselves over to idolatry,
to forsaking the Lord. Interspersed with these warnings against the chosen
people of God are messages directed to the enemies of the theocracy.

Against this dark background of threat and punishment, however,
there appear some of the most glorious Messianic prophecies of the entire
Old Testament. Like Isaiah of the previous century, Jeremiah also was
permitted to see Christ’s day. These promises are not divorced from the
background of warning. They rather are the outcome of a pleading with
the nation to repent. For example, after a gracious reasoning with the
rebellious people, the Lord through the mouth of His prophet says, “Turn,
O backsliding children, saith the Lord” (Jer. 3:14). Then follows the
promise, “And it shall come to pass, when ye be multiplied and increased
in the land, in those days, saith the Lord, they shall say no more, the
ark of the covenant of the Lord; neither shall it come to mind; neither
shall they remember it; neither shall they visit it; neither shall that be
done any more. At that time they shall call Jerusalem the throne of the
Lord: and all the nations shall be gathered into it, to the name of the
Lord, to Jerusalem: neither shall they walk anymore after the imagination
of their evil heart” (Jer. 3:16-17).

In ch. 23 we have the promise of the righteous Branch, and again in
chs. 31 and 33. The climax of these Messianic promises in Jeremiah is
perhaps the following, “In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem
shall dwell safely: and this is the name wherewith she shall be called,
The Lord our Righteousness™ (Jer. 33:16). This prophecy is God’s great
word of warning to the theocracy which had by its sinfulness so debased
itself that its outward form must be broken up. The earthly city is to be
destroyed, but one day she shall dwell safely—the Lord our righteousness.
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Chapter XIV

EZEKIEL
Name

In Hebrew the prophet’s name is yehezqe’l, which probably means
“God strengthens.” In the LXX it appears as Iezekiel, and so in the
Vulgate Ezechiel, from which the English is derived. No mention is made
of the prophet in the Scriptures outside of his own book.

Author

In Baba Bathra 15a we read, “the men of the Great Synagogue wrote
Ezekiel and the Twelve.” Another ancient statement concerning the
authorship of the book is found in Josephus (Antiquities X:5:1), “But
not only did he (i.e., Jeremiah) predict to the people (the destruction of
Jerusalem and the exile), but also the prophet Ezekiel who first wrote two
books about these things and left them (for posterity)” (duo biblia
grapsas katelipen). This passage is somewhat obscure and has occasioned
discussion. Probably what Josephus had in mind by “two books” was
1.) Ezek. 1-32 and 2.) Ezek. 33-48. Jerome also expressed doubts as to
the homogeneity and genuineness of the prophecy.

Until recent years there was very little serious doubt but that Ezekiel
himself was the author of the book and was also responsible for the
arrangement of the prophecies. Thus even Cornill could write, “All these
considerations compel the opinion that Ezekiel wrote down and elaborated
his book as a whole in the twenty-fifth year, but for this purpose availed
himself of earlier—and in some cases of much earlier—memoranda, which
he has left essentially unaltered” (Intro. ET, 1907, p. 318).

And Driver wrote, “No critical question arises in connection with the
authorship of the book, the whole from beginning to end bearing unmis-
takeably the stamp of a single mind” (LOT®, p. 279). Indeed, the reasons
for holding to the authorship of the entire book by Ezekiel are rather
strong. The book is auto-biographical—the first person singular is em-
ployed throughout. Further, many of the prophecies are dated and local-
ized. The similarity of thought and arrangement throughout make it clear
that the entire book is the work of one mind. Hence, we may with con-
fidence hold to the view that Ezekiel was the author. And it is quite
interesting to note that one of the latest scholarly commentaries, that by
Cooke, holds that Ezekiel is the basic author of the book.

234
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HisTorY oF THE LiTERARY CRITICISM OF EZEKIEL

The passage quoted above from Baba Bathra does not really deny
the Ezekielian authorship of the book. It may mean to teach nothing
more than that the men of the Great Synagogue edited and copied
out the book. The school of Shammai thought that the teaching of
the book was not in harmony with the Mosaic Law and that the first
ten chapters exhibited a tendency toward Gnosticism. Hence, they
regarded it as apocryphal. Rabbi Hananyah ben Hezekiah, however,
defended the book, and so it was retained as canonical.

The first serious attack upon the unity and integrity of the book
was made in 1756 in a work which appeared posthumously in 1771, by
G. L. Oeder, who thought that the real book of Ezekiel ended with
ch. 39 and that chs. 40-48 were a later addition. Oeder’s work fits in
well with the spirit of doubt that prevailed in his day. And there
had been preparation for the criticism of Ezekiel. Almost a hundred
years earlier, Spinoza had denied the authorship of the bhook to
Ezekiel, TTP, p. 207.

Oeder’s work (Freye Untersuchung ueber einige Buecher des Alten
Testaments, Halle, 1771) introduced a thesis which from time to time
has made its appearance. In 1798 (for this information I am in-
debted to Pfeiffer) an anonymous writer in the Monthly Magazine and
British Register, refuses to attribute chs. 1-24 to the author of chs.
25-32, which author he thought was Daniel.

During the nineteenth century attack was made upon the authen-
ticity but not upon the unity of the book. In his Die goitesdienst-
lichen Vortaege der Juden, Berlin, 1832, Leopold Zunz sought to
show that Ezekiel was a product of the early Persian period. Later,
however, (1873, in ZDMG, vol. XXVII, pp. 676-81) he assigned it
to a time between 440-400 B. C. In 1857 Abraham Geiger (Urschrift
und Uebersetzungen der Bibel; p. 23) followed Zunz. Finally L.
Seinecke attributed the book to the Maccabean age (Geschichte des
Volkes Israel, 1884).

In 1900 R. Kraetzschmar, influenced by the Talmudic tradition that
Ezekiel was placed between Jeremiah and Isaiah and written by the
men of the Great Synagogue, maintained that the book had been put
together by a redactor from two recensions of the text.

Jakn, 1905 opposed Kraetzschmar’s hypothesis, and tried to recon-
struct the text from the LXX. He thought that scribes had inserted
notes in the margin which later came to be incorporated in the text.
Jahn shows too much preference for the LXX.

J. Herrmann (1908, 1924) regarded the book as a collection of
;mall 1gmphecies. which were largely edited and redacted by Ezekiel

imself.

1. The manner in which Hananiah restored the book is quite interesting. “What did
he do? They brought him three hundred jars of oil and he explained it.” See
Shabbath 14b, Hagiga 13a, Menahoth 45a.
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Gustav Hoelscher in 1924 came out with the complaint that Ezekiel
had too long escaped the knife of criticism (,,Fast an alle prophet-
ischen Buecher des Kanons hatte man laengst das Messer der Kritik
gelegt, nur Hesekiel blieb unberuehrt Hesekiel, p. 1). He thought
that Herrmann had presented the first methodical analysis of the
book, but objected that Herrmann attributed so much to Ezekiel
himself. Hoelscher thought that within the book there were two
different worlds, that of Ezekiel and that of later editors, Ezekiel was
the author only of certain parts; the rest, particularly where there is a
literary relation with Leviticus and Jeremiah, is due to a later editor
who lived about the time of Nehemiah. This later editor worked over
the material of the original Ezekiel and thus intruded into the book
his own attitude. The first editing of the book was between 500 and
450 B. C. All told, of the 1273 verses of the book Hoelscher leaves
to Ezekiel only about 143.

C. C. Torrey (1930) regarded the original prophecy as having
been written in Jerusalem about 230 B. C. and as directed against the
idolatries permitted under the reign of Manasseh. Thus it was a
pseudepigraph, actually composed many centuries later. At a later
time, not many years after the appearance of the original prophecy,
an editor gave to the work the clothing of “a prophecy of the ‘Baby-
lonian Golah’”. This editor may be regarded as a representative of
a literary movement which had as its purpose the “vindication of
the religious tradition of Jerusalem” (Pseudo-Ezekiel, p. 102).

James Smith (1931) also asserted that the prophecies appear to
belong to Manasseh’s age, being addressed to Palestinians. Further-
more they were uttered, not in Babylon, but in Palestine by a true
prophet, a north-Israelite of the days of Manasseh.

Volkmar Herntrich (1932) thinks that the speeches of the book
were delivered to the inhabitants of Palestine. The Babylonian frame-
work is simply the work of some editor from the exilic period.
Throughout the book signs of the editor’s work are to be seen. Thus,
the present form of the book arose in Babylonia, where the editor
sought to prove the unity and superiority of the Lord to the Baby-
lonian pantheon. OQesterley and Robinson seem favorably inclined
toward this view of Herntrich, and so also, for the most part, does
J. Battersby Harford (1935), and Alfred Bertholet, in his commen-
tary (1936).

William A. Irwin (1943) seeks by a process of dissection to dis-
cover the original oracles of the book. He begins with a study of
ch. 15 and leaves very little to Ezekiel. Chs. 40-48 are rejected, and
of the rest, about 251 verses, in whole or in part, are accepted as
genuine. Ezekiel, it is claimed, went to Babylon in the second
deportation, and most of the oracles were composed in Jerusalem.
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Nils Messel (1945) put his finger on the weak spot in Herntrich’s
thesis when he suggested that the exiles would have known the actual
course of Ezckiel’s life and have seen through the situation, had it
been what Herntrich proposed. According to Messel the Golah is not
the exiles in Babylon but those who have already returned to Pales-
tine. Ezekiel, therefore, belongs to Palestine, to a time after Nehemiah,
probably about 400 B. C., and the redactors of the book should be
dated about 350 B. C. In a sense Ezekiel carried on the work of
Nehemiah, his enemies came from the same Jewish circles as did
those of Nehemiah. The redactor sought to continue Ezekiel’s battle
against idolatry and used his writings for this purpose, amplifying
and correcting them.

The above survey will show how varied are the views of recent
negative criticism with respect to the book of Ezekiel. The so-called
problems of the book are best solved upon the basis of the traditional
view, namely, that Ezekiel himself composed the entire book.

Purpose

Ezekiel was a priest of Jerusalem, the son of Buzi, a man of whom
little more is known. With the deportation of Jehoiachin he also was
taken into exile to Babylon (1:1) where he resided at Tel Abib (3:15),
on the river Chebar (1:3; 3:16ff.). Ezekiel was married and had his own
home (24:16-18). His call to the prophetic office came in the fourth
month of the fifth year of the captivity (1:1-2), and the latest date given
is the first month of the twenty-seventh year (29:17), hence his ministry
lasted at least twenty-two years. On the day that the siege of Jerusalem be-
gan his wife died (24:1, 15-18), and it is not known whether he himself
lived to see the release of Jehoiachin under Evil-merodach. That he knew
Daniel, his contemporary in Babylon, is evident from 14:14, 20 and 28:3.

It was Ezekiel’s task to impress upon the exiles the fact that calamity
had come because of their own sinfulness. “The soul that sinneth, it
shall die.” Thus, the prophecy inculcates the great doctrine of personal
responsibility. Even the theocracy in its outward form must come to an
end, if the chosen nation persists in sin. God, however, does not delight in
the death of the wicked. He freely and sincerely offers deliverance to all.
“Turn ye, turn ye, for why will ye die?” One day Israel will be regathered
into her own land, and will have one king. There will be true worship
of the Lord, and then the city will be called Jehovah shammah (the Lord
is there). Thus, the book reveals the faithfulness of God to His eternal
purposes. The sinful nation must be destroyed, but yet God will not for-
sake His own,
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Analysis

I. Prophecies Uttered Before the Overthrow of Jerusalem
1:1-24:27

1. 1:1-3:21. Introduction. The prophet relates how, in the fifth year of
Jehoiachin’s captivity (i.e., c. 592 B. C.) he received a vision and beheld
the majesty of the Lord.

In 1:1 he mentions the thirtieth year. It has been suggested that
this is the thirtieth year after Josiah’s reformation. Others have said
that it is the thirtieth year after the father of Nebuchadnezzar,
Nabopolassar, ascended the throne. However, these opinions appear
to be refuted by 1:2, which speaks of the fifth year of Jehoiachin’s
captivity. In all probability, therefore, the phrase “the thirtieth
year” has reference to the thirtieth year of the prophet’s life. If
this is correct, Ezekiel was probably born just after the accession of
Nabopolassar to the throne. Quite probably, also, he was about
five years older than Daniel.

The whirlwind approaches from the north, thus signifiying that it is
from the north that judgment will come upon the nation. After the mani-
festation of God there follows the Divine call, and Ezekiel (3:14, 15) went
to Tel Abib, where he waited for seven days. Then came the call to
begin his ministry, and the character of his position is set before him.
He is a “watchman unto the house of Israel.”

2. 3:22-27. A second vision of the glory of the Lord.

3. 4:1.7:27. By means of symbolical actions the destruction of Jeru-
salem is set forth. Ezekiel is symbolically to represent the siege of
Jerusalem (4:1-3) ; by lying on his side, he is to announce the punishment
of the nation’s sins (4:4-8) ; by the kind of food he eats, he is to set forth
the consequences of the siege. In 5:1-4 he shows symbolically what will
become of the inhabitants of the city, and in 5:5-17 the prophet clearly
explains the guilt of the people. Chs. 6 and 7 are two additional oracles,
treating of judgment upon the idolatrous land and finally, upon the
entire kingdom.

4. 8:1-8. 6th year, 6th month, 5th day (app. August/Sept. 591) the
prophet is transported in the spirit to Jerusalem and beholds a vision of
its destruction.

5.9:1-11:25. The punishment of Jerusalem. The Lord’s ministers pass
through the city to destroy all who remain. He prepares to take His final
departure from the sanctuary. The ungodly rulers of the nation will be
destroyed.
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6. 12:1-14:23. The Lord forsakes the city because of its unbelief and
its following after false prophets.

7. 15:1-17:24. The certainty and necessity of the punishment.
8. 18:1-32. The love of God toward sinners,
9. 19:1-14. A lamentation over the princes of Israel.

10. 20:1-24:27. The last utterances of warning before the downfall of
the city.

I1. Prophecies of Judgment Which Are Uttered Against Foreign
Nations 25:1-32:32

Ammon, 25:1-7; Moab, 25:8-11; Edom, 25:12-14; Philistia, 25:15-17;
Tyre, 26:1-28:19; Sidon, 28:20-26; Egypt, 29:1-32:32.

II1. Prophecies Concerning the Restoration Which Were Uttered
After Nebuchadnezzar Had Taken Jerusalem 33:1-48:35

1. 33:1-22. The new Covenant and the love of God for the sinner.
Formal instruction for the prophetic mission.

2. 34:1-31. The time will come when the people will recognize the Lord
and there will be among them a true prophet.

3. 35:1-15. The devastation of Edom.
4. 36:1-38. The restoration of the people of Israel.

5. 37:1-28. The vision of the dry bones, symbol of the resurrection of
Tsrael.

6. 38:1-39:29, The prophecy of Gog and Magog.

“The chapters! containing this prophecy follow immediately Ezekiel’s
vision of the dry bones and the glorious statement that the children
of Israel shall be returned to their land where David will be their
king, and they shall truly be the Lord’s people, and He will be their
God (chapter 37). This state of things is to endure forever.

“In our opinion, these three chapters (37, 38 and 39), form a unit.
Thus, the reading of Chapter 37 raises in our minds certain ques-
tions: Will there be no enemies who will seek to overthrow and to
destroy God'’s people, and so to sever them from their God? It is to
chapters 38 and 39 that we must turn to discover the answer. There
it is made plain that such enemies will exist and that they will be
mighty and powerful, but the Lord knoweth His own. With them He

1. Quoted from The Presbyterian Guardian, Feb. 25, 1940 article, “Gog and Magog:
Does the Bible Predict the Russo-German Alliance?” by Edward J. Young.
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hath made an everlasting covenant that cannot be broken, and as for
their enemies, He Himself will destroy them utterly. The prophecy is
therefore, above all, a message of comfort to God’s people.

“Ezekiel tells us when the enemy will appear. It is to be ‘after
many davs’ (38:8), ‘in the latter years’ (38:8), and ‘in the latter
days’ (28:16). The primary reference of these phrases is to this
present New Testament age, which was ushered in by the appearance
of our Lord upon earth. (Read carefully, in this connection, the fol-
lowing New Testament passages, and note the use which they make of
such phrases as ‘in the end of these days,” ‘in the last days,’ and so

forth: Acts 2:17, Hebrews 1:1-2, I Peter 1:20, I John 2:18, Jude 18.)

“When, therefore, these latter days have come and Israel is again
established in her land (38:8), when, to use other words, the prom-
ised Messiah has appeared and the tabernacle of God is among
men (cf. 48:35) and the incarnate Son of God has wrought
our peace upon the cross, then ferocious enemies will appear
who will attempt to destroy those for whom He died. Yes, even
the very gates of hell will seek to prevail against His Church.
But God is God and he will destroy the enemies of his people.
Through Him, and through Him alone, the redeemed shall prevail.

“But how is Ezekiel to present these truths? Surely not through the
medium of New Testament language, for he was an Old Testament
prophet. He spoke, therefore, as an Old Testament prophet, and used
the thought-forms of his day as vehicles for his truths. Character-
istically, he employed imagery for this purpose. How better could he
convey the truth that enemies would attack God’s people, even after
the promised redemption had come, than by employing the names of
contemporary nations, which were known to him, as symbols to
represent a great alliance of the hosts of evil? It is precisely this,
so it seems to us, that he does. He uses the figure of a great confeder-
acy of nations of his day which seeks to destroy God’s people ‘upon
the mountains of Israel.” This confederacy, headed by Gog, repre-
sents the allied forces of those who would oppose the Lord and His
redeemed. In their enterprise, however, these enemies are inglor-
iously defeated. Indeed, so inglorious and complete is their defeat,
that Ezekiel symbolically represents the fact by saying that Israel shall
be seven years in burning their weapons and seven months in burying
their dead. Thus, God’s people may truly be convinced that God
can defend them from all ill.

