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¢ To those who have to teach, it will be found very

useful. " Ecclesiastical Gazetle.

¢ Those who are disturbed by perplexing things in sacred Scripture,
or desire to be able to help others whose minds are so perplexed, may
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¢ A very useful undertaking, carried out in a very creditable manner.
The difficulties dealt with are real—the lying spirit in the mouth of
the prophets, the slaying of Sisera by Jael, the destrnction of the
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GENERAL PREFACE.

TH1s book is not presented to the reader as containing final judg-
ments on any of the topics introduced in it. It contains only the
material, more or less complete, for forming good judgments. A
dogmatic tone is carefully avoided, and a suggestive tone is anxiously
and constantly sought. The Editor’s opinions are but contributions
towards the consideration of a subject. It is not a controversial
work, and it has no precisely-defined theories to uphold. Fairly, and
without prejudice, the views of writers of very different schools are
represented ; and even the effort to guide the reader to a final judg-
ment is kept within careful restraint.

The aim set before the Editor is a very simple one, but a practi-
cally useful one. Fresh information relating to Bible subjects has
largely accumulated during recent years, and new additions are being
made every month. But this information comes to us in a variety of
ways. It is often locked up in books that are only accessible to the
learned : and the thousands of Bible readers, Bible students, and
Bible teachers, have neither the time for research, nor the ability to
select, from the mass of material at command, what may be of real
value in the elucidation of Bible problems. The Editor has en-
deavoured first to select special topics of interest to thoughtful Bible
readers ; keeping in mind that a subject may interest one student,
and altogether fail to interest another. Then he has endeavoured to
quicken inquiry, and impel to research, by suggesting questions,
And, finally, he has sought to provide, and set forth as succinctly as
possible, what is known, and what is thought, in relation to the
matter treated.

This volume is the continuation and completion of a scheme, of
which the first portion has been published under the title, ¢ A Hand-
book of Biblical Difficulties.” The scheme proposed to deal, in a
representative way, with all the casses of difficulties which an intelli-
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2 HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES.

gent reader might be expected to find in the Bible. 'The carly
volume was confined to the treatment of difficulties connected with
moral questions, Eastern sentiments, and the miraculous element.
This volume treats of the difficulties relating to History, Science,
Ancient Religions, Language, and Doctrine.

In treating so many Bible questions under the term ¢ Difficulties,’
the Editor is conscious of an objection that may fairly be urged. It
may be said, that it is not wise to produce the impression that there
are so many difficulties in God’s Word. The disposition to find
excuse for not believing the Bible is strong enough without being
encouraged by those who are the friends of the Bible. To that ob-
jection it may be replied, (r) That it is necessary for us to follow
closely on the heels of those who suggest that there are errors and
mistakes in the Sacred Word. The Christian must be at least as
quick and skilful in defence as the unbeliever is in attack ; and the
Christian need never be afraid for the whole truth to be known. (2)
The more of these so-called ‘difficulties’ we gather together, the less im-
portance is seen to attach to our inability to explain any oze of them;
because we find out that they belong to c/asses, and then we can get
principles of explanation that are quite satisfactory when applied to
the c/ass, though we may not be enabled to apply them to some one
particular case. (3) Though the subjects introduced are called
¢ Difficulties,” the term is more correctly used of what men think and
feel who read the Word, than of the Word itself. The difficulties
may be, in part, due to the incompleteness of the record, which so
seldom tells us all we want to know ; but they are chiefly due to the
insufficiency, or the incorrectness, of our knowledge, and to the blind-
ing influence of owr prejudices. These, so often, first put things into
the Word for us, and then persuade us that the difficulties we find
belong to the Word itself.

In the former volume there was more of opinion than of fact. In
this, by reason of the nature of the subjects treated, there must be
more of fact than of opinion. But on no subject connected with
Bible History, or Science, or Criticism, can it be affirmed that the
‘last word has been spoken.” The monuments, and the buried cities,
are still yielding the materials for new judgments. Learned men are
still applying, as skilfully as they may, the latest critical apparatus ;
and all that can be attained by any of us, is a good, reasonable, work-
able, but temporary, conclusion.  Z%af, however, is a sufficient basis
of faith, and it should be a sufficient incentive to duty.

Advanced students will find this work little more than a reminder
of points of interest which they have met with in the course of their
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researches. And those who wish to pursue further any topic that is
introduced in this volume, will readily find the works of great
thought-leaders in every department.

One large class of probable readers the Editor has endeavoured
constantly to keep in mind. The Teachers of Senior and Bible
Classes require to be ready with an efficient answer to every inquiry
that may be made by any member of their classes. The reception
of the former volume by this particular class of readers has been very
gratifying ; and it has made quite clear that these volumes will meet
a distinctly recognised want, and materially aid our Senior Class
Teachers in guiding intelligently the questioning, and often the half-
sceptical thoughts, of the young people.

The Editor has in no case set down anything that would imperil
the sense of authority in God’s Word. While endeavouring to keep
abreast of all the latest information, he regards very many of the
results of modern criticism as tentative ; and even thinks that soine
of the conclusions from monumental relics have been hastily drawn,
and will come under revision. But he considers that nothing is
gained by hiding from the general view all that is known, and all
that is thought, in relation to the Word of God. The truest safety is
found in the free ventilation of all subjects. Men’s minds are
variously constituted, and through the strife of opinion, the satisfac-
tory settings of the truth may be won. Fear for the Word of God is
a feeling which the Editor has never cherished. To gain the fuller,
worthier, and wiser knowledge of the Word, and of all related to it,
and of all that can throw light upon it, has been the great aim of his
life, and the constant endeavour of long, hard-working years.

May those who use this book find it as helpful in the confirmation
of their faith, and in the enlargement of their Bible Knowledge, as
the Editor has done who has compiled it! Concerning the literature,
and history, and science of God’s most Holy Word, we may unite in
saying—

¢ Let knowledge grow from more to more,’
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I
THE BIBLE AS LITERATURE.