“Which, however, are the nations that Ezekiel names as taking part
in the confederacy against Israel? The answer to this question is
difficult. Not all of these nations can be identified with certainty, and
there is serious disagreement among devout students of the Bible as
to the proper identification. FEzekiel seems to place at the head of
the conspiracy Gagaia, by which he may have had in mind Carchem-
ish. From the name of this land, Gagaia, he seems to build the names
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Gog and Magog. He next chooses nations which were near to Gagaia,
namely the Moschi and Tibareni (Meshech and Tubal). Then, from
the world as it was known to his hearers, he mentions na-
tions which were both near and remote, Persia, Ethiopia, Phut
(possibly the East Africans), Gomer (perhaps the Cimmerians)
and Togarmah (probably the ancient district corresponding to
Armenia). These nations serve merely as the symbols by which
Ezekiel seeks to portray the power and might of the enemies of God’s
redeemed people.

“The prophecy, therefore, does not refer primarily to any one
particular historical event, nor was it intended to do so. Hence, to
seek to find its fulfillment in events taking place in the world today
is to miss the point entirely. To treat it as though it were merely
history written in advance is to betray an ignorance of its true nature.
On the other hand, how rich and comforting is this prophecy when
properly understood. It reveals clearly to us Christians how strong
are the principalities and powers that would overthrow us. Yet this
fact should not cause us discouragement, since the greatness of our
foes only serves to reveal to us again how much greater is our God.
“Their rock is not as our Rock.” ”

This comforting prophecy of Gog and Magog prepares the way for
the glorious vision which is revealed in the last nine chapters of the
prophecy.

7. 40:1-48:35. The vision of the Church of God upon earth symbol-
ized by the description of the Temple.

With respect to the interpretation of these chapters it may be
said that part of the ministry of the prophet was to comfort the exiles
and to remind them of the coming salvation. The exile was truly
a punishment for their sins, but the exile would have an end. God
had not forgotten His promises. There would come a day when Israel
would return to her land and would worship the Lord in spirit and
truth. How was Ezekiel to present these truths to the people? He,
both a priest and a prophet, would present these truths by the employ-
ment of symbols chosen from the priestly service. Hence, he sets
forth in elaborate detail the description of the Temple and its worship.

It is obvious that the prophet never intended these descriptions to
be taken literally. It is clear that he is using figurative or symbolical
language. Every attempt to follow out his directions literally leads
to difficulty. A literal construction of ch. 48, for example, would
result in placing the Temple outside the city of Jerusalem. The whole
description (chs. 40-48) comes to a striking climax in the very last
words of the prophecy, “The Lord is there,” and this is the heart of
the entire description. The prophet is depicting a time when there
will be true worship of the Lord. In an earthly temple? No, for the
prophet does not even mention an earthly high priest. But in spirit
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and in truth. In other words, this elaborate representation is a pic-
ture of the Messianic age. The Lord dwells in the midst of His people.
Such is the chief characteristic of this picture.

To us this may seem a strange way of setting forth the truth.
We should probably be inclined to employ straightforward, narrative
prose. But we must never forget that the prophets of the Old Testa-
ment often employed dark speeches and figurative language. They
spoke in the shadowy forms of the Old Covenant. But they spoke of
Christ, and Ezekiel also, under this strange symbolism, was speaking
of Christ. Hence, he was not in conflict with the Pentateuch, nor
was he describing a literal temple, to exist during the millennium.
He was in a manner peculiar to himself, preaching Jesus Christ.
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Chapter XV

THE TWELVE

As early as Ecclesiasticus, the twelve minor prophets were grouped
together (49:12). They were evidently thus regarded also by Josephus
(Contra Apionem, 1:8:3). Baba Bathra (15a) states that the men of the
Great Synagogue wrote the Twelve, and in the early Church Fathers
they are spoken of as “The Twelve” or “The Book of the Twelve
Prophets.”

In the manuscripts of the LXX, a different order of books is followed,
at least as far as the first six is concerned, namely; Hosea, Amos, Micah,
Joel, Obadiah and Jonah. Probably because it was the longest, Hosea
was placed first, but it is difficult to account for the arrangement of the
other books. Further, in some manuscripts (A and B) the Twelve are
placed before the Major Prophets.

Probably chronological considerations governed to an extent the
arrangement of the Twelve in the Hebrew canon. Thus, we read; “But,
indeed! Hosea was the first, because it is written, the beginning of the
word of the Lord by Hosea. Now, did he first speak with Hosea? Were
there not many prophets from Moses to Hosea? Rabbi Johanan says that
he was the first of the four prophets that prophesied at the period,
namely Hosea, Isaiah, Amos and Micah, and would not Hosea be placed
at the head? (Answer): His prophecies were placed by the side of
Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi, and Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi were
the end of the prophets; it is reckoned with them. It should be written in
part and (placed) at the head. Since it is short, it might have become
lost” (Baba Bathra, 14b). Hence, in the Twelve, according to the Tal-
mud, there are the three oldest prophecies, more or less contemporary with
Isaiah; those which closed the collection, being later. Evidently the
others were regarded as having prophesied before the destruction of the
Temple and so placed in the middle of the collection. But too much
weight should not be given to this Talmudic tradition. We do not really
know why this arrangement of the Twelve was adopted.

Hosea
Name
The book is named after the prophet hoshe‘a. In the Greek this appears
as Osee, and in the Latin Osee.

243
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Author

The entire book is the work of the prophet himself, whose activity
falls within the lifetime of Isaiah. Hosea was the son of Beeri and
prophesied in the kingdom of the ten tribes.

Some scholars have denied to Hosea various parts of the book. Volz
and Marti, for example, do not attribute to him the prophecies of blessing
or salvation, such as 11:8-11 or 14:2-9. A second type of passage which
has often been denied to Hosea is that which contains some mention
of the southern kingdom. Marti, Nowack and others thus considered
such passages (with some exceptions) to be secondary interpolations.
These older views are clearly set forth in Harper’s Commentary.

At present, however, there seems to be a modification of this tendency.
Thus Eissfeldt points out that even in the certainly genuine portions of
the book (chs. 1-3) there is mention of salvation after punishment, and
he appeals to 5:8-6:6 to show that not every mention of Judah must be
denied to Hosea. Eissfeldt regards the following as the principal glosses,
4:3, 9; 7:10; 14:10 and parts of ch. 12. Bentzen here adopts essentially
the same position as Eissfeld:.

But there is no sufficient reason for denying to Hosea any of the proph-
ecy. We may expect him to mention Judah since (8:4) he clearly regards
the northern kingdom as a usurpation. In the light of this viewpoint
(cf. also 3:5) we may understand why he dates his prophecy according
to the southern rulers.

Purpose

In the ministry of Hosea to the ten apostate northern tribes there is
manifest the grace of God. It is to these tribes, ripe for destruction, that
the prophet is sent. His great purpose is to reveal the love of God for
a sinful and rebellious nation. He pictures that nation, under the symbol-
ism of a faithless wife, as a nation that has committed spiritual adultery,
and he pleads with the people to repent and to turn from their ungodly
ways. There must come a time of refining, when Israel shall dwell for
many days in an unusual condition. Then, after the exile, mercy will
again be shown.

Hosea’s call probably occurred toward the close of the reign of Jero-
boam II. He evidently witnessed the last days of this monarch’s reign,
the declining days and the destruction of Israel and her departure into
exile,
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Analysis
I. God’s Relations With His People 1:1.3:5

The Marriage of Hosea

In studying the prophecy of Hosea the reader is almost immediately
confronted with a problem of exceeding difficulty. The prophet
begins his message by the announcement that the Lord has com-
manded him: “Go, take unto thee a wife of whoredom and children
of whoredom: for the land hath committed great whoredom, depart-
ing from the Lord.” At first sight it appears that Hosea is being
commanded to do something that is wrong. In answer to the Lord’s
command, Hosea relates that he married Gomer and that she bore
him several children. Each of these children bore a symbolical name
and was made the object of instruction. For example, one of the
children was called Lo-Ammi (i.e., not my people), and this name
stood as a symbol for the message of the Lord: “Ye are not my
people.”

Throughout these first three chapters of the prophecy there runs
a tender strain of sadness. Christian commentators, therefore, have
paused to reflect upon the precise meaning of the prophecy. Accord-
ing to some devout students of the Scriptures, we are to understand
these things as actually having taken place. Hosea did, therefore,
according to this interpretation, actually marry a woman who was an
adulteress, and she bore to him children which might bear the terrible
name, children of whoredom. As each child was born, Hosea took the
occasion to proclaim to the people the message which God had
given him. For example, when Hosea’s little daughter was born, he
called her name Lo-ruhammah (i.e., not has mercy been shown), and
he took the occasion of her birth to announce to Israel: “I will no
more have mercy upon the house of Israel; but I will utterly take
them away” (Hosea 1:6).

There is much to be said in defense of this literal interpretation.
For one thing, the prophecy reads as straightforward narrative. At
first sight, we receive the impression that these things are to be
understood as actually having taken place. It is perfectly under-
standable, then, that many Christian expositors would regard the
literal interpretation as at this point correct.

However, as one reflects further upon the passage questions begin
to arise in his mind, and these questions are of so arresting and com-
pelling a nature that they cannot lightly be brushed aside. For one
thing, if Hosea had actually married an adulterous woman, would
he not by that act have destroyed the effectiveness of his ministry?
To make the matter plainer: When a present-day minister of the
Gospel becomes entangled with a woman of loose character, do not
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people look askance at him? Do they not question the sincerity of
his profession? So with Hosea. If he had actually married such a
woman, would not people have refused to listen to him? This con-
sideration is weighty, and it cannot lightly be brushed aside. Again,
would not the time element have destroyed the effectiveness of the
prophet’s message? A number of months would have elapsed before
the birth of the first child. At the birth of this child the prophet
would have spoken his message. Would not its continuity with the
message which was uttered at the time of the prophet’s marriage have
been destroyed? So much time would have elapsed that people would
have forgotten what Hosea had proclaimed to them at the time of
his marriage. Then, months must again elapse before the birth of the
next child, and so on. These are only two of the compelling considera-
tions which have caused many devout students of the Bible to ask
'i,vhetlier as a matter of actual fact, we are to regard this account as
iteral.

Consequently, in company with many Biblical students, the present
writer has become more and more convinced that the entire episode
has a symbolical significance. The entire message was revealed to the
prophet, and the prophet related this revelation to the people. If
this is the case, then we can immediately perceive the forcefulness
and the effectiveness of the message. It is forceful and direct. It
portrays the love of God for the sinful and adulterous nation and
reaches its climax in the announcement that the children of Israel
shall be as the sand of the sea.

This symbolical interpretation, of course, is not without difficulty,
but it seems to be correct. In this connection we may note that again
in Chapter III Hosea is commanded to marry, and it is not clear
whether this woman is Gomer or not. There are good reasons for
believing that this woman is Gomer. At any rate, the episode serves
to reveal the tender love of Jehovah for His erring people.

II. Various Discourses of the Prophet 4:1-14:10

As Driver has stated, in this section particularly, Hosea reveals himself
as the prophet of “the decline and fall of the Northern Kingdom.” Chs.
4-8 lay special stress upon the guilt of the sinful kingdom; chs. 9-11:11
emphasize the punishment that is to come to Israel, and chs. 11:12-
14:10 while also continuing these thoughts, nevertheless point to the
future blessing that awaits a repentant nation. The background of these
prophecies is the threat of the Assyrian Empire. Hosea shows himself to
be a man of deep feeling, and at times his anger against sin manifests
itself in language that is harsh and somewhat vehement. On the other
hand, when the prophet sets before the nation the sublime love of the
Lord the language of the book is filled with beautiful imagery.
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SpEcIAL LiTERATURE ON Hosea

Joh. Lindblom: Hosea: Literarisch untersucht, Abo, 1927; H. S. Nyberg: Studien Zum
Hoseabuche, Upsala, 1935; Felix E. Peiser: Hosea, Leipzig, 1914; Norbert Peters:
Osee und die Geschichte, Paderborn, 1924; Franz Praetorius: Bemerkungen zum
Buche Hosea, Berlin, 1918; Die Gedichte des Hosea, Halle, 1926.

Joel
Name
The book is named from its author yo’el, who is said to be the son of
Pethuel, and this is all that the books states concerning him.

Analysis
It is best first to consider the contents of the book in order better to
understand the questions of authorship and composition.

I. The Plague of Locusts 1:1-2:27

1. 1:1. Superscription. Although not stated in the superscription, there
is more or less general agreement that Joel exercised his ministry in Judah.

2. 1:2-20. The book opens with the description of a devastating plague
of locusts, vv. 2-4; this is followed by a command to repentance. The
priests are bid to proclaim a fast and a solemn assembly at the house of
the Lord, vv. 5-14; with the words ‘Alas for the day!’ the prophet
announces the coming of the day of the Lord, a day of 4rouble and
visitation.

3. 2:1-17. The prophet commands that a trumpet be blown, since the
day of the Lord is coming. It is a day of darkness in which the enemy
will enter the city. In vv. 3-10 Joel gives a description of this invading
army, and announces that the Lord with His army will meet the invader,
vs. 11; therefore, the people should repent and fast and turn to the Lord,
vv. 12:17; the Lord will respond to this repentance by a mighty deliver-
ance.

II. The Blessing and Judgment of the Lord 2:28-3:21

Note: In the Hebrew ch. 2 ends with vs. 27. Vv. 28-32 are re-
garded as ch. 3, and ch. 3 in the English is ch. 4 in the Hebrew.

Thus:

English Hebrew
2:28-32 3:1-5
3:1-21 4:1-21

1. 2:28-32. A prophecy of the Messianic age, when the Spirit of God
is poured out upon all flesh, and the Gospel will be offered to all. “Who-
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soever shall call on the Name of the Lord shall be delivered.” The ful-
filment of this prophecy of grace is found in Acts 2:17 when the Holy
Spirit was outpoured at Pentecost.

2. 3:1-21. The prophet now proceeds further to characterize the time
of His people’s blessing by the use of metaphorical language. The captiv-
ity of Judah and Jerusalem will be brought again, but for the nations
there will be judgment in the valley of Jehoshaphat, vv. 1-8; it is
to be announced to these nations that it will be a time of war and
judgment, vv. 9:16; for God’s people, however, there will be ever-
lasting blessing, “Judah shall dwell for ever, and Jerusalem from genera-
tion to generation”, vv. 17-21,

Author

The basic problem to be considered is whether chs. 1 and 2 are to
be considered as a prophecy or as a description of events which have
already taken place. In modern times Merx (Die Prophetie des Joel und
thre Ausleger, 1879) and Eissfeldt have shown clearly that these chapters
contain prophetic material pointing to the future. However, it is best to
regard the two chapters as complete prophecies. Thus, they fit in well with
the latter half of the book. The author of the entire book was Joel him-
self, and his ministry is best placed in the pre-exilic period, possibly
during the reign of Joash. In favor of this view it may be noted that the
enemies of Judah which are mentioned are not those of the exilic period,
such as the Syrians, Assyrians and Babylonians, but rather the Philistines,
Phoenicians (3:4), Egypt and Edom (3:19). At the time of Joash Syria
and Assyria had not begun to attack Judah, but Egypt was evidently
still an enemy, having invaded Judah during the days of Rehoboam, and
during the reign of Jehoram, shortly before, Edom and Philistia had
been at war with Judah (cf. IT K. 8:20-22; II Chr. 21:16-17).

Again, the position of the book between Hosea and Amos, seems to
show that Jewish tradition considered it to be ancient. Furthermore,
the literary style is quite different from such post-exilic prophecies as
Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi. It should also be noted that the king is
not mentioned, but rather the elders and priests. Such practice would be
quite understandable in Joash’s days, since upon ascending the throne he
was but seven years of age (II K. 11:21). The prophet Amos is appar-
ently acquainted with Joel’s prophecies, cf. 3:16 with Amos 1:2 and 3:18
with Amos 9:13.

OR believe that the narrative portions must be post-exilic chiefly
because there is no reference to the northern kingdom, Jerusalem is the
only sanctuary, there is no mention of the high places, or of a king, the
threefold reference to the meal offering and drink offering (1:9, 13; 2:
14), which is said to be conclusive, since it is the Tamid or “continual”
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offering, which is supposed to be a sign of post-exilic times, and, lastly,
the style itself. All of this, together with some arguments of lesser impor-
tance, convince these writers that the narrative portions are post-exilic.

Some of these arguments have already been considered. In addition,
however, to what has already been indicated, it may be noted that there
was in the prophecy no particular occasion for using the name of the
northern kingdom, and the name Israel belonged to the southern as well
as the northern kingdom. The absence of mention of the bamoth, or
high places, proves nothing as to date, since there seems to be no par-
ticular reason why they should have been mentioned. But even Oesterley
and Robinson do admit that such absence might apply to a time con-
siderably before Amos. Hence, nothing can really be made of the lack of
such mention. Again the reference to meat and drink offering cannot be
used as an indication of date, unless one also accept the dating which
negative criticism applies to Exodus and Numbers, which introduce the

drink offering (Cf. Exodus 29:38-42; Numbers 28:3-8).

As to the apocalyptic portions OR believe that they belong to about
200 B. C. Hence, these authors (as also did Duhm) hold to a dual author-
ship of the prophecy. The apocalyptical context is said to be similar to
that of the apocalypse of the two centuries before Christ, and the mention
of “the sons of the Grecians” (3:4) is supposed to refer to the Seleucid
line. But that this phrase has any reference to the Seleucid line is mere
assumption. It is perfectly possible that, even as early as the days of
Joash, Jewish captives were sold to the Greeks. Also, the apocalyptic
sections of Joel have some similarities with those of Isaiah. Apocalyptic
literature is not necessarily an indication of late date.

Pfeiffer regards the book as a unit, the product of one author, and
would place it about 350 B. C. All in all, however, the pre-exilic date has
most in its favor.

Purpose

Joel’s purpose is to warn the nation of the need for humility and
repentance and the certainty of coming judgment. At the same time, he
seeks to keep the heart of the people faithful to the promises of God by
reminding them of the coming salvation and of the destruction of their
and God’s enemies.

SpECIAL LITERATURE ON JOEL.