WE are now becoming familiar with the statement that our Bible
has its place in the world’s ZiZerature. But many persons are yet
unable to admit that it may be studied as one of the world’s books,
apart from its higher purpose, as the authorized revelation of the will
of God, and the duties of man. There are multitudes who have
studied it as the Sacred Book ; there will always be some who can
find in it no more than one of the World’s Classics ; an ordinary
book of Ethics, and History, and Poetry, and Philosophy. But why
may not those who regard the Bible as the inspired book of morals
and religion, willingly learn all they can from those who study the
Word from a strictly literary point of view ? If we say that it is litera-
ture, and much more, we may surely be willing to learn all we can
from those who are skilled in literature. Writers like Renan do not
occupy our standpoint, nor can they see what we can see; but we
should be foolish indeed if we refused to learn all Renan, and similar
authors, can teach us, so far as they can go.

Dr. H. M. Thompson, Bishop of Mississippi, states in plain and
significant terms the position which is now commending itself to in-
telligent and educated persons. “If God is to give a revelation of
Divine knowledge to man, it must begin, being what man is, under
limitations. It must be given in human speech. There is, therefore,
the Divine Essence—the revelation ; and the human clothing of the
revelation—human words. The Divine Essence is always the same.
The human expression must necessarily vary. Also, the human ex-
pression may be inadequate, or even erroneous.’

Now the term Ziterature, as applied to the Bible, concerns only the
human form in which the Book comes to us. It is, we know, in a
special and unique sense, a Book by itself ; but it is also a Book taking
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rank among other books, the product of human minds ; composed
according to the knowledge and literary skill of different times and
national conditions. It may surely be subjected to examination
according to ordinary literary rules. Why should we fear to submit
it to such testings? It has pleased God to employ human minds
with their particular furniture of knowledge ; and we are only follow-
ing along God’s own line when we try to ascertain the limitations of
human faculty, and the extent of human knowledge, as found in the
Sacred Book.

Our minds are often confused because the distinction between
Revelation and Inspiration is not precisely drawn. ¢The word
Revelation stands for the Act of God in making truth known to men,
and then, in a secondary sense, for the truth itself which is thus
made known. /Juspiration is the name of the special Divine influ-
ence under which the writers of the Bible worked. We speak of the
Revelation of God in the Bible, and of the Inspiration of the writers
of the Bible. In order to understand the questions which have been
raised on these two subjects, it is important that we should dis-
criminate between them in thought, but in fact they are closely con-
nected. It is the association of the two that gives its supreme value
to the Bible. This is recognised as a book of unique character,
because it is an inspived record of a Divine revelation.

Without in any sense denying or limiting the inspiration of the
Bible writers, we may recognise the further truth, that such Divine
influence as may be called ¢ inspiration’ rests upon the 7eaders of the
record as truly as upon the writers of it. If God was pleased to
speak to men through /Zives, He can speak to us through the records
of lives as we read them.

Perhaps one greatest hindrance is found in the notion that prevails
among us, that God is more present in what we regard as superhuman
events than in what we regard as Auman ; more present in the extra-
ordinary than in the ordinary; more present in miracle than in
history. And yet this notion will be easily dispelled by careful
thinking. The child-times of the world make much of wonders and
portents. The manhood of the world finds God in daily life ; sees
Him to be far greater when He gives to every living thing its meat
in due season, than when, for a purpose, He satisfies 5,000 with five
loaves. It would be wise for us to culture quickness of observation,
so that we may see God in Nature, in Providence, in history, in life,
and then this God-awakening attention, and illustrating Himself some-
Zimes, in miracle and wonder.

If we could fully accept the idea that our Bible is Zizerature, we
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should be able readily to settle the difficulties that are connected
with science. We should then see that literature can do no more
than reflect the ideas of the age in which it is produced. We can
see how strange, % us, would be the scientific setting of a thousand
or two thousand years ago ; but we do not so readily see how strange,
how ridiculous, to the people who lived two thousand years ago would
have been books written in the scientific setting of this nineteenth
century. How useless, how mischievous, how subversive of the
Divine order, would have becen Bible references to the earth going
round the sun, to protoplasm, evolution, gas, or telephones ! Science
means the knowledge of a material world which man’s faculties enable
him to gain, and it is necessarily a progressive thing ; its character-
istics vary in different ages and climes. ‘The most universally-received
conclusions of to-day may be dispelled by the enlarged knowledge
and keener criticism of to-morrow.

What things, then, are in evidence concerning the literary character
of the Old Testament? In the appendix to a Teachers’ Bible may
be found these sentences: ‘The Old Testament consists of the
sacred literature of the Jews.” ¢The Bible is a work of literature,
not a manual of scientific theology.” We need not, then, be afraid
to say that the Old Testament, from the Pentateuch or Hexateuch
onwards, is simply the literature of the Jews; sacred because the
Jews were a sacred people, sacred because God was pleased to make
that literature conserve the primary principles of natural religion for
humanity, preserving them as the foundation on which the spiritual
religion of Christ could be reared when the fulness of times had
come.

This volume is prepared with the prevailing idea that the whole
world is God’s ; science is God’s; history is God’s ; philosophy is
God’s ; art is God’s ; literature is God’s ; the Bible is God’s ; man is
God’s ; and every faculty and endowment of man’s is God’s. In
place of finding God eoz/y in the Bible, we would find God there and
everywhere ; and wherever He is, we are sure He will be supplement-
ing or correcting men, setting men straight, sometimes leaving man to
his free experiment, and sometimes helping him by revelations.

We shall also take this view. What we call a man’s e7707s may be
but the limited range of knowledge of his age. If a man is true to
his times God doees not interfere with him, and give him the know-
ledge which will be gained by men in some later time. A man can
only serve his generation aright by being en zapport with it. Each
age is a step ; from it the world gets power to step up higher. And
it is quite enough if it be a Zrue step at the time. We learn by seeing
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exactly what men thought, and felt, and knew, and did at each
stage; we are helped by seeing how kin these Bible men and
women were even to the moral sentiments of the ages in which they
lived. '

It is true that, in the spheres of morals and religion, we find Divine
corrections ; but they were only corrections within the limited spheres
and capacities of the times in which they were given. No teacher
would think of correcting the mistake of a boy by giving that boy
the very highest knowledge that the teacher had himself gained. He
corrects the boy by giving knowledge that is just deyond the boy’s
present attainment. In many things Moses carries on Arab and
Egyptian notions and customs ; but God secures a higher tone and
character for Moses’ adaptations, raises such things, and makes them
serve spiritual purposes. '

What, then, do we propose in this our treatment of literary and
scientific Bible difficulties? The constant and close relation of God
to all the contents of the Bible will be jealously preserved. We shall
reverently inquire, by a careful consideration of the facts, what God
has been pleased to do, and how He has been pleased to do it.
Common-sense is God’s, and we shall bring it to bear on the Bible
records, and on the solution of Bible difficulties ; and so we may
hope to bring the Sacred Book into closer and more human relations

“with us.

As confirming and illustrating our position, we give the following
passage by Dr. R. Heber Newton, of America :

‘The Bible is a series of books, the extant national literature of
the Jews, the Apocrypha being included, and the literature of the
Christian church in its creative epoch. As literature, these books
are, most of them, noble, and worthy of immortality, and have been
the chief sources of inspiration to the mental and moral life of Chris-
tendom ; worthy to be called Sacred Books.

¢ They are in a still deeper sense our Sacred Books—as the literature
of the people of religion, the race to whom God gave the unique
mission of evolving ethical religion, whom He had endowed with a
specialty for religion and trained by singular experiences for its
normal development, and from whom, as an historical fact, has
issued the one religion which may claim to have the future in its
hands, the religion bodied in the Divine Man.

¢The literature of such a people forms plainly the classic books of
religion, which are, as our fathers believed, the records of a real reve-
lation, though that revelation lay in the historic and organic evolution
of Israel’s consciousness, the coming on of light into the race. These
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books are the works of a real, Divine inspiration, though that inspira-
tion was wholly ethical and spiritual, and in nowise scientific or

philosophic, and differs from other inspirations only in degree, not
kind.’

I1.
RECENT VIEWS ON INSPIRATION.

The various theories of inspiration were fully treated in the intro-
ductory note to the previous volume. Since then, decided advance
has been made in the more liberal treatment of this subject. As
characteristic utterances, we quote the following from a bishop of the
American Episcopal Church: ‘The doctrine of a verbal inspiration
was never that of the Church Catholic’; and this passage taken
from the writings of Professor Elmslie: ‘It is undoubtedly true that
we possess no early Hebrew manuscripts ; that the ancient transla-
tions depart in the most surprising fashion from the received Hebrew
text; that very many passages of the latter cannot be construed so
as to give a reasonably likely sense ; that nearly all scholars admit in
numerous passages the existence of uncertainty as to the actual
original, or even the certain loss of what the inspired penman wrote.
In a much less degree, the same things are true of the New Testa-
ment manuscripts, versions, and text, as the unlearned reader may
see in part by comparing the Authorized English Version with the
text and margin of the Revised Version. On the other hand, it is
confessed alike by believing and unbelieving scholars that all this, at
first sight, formidable mass of uncertainty as to a few passages of
moment, and innumerable verbal details, has not, in any appreciable
degree, touched or modified the Scriptural basis on which rests our
belief in the grand doctrines of evangelical faith.’

We are now invited to deal with the question of Bible inspiration
after a new method ; and we must candidly admit that the proposed
new method is in every way wiser, safer, and more reasonable.

The old and long-established method has been to decide first of
all what the Bible is, and then treat it as being what we have defore-
hand decided that it is.

The new method is to reserve all making of theories about the
Bible until we have carefully and reverently examined and studied it ;
and then, when the facts are fully before us, we may venture to form
a decision as to what it is, and a theory about its inspiration.

We shall have no difficulty in saying which is the more reasonable
course, if the alternative be put before us in this form: Which is the
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wiser plan, to take a theory that men have made, and judge God’s Book
by the man-made theory, or to take God’s Book just as He has given
it to us, and only when we know it well venture to make a theory
about it ?

There is much in the Rev. R. F. Horton’s recent book on ‘Inspi-
ration and the Bible’ which we should have to criticise somewhat
severely. We more especially object to the magnifying, and even
creating, of difficulties and contradictions, through unwillingness to
recognise common-sense and familiar explanations. In the treatment
of a composite book, such as our Bible is, everything depends on the
bias of mind with which it is approached, and it is at once truer and
healthier to approach it with the expectation that its variations, and
apparent contradictions, have some natural and simple solution.

But the general position which Mr. Horton takes is that which is
taken by reverent thought-leaders both in England, the Continent,
and America ; and it will receive general acceptance from Christian
people as they become familiarized with it. It is the modern form
in which devout minds will apprehend the Inspiration of Holy Scrip-
ture. It is subversive only of that particular form of the truth of
Inspiration which is known as ¢ Verda/,’ and which can only be held
Jn face of facts which abundantly disprove it, and are patent to every
unprejudiced student.

Mr. Horton says: ¢To the question, then, What is Inspiration?
we have to answer, Precisely that which the Bible zs. But when once
this simple truth is realized, and cleared from all the illusions of
false ideas which have been the growth of centuries, we find the task
which lies before us is, though arduous and long, yet full of hope and
promise. Relieved from the incubus of a big falsity, we can turn
joyfully to the discovery of the truth. To find out what is the con-
tent of the term Inspiration, we must set to work earnestly and dili-
gently to find out what the Bible actually is. Instead of being
hampered in all our inquiries by a foregone conclusion, and fright-
ened from a candid investigation of fact by the fear lest the fact
should shatter our theory of Inspiration, we go to form our theory of
Inspiration from an examination of the facts. To use the language
of Logic, our inquiry becomes Inductive instead of Deductive ; it is
Positive instead of Metaphysical. The time, then, to formulate a
doctrine of Inspiration is when we have fairly and freely and fully
investigated all that the Inspired Volume contains ; only then can we
draw together the varied phenomena, and attempt to give an idea of
the term, not merely by example, but by definition.’