H. Holzinger: “Sprachgebrauch und Abfassungszeit des Buches Joel” in Z4 W, 1889,
pp. 88-131.
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Amos
Name

The prophet’s name was ‘Amos, not to be confused with the name of
Isaiah’s father, ’Amotz.

Author

The author of the entire prophecy was Amos himself. The prophet was
from Tekoa, a town about five miles south-east of Bethlehem, where he
was a herdsman (nogedim, sheep-raiser, see 1:1) and also a dresser of
sycamore trees, 7:14. While he was in the course of his ordinary occupa-
tion the Lord called him to be a prophet (7:14-15). He himself describes
this call in the words, “And the Lord took me from (following) after the
flock, and the Lord said unto me, Go! Prophesy unto My people Israel.”
From the book itself, we learn the type of people to whom Amos preached.
They were a rich people, self-confident and sure that no evil would befall
them. The rich oppressed the poor, and justice was sadly lacking in the
courts. With true courage Amos rebuked these evils and pled with the
nation to turn to the Lord.

It is generally held that Amos was the author of the book. A number
of critics maintain, however, that there are annotations and additions made
by later editors or writers. An attempt to identify these was made in 1935
by R. E. Wolfe. Pfeiffer thinks that the glossators were Jews from Jeru-
salem who were active between 500-200 B. C. He believes that there are
numerous glosses, the most important of which are the doxologies and
the Messianic promise of 9:9-15.

Eissfeldt also believes that there are numerous additions, and, apart
from individual verses and phrases regards 1:9, 10; 1:11, 12; 2:4, 5
(insertions in Amos’ denunciation of the nations), 4:13; 5:8, 9; 9:5, 6
(doxologies) and 9:11-15 (the Messianic promise) as three important
types of addition.

However, these additions are generally regarded as having been made
for theological reasons, and the assumptions upon which they are regarded
as additions are based upon a particular theory of the religious develop-
ment of Israel. There are no objective grounds for denying to Amos any
portion of the book which bears his name.

Purpose

The prophecy of Amos is an example of the goodness of God to an
unworthy nation. The Israelites of the north had rejected the Davidic
covenant and hence any claim to the promises of Jehovah. At the same
time, they were smug and confident in the belief that, since they were the
chosen people, no calamity could come upon them. They worshipped the
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Lord with their lips, but their hearts were far from Him. Their lives
were characterized by selfishness, greed, immorality, oppression of the
poor. There was no justice in the land. To such a people came Amos,
in order that he might warn them of the impending doom. He does not
mention the Assyrian by name, but clearly predicts the exile. His pur-
pose is to warn, but also to promise deliverance through Christ.

It has sometimes been held, that Amos’ message was one of woe alone,
and hence, the blessing predicted in ch. 9 could not have been his. But
this is to misunderstand the prophet. In proclaiming blessing, he is
showing the faithfulness of God to His covenant, a faithfulness which will
be realized when God brings again the captivity of His people (9:14).

Analysis
I. The Announcement of Judgment Against the Nations 1:1-2:16

1. 1:1. Superscription. Possibly Uzziah is mentioned first in order to
show that Amos regarded only the Davidic line as legitimate, cf. Hosea
1:1. The earthquake occurred two years after Amos had prophesied (cf.
Zech. 14:5) but before he committed his messages to writing.

2. 1:2. Theme of the section. Note that the Lord speaks from Jeru-
salem, for Zion was the legitimate sanctuary,

3. 1:3-2:3. Prophecies against the nations.

a.) 1:3-5. Damascus.

) 1:6-8. Philistia.

) 1:9, 10. Phoenicia (Tyre).
) 1:11, 12. Edom.

} 1:13-15. Ammon.

) 2:1-.3. Moab.

Note that the first three nations were not blood-relatives of Israel,
whereas the last three were. Step by step Amos approaches nearer
to Israel.

b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

4. 2:4-16. Prophecies against the chosen people.
a.) 2:4, 5. Judah.
b.) 2:6-16. Israel.

In these prophecies Amos employs a certain framework to give
strength to his message. First the statement “For three transgres-
sions, yea, for four, I will not turn away.” Then follows mention of
a characteristic sin, then the announcement of judgment. This scheme
holds the attention of the reader, until, having finally come to Israel,
the prophet breaks forth in all his vehemence to proclaim the coming
of exile.
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II. The Judgment Against Israel 3:1-6:15

1. 3:1-15. God’s quarrel with His people.
2. 4:1-13. Despite past punishments Israel has not returned to the
Lord.

3. 5:1.27. The Lord laments over Israel as over a virgin that is fallen.
Each of the above three addresses is introduced with the phrase

“here ye this word.,” In 5:18 a woe is introduced which prepares

for the continuation of the third address, found in

4. 6:1-15, continuation of the third address, introduced by a cry of woe.

TIL. Five Visions of the Coming Judgment 7:1-9:15

1. 7:1-3. The first vision, the plague of locusts.

2. 7:4-6. The second vision, fire devours the great deep.

3. 7:7-17. The third vision, the plumbline. To this vision there is added
in vv. 11-17 the historical account of the command of Amaziah to Amos
to leave the land.

4. 8:1-14. The fourth vision, the basket of summer fruit.

5. 9:1-10. The fifth vision, the destruction of the sanctuary.

The first four visions are introduced by the words, “thus hath the

Lord shewed me,” the fifth by “I saw.”

6. 9:11-15. The promise of Messianic blessing.

Vv. 11, 12 form the basis of a quotation by James in Acts 15:16-18.
In this quotation James, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, makes
this passage, in the LXX version, the basis of his summation of Old
Testament prophecy regarding the Messianic age. He definitely applies
these words to the purpose of God in calling out the Gentiles.

SPECIAL LITERATURE ON AMOS

Karl Cramer: Versuch einer theologischen Interpretation, Stuttgart, 1930; Ludwig
Koehler: Amos der aelteste Schrift prophet, Zurich, 1920; “Amos-Forschungen von
1917 bis 1932” in Th.R. 4, 1932, pp. 195-213 (this survey article, for those who can
read German, will serve as an excellent introduction to the study of recent trends
in the investigation of the prophecy of Amos); Julian Morgenstern: “Amos Studies”
in HUCA, Cincinnati, 1936-1940; Franz Praetorius: Textkritische Bemerkungen zum
Buche Amos, Berlin, 1918; Hans Schmidt: Der Prophet Amos, Tubingen, 1917.

Obadiah

Name

This little prophecy is named from its author ‘Obhadhyah, which
appears in the LXX as Obdiou, and the Vulgate as Abdias.
Author

Various views have been held concerning the authorship of Obadiah.
According to OR, the book is a collection of oracles directed against
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Edom, the age and author of which is unknown. Pfeiffer holds that the
original oracle against Edom has come down in two recensions (Obad.
19 and Jer. 49:7-22). Apparently vv. 10-14 and 15b never existed
apart from vv. 1-9, and all these verses (i.e., 1-14, 15b) Pfeiffer would date
about 460 B. C. The second part he would place even later. Rudolph
divides the prophecy into two oracles, vv. 1:14, 15b, and vv. 16-18, both
of which he attributes to Obadiah. As to the concluding verses, he admits
that they also may be derived from Obadiah.

Eissfeldt has insisted that vv. 2-9 present an actual threat, not a mere
description, and that 11-14, 15b belong with vv. 1-10 as an actual unity,
since vv. 11-14, 15b contain the basis or reason for the threat of the
earlier verses. This part he would date after 587 (the destruction of Jeru-
salem). Vv. 15a + 16-18 does not belong with the preceding and is
itself divided into two sections, vv. 15a + 16-18 and vv. 19-21. Possibly .
these two utterances come from Obadiah but more likely they are from
later hands.

But in opposition to the above views we would assert that it is best
to regard the entire prophecy as having been written by Obadiah and
that he lived before Jeremiah. It is not necessary to interpret vv. 11-14
as does Eissfeldt, namely as referring to the end of Jerusalem. They may
also refer, as Raven and others have suggested, to the events which
occurred during the reign of Jehoram when Philistines and Arabians
invaded Judah (II Chron. 21:16-17, cf. also Amos 1:6). How long after
this Obadiah prophesied, we cannot tell. It has been suggested (Davis,
Raven) that his ministry is to be placed in the reign of Ahaz when
Edom was particularly hostile to Judah. This may be; it seems best
to maintain that he prophesied in Judah sometime before the ministry
of Jeremiah (Jer. 49:7-22 is similar to Obadiah, and probably dependent
upon it).

Purpose

The prophet’s purpose is to show that Edom’s actions toward Judah
will be punished, but Judah herself will be glorified. 1.) 1-14 contain the
heading, vs. 1, and the general threat against Edom. Edom trusted in
her pride, but God will bring her low, confounding her mighty men.
Edom’s conduct was unbrotherly (vs. 12) and the Lord points out to her
what she should not have done.

2.) 15-21 announce the coming of the day of the Lord when Edom,
like other nations, will be visited for her sin. Nevertheless, there will be
deliverance in Zion and the kingdom will belong to the Lord.

SPECIAL LITERATURE oN OBADIAH
George A. Peckham: An Introduction to the Study of Obadiah, Chicago, 1910.
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Jonah

Name

The book takes its name from the author yonah (a dove). In the LXX
the word has the form Ionas, and the Vulgate Jonas.

Author

Jonah was an Israelite, the son of Amittai, from Gath-hepher in Galilee.
The only mention of him outside the prophecy is in II K. 14:25, which
states that Jeroboam II restored the coast of Israel from the entering of
Hamath unto the sea of the plain as God had spoken by Jonah. We are
not told at what precise time Jeroboam thus followed out the words of
Jonah, but we do at least learn the time of Jonah’s ministry, since Jero-
boam, under whom he exercised that ministry, reigned from 783-743 B. C.
While the prophecy itself is not dated, it is quite probable that Jonah
wrote shortly after his return from Nineveh. It is also quite possible that
the prophet’s visit to Nineveh occurred shortly before the reign of
Tiglath-Pileser.

According to Fissfeldt it is questionable whether the Jonah of the
prophecy and the Jonah of II Kings are to be identified. The present
book, he thinks, contains two legends, one of which (chs. 1-3) deals with
Jonah’s conflict with the Divine command, and the other (ch. 4) shows
how Jonah’s dissatisfaction with God’s grace is reduced to absurdity.
Included in the first legend is a mythological, fairy-tale (maerchenhaftes)
motif, found throughout the whole world, which deals with a fish swallow-
ing a man and spewing him out again.

An unknown composer has taken this material and formed it into our
present book, although it is difficult, thinks Eissfeldt, to tell how much
is his own. One thing appears clear, namely, that the universalistic ideas
in the book are those of the composer, and this fact enables us to deter-
mine the age in which he lived. This was the post-exilic age (possibly
the time of Ezra-Nehemiah, since the book might have been a protest
against their measures) as is also thought to be shown by the fact that the
Assyrian kingdom and its capital are regarded as long since passed away
{(dahin), and the Aramaisms (e.g., 1:7 beshellemi, through whom? and 3:2
qeri’ah, preaching). We do not, however, possess the book as it left the
hand of the composer. In the course of time it received certain changes,
the most notable of which was the inclusion of the “thanksgiving song”
(2:3-10) and vs. 2 as an introduction to the song. Otherwise the book
is a unit, and the attempts at source analysis such as those of Hans
Schmidt, must be regarded as unsatisfactory.

Eissfeldt presents a position which in its essentials is widely held. OR
appeal more in detail to the presence of Aramaisms and to the style of
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the language as evidences for a post-exilic date. Pfeiffer thinks that he
finds historical inaccuracies in the designation “king of Nineveh” 3:6,
and the description of Nineveh as “an exceeding great city of three days’
journey” (3:3), and he states that it is “physiologically improbable” for
a man to survive three days in the belly of a fish.

In answer it should be noted that Christ believed in the historicity of
the miracle recorded in Jonah (cf. Matt. 12:39-40; Luke 11:29-30) and
the historicity of the prophet’s mission to the Ninevites. Hence, we cannot
regard the book as legendary and unhistorical in character. With those
who disbelieve in miracles or in the deity of Jesus Christ there is no
common meeting ground. For the believer in Jesus, it is sufficient that
in God’s miraculous power, the prophet was kept alive in the belly of the
fish for three days.

The presence of Aramaisms in the book cannot be made a criterion for
determining the date, since Aramaisms occur in Old Testament books
from both early and late periods. Furthermore, the recently discovered
texts from Ras Shamra contain Aramaic elements (c. 1400-1500 B. C.).

Nor can the phrase “journey of three days” (3:3, 4) be evidenced as
an inaccuracy. The phrase may be intended as a designation of the city’s
diameter, but possibly it is nothing more than a rough expression to
indicate that the city was a large one. Vs. 4 states that Jonah “began to
enter into the city (ba‘ir) a journey of one day.” This does not mean
that he walked as far as it is possible to walk in one day. It merely means
that he entered the city and went about, doubtless here and there, preach-
ing his message. It is furthermore possible that this designation of the
city as a “journey of three days” had reference, not to the diameter of the
city proper but to the complex of villages which clustered about Nineveh.
If so, there can be no objection to this description.

Nor can exception be justly taken to the designation “king of Nine-
veh”. The writer merely intends to refer to the ruler as such, as e.g., the
king of Damascus, II Chr. 24:23 or the king of Edom, II K. 3:9, 12.
Ordinarily the Israelites spoke of the ruler as king of Assyria. The usage
here is similar to the designation of Ahab as king of Samaria (I K. 21:1,
cf. with 20:43) and Benhadad as king of Damascus (II Chr. 24:23),
whereas he is generally called king of Syria.

Furthermore, 3:3 does not describe Nineveh as a city that had existed
long ago in the past but simply indicates the condition or size as Jonah
found it. Moeller appeals to Luke 24:13 as a parallel. Certainly the
words “which was from Jerusalem about threescore furlongs” simply
describe the location and do not imply that Emmaus was a city which had
existed in the distant past but was no longer in existence.
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As to the universalistic ideas of the book, they are in perfect keeping
with the universalistic emphasis which appears throughout the Old Testa-
ment. This emphasis appeared early (e.g., Gen. 9:27). There is no objec
tive warrant for regarding such teaching as characteristic of post-exilic
times alone.

Purpose

The fundamental purpose of the book of Jonah is not found in its mis
sionary or universalistic teaching. It is rather to show that Jonah being
cast into the depths of Sheol and yet brought up alive is an illustration
of the death of the Messiah for sins not His own and of the Messiah’s
resurrection. Jonah was an Israelite and servant of the Lord, and his
experience was brought about because of the sins of the nations (Nine:
veh). The Messiah was the Israclite and true Servant of the Lord Whose
death was brought about by the sins of the world.

“For as Jonas was three days and three nights in the whale’s belly; sa
shall the Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart of the
earth. The men of Nineveh shall rise in judgment with this generation and
shall condemn it: because they repented at the preaching of Jonas; and
behold, a greater than Jonas is here” (Matt. 12:40, 41). Thus the exper
ience of Jonah has as its basic purpose to point forward to the experience
of that One that is “greater than Jonas.”

Furthermore, this experience of Jonah’s had great didactic value for
the Israelites of his day. Jonah an Israelite was cast into the sea and
delivered in order that he might fulfil his mission. So the nation, because
of its disobedience, would have to pass through the waters of affliction, that
a remnant might return to accomplish Israel’s mission in the world.

The ministry of Jonah also serves to point out the stubborn and rebellious
character of the Israelites. Many prophets had arisen, and the natior
had not repented, but when Nineveh heard the words of one prophet.
it repented in sackcloth and ashes.

Lastly, the mission of Jonah served to impress upon the Israelites the
fact that the Lord’s salvation was not to be confined to one nation. Israel
was the servant to bring the knowledge of the Lord to the world.

The Unity of the Book

As will be seen from the sketch of Eissfeldf’s view given above, the
Psalm in ch. 2 is attributed to a different original source from the remain
der of the book. The basic question, therefore, as far as the unity of the
book is concerned is that of the relation of this Psalm to the three other
chapters.

Those who believe that the psalm is from a different source from the
other chapters advance the following arguments. In 2:1 it is said tha
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Jonah prayed, but what follows is not a prayer but a psalm of thanks-
giving for deliverance. Furthermore, it is maintained, this psalm of
thanksgiving for deliverance occurs before the deliverance has taken place,
for only in vs. 10 are we told that the fish “vomited out Jonah upon the
dry land.” Nor is there anything in this psalm, it is argued, which sug-
gests its connection with Jonah’s experiences. Wellhausen even thought
that vs. 5, with its mention of weeds, excluded the idea that Jonah was in
the fish’s belly, for he remarked that “weeds do not grow in a whale’s
belly” (Die Kleinen Propheten, 1898, p. 221). Lastly, it has been main-
tained that the text reads smoothly without this psalm, if 2:10 be placed
immediately after 2:1.

In the first place it may be remarked, however, that if 2:29 be
removed, the symmetry of the book is destroyed. The book obviously
falls into two halves, I:1-2, and 11:3-4. It should be noted that 3:1-3a
and 1:1-3a correspond to one another with only minor verbal differences.
Furthermore 4:2 and 2:2 correspond in that both mention Jonah’s pray-
ing (wayyithpallel). In one case there is a psalm of thanksgiving, in the
other a complaint. The removal of 2:2-9, therefore, simply destroys the
symmetry of the book. Furthermore, there is no conflict between the
statement that Jonah prayed, and a psalm of thanksgiving. For is not
thanksgiving of the very essence of prayer? Ci. e.g., Psalm 86, a prayer
(tephillah) which contains elements of thanksgiving.

But Wellhausen and other objectors to the genuineness of 2:2-9 do
not understand the meaning of the psalm at all. Of course weeds do not
grow in whales’ bellies. But this is not a psalm of thanksgiving for
deliverance from a whale’s belly. It is rather a psalm of thanksgiving for
deliverance from drowning; the figures of speech employed in this psalm
have reference to drowning, not to a whale’s belly. Furthermore, there is
not one scintilla of evidence which makes this psalm purport to have
reference to deliverance from the belly of the fish. The school of negative
criticism has unjustly imputed to this psalm a meaning which it never
was intended to bear.