It is impossible to object to this way of presenting our duty in re-
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lation to the question of Inspiration. Nothing can honour the Bible
more than to shake ourselves free from men’s opinions about it, and
consult it ourselves, and see what it has to say for itself. It is pre-
cisely #4is work which this volume on ¢ Bible Difficulties’ seeks to
aid. It confidently offers guidance in some of the dy-ways of Scrip-
ture, in the assurance that its help will move some hindrances out of
the way of an intelligent and reverent apprehension of the fact, that
‘no prophecy ever came by the will of man; but men spake from
God, being moved by the Holy Ghost.’

As we have still to combat the rigid theory of ¢ Verbal Inspiration,’
which has gained so firm a hold on the Christian mind, and still to
try and replace it with the more Scriptural and truthful view, we may
remind our readers of certain calm, judicious, and suggestive
sentences, penned by the late Frederick Myers, M.A., of Keswick.
‘The more rigid Theory, which is more popularly received, and
which holds that there is no separable human element in the Bible—
that its several books not only contain the Word of God, but are con-
stituted of the Words of God, and of them alone, and that all, there-
fore, is throughout of equal and supreme authority—this is a belief
which involves in it many difficulties and disadvantages. By dis-
allowing any human element, or any condescending adaptation, we
are deprived at once of much feeling of sympathy with the writers
of the Bible-—as in such case they become but as mere Instruments
rather than Agents of the Supreme-—and we are put out of harmony
with what we think we see to be the condition of God’s dealings in
all other parts of His influence on man that we know of ; we find
broken that chain of analogies which we appear able to trace
throughout the varied economy of His educational processes; and
thus a preliminary difficulty—the source of other consequent diffi-
culties in detail almost innumerable—is introduced, which, if gratui-
tous, is certainly unwise. But not only this: we are henceforth ex-
posed to attacks of criticism quite countless and endless : and our
faith is ever liable to rude shocks, if not more, at each fresh difficulty
which can be raised as to any sentence, or even word, throughout
documents extending over a period of the ancient history of man for
fiftcen centuries and more. The Literalist depending much on par-
ticular passages and on certain expressions being of one form and not
of another, is in continual danger of having the large inferences which
his system allows and even requires him to erect upon them brought
to the ground by a progressive scholarship. The fearful anxieties
which have been caused to those who maintained such opinions,
even in our days, by the Progress of Science, ought not to be readily



GENERAL INTRODUCTIOMN. 11

forgotten by themselves, and will not be so by others: and though
now gradually these are subsiding everywhere, they ought not to be
allowed to do so wholly, without leaving us the lesson of the falli-
bility of even the devoutest dogmatism.

¢ And what have been historically the advantages of the more rigid
Theory? Has the result which has attended the assertion of it been
such as to satisfy any thoughtful mind, or to gratify any religious
one? Has it prevented controversies? or, rather, hasit not given
rise to them more abundantly? Does it solve any of those great
difficulties which have been common to all ages? Has it not intro-
duced new ones? Does it not rather ignore the anxieties of the
most earnest, and contradict the acquisitions of the most enlight-
ened ? Has it even secured to the most simply devout any theoretic
unanimity ? or what result is there which it has accomplished which
might not have been accomplished by a less rigid theory, and may not
yet be? Almost every difficulty which is presented by the less
definite Theory is presented also by that which is the most so, and
the history of Exposition testifies most clearly that there are very
few who hold the strict theory, who are not compelled to make
practical relaxations of exposition which impair the consistency of
their principles, and who do not transfer to their Rules of Interpre-
tation a licence which amounts to an equivalent for what elsewhere
they are anxious to deny.’

It is hardly possible to find what we regard as the true theory, or
view, of the Inspiration of God’s Word, more soberly, more con-
cisely, or more satisfactorily stated than by Mr. Myers, toward the
close of his Third Book of ¢ Catholic Thoughts.’

‘Such persons are here assured by one who has studied the
writings of both volumes of the Bible, long and often—under various
conditions of mind, and from points of view as wide asunder as
possible for the same object to be retained in sight—that he believes
there is no moral truth more certain than that the Bible is as a whole
generically different from all other books—and that it has been
given by the special Providence of God to be to men an indispens-
able and sufficient Guide for them to the Knowledge and Love of
Himself. The New Testament appears to him, after every fresh ex-
amination of the criticism which has been brought against it, to be
substantially a self-authenticating Revelation of God ; and the Old
Testament, after the same, to be a Divinely-provided Introduction to
the New—truly prophesying and testifying of Christ, and being as a
Schoolmaster to lead us unto Him. Some portions, indeed, of the
Scriptures, when taken separately, may appear imperfect, but when
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carefully considered in their due relations, they will be seen to form
the terms of a series which the Providence of God has surely super-
intended. To one thus viewing them, there will eventually disclose
itself a Unity of Plan and of Spirit pervading the whole Bible from
Genesis to Revelations—Dbinding both volumes into one, and develop-
ing a scheme which surely, yet naturally—with continual apparent
frustration indeed of immediate processes, but with certain progress
towards the accomplishment of its ultimate aim—proves itself Divine:
for nothing can well be conceived more self-evidently under more
than Mortal Governance than that which equably develops itself,
and forms itself into one living and growing Whole, during a period
which includes within it some fifty generations of mankind. Viewed
as thus unfolding itself, with perpetual fresh increase of vitality for so
long, and when ceasing to grow, giving birth to a Dispensation of
things, the full significance of which we feel to be yet inexhaustible,
the Bible cannot but appear, notwithstanding the fullest recognition
of its human elements, a Book emphatically Divine— such as there is
not elsewhere on earth ; different not only in degree, but in kind
from all others ; and one which, when rightly read, can do what none
other can—make men wise unto salvation.’