Hence, the psalm is to be regarded as in its proper place. Jonah had
been cast into the sea, into the belly of Sheol,~-the depth, the heart of the
seas, the flood, the waves and billows, the waters, the deep, the weeds,
the bottoms of the mountains, the bars of the earth, the pit. (To what
else could such phrases refer but to the sea?) From this terrifying exper-
ience, however, Jonah had been rescued by the great fish which the Lord
had prepared (wayeman—this act of the Lord’s should be taken into
account before one proceeds to deny the possibility of the miracle).
While in the belly of the fish Jonah uttered his thanksgiving. Then, at
the proper time, the fish spewed him out.
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The psalm contains reminiscences of many psalms which by their titles
are attributed to David and of others which are from his time. Moeller
offers the following table for comparison:

Jonam 11 PsaLm
3a 18:7; 120:1
3b 18:6; 30:4
4b 42:8
5 31:23; 5:8
6 18:8; 69:2f.
0 18:17; 30:4; 103:4
8 142:4; 143:4; 18:7; 5:8;
9 88:3
10 31:7

26:7; 50:14, 23; 42:5; 116:17

SpECIAL LITERATURE ON JoNAH
R. D. Wilson: “The Authenticity Of Jonah*” in PTR, vol. 16, pp. 280 298; 430-456

Micah
Name

The book is named after the prophet Micah, whose name appears in a
longer form in Judges 17:1, 4, Michayahu. In the LXX it appears as
Michaias, and the Vulgate as Michaeas.

Author

The entire prophecy is the work of the prophet himself, who was from
Moresheth which is probably to be identified with the Moresheth-Gath of
1:14. His ministry took place in the days of Jotham, Ahaz and Hezekiah.
In the light of Jer. 26:18, which asserts that Micah uttered the words of
3:12 during the reign of Hezekiah, it may be inferred that Micah was a
younger contemporary of Isaiah. The background of the book is the same
as that found in the earlier portions of Isaiah, although Micah does not
exhibit the same knowledge of the capital’s political life as Isaiah. This
may be due to the fact that Micah was from the country (Moresheth is
generally equated with Beth Jibrim).

The view just set forth, namely that Micah himself is the author of the
entire prophecy, is not accepted by the school of modern negative criti-
cism. Eissfeldt for example, regards the authorship of the book as follows,
Chapters 1 to 3 are genuine, the work of Micah, with the exception of
2:12, 13, The heading (1:1) is secondary, but 1:2-8 were uitered before
the destruction of the northern kingdom. 1:9-16 come from the situation
either of 701 or 711. The remainder of this section contains no allusion

to any specific situation.
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It is very difficult, thinks Eissfeldt, to decide about the genuineness of 4:
1-5:8 and 2:12, 13. The arguments adduced for their genuineness are wor-
thy of notice, but Eissfeldt believes it best to pronounce against their genu-
ineness. For one thing threats such as 3:12 are weakened by the addition
of secondary promises. Now, 4:1-5 also appears in Isaiah, and most likely
this was originally an anonymous prophecy which was attributed in one
book to Isaiah and here to Micah. Furthermore, according to Jer. 26:18
Micah proclaimed only threat, not promise of restoration.

As to the remaining parts of this section, they contain thoughts which
elsewhere occur only in passages from a later time, thus 4:6, 7 and 5:6, 8,
the gathering together of God’s dispersed people, 4:8-14, the eschato-
logical expectation of the destruction of Jerusalem’s foes.

With respect to 5:9-14, it reminds us of Isa. 2:6-8 and has probably
been changed from an original threat against the nation to a threat against
the foreign peoples, 6:1-8 also is probably from Micah, as 6:9-16 and
7:1-6. On the other hand 7:7-20 belongs to a later time, probably in the
second half of the 6th cent. B. C. when the poems of Isa. 56-66 arose.
In fact there are similarities between the two. Furthermore, just as
4:1.5:8 + 2:12-13 (promise) was related to 1-3 (threat), so also 7:7-20
(promise) stands in relation to 5:9-7:6 (threat). This double series of
threat and promise may be explained on the one hand by the assumption
that there were at first two collections of Micah’s prophecies of woe. Each
of these was then later supplemented with a conclusion of promise. Or,
it is possible that there was one collection of genuine material which was
enlarged not only with a conclusion of deliverance (Heilsweissagung),
but also in the middle, since 3:12 seemed also to require such a conclusion.
At first 4:1-5 was inserted, and then other similar prophecies of salvation.

In reply to this position of Eissfeld:’s the following considerations may
be adduced.

The character of the book is somewhat desultory. Micah does not pre-
sent one long, sustained argument, but like Isaiah (in the latter portion
of his book) passes from one subject to another. It is this fact which
seems to support (although in reality it does not) a plural authorship of
the prophecy.

We cannot grant the validity of any position which, for theological
reasons, would deny to the period of Micah the ideas of salvation which
are found in the book. There is no objective evidence to show that such
ideas were not present in Micah’s day. Indeed, there are passages in
Micah very similar in character to those in the writings of his contempora-
ries. To insist, in the interests of a certain naturalistic theory of the
development of Israel’s religious views, that these latter passages must also
be ascribed to a later time, is an utterly unwarranted procedure.
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Lastly, appeal to Jer. 26:18 cannot legitimately be made to show that
Micah’s messages consisted only of threats. Jeremiah, be it remembered,
had been judged worthy of death because he had proclaimed the coming
destruction. Some of the princes however said in effect that since Jere-
miah had spoken in the Name of the Lord, he was not worthy of death.
And certain of the elders declared that in the days of Hezekiah Micah
had spoken in similar vein. The reference to Micah, therefore, was only
to institute a comparison between Micah’s action at a certain time and the
present situation with Jeremiah. It in no sense can be regarded as a
characterization of all Micah’s prophecies, and to appeal to this passage
in order to demonstrate that Micah spoke only threat is certainly unwar-
ranted.

\

Analysis
1. Threats Against Israel and Judah 1:1-2:13

a. 1:1. The Superscription. This superscription may be regarded as
the work of Micah himself. At least there is no sufficient reason for
denying it to him. If Micah did not write it, we may regard it as the work
of scribe who inserted it under Divine inspiration.

b. 1:2-16. God’s anger against Samaria and Judah. Both Samaria and
Judah are evil and the Lord will punish them.

The introductory “hear” of 1:2 appears also in 3:1 and 6:1. There
is not sufficient reason for denying 1:5b, 6, 8, 9, to Micah. The
figurative language of this description is not to be pressed so as to
bring it out of harmony with the historical facts of 722 B. C. The
forceful picture of the destruction of Samaria which Micah paints is
to be applied to the fate of the nation itself, not to be regarded as a
minute description of what will happen to the physical city.

c. 2:1-13. The reasons for the divine displeasure. 2:1-11 constitutes a
‘description of the sinful practices of the people, vv. 1, 2, and a statement
lof the Lord’s purpose to bring punishment, vv. 3-11; there follows an
f»announcement of future deliverance, vv. 12, 13.

‘, There is no sufficient reason for denying to Micah the promise
of 2:12, 13. These verses form a climax to the first section of the
book. The change of subject may be explained from the fragmentary

character of the book.

II. Judgment Followed by Restoration 3:1-5:15

a. 3:1-12. A second denunciation in which the prophet further describes
the people’s sinfulness, culminating in the announcement of Jerusalem’s



THE TWELVE 261

destruction, vs. 12. (Note the similarity of phraseology “mountain of the
house” between the passage which is acknowledged to be genuine and the
disputed passage 4:1).

b. 4:1-5:1. The establishment of God’s glorious kingdom.

4:1-3 occurs, with slight variations, in Isa. 2:2-4, It is possible
that Micah has the original, but it may also be that both prophets
drew from an earlier prophecy. At any rate, the prophecy in Micah
has a closer connection with the verses which follow than is the case
in Isaiah. Without doubt such glorious promises of the future salva-
tion were current in the eighth century B. C. If these remarkable
promises be denied to the prophets of the eighth century, then those
prophets remain little more than fault-finders, men who condemn sin
and demand repentance but who have no hope to hold out to the na-
tion. Cf. also 4:3 with Joel 3:10; 4:7 with Isa. 24:24; 4:9 with Isa.
13:8 and 21:3; 4:13a with Isa. 41:15, 16; 4:13b with Isa. 23:18.

c. 5:2-15. The birth of the new king and his kingdom.

In vs. 2 the future birth of the Messianic king is declared. His humanity
is set forth, in that He is to come forth out of Bethlehem, and His true
deity, in that the places of His going forth (motsa’othau) from of yore
(miggedem) from days of eternity (mime ‘olam).

Cf. 5:5 with Isa. 9:6; 5:13 with Isa. 2:8.

II1. Punishment of the People and God’s Final Mercy 6:1-7:20

a. 6:1-16. God’s complaint about His people. The Lord’s controversy
consists in the fact that He has done much for the people, but they are
rebellious. The people, evidently personified or represented by an un-
known speaker, asks how it may approach the Lord. The answer is then
given that humble obedience to His will is what is required.

Cf. 6:2 with Hosea 4:1; and 12:2; 6:4 with Amos 2:10; 6:7 with
Isa. 1:11; 6:8 with Isa. 1:17 and Hosea 6:6; 6:11 with Hosea 12:7;
6:14 with Hosea 4:10. These comparisons, suggested by Raven,
clearly show the relationship of the chapter to contemporary prophe-

cy.
b. 7:1-20. Reproof and promise.

Cf. 7:1 with Isa. 24:13 and Hosea 9:10; 7:2 with Isa. 57:1; 7:3
with Isa. 1:23 and Hosea 4:18; 7:10 with Joel 2:17; 7:11 with Amos
9:11. It should be noted that there is a similarity between 7:7-20
and Isa. 40-66. This does not mean that either is post-exilic. I
confess that I can find no legitimate reason for denying these verses
to Micah. Wellhausen seeks to find a great gulf between vv. 1-6 on
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the one hand and vv. 7-20 on the other. “Between v. 6 and v. 7
there yawns a century.” But, it is unwarrantable to maintain that the
consolation of the people is unthought of in vv. 1-6. The real explana-
tion is that here, as elsewhere, there is an interchange between
denunciation and blessing. Why could not one individual have em-
ployed such a method?

Purpose

The purpose of this short book which consists not of distinct and com-
plete discourses, but apparently, because of its fragmentary or desultory
character, presents a summary of Micah’s ministry, is to set forth the
nature of God’s complaint against His people, to announce the certain
punishment of sin and the sure salvation to come, which salvation will
center about the appearance of the Divine Messiah.

SpeciAL LITERATURE ON MicAan

A. Bruno: Micha und der Herrscher aus der Vorzeit, Leipzig, 1923; Joh. Lindblom:
Micha literarisch untersucht, Helsingfors, 1929.

Nahum

Name

The book is named from its author Nahum. In the LXX this appears
as Naoum, and in the Vulgate Nahum.

Author

Nahum is said to be an Elkoshite. The exact location of Elkosh is
unknown but Jerome identified it with a certain Elkesi in northern Galilee.
Some have sought to identify it with Al-kush, a few miles north of Mosul,
but this is extremely questionable. According to Pseudo-Epiphanius (de
vitis prophetarum, 17) it was in Judah near Eleutheropolis. This may be
correct, as 1:15 with its reference to Judah may imply that the prophet
was from Judah.

Nahum seems to have exercised his ministry between the time of
Assyria’s capture of Thebes (No-ammon, 3:8—the event is regarded as
having already occurred) 664-3 B. C., under Assurbanipal and the
destruction of Nineveh itself in 612 B. C. More precisely than this the date
cannot be fixed.

Nahum’s subject is the downfall of Nineveh. He begins (ch. 1) with
an introductory Psalm, in which he praises the majesty of God and
announces the punishment of the Lord’s enemies and His goodness to those
who trust in Him. In vivid language he then proceeds (ch. 2) to describe
the siege of Nineveh and her destruction, and in ch. 3 sets forth the rea-
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sons for the city’s downfall. The book, therefore, is a complete unit,
and may be regarded as in its entirety, the work of the prophet himself.

Pfeiffer, however, would limit the actual material of Nahum to a
triumphal ode (2:3-3:19). To this ode a redactor of about 300 B. C.
prefaced an alphabetic psalm which he wrote down from a somewhat
faulty memory. This psalm (1:2-10) had nothing to do with the fall of
Nineveh, but was inserted because it seemed appropriate to the context.
The intervening material (1:11-2:2) is thought to be partially redactional,
and partly an original section of Nahum’s ode.

In answer it must be said that Pfeiffer’s theory is subjective, and with-
out evidence. Why may not the prophet himself have prefixed ch. 1 with
its magnificent description of the glory and power of God as a fitting
prelude or prefix to his message?

SpeciAL LITERATURE ON NAHUM

W. R. Amold: “The Composition of Nahum 1:2-2:3” in ZAW, vol. 21, pp. 225-265.

Habakkuk

Name

The book takes its name from the prophet Habakkuk. In the LXX the
name appears as Ambakouk, and in the Vulgate Habacuc.

Author

Little is known of the life of the prophet, except what may be inferred
from the book itself. Nor can the date of the prophecy be determined
precisely. However, 1:5, 6 seems to refer to a time just before the Chal-
deans came to power. The Chaldeans were in power from 625 to 539, 8,
hence Habakkuk’s ministry might have taken place under Manasseh. It
may be however, that 1:6 has reference to the Chaldeans as a threat to
Judah, and since such a threat seemed first to materialize at the battle of
Carchemish (605), it has been thought by many, that Habakkuk proph-
esied during the reign of Jehoiakim.

In recent times Duhm, Torrey and others have emended the word
Kasdim (Chaldeans) of 1:6 into Kittim (Cypriotes) and maintained that
the prophecy was directed against Alexander the Great and the Macedon-
ians. This procedure is subjective and without textual support.

Bruno Balscheit maintains the novel view that the word Chaldean (in
1:6) is used in a metaphorical sense, as today in Europe many people are
called Huns, and hence the book would fit very well in the time of Alex-
ander. But this interesting suggestion is also without objective support.

Micah and Isaiah had already predicted the downfall of Judah at the
hand of the Chaldeans. Hence, the people would be known to the Jews. It
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may be therefore, that the prophet began to preach when first the Chaldean
power appeared upon the horizon.

According to the school of negative criticism the book is of composite
authorship. In the first place, the Psalm (ch. 3) is separated from the first
two chapters. According to Pfeiffer the author of this poem lived in the
fourth or third century and deliberately wrote in an archaic style, imitating
Deut. 33 and Judges 5.

One of the first to insist upon a post-exilic date for this ch. was
Bernhard Stade (1884), and in this he has been followed by many.

As to chs. 1 and 2 there is considerable difference of opinion. Giese-
brecht insisted that 1:5-11 was out of place and that 1:12 should follow
immediately after 1:4. Karl Budde agrees with this and would place
1:5-11 after 2:4. It is this passage (1:5-11, with its mention of the
Chaldeans) which has been the crux interpretum in discussing the book.
For our part, we regard this passage as referring to an actual historical
event (there is no reason for not doing so) and hence as in its right place.

Lastly, there are not sufficient reasons for divorcing ch. 3 from chs.
1 and 2. For one thing the theme in both sections is the same. Also, there
are important similarities in language. Both in 1:4, 13 and 3:13 the
enemy is designated as wicked (rasha‘). 3:2 seems to have reference to
the vision of 2:3-5. Furthermore, ch. 3 is said to be a prayer of Habak-
kuk (vs. 1). The fact that it is introduced and concluded with technical
musical terms is no reason for denying it to Habakkuk, since such terms
were evidently used in pre-exilic times in connection with the Psalter.

The Message of the Prophecy

The three short chapters of this little prophecy contain a message of
supreme beauty. The prophet begins with a complaint. He has cried
out against wickedness and violence, but his cry appears to go unheeded
(1:2-4). In reply to this complaint the Lord speaks. The Lord will not
allow the evil of His people to go unpunished. He is taking action. He
is raising up a people— a bitter and hasty nation— which will punish
the people. This nation, the characteristics of which are described in
forceful fashion, will serve as God’s instrument in the punishment of

His people. However, this nation itself will become presumptuous and
will be punished (1:5-11).

The prophet then acknowledges the righteousness of the Lord and His pu-
rity. However, there yet remains a problem the answer to which he does not
see. This enemy nation will indeed punish the people, but it will be punish-
ing those that are more righteous than itself. “Thou art of purer eyes
than to behold evil, and canst not look on iniquity: wherefore lookest thou
upon them that deal treacherously, and holdest thy tongue when the
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wicked devour the man that is more righteous than he?” (1:13). Why,
asks the prophet, does the Lord, since He is pure, permit this to go on?

The answer is forthcoming. It is found in the matchless passage:
“Behold, his soul which is lifted up is not upright in him: but the just
shall live by his faith” (2:4). The thought is that those who are proud,
namely, the Chaldeans, have no faith, and therefore are condemned. The
only one that will live is the one who has faith. There is thus presented a
contrast; it is the contrast between those who have faith (the just) and
those who are puffed up with pride. It is the contrast which separates
not only the Chaldeans and the elect of Israel, but all mankind, into two
classes. The fact that a man is filled with pride is in itself an evidence of
his doom. So it was with the Chaldeans; these people were being used
of God but they were proud of their accomplishments; they would not,
therefore, live. This verse, then, has a primary reference to the situation
immediately at hand, but it is also very correctly used by the Apostle
Paul to express the truth that the “just shall live by faith.” Essentially, the
situation is one and the same, for the life of which Habakkuk speaks is
not mere earthly life, but life in the deepest sense, life with God. Many
modern critics have missed the deep meaning of the prophet at this point.

In the light of this profound statement of the prophet we may under-
stand the series of five woes which are pronounced against the enemy
nation and also the song of praise (ch. 3).

SpEcIAL LITERATURE ON HABAKKUK.

Karl Budde: “Habakkuk” in ZDMG, vol. 84, pp. 139-147; Giesebrecht: Beitraege zu
Jesajakritik, 1890, pp. 196-198; Bernhard Stade: “Habakkuk” in ZAW, vol. 4, pp.
154-159; C. C. Torrey: “The Prophecy of Habakkuk” in Jewish Studies in Memory
of George A. Kohut, New York, 1935, pp. 565-582. H. H. Walker and N. W. Lund:
“The Literary Structure of the Book of Habakkuk” in JBL, vol. 53, pp. 355-370.

Zephaniah
Name
The book is named after its author, Tsephan-yah, a name which is
borne by three other individuals in the Old Testament (see I Chr. 6:36-
38; Jer. 21:1; Zech. 6:10). In the LXX the name appears as Sophonias,
and likewise in the Vulgate.

Author

According to 1:1 the prophecy was received by Zephaniah during the
days of Josiah. While it cannot be definitely determined, nevertheless it
is probable that Zephaniah uttered his message at some time before
Tosiah’s reformation had occurred. From passages such as 1:4-6, 8-9, 12
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and 3:1-3 and 7 we learn that the religious and moral condition of the
people was very low.

The ancestry of the prophet is traced back to Hizkiah, four generations.
Since Zephaniah is the only prophet that traces his ancestry back through
so many generations, there must be some particular reason, and it may
be that this reason is to be found in the thought that Hizkiah and king
Hezekiah were one and the same. If this were the case, then Zephaniah is
seen to have been of royal ancestry. Zephaniah, therefore, probably had
easy access to the royal court to gain a hearing for his message.

Some modern scholars believe that the book has been revised by editors,
but there is not too much agreement among them as to details. Eissfeld:
may be regarded as representative. He suggests that apart from the
possibility of minor glosses and reworkings (Uebermalungen) there can
be no doubt about the genuineness of 1:2-2:3. On the other hand, the
genuineness of 2:4-15 is thought to be not so sure, and at least it must be
acknowledged that exilic and post-exilic additions have been made, nota-
bly the beginning and end of vs. 7. In 3:1-13, however, thinks Eissfeldt,
we do have a genuine poem, and only in vv. 8-10 does there appear a re-
working of the material. Vv. 14-17 may have come from Zephaniah, but
since it was customary to make such eschatological additions, it is also
probably to be regarded as such. Likewise vv. 18-20 should be denied to
Zephaniah and assigned to either the period of the exile or later.

In answer to all this we would simply remark that it is largely subjective.
There is no sufficient reason for denying to Zephaniah any portion of his
prophecy.

Purpose

Zephaniah’s purpose is to warn the nation of approaching doom. He
depicts the day of wrath but also points forward to the coming deliverance.
The book falls into three main divisions:

a.) The Day of the Lord, 1:1-2:3. The general theme is set forth in
1:2, namely that God will consume all things from off the land. The
prophet then shows the specific application of this theme, referring it to
Judah and to Jerusalem, and to all that is found there, man and beast,
the whole system of idolatry, the royal seed; it will be an utter destruction,
1:3-13. After this vivid description of the coming punishment Zephaniah
announces that the day of the Lord is near. This terrible day he describes
in agonizing terms of great force, a description which has furnished the
basis for the medieval hymn “Dies Irae,” 1:14-18. In 2:1-3 the Lord’s
mercy is set forth in the appeal to repent and seek the Lord with which
the prophet closes this section.

b.) Prophecies against the heathen nations, 2:4-15. Like many other
prophets Zephanish also turns his attention to the heathen or pagan
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nations in order both to reprove them for their sins and thus to leave
them without plea when wrath comes and also to reveal to them the fact
that the sovereign disposition of the destinies of nations lies in the hands
of the Lord and that He will surely punish those who have ill treated His
chosen people. Hence these prophecies against the nations are an integral
portion of the prophetical message, and it is only a lack of understanding
of their true nature and function that would attribute them to later
redactors.

Zephaniah speaks first of Gaza and the Philistine plain, vv. 4-7, and
then condemns Moab and Ammon because of their hostility to Israel,

vv. 8-11; Ethiopia and Assyria, particularly Nineveh, shall also come to
an end, vv. 12-15.

c.) The sin of Jerusalem and the future salvation, 3:1-20. In the first
seven verses the prophet announces a woe (hoi) upon Jerusalem and
characterizes her sin. He then proceeds (vv. 8-20) to announce the coming
deliverance. There will be a remnant of Israel, a pure remnant, and the
daughter of Zion will sing, for the mighty Lord is in the midst and He
will save.

SPECIAL LITERATURE ON ZEPHANIAH

C. V. Pilcher: Three Hebrew Prophets and the Passing of Empires, London, 1931;
F. Schwally: “Das Buch Sephanja,” in ZAW, 1890, pp. 165-240; H. Weiss: Zephanja
Kap. 1 und seine Bedeutung als religionsgeschichtliche Quelle, Koenigsberg, 1922.

Haggai
Name

The book is named from its author, Haggai, which name appears in the
LXX as Aggaios and in the Vulgate, Aggaeus.

Author

There are not sufficient reasons for denying the authorship of the entire
prophecy to Haggai. Rothstein has suggested that 2:15-19 should follow
1:15a, and then be dated on the 24th day, 6th month, 2:10-14, however,
would belong to the 24th day, 9th month. This rearrangement would
relieve what some scholars think is a confusing or mixing of the subject
in 2:10-19. Also in 1:1-11 some scholars have felt that the text has been
enlarged or altered. Eissfeldt suggests that possibly parts from two small
collections have been added.

These suggestions are not necessary, however, since the prophecy as it
stands presents a unified message.

When the exiles returned to Palestine from Babylon, they came with
high hopes. Cyrus the Great had issued an edict in which he granted full
permission to the Jews to rebuild the temple in Jerusalem. Under his
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protection and permission, therefore, they came back to the land of prom-
ise. But difficulties were in store. Adversaries appeared upon the scene,
who did much to discourage the work. For about fifteen years work on
the temple ceased, and affairs generally were in a discouraging condition.

It was during the second year of the reign of the Persian king, Darius,
(i.e., 520 B. C.) that two great prophets appeared. These were Haggai and
Zechariah. According to the Book of Ezra (5:1 and 6:14) the Jews
builded and prospered through the prophesying of these two men. Of
the man Haggai, however, practically nothing is known. In all probability
he was born in Babylonia during the exile, and returned to Palestine with
the first exiles. If this was the case, then it is quite possible that he had
known Daniel in Babylon.

Analysis ‘'of Haggai

The brief prophecy which Haggai has left falls into four divisions.

1. 1:1-15. This section was uttered on the first day of the sixth month
of the second year of Darius (about August-September). Haggai ad-
dressed his message unto the leaders, Zerubbabel the governor and Joshua
the high priest. He begins with a statement of the attitude of the people.
The people had been saying that the time was not yet ripe for the rebuild-
ing of the Lord’s house. This attitude is rebuked. The people dwelt in
ceiled houses, whereas the temple of the Lord lay waste. The people saw
to it that their own houses were well covered and protected, in fact, sumptu-
ously built, but they exhibited little real concern for the house of God.
Therefore the time had come to consider their ways.

On the other hand, the blessing of the Lord had been withheld from the
people because of their neglect. “Ye have sown much, but bring in little;
ye eat, but ye have not enough; ye drink but ye are not filled with drink;
ye clothe you, but there is none warm; and he that earneth wages earneth
wages to put it into a bag with holes” (1:6). Haggai urges the people
to resume their work upon the temple, and the Lord will take pleasure in
it and be glorified. As a result of this earnest message the leaders of the
people and the people themselves feared the Lord and on the twenty-fourth
day of the sixth month (i.e., just twenty-three days after Haggai delivered
his message), they began again the work on the neglected temple.

2. 2:1-9. The second message was received by Haggai from the Lord on
the twenty first day of the seventh month. It is essentially a message of
comfort and of hope. Apparently there were some who remembered the
glory of the first temple, i.e., the temple which Solomon had built and
which Nebuchadnezzar in 587 had destroyed. This present temple is as
nothing when compared to that magnificent structure. Yet in this fact
there should be no cause for discouragement. The Lord is still with His
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people, even as He had covenanted with them when He brought them out
of the land of Egypt. There is to come a glory even greater that that of
the first temple. The Lord will send the “desire of nations” and “I will fill
this house with glory, saith the Lord of hosts.” The result will be that “the
glory of this latter house shall be greater than of the former, saith the
Lord of hosts: and in this place will I give peace, saith the Lord of
hosts” (2:9). This promise is Messianic. The *'desire of the nations”
is none other than the Messiah Himself. It must be obvious to a careful
reader of this promise that the blessings which the Lord is here promising
are spiritual in nature. It may be that this second temple could never
equal the first in material splendor and glory, but there was to come a
glory far greater than that of the first, even a glory which would be
brought about by shaking the heavens, the earth and the sea and the dry
land (Cf. Hebrews 12:26-28).

3. 2:10-19. The third revelation came to Haggai on the twenty-fourth
day of the ninth month (i.e., two months after the previous revelation).
In this section the prophet endeavors to explain to the nation that just
as a clean thing would become polluted by touching the unclean, so the
former attitude of the people toward the Lord and His house polluted
their own labor and as a result the blessing of the Lord was withheld.
However, from this time forth, the Lord will indeed bless. “Is the seed
yet in the barn? yea, as yet the vine, and the fig tree, and the pomegranate,
and the olive tree, hath not brought forth: from this day will I bless you”
(2:19.)

4. 2:20.23. This last revelation was received on the same day as the
preceding. A message of comfort. The Lord will establish Zerubbabel. This
means that the Lord has set His affection upon the chosen line, and He will
surely fulfill His promises of blessing to that line. The strength of the king-
doms of the heathen will be broken by the Lord, and He will truly show
His mercy to His people.

SpeciaL LiTERATURE ON Hacear
Karl Budde: “Zum Text der drei letzten kleinen Propheten,” ZAW, 1906, pp. 1-28;
article, Haggai,* in ISBE.

Zechariah

Name

The name of the book is derived from the prophet himself, Zekar-yah.
It appears in the LXX as Zacharias and thus also in the Vulgate.
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Author

Zechariah is said to be the son of Berechiah, the son of Iddo (1:1).
Probably this Iddo is to be identified with the Levitical 1ddo who returned
to Palestine (Neh. 12:1, 4, 16). If so, it would follow that Zechariah was
a priest and to be identified with the Zechariah of Neh. 12:16. It was
doubtless as a young man that the prophet began his ministry, and his
early contemporary was Haggai. Zechariah’s ministry began two months
after that of Haggai.

The position adopted in this book is that Zechariah was the author of the
entire prophecy. However, as this opinion is widely controverted, it will be
necessary to give some attention to the subject of the authorship of the
prophecy.

One of the first to question the genuineness of the entire prophecy was
Joseph Mede (1653), a scholar of Cambridge. Mede was troubled by the
quotation of Zech. 11:12, 13 in Matt. 27:9, 10 where the prophecy is
attributed to Jeremiah. His solution of the difficulty was to maintain that
chs. 9-11 were not the work of Zechariah, but were from the time before
the exile and were written by Jeremiah. This directed attention to the
question, and scholars now began to consider it as they had not done
before. In 1700 Richard Kidder came out in defense of Mede’s view and
asserted that chs. 12-14 were also the work of Jeremiah.

In 1785 William Newcome declared that chs. 9-11 were written before
the downfall of Samaria, probably about the time of Hosea, but that chs.
12-14 were later, having been composed sometime between the death of
Josiah and the destruction of Jerusalem. Thus, Newcome thought that he
had found within the compass of chs. 9-14 two pre-exilic fragments,

H. Corrodi (1792), on the other hand, writing in opposition to the
pre-exilic hypothesis suggested (as Grotius earlier had done, 1644), that
chs. 9-14 were written long after the time of Zechariah. Between the pre-
exilic and post-Zecharian date scholarship was divided, and some stoutly
maintained the unity and genuineness of the entire prophecy. In 1824
Eickhorn, in the fourth edition of his Introduction, attributed chs. 9-14 to
a very late date. He thought that in 9:1-10:12 he found a description
of the invasion of Alexander the Great (322 B. C.), and in 13:7-14:21 a
song of comfort over the death of Judas Maccabeus (161 B. C.). 11:1-
13:6 he attributed to the intervening period. Others followed Eichhorn
in maintaining the origin of these chapters in the late Grecian period,
while still others, such as Rosenmueller and Hitzig argued for their pre-
exilic origin. Indeed, defenders of the pre-exilic view become more and
more numerous, and from 1840 on, criticism was more or less divided
between those who argued for the unity of the entire prophecy and
those who urged a pre-exilic date for chs, 9-14,
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Stade however (1881-2) gave a new turn to the course of criticism by
declaring that chs. 9-14 were written during the period of the Diadochi
(306-278 B. C.), and thus the post-Zecharian hypothesis was revived.
At the present time scholarship is divided between those who hold to the
unity of the entire book (Robinson, Davis, Moeller) and those who
would place chs. 9-14 in the Grecian period, for the most part in the
3rd cent. B. C. The pre-exilic hypothesis, once triumphantly proclaimed
as one of the “surest results of modern criticism” (Diestel, in 1875)
has, as far as the present writer knows, no defenders in the present day.

THE ARGUMENT For THE Post-ZECHARIAN AuTHORsHIP OF CHs. 9-14

In considering this question it will be well if we examine the post-
Zecharian theory as it has recently been set forth by one of its most

able and learned defenders, Otto Eissfeldt.

9:1-17 and probably 10:1-2, we are told, contained certain archaisms,
such as the references to the king in Gaza (vs. 5), but they also have
certain evidences of a very late time, such as the mention of Greece
(yawan) in vs. 13. The passage is regarded by Eissfeldt as a threat
against the power of the Seleucids in Zion and a promise of the Messianic
kingdom for Zion. However, one cannot decide definitely whether it
has reference to the beginnings of the Seleucid power (c. 300 B. C.)
or to the Maccabean period.

10:3-11:3 contain even clearer marks of a later period although even
here there are archaisms to be found. Particularly in vv. 6-10 do we
find the exile and a great diaspora presupposed. The passage is to be
regarded as a threat against the Diadochi, both the Seleucids and the
Ptolemaijc line. Since this passage recognizes the same contemporary
situation as 9:1-10:2, it may be from the same author as that section.

11:4-17 + 13:7-9 contain no archaisms, and are clearly from the
Grecian period. More than that, from the two decades just before the
Maccabean uprising and from the Maccabean period itself are events
which would suit this passage. Two possible interpretations, each of
which has its difficulties, commend themselves. One is that of Marti
who identifies the good shepherd of ch. 11 as Onias IV, the evil shepherd
as Alcimus and the three shepherds of vs. 8 as Lysimachus, Jason and
Menelaus. The other view is that of Sellin who refers the good shepherd
to Onias III, the evil shepherd to Menelaus, and the rejection of the three
to the driving out by Onias III of Simon, Menelaus and Lysimachus.
(For the historical references to these events see I Mace. 7:5-25; 9:54-
57; II Mace. 4-5; 13:1-8). The first of these views would place the passage
about 160, the other about 150-140 B. C,
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12:1-13:6 contain, according to Eissfeldt, a particularly rich number
of indications of a very late period of composition, particularly the
eschatological outlook. The one that is pierced (12:10-12) evidently has
reference to a concrete event, but it is difficult to tell what the event is.

Ch. 14 also is late, and may be the work of several hands, since it
presents somewhat conflicting views of the day of the Lord. The period
of its origin is difficult to determine.

In answer to the above exposition of the post-Zecharian view and to
this view generally we would adduce the following considerations:

1. The principal and strongest argument adduced in favor of the post-
Zecharian hypothesis is the mention of the sons of Greece in 9:13. Thus,
Greece (i.e., the Seleucids) is thought to be a threat against Zion and is
regarded as the dominant world power of the day. But there are serious
objections to this interpretation. The prophecy is one of a defeat, not
a victory, for Javan. In this connection the prophet has just appealed
to the exiles to return unto the strong hold (vs. 12). Thus, the situation
well fits the time of Zechariah, but not a later time. What we
have is not the description of an actual battle, but an apocalyptic vision
of a future victory. There is no question but that in Zechariah’s day
Greece was a nation of considerable importance.

2. In both portions of the book there is no reference to an actual king
in Israel. It is true that in 12:7-13:1 mention is made of the “house of
David,” but a careful exposition of this passage will show that it is not
a reference to an actual ruler. The one king that is recognized in both
parts of Zechariah is the Messiah (cf. 6:12, 13 and 9:9). Furthermore,
in the picture of the Messiah which each part gives, there are no
essential differences. Rather, all that is said could easily be the work of
one mind.

3. It is also important to note that in both portions of the book the
houses of Israel and Judah are regarded as one, a fact which well accords
with Zechariah’s time. Cf. e.g., 1:19; 8:13 and 9:9, 10, 13; 10:3, 6, 7.

4. Certain peculiar expressions occur in both portions of the book.
Thus “from passing through and from returning” (me‘over umishshav)
occurs in 7-14 and 9:8. “Saith the Lord” (ne’'um yehowah), appears in
10:12; 12:1, 4; 13:2, 7, 8, and some 14 times in the first part of the book.
The providence of God is designated “the eyes of the Lord” in 3:9;
4:10 and also in 9:1. The phrase “Lord of hosts” occurs in 1:6,12;
2:9 and also in 9:15; 10:3; 12:5, etc. Further, the Kal of yashav (to
dwell) is used in a passive sense in 2:8; 7:7 and 12:6; 14:10, and only
rarely outside of this prophecy. There are also similarities of expression,
cf. 2:10 with 9:9. While these phenomena do not prove the literary unity
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of the prophecy, they do at least go a long way toward establishing such
unity.

5. Zechariah, like Isaiah before him, is an evangelical prophet, and
this evangelical emphasis appears in both portions of the book.

6. The purity of the language in both parts should be stressed. The
language is remarkably free from Aramaisms. Pusey also remarks “In
both (i.e., parts) there is a certain fullness of language, produced by
dwelling on the same thought or word: in both, the whole and its parts
are, for emphasis, mentioned together. In both parts, as a consequence
of this fullness, there occurs the division of the verse into five sections,
contrary to the usual rule of Hebrew parallelism.” As illustrations of
this principle, Pusey adduces 6:13; 9:5; 9:7; 12:4. The principle
becomes clear when we examine one passage.