Careful attention to these wise words should convince us that a
full and reverent recognition of the Inspiration of God’s Word is
not in any way dependent on our acceptance of a hard and fast
theory, which has never been more than the dogma of a school:
never the belief of the Catholic and Universal Church.

Such a Divine presidency over the formation of the Sacred Book,
and such a Divine direction of all its contents to the securing of pre-
determined moral and religious ends, as Mr. Myers thus devoutly
recognises, we also admit, and commend to the serious consideration
of our readers. With such an apprehension of Divine Inspiration
they may reasonably be satisfied. Such Inspiration will be found
underlying our treatment of the various perplexities of the Word in
this book on ‘ Bible Difficulties.’

Henry Ward Beecher represents a somewhat different school of
thought. He says that the ¢ Divine Revelation, interpreted by Evolu-
tion, will free the Scriptures from fictitious pretensions made by men,
from clouds of misconceptions, and give to us the Book as a clear,
shining light, instead of an orb veiled by false claims and worn-out
philosophies.” He thinks that the ¢ Bible has been held in captivity
by an untrue and unwarranted theory of inspiration, which runs it
against a thousand obstacles, and well-nigh leads the commentators
into intellectual dishonesty. Men have ignored the actual method of
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its growth, by laying wrong emphasis upon its external structure, and,
above all, making its exterior framework—the historical mechanism—
of more importance than the thing that has been secured within the
Scriptures by means of that mechanism. Much that may have been
needful for the evolution and production of the Bible ceases to be
needful for our faith in it, when it has been produced.’

Mr. Wilson, of Clifton College, deals with the right Christian atti-
tude towards defimitions of Inspiration in a very striking way, in his
volume of lectures. He begins by contrasting the extreme reticence
not of one Christian Church only, but of nearly all the greater
branches of the Christian Church, as to the true definition of Inspira-
tion, with the desire of Secularists and Agnostics so to define it that
they may confute the Christian revelation, as it were, out of its own
mouth. He contrasts impressively the language of two different
authorities on this question. One of these says, ‘The purely organic
(¢.e., mechanical) theory of Inspiration rests on no Scriptural authority,
and, if we except a few ambiguous metaphors, is supported by no
historical testimony. Itis at variance with the whole form and fashion
of the Bible, and it is destructive of all that is holiest in man and
highest in religion.” ‘The other authority says, ‘It will not do to say
that it [the Bible] is not verbally inspired. If the words are not in-
spired, what is?” And then Mr. Wilson explains that the former
authority, who protests so strongly against verbal inspiration as incon-
sistent with historical testimony and fatal to what is highest in religion,
is Canon Westcott, of Cambridge, one of the most learned of our
living Biblical critics ; and that the latter authority, who is eager to
tie the Bible down to verbal inspiration, is the well-known American
Secularist, Colonel Robert Ingersoll, who really contends for verbal
inspiration as the only intelligible kind of inspiration, in order that he
may explode all inspiration altogether. ‘Do you, then, ask me,” says
Mr. Wilson, ‘can I become a Christian without having first believed
in the Divinely-guaranteed accuracy of the Bible? A thousand times
I answer, “Yes.”” And then he proceeds, in a passage of great
beauty and wisdom, to explain himself : ‘The truth is, that the belief
in inspiration is not the portal by which you enter the temple ; it is
the atmosphere that you breathe when you have entered. You may
become a Christian—most men do become Christians—from finding
in the life and sayings and death of Jesus Christ something that
touches them, something that finds them, something that is a revela-
tion of Divine love to the human heart. Men find that there is some-
thing in them dear and precious to God. And then love springs up
in them, and a new life begins. They look out on the world with
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larger and more loving eyes. They see God in their brethren, God
in Nature, and God in their Bibles. In their Bibles they read of the
Christ whom they love. Those pages are filled with power that moves
the soul ;: never man spake as this man; never book spake as this
book. And this, and this only, is the theory of inspiration that
Christians must needs possess. It is primarily an internal question
among believers, not an external question with the world. It has
little or no relation to the convictions which make and keep a man a
Christian. Tt is not a question which I or anyone would care to talk
about to one who is not already drawn to Christ. It is premature to
talk with others of the exact limits of inspiration. Let them first read
the Gospels, read them as they would read any other book, with any
theory of inspiration or with none, with the one aim of learning the
truth about Jesus Christ, of finding in the book what is pure, and
noble, and elevating ; let them first learn to admire, to love, to copy,
to serve Jesus Christ, and I care not what theory they may form of
inspiration : they will have got the thing, and then they will not be
over-anxious to define it.’ '

Bishop Goodwin says: ‘ Attention does not seem to have been
duly given to the fact that the word Inspiration must, in the nature
of things, be a word used to express a certain quality of a book,
known upon other grounds to exist, and cannot rightly be regarded
as a word from which, by a deductive process, the qualities of the
book can be determined. A writer starts, for instance, with the
principle that the Bible is inspired—is the Word of God—is the
message of God to man—or the like ; and from this principle under-
takes to assert that certain propositions concerning it must be true.
He says, for example, that it cannot contain any statements contrary
to the truths of science, or that it cannot contain historical errors as
to matters of fact, or that it cannot contain internal discrepancies.
Now, I do not say that any one of these characteristics, declared to
be impossible, does in reality belong to the Bible; but I wish to
know upon what principle anyone can venture to assert positively
that the discovery of their existence strips the Bible of its Divine
character ?’

Dr. D. V. Simon, of Edinburgh, writes : ¢ More or less distinctly—
more distinctly of late—all candid inquirers have confessed that there
was a human as well as a divine element in the Scriptures. The
Scripture as truly as Christ is drvine-human.

It is proposed, in this work on ‘ Difficulties,” to recognise fully what
is thus called the ‘human element.’
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SECTION I
DIFFICULTIES RELATING TO ANCIENT HISTORY.

OLD TESTAMENT.

INTRODUCTORY NOTE.