Thus:

“Ashkelon shall see, and shall fear;

Gaza, and shall iremble exceedingly;

And Ekron, and ashamed is her expectation;
And perished hath a king from Gaza,

And Ashkelon shall not be inhabited” (9:5).

Thus, from the above considerations, it becomes clear that in the book
of Zechariah there is a deeper, underlying unity than is at first sight
apparent.

7. Lastly, it should be noted that those who reject the Zecharian author-
ship of chs. 9-14 have not been able to agree upon an alternate theory
of composition. On the one hand we have been told that chs. 9-14 were
a unit, and either pre- or post-exilic, but not from Zechariah. On the
other, chs. 9-11 have been said to come from the 8th cent. and chs. 12-14
from about the beginning of the 6th cent., or else from the period of
the Diadochi or even the Maccabees. Others have placed all of chs.
9-14 in the 3rd and 2nd centuries and have regarded it as the work of
an apocalyptic author who wrote in the vein of a pre-exilic prophet. Still
others have divided the entire prophecy into four parts. This lack of
agreement as to just what these disputed chapters are is of force in show-

ing that a satisfactory alternative to Zecharian authorship has not been
discovered.

Analysis of the Prophecy
I. Introduction 1:1-6

In the eighth month of the second year of Darius the word of the Lord
was made known to Zechariah, who begins his message with a command
to repent and not to act as the sinful ancestors of the nation had done.
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Thus, the principal theme of the book appears in the words, “Return
unto me and I will return unto you.”

II. The Visions of the Night 1:7-6:15

1. 1:7-17. The Iniroductory Vision. Through His messengers God
observes the events of earth. The man upon the red horse (vs. 8) is
the Angel of the Lord, and the riders are the Lord’s servants who have
ridden through the earth to do His bidding. The earth is found to be quiet
and at peace, but Jerusalem and Judah still suffered the effects of God’s
indignation. To the question as to how long this state of things would
continue, the Lord answered through the interpreter (vs. 13, “the angel,
that talked with me,” to be distinguished from the Angel of the Lord},
that in due time the Lord’s wrath will be poured out upon the nations,
and Jerusalem and the Temple will be rebuilt.

2. 1:18-21. The First Vision. The four horns represent the enemies of
the kingdom of God, and the four smiths are to break these in pieces.
These four horns represent the four empires of Daniel’s visions, Babylon,
Medo-Persia, Greece, Rome. The picturing of these nations as horns
evidently goes back to Dan. 7:7, 8.

3. 2:1-13. The Second Vision. The prophet sees a man engaged in
measuring the future dimensions of Jerusalem, since its present size is
not large enough for the enlargement which God’s salvation will bring
about.

4. 3:1-10. The Third Vision. The prophet beholds the high priest in the
Temple, clothed in filthy garments (symbolical of sin), and praying for
the mercy of the Angel of the Lord. The Angel appears in the Temple,
thus manifesting the favor of the Lord. Satan beholds the scene with
jealous eyes.

5. 4:1-14. The Fourth Vision. The prophet sees a golden candlestick
(the people of God) and by it two olive trees (the Spirit). Whatever
mountain of obstacles there will be to the erection of God’s kingdom
will be removed only by the Spirit of God, through grace.

6. 5:1.4. The Fifth Vision. The flying roll is a symbol of Divine
judgments.

7. 5:5-11. The Sixth Vision. Israel will fill up the measure (ephah)
of its iniquity, and the Lord will restrain (the weight of lead) the course
of sin in the nation.

8. 6:1-8. The Seventh Vision. The winds of heaven serve as Divine
judgments.

9. 6:9-15. The Eighth Vision. A general prophecy of restoration under
the Messiah.
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II1. The Question of Fasting 7:1-8:23

This section, revealed to Zechariah in the fourth year of Darius, ninth
month, fourth day, serves to answer the question of the men of Bethel
whether the day of the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple should
still be kept as a day of fasting. The answer is that the Lord delights in
obedience rather than in fasting. God will now turn again toward His
people with abundance of blessings if they will but walk in His ways.

IV. The Future of the World Powers and of God’s Kingdom
9:1-14:21

1. 9:1.10:12. Zion shall be delivered, and will triumph over the heathen
world. This shall be accomplished through her king, the Messiah.

2. 11:1-17. The Good and Foolish Shepherd.

3. 12:1-13:6. A further picture of Israel’s future turning unto the
Lord.

4. 13:7-14:21. A judgment to purify Israel, and the future glory of
Jerusalem.

4. PURPOSE.

Zechariah serves to encourage the nation in its Divinely appointed task.
The indignation of the Lord has come, he teaches, because of the people’s
sin. If then, the nation will humble itself before God, it will have a
glorious future. The heathen nations will one day be cast down, and
Jerusalem will prosper. This future spiritual blessing will be brought
about through the Messiah.

SPECIAL LITERATURE ON ZECHARIAH

Jobn D. Davis: The Reclothing and Coronation of Joshua,*” PTR, vol. xviii, pp. 256-
268; B. Heller: “Die letzten Kapitel des Buches Sacharja im Lichte des spaeteren
Judentums,” ZAW, 1927, pp. 151-155; W. D. Munro: “Why Dissect Zechariah?*”
E.Q., X. 1938, pp. 45-55; George L. Robinson: The Prophecies of Zechariah.* Chicago,
1896 (This work is by far the best introduction to the study of Zechariah); J. W.
Rothstein: Die Nachtgesichte des Sacharja, Stuttgart, 1910,

Malachi

Name

The book is named from its author, Mal’achi. In the Targum of
Jonathan ben-Uzziel there are added the words “whose name is called
Ezra the scribe.” The LXX regards the word however as a common
noun, not a proper name, and translates “The burden of the word of the
Lord to Israel by the hand of his messenger (aggelou autou)” although
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it does have the title Malachias. It is better, however, to regard the
word as a proper name, for the prophetical books are not anonymous,
and it would be strange to find this book an exception. At any rate, even
if Malachi be a proper name, there does seem to be a connection between
it and the “my messenger” of 3:1.

Author
The entire book is a unit, the work of one author. Of the life of Malachi,

however, nothing is known, although there are certain indications in the
book itself which enable one to determine the approximate date of the
prophecy. Thus, the Temple had evidently been completed and sacrifices
were offered, 1:7-10; 3:8. A governor (pehah), i.e., a Persian governor,
was ruling in Jerusalem (1:8). These considerations show that the
prophecy is subsequent to Haggai and Zechariah.

The early zeal connected with the building of the Temple seems now to
have died out, and the religious laxities and abuses which Malachi con-
demns are the same as those present under Ezra and Nehemiah. Thus, as 2:
10-12 shows, mixed marriages were present, the payment of tithes had been
neglected (3:8-10), and blemished sacrifices had been offered (1:6 ff.).
But, the “governor” mentioned in 1:8 was probably not Nehemiah, hence
it is quite possible that the book was written during Nehemiah’s visit to
Susa. At any rate, it dates from about this time.

The genuineness of the prophecy is not doubted by modern nega-
tive criticism, with the exception of the title 1:1. Cornill, however,
follows Marti in regarding 2:11, 12 as an interpolation, since else-
where in the book different thoughts respecting the heathen are ex-
pressed. But these verses simply reflect the conditions then existent
and the people’s sinfulness, Cornill’s argument is not convincing,
Cornill also discusses at some length the title. He points to the
similarities (the oracle [massa’] of the word of the Lord) which
occur also in Zech. 9:1 and 12:1. He assumes that the original is
Zech, 9:1 and that the other two passages are imitations, the super-
scription in each case being secondary in character, having arisen in
Malachi 1:1 through a misunderstanding of Malachi 3:1.

Both Zech. 9:14 and Malachi, thinks Cornill, were originally
anonymous prophecies which were appended at the close of the col-
lection of minor prophecies. Thus, Zech. 9:14, being the longer, was
added first, and “Malachi”, the shorter, followed. This latter appen-
dix (i.e., “Malachi”’) could now be provided with a superscription,
and this had the added advantage of securing the significant and
favored number twelve.

Next, according to Cornill, it was perceived that Zech, 12:14 dif-
fered somewhat from Zech. 9-11, and so was provided with a specially
framed superseription. (Strange, is it not, that this anonymous
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minor prophecy should have gone about as a unit, and the difference
between its first and second part only noticed after it has been ap-
pended to Zechariah? Why, if this difference between chs. 9-11 and
12-14 is so great, was mot 12-14 regarded as a separate book
just as the other anonymous prophecy, “Malachi,” was so regarded?
Or why were not all three added as one grand appendix to Zecha-
riah? Was it the desire to secure the number twelve that led these
so-called editors thus to act?)

But all of this is mere fancy and without any objective evidence
to support it. We are not at all compelled to assume that 1:1 is based
upon 3:1. Why may not the reverse be the case? And why may not

Malachi have himself formed his title in conscious imitation of Zech.
9:1 and 12:1? 7

Purpose and Analysis

The purpose of the book is best made clear through a study of its
contents. It falls into two principal parts: Chs. 1 and 2 describe the sin
and apostasy of Israel, and chs. 3 and 4 point to the judgment that will
come upon the sinner and the blessing reserved for those who repent.
After the superscription, the prophet plunges into the heart of his message
by showing that in the election of Isracl God’s love was manifested (1:
2-5). But Israel has not manifested the honor to God which is His due.
The priests have shown themselves lax and neglectful in their liturgical
duties (1:6-2:4). Furthermore, the priests have given faulty instruction
in the law, and have caused many to stumble (2:5-9). The people also
were like the priests, and exhibited their faithlessness in their mixed

marriages (“hath married the daughter of a strange god”) and divorces
(2:10-17).

The Lord, however will send His messenger to prepare the way before
Him, and the Messiah will come, but who may abide the day of His
coming, for His coming will purge the nation? (3:1-6). If the people
wish to delight in the blessing of the Lord they must be obedient to the
laws which He has revealed (3:7-12). However, when the day of the Lord
comes, there will be a distinction between the righteous and the wicked
(3:13-4:3). The conclusion, therefore, is that the nation should be obe-
dient to the Law of Moses, and that Elijah will come before the appearance
of the great and terrible day of the Lord (4:4-6).

SpecIAL LITERATURE ON MALACHI

A. von Bulmerincq: Der Prophet Maleachi, Vol. 1, Einleitung, Dorpat, 1926, Vol. II,
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PART THREE

The Hagiographa






A, THE POETICAL BOOKS

In the third division of the Old Testament Canon there are three books
which were regarded by the Jews as poetical, Psalms, Proverbs and
Job. They were designated by a mnemonic word “Books of ’Emeth
(truth)”, the word ’emeth being composed of the first letter of the names
of each of the poetical books, thus ’iov, meshallim, tehillim, (Job, Pro-
verbs, Psalms). These three books were provided by the Jews with a
special system of accents.

It must not be thought that the poetry of the Bible is confined to the
three major poetical books. Indeed, throughout the Bible there are bits
of poetry. To mention but a few, we may refer to Gen. 4:23-24; Gen.
49:1-27; Ex. 15:1-18; Judges 5; II Sam, 1:17-27, ete.

The poetry of the three great poetical books is for the most part didactic
and lyrical, although there are traces of epic and dramatic poetry also.
But since these books are the Word of God, they are intended primarily
to teach sinful men. For this reason they are preponderantly didactic,
although, as in the Psalms, this didactic element is set forth in beautiful,
lyrical form.

The Characteristics of Hebrew Poetry

1. Parallelism. Hebrew poetry is distinguished by certain peculiarities
and characteristics of its own. Its principal feature is not rhyme, but
parallelism (parallelismus membrorum). This phenomenon had long been
noticed, but it was first subjected to a careful scrutiny and investigation
by Bishop Robert Lowth in 1753 (“De sacra poesi Hebraeorum”). Accord-
ing to Lowth the “verses” of poetry consisted of two or more members
the thought of which exhibited a “parallel” relationship to one another.
The unit of poetry is the line, and two such lines usually constitute a
verse (distich), although there are tristichs (3 lines), tetrastichs (4 lines)
and even pentastichs (5 lines). An example of parallelism may be seen
in the passage:

a.) Keep not thou silence, O God:
b.) Hold not thy peace, and be not still, 0 God” (Ps. 83:1).

Here it will be seen that line b expresses a thought that is parallel in
meaning to that of line a.

281
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Lowth identified three basic forms of parallelism, and even today
these three are recognized as standard, although other types also have
been recognized. These types are:

1.) Synonymous, in which the same thought is repeated in almost the
same words, e.g.,

“Hear this, all ye people,
give ear, all ye inhabitants of the world” (Ps. 49:1)

2.) Antithetical, in which a thought is expressed by means of contrast
with its opposite (this form is particularly frequent in Proverbs), e.g.,
“A soft answer turneth away wrath:
but grievous words stir up anger” (Prov. 15:1).

3.) Synthetic, in which the second member completes or fills out the
thought of the first, e.g.,
“Keep thy heart with all diligence;
for out of it are the issues of life” (Prov. 4:23).

Other forms of parallelism also have been noted, most of which are
essentially variations of the three basic types. Attention, however, should
be called to Chiastic parallelism, in which the arrangement a-b; b-a occurs,
e.g.,

a.) Have mercy upon me, O God,

b.) According to thy lovingkindness:

b.) According unto the multitude of thy tender mercies
a.) Blot out my transgression.

The first and fourth members correspond and likewise the second and
third, and thus give to the passage a peculiar forcefulness of expression.
The parallelism found in Ps. 29:1, e.g., may be called Climactic, in that it
proceeds, step by step, to a climax. In reality, however, this is but a form
of synthetic parallelism.

In 1915 George Buchanan Gray (Forms of Hebrew Poetry) pointed out
that in some instances, e.g., Isa. 3:1, the two stichoi of the line were in
exact parallelism, whereas in others, e.g., Deut. 32:2, this was not the
case, but an additional term had been inserted in the second member or
stichos.

Oesterley and Robinson, who in their Introduction, pp. 139-142, have
written a very helpful discussion of parallelism, point out that there are
also instances in which only a portion of the first stichos is repeated in
the second.

2. Other Characteristics Of Hebrew Poetry. There are certain minor
characteristics which are sometimes exhibited by Hebrew poetry. One
of these is the acrostic, the most notable example of which is Ps. 119.
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In this Psalm, vv. 1-8 begin each with an ’aleph, vv. 9-16 each with a
beth, and so on throughout the entire twenty-two letters of the alphabet.
Other examples may be found in Ps. 9, 34, 37; Prov. 31:10ff. and Lam.
1-4. Poetry also at times exhibits a certain amount of assonance (words
which sound alike) as in Gen. 49:17; Ex. 14:14; Deut. 3:2, and of
alliteration, such as in Ps. 6:8; 27:17.

3. Metre. From what has been written above concerning parallelism
it will be seen that the balance in thought is all important. Indeed, every
other peculiarity or characteristic of Hebrew poetry must be regarded as
secondary to this parallel expression of thought. This phenomenon lends
a peculiar intensity of force and beauty to the poetry of the Old Testa-
ment and admirably serves as a vehicle for the communication of truth.
In other words, it is a true handmaid of didactic poetry, for it serves to
impress upon the mind the content of the poetry. While parallelism
appears also in other languages, Egyptian, Accadian, Ras Shamra, Syriac,
yet nowhere does its peculiar grace and strength appear so clearly as when
it serves to express the Divinely inspired words of the Old Testament.

When, therefore, we come to consider the question whether there is
metre in the Old Testament, we must ever keep in mind the basic parallel
structure of the poetry. Josephus in his Antiquities, 11:16:4, remarked
that Moses had composed the song of triumph (Ex. 15: 1-18) in hexa-
meters and in the same work (IV:8:44) he speaks of the song in Deut.
32:1-43 as poetry written in hexameters. Josephus’ purpose was to cause
his non-Semitic readers to understand the nature of Hebrew poetry and
so he applies to this poetry a non-oriental concept, namely, that of the
classical metre.

Such testimony as this of Josephus, however, does not in reality decide
the question. To answer the question whether there is metre in Hebrew
poetry, we must ourselves examine that poetry. There is no tradition about
Hebrew metre; the Talmud is silent on the subject. Also, there appears to be
no evidence of the presence of regular metre in the recently discovered texts
from Ras Schamra. On the other hand, those who argue in favor of the
presence of metre point to the fact that some of the Psalms were apparently
sung to the accompaniment of musical instruments and to the presence of
metre in Accadian and Egyptian (in which language even the pronuncia-
tion of the vowels is not fully known).

Gustav Bickell, (1882) a profound student of the Syriac language,
recognized that classical concepts of poetry should not be applied to an
Oriental language.* Hence, he appealed to the Syriac, in which language
the verses consisted of feet of two syllables, one long and one short,

* In writing this section I have been guided to a great extent by Eissfeldt’s excellent
discussion (FEinleitung, pp. 65-69).



284 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

following each other in alternation. In classical terminology, these would
be called trochees or iambs. Bickell sought to apply this principle to
Hebrew, but the attempt was not successful. Gustav Hoelscher adopted
this system but insisted that the ultima should everywhere be accented
(iambic). This resulted in the frequent appearance of the following
scheme x — x — | x — x — (i.e., the acatalectic dimeter). A pair of
these dimeters is regarded by Hoelscher as the characteristic form of the
Hebrew poetry, Furthermore, Hoelscher called attention to the combina.
tion of an acatalectic dimeter with a brachucatalectic dimeter (i.e., a
dimeter in which the second member was incomplete), which resulted in
the scheme

X—X—|x—x—-

X—X—|x—

In addition to the “Syriac” system of Bickell, there is another, which
has much more to commend it. According to Julius Ley (1875), the
character of the verse is to be determined through the number of accented
(tone) syllables, it being unimportant how many unaccented syllables
there are. The foot is therefore the smallest metrical unity, which usually
exhibits a climactic (anapaest) rhythm v v —, although at the end of the
verse there is often an extra short syllable. Ley called attention to the
frequent presence of an “elegaic pentameter”, in which the caesura ap-
pears after the third accent, thus:

xx — | xx — | xx — || xx — | xx — ie, 3 + 2.

Karl Budde studied this structure exhaustively, and it came to be
known as the Qinah (lamentation) measure. However, it is found in other
types of poetry as well.

A further exploration of the results of Ley’s work was undertaken by
Eduard Sievers in his famous Metrical Studies (1901). Sievers, by this
thorough investigation, seemed to establish the results of Ley as sure.
But he also went further. Ley had felt that the number of unaccented
syllables was unimportant. Sievers, on the other hand, believed thal
every foot or measure must always consist of four beats. Thus, the
measure X x — is really the equivalent of xx xx, i.e., one accented is
the equal of two unaccented beats. If, however, between two accented
beats there were no unaccented, or only one, Sievers thought that the
requisite number of missing unaccented beats should be counted in with
the accented, so that each measure would always consist of four beats,
However, this simply does not work out in practice.

Sievers claimed that there were rows of 2, 3 and 4 feet, and that the
lines might consist of 2+2; 3+43; 444, 4+3 or 3+4 and 3+2 or
2+3, and finally, 24242,
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The question now arises, do these metres actually appear in the poetry
of the Old Testament? In answer we would say that it does not seem
possible to discover any consistent metrical system. It is true that cer-
tain forms appear, notably the 3+2, but the appearance is, as it were,
accidental. The poet seems to slip into such a measure and then to
abandon it. And the designation Qinah is not entirely accurate. Various
types appear, and this fact should serve as a caution. The Hebrew text
must never be emended, merely in order to fit it into a certain metrical
scheme. In other words metrical considerations are not sufficient to serve
as criteria for textual criticism. This fact cannot be sufficiently stressed.
The commentaries of Bernhard Duhm and others, are vitiated by a failure
to observe this principle. In conclusion, therefore, it may be said that
we do not know enough about Hebrew poetry to discover in it definite
metrical systems, that if metre does appear here and there, such appear-
ance is somewhat accidental or secondary, and in no case can metrical
considerations justify us in emending the text. The real state of the
matter is that the poetical writers of the Old Testament under the stress
of strong emotion expressed themselves rhythmically, and thus at times

produced those phenomena which later could be classified as forms of
metre,

SpECIAL LITERATURE ON METRE

0. T. Allis: “The Transcendence of Jehovah God of Israel*” in BTS; J. Begrich:
“Zur hebraeischen Metrik” in Th.R., 1932, pp. 67-89; Gustav Bickell: Carmina VT
metrice, 1892; Dichtungen der Hebraeer zum ersten Male nach den Versmassen des
Urtextes uebersetzt, 1882-83; William Henry Cobb: A Criticism of Systems of He-
brew Metre, Oxford, 1905; Gustav Hoelscher: “Elemente arabischer, syrischer und
hebraeischer Metrik,” BZAW, 1920, pp. 93-101; Julius Ley: Grundzuege des Rhyth-
mus, des Vers-und Strophenbaus in der hebraeischen Poesie, 1875; Leitfaden der
Metrik der hebraeischen Poesie, Halle, 1887.

4. Strophic Structure. In recent times there has been much discussion
of the question whether or no there are stanzas or strophes in Hebrew
poetry. In the strict sense of the word a strophe must contain the same
number and kind of two or more verses which occur two or more times.
Such metrically constructed stanzas are very rare, if indeed they really
appear at all. On the other hand if a strophe be regarded merely as an
arrangement of lines, characterized by external marks, then doubtless
strophes are to be found. For example, a frequently recurring refrain is
regarded as indicating the close of a stanza. So, also, is the word Selah,
e.g., in Psalm 87. Lastly, the acrostic has been thought to indicate
strophic structure, as in Psalm 119. There does indeed seem to be strophic
structure in Hebrew poetry, but the principles upon which such structure
is built do not appear to be uniform.
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Francis Brown: “The Measurements of Hebrew Poetry as an Aid to Literary Analy-
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tion sur la strophique hebraique, Paris, 1933; L. Desnoyers: Les Psaumes, Paris,
1935; Kemper Fullerton: “The Strophe in Hebrew Poetrv and Psalm 29,” JBL, 1929,
pp- 274-290; Fred T. Kelly: “The Strophic Structure of Habakkuk” in AJSL, 1902,
pp. 94-119; Charles Franklin Kraft: “The Strophic Structure of Hebrew Poetry,”
Chicago, 1938 (This book will serve as an excellent introduction to the subject) ;
Hans Moeller: Strophenbau der Psalmen, Zella-Mehlis-Thuer., 1931; Strophenbau
der Psalmen, in ZAW, 1932, pp. 240-256; cf. also Moeller’s remarks in his father’s
Einleitung, pp. 175-176; Felix Perles: Zur althebraeischen Strophik, Vienna, 1898.



Chapter XVI

THE PSALMS

Name

The Hebrew name of the entire collection of Psalms was “the book of
praises” (sefer tehillim), or simply “praises” (tehillim). This corre-
sponds with the designation in the New Testament as “book of Psalms”
(biblos psalmon) Luke 20:42; Acts 1:20. In the Greek manuscripts the
book is known as Psalmoi, although in some it appears as Psalterion (a
collection of songs). The Vulgate follows the LXX, Liber Psalmorum, and
from this the English term is derived.

Author

The statement of the Beraitha (Baba Bathra, 14b) is as follows: “David
wrote the book of Psalmns (sefer tehillim) with the help of ten elders;
with the help of Adam, the first, and Melchizidek, and Abraham, and
Moses, and Heman and Jeduthun, and Asaph, and the three sons of
Korah.” We must first seek to interpret this passage and then discuss its
value. Evidently this statement must be understood not in the sense
that David composed the Psalms with the assistance of (although the
phrase ‘al yedhe means, upon the hands of) the elders, but rather that
David collected the Psalms which had already been composed by the
elders. According to this view, therefore, there were no Psalms com-
posed after the time of David. All the Psalms were written either by the
ten elders, or by David himself.

When we examine the list of ten elders, we note that while seven of
them are mentioned in the titles of the Psalms, three of them, Adam,
Melchizidek and Abraham, are not, and two others, Ethan the Ezrahite
(Ps. 89) and Solomon (Ps. 72) who are mentioned in the titles, do not
appear in the Talmudic list at all. Evidently Ethan was regarded as
Abraham, and the Solomonic Psalms as composed for Solomon and not
by him. In Sanhedrin 38b, Adam is called the author of Psalm 139, and
possibly Melchizedek the author of Psalm 110.

This view, however, must be rejected as not having historical founda-
tion. It is correct in the prominence which it gives to David, but apart
from that it must be regarded as confused.

287
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There can be no doubt but that Psalms were composed after the time of
David, and some Psalms as late as the exile. Furthermore, the title and
content of Ps. 139 show that it could not have been the work of the
first man. In the New Testament, certain Psalms are clearly ascribed tc
David as the author. Thus Acts 4:25 ascribes Ps. 2 to David; Acts 2:25-
| 28; 13:36 with Ps. 16; Romans 4:6-8 with Ps. 32; Acts 1:16-20a and
f\Romans 11:9f. with Ps. 69; Acts 1:20b with Ps. 109; Matt, 22:428

{

and Mark 12:36ff, and Luke 20:42-44 and Acts 2:34 with Ps. 110;
Heb. 4:7 with Ps. 95. This wiiness of the New Testament ascribes the
tauthorship of some Psalms to David. David did, therefore, compose
some of the Psalms. Of that fact there can be no doubt.

The tradition of Davidic authorship, to which infallible expression
is given in the New Testament, appears also in Ecclesiasticus 47:8, “In
every work of his, he gave thanks to the Holy One Most High with words
of glory; with his whole heart he sang praise, and loved Him that made
him.” In certain passages of the Old Testament (I Chr. 6:31; 16:7; 25:1;
Ezra 3:10; Neh. 12:24, 36, 45, 46; Amos 6:5) David is represented as
arranging the liturgical song of the sanctuary.

Furthermore, many of the Psalms are attributed to David by their
titles. In the Hebrew titles, some 73 Psalms are ascribed to David, in the
LXX 84, and in the Vulgate 85. In the Hebrew titles the phrase ledhavidh
occurs, and this phrase, while it need not necessarily refer to authorship,
is generally regarded as so referring.! The contents of some of the titles,
eg., 3, 7, 18, 30, 34, 51, 52, 54, 56, 57, 59, 60, 63, 142, refer to some
event in David’s life, and here the phrase ledhavidh is clearly intended to
indicate authorship by David. If that is the case here, it would seem also
to be the case with the other occurrences of the phrase. The titles, there-
fore, do ascribe the authorship of many Psalms to David. The value
of this witness will be discussed later; the fact should be noted now.

There are certain other considerations which should be taken into
account when one seeks to evaluate the tradition that David composed

many of the Psalms.

1. David himself was a skillful musician. This is seen by the fact that he
was able to play well before Saul. Furthermore, the prophet Amos makes
reference to this ability of David’s (Amos 6:5). In ancient Israel, David
did have the reputation of playing well. Evidently David possessed the
requisite musical knowledge for the composition of the Psalms.

1. It is possible that in some cases the title may mean merely “belonging to David”
and thus indicate that the Psalm in question is Davidic in character, or is like
David’s psalm. I fail to see any evidence for the view that the word ‘David’ in such
a connection could be used to indicate a collection of Psalms.
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2. David was also a true poet. There is extant one of his poems, the
genuineness of which is admitted by many who do not acknowledge the
Davidic authorship of some of the Psalms. This is the lament over Saul
and Jonathan, IT Samuel 1:19-27. These words were uttered after word
had been received concerning the death of David’s former enemy. It
will be well to remember the situation. During his lifetime, Saul had,
in a most unfair and jealous manner, sought the life of David. Now that
Saul is dead, David has the opportunity to utter his thoughts with complete
freedom. We find that David here exhibits the greatness of his heart.
There is not one word of criticism of Saul. David says nothing about
those unfortunate traits in Saul’s character which might very well have
called forth vengeful remarks upon the part of a person of lesser stature.
If we ask why there is no mention of religion in this poem, the answer
is probably to be found in the fact that to mention religion would have
been to call attention to the defection from the Faith upon the part of
Saul. It is better to let this go unmentioned. David says what he truth-
fully can say, just that and no more. One cannot read these words without
admiration for the magnanimous character and great heart of David.
No mere crude warrior-chieftain would have spoken this way. No litle
soul composed this lament. Rather we are here face to face with one who
is truly great in spirit. If David was able to compose this remarkable
poem—and it is indeed remarkable—why may he not also have composed
some of the Psalms? Surely he shows himself as capable of doing such
a thing.

3. David was a man of deep feeling and of rich imagination. The
lament over Saul and Jonathan, to which we have just made reference,
shows that he was a true poet. His imagination here expresses itself in
figures that are rich indeed. David at one time sinned deeply, but he
did not sin with impunity. He grieved greatly over the sin which he had
committed. His intense love for his children also shows his greatness.
Hence, we must reject the idea that he was a man of a mere primitive
nature.

4. David was a true worshipper of the Lord and a man of genuine
religious feeling. The Psalms could not have been written by one who
did not love the Lord. Throughout his life, despite the reality of his
sinfulness, David never lost faith in the Lord God.

5. David was a man of rich and varied experience. The author of the
Psalms must have been such an one. As we read over David’s life, we
may think of him as shepherd boy, warrior, leader of men, king, admin-
istrator, musician, writer, poet, religious man, parent, sinner. Only a
person with such background would have had the experience requisite
for composing some of the Psalms.
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6. It should be noted also that the Bible represents David as endued
with the Spirit of God, e.g., “—and the Spirit of the Lord came upon
David from that day forward” (I Sam. 16:13).

This tradition of Davidic authorship, we may conclude, is founded upon
fact. The witness of the New Testament abundantly establishes that
point. This does not mean that David composed every Psalm in the
Psalter. The Psalter itself does not make such a claim. It does mean,
however, that the book of Psalms is basically Davidic, and that there is
no sufficient ground for denying that those Psalms which claim to come
from David are, as a matter of fact, his compositions.

The Witness of the Titles to Authorship

According to the titles which stand before the Psalms in the Hebrew
Bible, seventy-three Psalms are ascribed to David. Twelve (i.e., 50, 73-
83) are given to Asaph (cf. I Chr., 15:17; 16:5). The sons of Korah
(i.e., descendants) (Num, 16, 26:11; I Chr. 9:19) are mentioned as the
authors of ten Psalms, 42, 44-49, 84, 87, 88. Two Psalms are ascribed
to Solomon, 72, 127. One Psalm is atiributed to Heman the Ezrahite
(88), Ethan the Ezrahite (89) and Moses (90).

The Value of the Titles as Witnesses to Authorship

For the most part, the titles are rejected by modern criticism as being
of practically no value. It is rather generally held that the titles were
added at a much later time, and that the titles which refer to an event in
David’s life were simply taken from the books of Samuel. Further, the
basic philosophy of the development of Israel’s religion which underlies
so much of the modern treatment of the Psalter necessarily precludes
attributing much value to the witness of the titles. Thus, Pfeiffer thinks
that “the real question with regard to the Psalter is not whether it contains
Maccabean psalms of the second century, but rather whether any psalms
are pre-exilic psalms” (IOT, p. 629). The Psalter, he thinks, represents
on the whole, the religious situation of post-exilic Judaism. Hence, as far
as the titles are concerned, the names mentioned in them, with the
exception of Heman and Ethan, are irrelevant.

With this denial of value to the witness of the titles, the present
writer cannot agree. For example, it is certainly not permissible to
derive the Abimelech of Ps. 34:1 from the Achish of 1st Samuel
21:114l. Also, as Moeller has pointed out, Ps. 60:1 contains details
which are not found in Samuel, and it is difficult to determine what
is the historic reference of Ps. 7:1. It is true that in the remaining
11 titles, there is similarity between the title and the account in
Samuel. The titles aid in the understanding of the Psalm, and there
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is no objective reason for denying their value as a witness. If the
Psalms had been composed at a much later date, it is difficult to see
why such titles would have been added. This is particularly the case,
since often in the Psalm itself there is little that would lead one to
think of the situation expressed in the title. Why, for example, would
one, judging from the contents alone, ever think that David sang
Psalm 7 concerning the words of Cush the Benjamite? Why would
one be justified in regarding Psalm 18 as sung when David was
delivered from Saul, or Psalm 30 as sung at the dedication of David’s
house? Do not these considerations point to the fact that the titles
were early added by those who knew the actual circumstances in
which the Psalm arose? If the titles were merely made up of whole
cloth by “pious” and “devout” editors of a post-exilic age, why did not
these editors compose titles for all the Psalms? The fact that there are
orphan Psalms (i.e., without titles) is in itself an evidence of the
value and antiquity of the titles. Further, when we consider the man-
ner in which Psalm 18 is reproduced in II Sam. 22, it is quite possible
that the books of Samuel are dependent upon the Psalms and their
titles. Hence, unless the testimony of the title is actually contrary
to the contents of the Psalm the titles may be regarded as trustwortby.

The Denial of the Davidic Authorship

If the Davidic authorship of the Psalms be denied, what alternative
theories are offered? Essentially, these alternative theories have this in
common that they regard the Psalter as growing out of the needs of the
Hebrew religious community. According to Eissfeldt the Israelites took
over their cult songs from the Canaanites who in turn were dependent on
Egypt, Babylon and Asia Minor. Thus the beginnings of Israel’s cult-
poetry goes back to the begining of Israel’s settlement in Canaan. This
does not mean, however, thinks Eissfeld:, that the individual examples
are so old. Some Psalms are certainly pre-exilic and some, notably the
royal psalms, are early pre-exilic, but most of them are of post-exilic
origin. David was regarded by the post-exilic nation as the founder of
the cultic arrangements and the composer of the songs of the temple, and
for this reason the titles, which are suspicious and have no claim to credi-
bility, were attributed to him. Eissfeldt will admit that at the most one or
two Psalms may have come from David, but this is not to be determined
from the titles, and a closer examination shows that the Psalms presuppose
a much more developed religious and ethical situation than can be ad-
mitted for David and his time.

Bernhard Duhm placed most of the Psalms in the post-exilic age and
even in Maccabean times. The view that there are Maccabean Psalms is
an old one. Theodore of Mopsuestia considered seventeen Psalms to be
Maccabean, and Calvin admits that some are from this age. Cornill asserts
that the title of Ps. 30 must be later than 165 B. C. since he thinks that it
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refers to the festival of Hanuchah. But even if the title were later, it does
not follow that the Psalm itself is Maccabean. Two possibilities suggest
themselves. Either this Psalm was sung at the festival of Hanuchah, as
Sopherim 18:2 says was the case, and because of this the words “song of
the dedication of the house” were added to the title of this Davidic Psalm,’
or else the Psalm was composed by David for the dedication of his own
house, and because of the phraseology of the title was also used at the
rededication of the Temple by Judas Maccabaeus.

Cornill also appeals to Psalms 44, 74, 79 and 83 as Maccabean, for
he thinks the sufferings which they mention have the character of a
religious persecution brought upon innocent sufferers. There are other
passages also, thinks Cornill, which might be regarded as Maccabean, but
these four are certain. On the other hand Cornill thinks that to regard
even the majority of the Psalms as Maccabean is “grossly extravagant.”

Fortunately, the view that many Psalms are Maccabean is being more
and more rejected. This was an extravagant theory which, along with
many other extiravagant theories, gained its prominence in connection
with the “liberal” view of the Old Testament. For one thing I Mace. 7:17.
in citing Psalm 79 as Scripture, clearly shows that the Psalter was
already in existence. Furthermore, the internal evidence to which appeal
is made for the Maccabean date, is irrelevant.

The view of Eissfeldt, presented above, may be regarded as a fair
representative of those views which deny much credibility to the titles.
In denying the Davidic authorship of the Psalter the following argu-
ments are principally used: (based upon Sellin)

a.) Psalms which address the king directly or speak of him in the
third person cannot be by David, e.g., 20, 21, 61, 63, 72, 110.

b.) Some Psalms imply that the Temple is already in existence,
e.g., 5, 27, 28, 63, 68, 69, 101, 138.

c.) Psalms, such as 139, which exhibit Aramaisms.

d.) David’s religious opposition was combined with private or
political conflict. Hence, Psalms which imply a purely religious

opposition to the godless who are in power cannot be by David,
e.g., 9, 12, 14, 27, 35, 38, 101, etec.