IN the selection of topics for treatment under this heading, a very
comprehensive view of history has been taken. It is regarded as
including the legendary matters which precede history proper, the
identification of persons and places, apparent contradictions in his-
torical statements, chronological complications, diversities in the nar-
ratives, significance of particular incidents, explanation of elaborate
details, and the relations of the Sacred History to that which has
long been known, and that which has recently been recovered, of the
history of the nations surrounding Israel.

It may be helpful if the peculiarities of the Sacred History are
briefly indicated. It is evident that the early portion of Genesis
must be classed as legendary, and, as such, may be compared with
the vague antecedents of the history of every nation. When history
may be said to begin with Abraham, we need to remember that, at
first, it existed only as narratives retained in memory, and told from
generation to generation. And when history could be preserved in
writing, it was still subject to the uncertainties of copying and
editing.

We may regard Moses as the Divinely-guided compiler of the
early history from legendary materials which had been preserved in
memory as folklore. And for the later history we may find two
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classes of writers—those who originally composed fragments on
matters within their knowledge ; and those who, in later times,
threaded these fragments so as to form an almost continuous
narrative.

It is singular that the Bible should never indicate any anxiety con-
cerning the authorship of any of the portions of which it is composed.
It even seems that pride of authorship is a modern invention. In
ancient times it was judged useful to fix a great and well-known
name to a composite work, and it was not meant to imply that the
man so named was responsible for the whole of the contents. Thus
David’s name is put to the collection of national psalms, of which he
only contributed a portion. Solomon’s name is attached to the Book
of Proverbs, though the book acknowledges the contributions of
others. Isaiah appears to be the author of a book which covers too
long a space of time for one human life. We must beware of taking
our modern notions of authorship and composition as the basis on
which we judge the origin and character of the ancient writings.
Due account should be made of the uncertainty of copying, and of
translation into other languages; and it must be admitted that the
editors would exercise their judgment in the selection, arrangement,
and fitting together of their materials. If attention is paid to such
things, many diversities, discrepancies, and apparent contradictions,
as well as many peculiarities of language and style, will receive a
simple and satisfactory explanation.

There are some facts that demand consideration. If Moses wrote
the Pentateuch, it is quite clear that he could not have had personal
knowledge of the contents of the first book. There is abundant
evidence that he had before him various legendary narratives, parts
of which, suiting his leading idea, he threaded into a tolerably con-
tinuous story.

It is equally certain that the histories, from Joshua to the Captivity,
as we have them notw, are not original documents belonging to each
age, but compilations from such documents as were preserved.
Indecd, the histories give us the names of a variety of such original
works, all of which have been destroyed. There was a collection of
heroic poems known as ‘The Book of Jasher,” of which extracts are
given. There were books known as ‘The History of Samuel the
Seer,” ¢ The History of Nathan the Prophet,” and ‘The History of
Gad the Seer,” ¢ The Acts of Solomon,” ‘The Prophecy of Ahijah the
Shilonite,” ‘The Visions of Iddo the Seer,” ‘The Book of the
Chronicles of the Kings of Israel,” and ¢ The Book of the Chronicles
of the Kings of Judah,” these latter being evidently State documents.
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It is seldom noticed that the Books of Samuel extend beyond the
life of Samuel, and so it is only in a limited sense that he was their
author. The Books of Kings and Chronicles must have been written
by someone who lived after the last incidents which they narrate,
and, if so, he must have used previously-provided materials. And if
this point be studied, it will be found that a space of some 400 years
intervenes between the preparation of the earlier series, the Books of
Kings, and the later series, the Books of Chronicles. It is not certain
that the same original materials were used for the compilation of the
two sets of works; and if two separate writers were now to attempt
to form a history of English life 400 years ago from the various docu-
ments which might be at their command, they would be sure to
produce similar diversities and apparent contradictions to those which
we find in the Books of Kings and Chronicles.

As to chronology, it is quite plain that there was in ancient times
no accurate system of dating events, and there is a remarkable
absence of chronological exactness in the historical writings of the
Bible.

These remarks, which will receive abundant illustration in the
treatment of the several topics of this work, are intended to keep
before the minds of our readers that the mora/ movements of the
people of God are the real subject of Divine revelation, and that
these are adequately and effectively presented in a history which, so
far as its mere details are concerned, is encompassed with the ordinary
infirmities of human histories.

If any should say, ‘Is there, then, no inspired element in the actual
writing? Is it, after all, only the ordinary record of an extraordinary
history ? we may answer in the words of Mr. Horton: ‘ Whoever
these unknown authors were, and we have seen that the historical
books were all anonymous, we may say of them generally, apart from
the indications in the quoted authorities, that they were prophets,
and sons of the prophets. Indifferent as they were to historical con-
sistency and chronological accuracy, they were keenly alive to the
element of revelation in the events they were narrating ; they, perhaps
unconsciously, selected their materials, and arranged them in a
didactic, an almost homiletical, way. It seems as if their purpose
was not so much to tell us what happened as to emphasize for us the
lesson of what happened. It is applied history rather than history
pure and simple; and on this ground we can understand that
tendency to irritation which critical historians sometimes betray in
approaching it. It is, then, if we may so put it, history written in
the prophetic method. And this remark, duly considered, explains

2
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both the defects and the unique merits of the historical books of the
Old Testament. On the one hand it explains the indifference to
details. The prophetic historian would never dream, like a modern
scientific historian, of writing interminable monographs about a dis-
puted name or a doubtful date; he might even take a story which
rested on very doubtful authority, finding in it more that would suit
his purpose than the bare and accurate statement of the fact which
could be authenticated. The standpoint of the prophetic historian
and of the scientific historian are wholly different ; they cannot be
judged by the same canons of criticism.

‘On the other hand, the above distinction explains the element
which we instinctively feel marks this history off from ordinary history.
To the prophetic eye the significance of all events seems to be in
their relation to the Will of God. . . . Perhaps, after all, 2%e one fact
of history is God’s work in it; in which case the scientific histories,
with all their learning and with all their toil, will look rather small
by the side of these imperfect compositions, which at least saw vividly
and recognised faithfully #z¢ one fact’

DIFFICULTIES RELATING TO ANCIENT HISTORY.