2. If this were the case, the original title would be “A Psalm of David.” In defend-
ing the essential trustworthiness of the titles, I do not mean to suggest that as
they stand they are above investigation or criticism. But a cautious and reverent
criticism, it seems to me, will be unable to dismiss them in their entirety as
valueless witnesses of authorship, In support of the opinion here expressed con-
cerning the title of Ps. 30, there is nothing in the content of the Psalm that makes
it more fitting for the festival of Hanuchah than for the dedication of David
house. Rather, the individual character of the Psalm makes it more appropriate
for the latter occasion.
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In answer to these objections, the following should be taken into
consideration:

a, Of the Psalms here listed 72 is ascribed to Solomon and there-
fore not relevant for the discussion. That David might speak of
himself in the third person as King, however, (e.g., Ps. 21:7) by no
means excludes Davidic authorship. When speaking of his official
capacity, David uses the third person, a device which is far more
effective and self-effacing than would be the 1st person pronoun. Nor
does the use of the 2nd person necessarily exclude Davidic author-
ship. Indeed, no objection was found to such self-address in ancient
times, for Acts 2:34 clearly attributes Ps. 110 to David.

b. It is of course true that if a Psalm actually contained a reference
to the Temple, if would be difficult to see how David could have writ-
ten it, since the Temple was built after David’s death. The question,
therefore, is wheiher Psalms which are atiributed by the titles to
David, actually contain references to the Temple. It should be noted
that the Tabernacle is called the holy place (qodhesh, e.g., Ex. 28:43;
29:30) and the house of the Lord (Josh. 6:24) ; and the Tabernacle
at Shiloh is called the house of God (Jud. 18:31), the house of the
Lord (I Sam. 1:7) and the Temple (hechal, palace, I Sam. 1:9;
3:3). In employing these designations in the Psalms, therefore,
David most likely was referring to the Tabernacle (Cf. also II Sam.
12:20). In this connection, we may note that the place of worship
which in Ps. 27:4 is called “the house of the Lord (beth yehowah)
and “temple” (hechal) in verse 5 receives the designation “booth”
(sukkah) and “tent”, descriptions which were never applied to the
Temple of Solomon.

c. The presence of Aramaisms in a composition is in itself no indi-
cation of date. David had conquered tribes which spoke Aramaic.
The presence of an Aramaic element in the recently discovered
texts of Ras esh-Shamra may show that Aramaisms were evidence of
early as well as of late date.

d. The suggestion that Psalms which imply a purely religious
opposition to the party in power cannot have been written by David
is based upon a misunderstanding of the situation itself. The ques-
tion arises, who are the enemies mentioned in the Psalms? In recent
times Sigmund Mowinckel has declared that these enemies were
magicians or workers of magic who had brought sickness and calam-
ity to the nation. But the Psalms themselves atiribute this calamity
to the LORD or to the sin of the individual himself. Basically, there-
fore, the enemies and the calamities are to be regarded as actual
and real. That David had such real and actual enemies is clear from
passages such as I Sam. 18-27; II Sam. 15:18, 20, 22, and it is true
that in this enmity political and private factors appeared. But this is
true also of the enmity depicted in the Psalms. Hans Moeller points
out how difficult it is to account for this enmity if David is not the
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author of these Psalms. First of all, the complaining “I” (e.g., “Hear,
O LORD, when I cry with my voice” Ps. 27:7a) was taken by
scholars to refer to the congregation of the Maccabean age, because
at this time the entire congregation was oppressed, and only at this
time did there seem to be present political and religious opposition of
a nature sufficient to justify the complaints of the Psalms. More and
more, however, and of course rightly, the Maccabean background was
given up, and the enemies and complaints of the Psalms were taken
in a typical or symbolical manner. One of Mowinckel’s contributions
was the rejection of this position and the identification of the enemies
as actual magic workers. But, as indicated above, this view also is
attended with difficulties. When, on the other hand, the Davidic
authorship be assumed, the Psalms in question yield a good sense.

In the light of the above considerations, therefore, we are con-
strained to reject the position that the contents of the Psalms are often
in conflict with the titles, and we believe that the titles are trustworthy
indications of authorship.?

The Authorship of Non-Davidic Psalms

There is no valid reason for denying the credibility of the titles which
indicate authors of Psalms other than David. What, however, may be
said about the so-called “orphan” Psalms, i.e., Psalms which have no
title? Mowinckel has designated Psalms 47 (ascribed to the sons of
Korah), and 93-99 (all without a title except Ps, 98) as Psalms which
were used in the cult at a supposed yearly festival of the ascension of the
throne. But no such festival is mentioned in the Old Testament. Doubt-
less when the ark was first brought into the sanctuary Psalms were used.
Such occasions would be David’s introduction of the ark into the city
(II Sam. 6 and I Chr. 13:15ff.) or Solomon’s dedication of the Temple
(I K 8; II Chr. 5-7). From the book of Chronicles we learn what Psalms
were sung on these occasions (see I Chr. 16:22-33 and IT Chr. 6:41, 42),
and it is interesting to note that among these is Ps. 96 and Ps. 132 which
Mowinckel also regards as a cultic Psalm. It is quite likely, therefore,
that Mowinckel has hit upon the purpose of these Psalms, and, if so, they
are to be regarded as coming either from the time of David or Solomon.

With respect to the anonymous psalms which appear in a Davidic
cycle, such as 10, 33, 66, 67, 71, it is quite possible that they also are of
Davidic authorship. Thus, from Acts 4:25ff. we learn that Ps. 2 is by
David. From internal evidence we learn that Ps. 137 belongs to the time
of the exile, and probably also Ps. 126. It is very difficult, if not impos-

3. It is by no means necessary to assume that Ps. 51:18, 19 were added to the Psalm
by a post-exilic editor. Rather, these words should be taken in a figurative sense,
namely, by doing good to Zion, God will build the walls of Jerusalem.
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sible, however, to date a Psalm if it has no title, and there is no clear
internal evidence such as that found in Ps. 137.
3. THE DivisioN ANp NumBeR Or THE PsaLwMs,

In the Hebrew text as well as in the most ancient versions, the Psalter
is divided into five books, each of which terminates in a doxology, the
last Psalm forming a fitting concluding doxology to the entire Psalter.

Thus:
1. Psalms 1-41.
II. Psalms 42-72.
III. Psalms 73-89.
1V. Psalms 90-106.
V. Psalms 107-150.

In Book I the Divine Name, Jahweh (the LORD), occurs 273
times, and Elohim (God) but 15 times. In Book II Elohim appears
164 times, and Jahweh but 30. In Book III Jahweh occurs 44 times
and Elohim 43. In Book IV only Jahweh is used (103 times) and
in Book V Jahweh is used 236 times and Elohim 7. Note that Ps, 53
is an essential repetition of Ps. 14, but uses Elohim in place of

Jahweh.

The division of the Psalter into 150 Psalms does not appear in the
earliest Hebrew manuscript, some of which count more, some less,
than that number. According to Berachoth 9b, Psalms 1 and 2 were
counted as one. And the Jerusalem Talmud (Sabbath 16) speaks of
the number as 147, corresponding to the years that Jacob lived.

The LXX unites Psalms 9 and 10 and also 114 and 115 into one
psalm each, but on the other hand it divides Psalms 116 and 147
into two psalms each. In addition it adds an exira psalm which,
according to its title, is said to be “without the number” (exothen
tou arithmou). Thus, the LXX has 151 Psalms. This extra Psalm,
however, is Apocryphal.

The Psalms are not arranged in chronological order, but related
Psalms do occur together. Thus, 3-4; 9-10; 42-43 are related; also
larger groups such as 95-100; 146-150 belong together, and so also,
by reason of their alphabetic acrostie, do Psalms 111 and 112, Again,
groups are sometimes arranged according to author, as 42, 44-49
(sons of Korah) ; 73-83 (Asaph). Again, Psalms which bear similar
descriptive inscriptions are placed together, as 56-60 (Michtam);
120-134 (Songs of Ascent).

At the close of Psalm 72 appears the statement, “The prayers of David
the son of Jesse are ended.” These words occur at the close of a Solomonic

4. “The 147 Psalms which are written in the Psalter (tehillim) correspond to the
years of our father Jacob. Each of the praises which Israel addressed to the
Lord corresponds to the years of Jacob.” Cf. also Sepherim, 16:11, and elsewhere.
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Psalm, and even beyond this point, we may note, there are Davidic
Psalms. This statement evidently intends us to understand, not that there
are no further Davidic Psalms in the Psalter, but that we have now
reached the conclusion of a section which had been predominantly char-
acterized by Davidic Psalms. Thus, it sets these works of David off from
the Psalms of Asaph (73-83).

A similar statement appears also in Job 31:40, “The words of Job are
ended.” But words of Job do appear later. The statement indicates that
a certain point in the book has been reached, and distinguishes what pre-
cedes (Job’s discussions with his three friends) from what follows (the
section in which Elihu appears).

The Collection of the Psalter

It is difficult to determine how the present Psalter took its form, but
that there were earlier collections of Psalms appears to be obvious. Fur-
thermore, there seems to be little doubt but that the present five-fold
division is earlier than the time of the LXX.

It is probable that David himself began a formal collection and arrange-
ment of the Psalms. David instituted the liturgical use of a few Psalms
at least (e.g., I Chr. 16:44f.) and he also instituted the service in song at
the sanctuary (I Chr. 6:31). Cf. also IT Chr. 7:6; 23:18; 29:30; Ezra
3:10ff.; Neh. 12:24, 27ff. But it is impossible to tell to how great an
extent David collected and arranged his Psalms. There is no evidence
that David had all his Psalms used at the sanctuary.

Hezekiah may have been responsible for arranging the first three books
of the Psalter. At least in his time there were collections of David’s and
of Asaph’s Psalms (II Chr. 29:30). It is impossible to tell how or when
Book IV was collected, but probably Ezra was the final editor of the
entire collection.

The Titles of the Psalms

There are 34 Psalms in the Hebrew text which do not have a title, but
in the LXX only two lack titles (the word Alleluia being counted as a
title). The Vulgate follows the LXX in this respect. It is also clear that
the LXX translators did not always understand the language of the titles,
a fact which argues for their great antiquity. The titles of the Hebrew
text, when studied with the aid of a legitimate textual criticism,® are to
be regarded as trustworthy and of great value in determining the author-
ship, type, characteristics and liturgical usage of the Psalm in question.
Many Christian scholars have regarded them as inspired, but whether they

5. Thus, the two titles of Ps. 88 are obviously not original.



THE PSALMS 297

are inspired or no, they are an ancient and a valuable source of informa-
tion concerning the Psalter.

As the titles appear in the LXX, they cannot be original. There are
some manuscripts which do not contain them, and some (e.g., those
to 51, 52, 54, 57, 63, 142) are evidently in part of later origin.
Also, in the various manuscripts of the LXX there is considerable
divergence,

In the Syriac text, there is a divergence from both the Hebrew and
Greek, which expresses the view of the Psalm held by the Antioch
school of exegesis. Evidently, therefore, the superscriptions were not

regarded as inspired by those who produced the LXX and Syriac
translations of the Psalter.

We have already considered the titles which indicate authorship. It
should also be noted that the titles may indicate:

1. Type or Poetic Characteristic

57 Psalms are designated as Mizmor, which is the common title for
individual Psalms. The root of the word means “to pluck” and so refers
to the plucking of the strings of a musical instrument. Quite likely,
therefore, we are to understand by this designation a psalm which was
sung to the accompaniment of a stringed instrument.

Shir, a song, occurs 30 times, 12 of which are in connection with
Mizmor. Whereas Mizmor may apply only to psalms used in religious
worship, Shir is used of both sacred and secular songs.

Maschil occurs in the titles of 13 Psalms. The word has several con-
notations: thus, a meditative psalm, a didactic psalm, a skillful psalm.

Michtam occurs in 6 titles, but its meaning is by no means clear. Since
kethem means gold, it has generally been assumed that michiam means
a golden Psalm. Mowinckel appeals to the Assyrian ka-ta-mu (to cover)
and suggests that the michtam would be a song of covering, or atoning
for sin.

Shiggayon occurs once, Ps. 7, and its meaning is not clear.

Tephillah, in 5 titles. The word means “prayer.”

Tehillah (praise) appears but once (Ps. 145), although the entire
Psalter is called “the Book of Praises” (Tehillim). The word itself is
used in the body of several Psalms.

2. Musical Directions or Setting

Lamnatseach. This word appears in the titles of 55 Psalms, and also in
Hab. 3:19. The Vulgate renders it “in finem,” but in the AV it is trans-
lated “to the chief Musician.” The RV renders it “for the chief musician.”
In I Chr. 15:21 the verbal form is used with respect to musical service in
the sanctuary, and hence it is often supposed to have reference to a



298 INTRODUCTION TO THE OLD TESTAMENT o
director or leader of the music. But the ancient translations did not thus
understand it. Some would slightly emend the text so that it should be
translated “musical rendering”, but there are difficulties also in this view.
Mowinckel has suggested that the term indicates that the psalm is to be
used to propitiate God. The suggestion is interesting, but questionable.
It seems best to admit that we do not know the meaning of the term.
= Selah. This word does not occur in the titles, but at the end of a section
(e.g., Ps. 46:7). It appears 71 times in 39 different psalms. The meaning
is not known. Some take it to mean “lifting up” of the voices; others that
the music was to increase in volume. But if it is a musical term, why is it
used in so few psalms? The LXX renders it by diapsalmon, which shows
that they did not understand its meaning.
Neginoth, in 6 titles, always combined with lamnatseach. The term
means “stringed instruments,” and its infrequent use is surprising. Four
of the titles in which it appears also have the term Mizmor.

‘Al hashsheminith, twice, in Psalms 6 and 12, is generally taken to
mean “on the octave.” FAP, however, has shown rather convincingly
that this is not the meaning. Its meaning is not known.

‘Al ‘alamoth Ps. 46. It possibly occurred also in the title of Ps. 49,
but now appears as the last word of Ps. 48. In I Chr. 15:20 it is used of
stringed instruments, but its exact meaning is not known.

Gittith occurs in 3 titles. It may be connected with the word Gath
(wine-press). If so, it could be called a tune or melody of vintage. This
is however, questionable,

Nechiloth in Ps. 5 is rendered in the RV by “with wind instruments.”
FAP suggests that it may refer to a reed-pipe, I S. 10:5; T K 1:40; Isa.
30:29. Machalath, “sickness, grief,” possibly indicating that the Psalm
is to be sung to a mournful tune. In the title of Ps. 88, it appears as
Machalath Leannoth.

3. Words Which May Indicate Melodies

Al-tashcheth (“do not destroy”), appears in four titles. FAP suggests
that the reference is to the “vintage-song” quoted in Isa. 65:8 (destroy
not the cluster), and that these psalms were to be sung to the tune of this
song which was so well known that it could be identified merely by its
opening words. However, it is by no means clear that the words in Isa.
65:8 are those of a song. More likely they are not. Again, we must
acknowledge that we do not understand the precise force of this phrase.

Ayyeleth hashachar, in the title of Ps. 22, “the hind of the morning.”

Shoshanim, in the titles of Ps. 45 and 69, “anemonies.”

Shushan ‘Eduth “an anemone is (my) testimony”? in the titles of Ps.
60 and 80. Cf. also Ps. 45, “a song of loves.”
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Jonath elem rechokim in Ps. 56, possibly “the dove of the faraway
terebinths” (elyem). Joachim Begrich emends this title so that it reads
“after the mode of Greece (javanith) of the distant isles” and appeals to
Isa. 56:19, but this is mere conjecture.

Al muth labben appears in the title of Ps. 9.

4. Songs of Ascent (Ma‘aloth), Pss. 120-134

It has been suggested that these were sung as the pilgrims journeyed to
Jerusalem to celebrate the three annual feasis. This may have been the
case (cf. Ps. 122:1-3), but we cannot be certain.

5. The Purpose of the Psalter

According to Cornill, the Psalter in its present form is “the hymn—,
prayer—, and religious instruction—book of the community of the
Second Temple” (Introduction, ET, p. 399). This view is based upon
the assumption that the Psalter represents the devout feeling of old Israel
in protest to the rising Judaism of Ezra and the Pharisees. But such an
opinion is without foundation in fact.

For that matter we do amiss when we regard the entire Psalter as de-
signed for the usage of the Temple. That some Psalms were so used
cannot be denied, but it is interesting to note that liturgical directions
are lacking for many of the Psalms.

The Psalter, rather, is primarily a manual and guide and model for
the devotional needs of the individual believer. It is a book of prayer and
praise, to be meditated upon by the believer, that he may thereby
learn to praise God and pray to Him. As ‘Calvin has remarked, it is
“‘An Anatomy of all the Parts of the Soul’, for there is not an emotion
(affectum) of which any one can be conscious (reperiet) that is not here
represented as in a mirror. Or rather, the Holy Spirit has here drawn
to the life (repraesentavit) all the griefs, sorrows, fears, doubts, hopes,
cares, perplexities, in short, all the distracting emotions (turbulentos
motus) with which the minds of men are wont to be agitated.”

The Psalms in which the first person pronoun is employed are obviously
designed to express primarily the experience of an individual. This fact
is more and more being recognized (e.g., Mowinkel, Balla, etc.). Of
course, this does not preclude the usage of these Psalms in divine wor-
ship, but such usage is secondary. Hence, while today Christians should
sing Psalms in the worship of the Church, they do great wrong to neglect
the Psalter in individual devotions.
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Chapter XVII
PROVERBS

Name

The title in the Hebrew Bible is “The proverbs (mishele) of Solomon,
the son of David, king of Israel” (1:1). The word mashal indicates a
brief, pithy saying which expresses wisdom. It is, strictly speaking, a
representation or comparison. Raven well defines it as “a sententio