Identification of Goliath.

I SAMUEL xvii. 4: ‘And there went out a champion out of the camp of the
Philistines, named Goliath, of Gath, whose height was six cubits and a span.’

Difficulty.—Other persons are called by this name, and the deatl
of a Goliath is elsewhere attributed to one Elhanan, a Bethlehemite.

Explanation.—1It will be well to have before us all the passages.
that can give light on this difficulty. The passage given above is
the first reference to Goliath, and with verse 23, of the same chapter,
is probably the only reference to the original Goliath. Whether we
regard the Books of Samuel as made up from historical documents
or not, we must give the writer credit for knowing what he was.
writing about, and not saying in one place that Goliath was killed by
David, and in another by one Elhanan. In 2 Sam. xxi. 15-22, an
account is given of four ‘sons of the giant; this could mean no
other than the giant David himself had slain. Verse 22z reads:
‘These four were born to the giant in Gath, and fell by the hand of
David, and by the hand of his servants.” This is a succinct way of
saying, ‘ Goliath and his four sons fell by the hand of David and his
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servants.” If the account be given in precise detail, David slew the
Jather, and his servants, on different occasions, slew all four sons.

Now we have the names, or the descriptions, of three of these sons,
so that we can identify them without dispute. /s/bi-benob,
2 Sam. xxi. 16; Sapk, v.18; a nameless six-fingered man, v. 2o.
But the third name seems uncertain. Itis given in verse 19, and
in 1 Chron. xx. 5; these two verses may be set beside each other
as given in the Revised Version.

2 Sam. xxi. 19: ‘And there was again war with the Philistines at
Gob, and Elhanan, the son of Jaare-oregim the Bethlehemite, slew
Goliath the Gittite, the staff of whose spear was like a weaver’s beam.’

1 Chron. xx. 5: ‘And there was again war with the Philistines, and
Elhanan, the son of Jair, slew Lahmi, the brother of Goliath the Gittite,
the staff of whose spear was like a weaver’s beam.’

There is certainly some confusion here. Let us see how much is
clear.

1. Both the compiler of Samuel, and of Chronicles, distinctly
affirm that all the persons they speak of as conquered and slain were
sons of the giant, born to the giant in Gath. See 2 Sam. xxi.
22 ; 1 Chron. xx. 8. Whatever, then, may be the confusion of the
names given, the four persons in Samuel, and the three persons in
Chronicles, were all sozs of the giant, and cannot be confused with
their father.

2. This also is clear: the battle in which Elhanan conquered
occurred at Gob (z Sam. xxi. 19) or Gezer (1 Chron. xx. 4). Whether
this name ‘Gob ’stands for ¢ Gezer’or ‘ Gath,’ one thing is certain—it
cannot be the same as ‘Ephes-dammim,” where David fought
Goliath.

In the passage as given in Samuel (A.V.) the words ‘the brother
of > are in italics, intimating that they are not in the original, but
were inserted by the translators in order to make sense, and
harmonize the passage with the one in Chronicles. They cannot
be the proper ones to insert, because verse 22 plainly asserts that
the man was a soz of Goliath, whom David slew, and not a drot/er.
There is evident error in the text 1 Chron. xx. 5; the same remark
applies to it. The compiler is made to say, in verse 5, that Elhanan
slew Lahmi, the brother of Goliath, and in verse 8, this Lahmi was
one of the sons born to the giant in Gath. Itis evident that the
words ‘Lahmi, the son of,” have slipped out of the text in Samuel;
and ‘brother’ has taken the place of ‘son’ in the text of Chronicles.
We then have the four sons of the original Goliath fully accounted
for, Ishbi-benob, Saph, Lahmi, and the °‘six-fingered,’ and their

2—2
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deaths were brought about at the hands of Abishai, Sibbechai,
Elhanan, and Shimea.

All writers agree that the text of these two passages is imperfect,
but there is difference of opinion as to which should be regarded as
the corrective of the other. In favour of correcting Samuel from
Chronicles, we have Michaelis, Kennicott, Dathe, Keil, and Thenius,
In favour of correcting Chronicles from Samuel, we have Ewald and
Bertheau. Zwald’s suggested explanation is based on the purest
conjecture, and is a good illustration of the way in which theories
are invented when common sense would suffice to remove the
difficulty. Hesays: ¢ We know from one of the earliest accounts that
Goliath of Gath—the giant “whose spear-shaft was like a weaver’s
beam ”—was really slain by a certain Elhanan, the son of Jair of
Bethlehem ; and, indeed, according to the same authority, this
event did not take place until David had already become king.
Since we cannot doubt that the giant so described is the same whose
name is now introduced in David’s early history, we must suppose
that his name was transferred to the Philistine whom David slew
(who is, moreover, generally called simply ¢“the Philistine,”) when his
proper name had been lost. This would be all the more likely to
happen, because Elhanan, like David, was a native of Bethlehem.’

Another attempt to get over the difficulty has been made. _Jerome
suggested that Elhanan may have been another and an earlier
name of David. Tt is enough to reply that he is distinctly classed
with David’s generals Abishai, Sibbechai, and Shimea.

R. F. Horton, in his work ‘Inspiration and the Bible,” uses the
difficulty of identifying Goliath to support his theory of various frag-
mentary sources for the Scripture histories. He regards the story of
David’s killing Goliath as a distinct, and interpolated, narrative. He
says: ‘Read r Sam. xvi. 14-23 and then go on at xviii. 6, and you
see you have a straightforward narrative ; the section xvil. to xviii.
5, appears plainly as a separate piece, coming no doubt from a
separate source. This interpolated section is one of the most
conned and loved of Old Testament stories; but it is certainly
very puzzling to find our author in xxi. 19, informing us that
Goliath of Gath was killed, not by David at all, but by another
Bethlehemite named Elhanan. The chronicler (1 Chron. xx. 5) was
as puzzled as we are, and took the liberty of altering the statement,
saying that Elhanan slew, not Goliath, but his brother.” Mr. Horton
did not, we fear, seek for any explanation of the confusion, or note
that the ‘brother’ of verse 5 is the ‘son’ of verse 8.

The only other attempted explanation to which reference need be
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made regards Goliath as a family name, and treats the several names
as distinctive of individual members. We should therefore read,
Ishbi-Goliath, Saph-Goliath, Lahmi-Goliath, etc. Biskop Words-
worth writes: ‘The word “Goliath” means a stranger, an alien. It
may describe any one of the family of giants at Gath, the Anakim, or
sons of Anak, the Philistine Titans ; as Hamor was the name of the
chiefs of Shechem, Abimelech of Gerah, Pharaoh and Ptolemy of
those of Egypt, Caesar of Rome, and the members of the giant family
of the Cyclops are all called Cyclopes by Homer and other poets.’

It is quite possible that the word in Samuel, ¢ Bethlehemite,” which
is wanting in Chronicles, is a corruption of ¢ Lahmi, the brother (or
son) of.’

The Pharaoh of Abram’s Days.

GENESIS xii, 15: ¢ The princes also of Pharaoh saw her, and commended her
before Pharaoh : and the woman was taken into Pharaoh’s house.’

Question.—7s if possible o decide, with any great probability, the
name and dynasty of this Pharaoh ?

Answer.—No certainty is attainable. The name ¢ Pharaoh’ gives
us no help, as its derivation and meaning are now well known.
M. De Rougé has shown that the hieroglyphic which is the regular
title of the Egyptian kings, signifies ‘the great house,’ or the ‘ double
house,” and must be read, Peraa, or Perao. The identity of this
name with Pharaoh is admitted by Brugsch, Ebers, Canon Cook, etc.
How early in Egyptian history this name was applied to the reigning
monarch cannot be known. It was a title of respect, veiling the
person of the monarch under the name of his dwelling, in much the
same manner as we include the sovereign and his attendants under
the name of the ¢ Court.’

Some have argued that because Abram, an Arab Sheikh, found
favour in Egypt, its Pharaoh must have been one of the Hyksos, or
" Shepherd Kings, and as it is almost certain that the Pharaoh of
Joseph’s time belonged to the twelfth dynasty, the Pharaoh of Abram’s
time must have belonged to that dynasty or an earlier one.

¢ Very little beyond the names of the kings who belonged to the
sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, and eleventh dynasties is known ;
and a gap of about 500 years occurs in the history, which it
is absolutely impossible to fill up in detail. The first king of the
twelfth dynasty was called Amenemha.’

W. J. Deane, M.A., in his recent ¢Life of Abraham,” favours an
earlier date : ¢To determine the exact date of Abram’s arrival in Egypt,
and who was the Pharaoh whom he found upon the throne, is impos-
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sible. Josephus calls him in one place Nechaoh, and in another
Pharaothes ; other Jewish authorities name him Rikaion or Rakaion,
adding that he came from Sinear, and obtained the royal dignity by
force and fraud. Malala gives him the name of Naracho, of which
Rikaion seems to be a corruption, and which is probably the same as
the Nechaoh of Josephus. That the Egypt even of that early date
was a country of vast importance, and of venerable antiquity, is
certain from the monuments which have survived ; but the obscurity
of its early annals has not yet been cleared up, nor is the chronology
of i§s several dynasties accurately fixed. But it was probably between
the sixth and eleventh dynasties, and during the dominion of the
Hyksos, or Shepherds, that Abram appeared in the land.’

Professor Sayce takes the same view. ‘The Middle Empire, from
the twelfth dynasty, did not last long. Semitic invaders from Canaan
and Arabia overran the country, and established their seat at Zoan or
Tanis. TFor 511 years they held the Egyptians in bondage, though
the native princes, who had taken refuge in the south, gradually
acquired more and more power, until at last, under Aahmes or
Amosis, founder of the eighteenth dynasty, they succeeded in driving
the hated foreigners out. It must have been while the Hyksos
monarchs were holding their court at Zoan that Abraham entered the
land. He found there men of Semitic blood, like himself, and
speaking a Semitic language. A welcome was assured him, and he
had no need of an interpreter.’

Kings of the Hittites.

2 KINGS vii. 6: ¢ For the Lord had made the host of the Syrians to hear a
noise of chariots, and a noise of horses, even the noise of a great host : and they
said one to another, Lo, the king of Israel hath hired against us the kings of the
Hittites, and the kings of the Egyptians, to come upon us.’

Difficulty.—ds the only other Bible allusions to Hittites refer to
the small nation which formed one of the Canaanite nations that were
dispossessed by the Israelites, this mention of the Hittites as a distinct
and powerful nation seems to be incorrect.

Explanation.—This difficulty was seriously felt by all the older
Biblical writers. But it has no more foundation than lack of know-
ledge. That lack has been quite recently supplied, and consequently
the difficulty can now be completely removed. The history of the
comments on this text furnishes so severe a rebuke to the dogmatic
spirit, which asserts error when adequate explanation is not at once
forthcoming, that we may give it a careful consideration.

Matthew Henry says on this verse : ‘There was, for aught we



KINGS OF THE HITTITES. 23

know, but one king of Egypt; and what kings there were of the
Hittites nobody can imagine ; but as they were imposed upon by that
dreadful sound in their ears, so they imposed upon themselves by the
interpretation they made of it.’

Dr. Sayce tells of a distinguished scholar, nearly forty years ago,
who, selecting this passage for criticism, wrote in this way concerning
it : “Its unhistorical tone is too manifest to allow of our easy belief
in it. No Hittite kings can have compared in power with the King
of Judah, the real and near ally, who is not named at all . . . noris
there a single mark of acquaintance with the contemporaneous
history.’

Even Dean Stanley had to write on the subject without adequate
knowledge. He says, ‘ The Amorites, or mountaineers, occupied the
central and southern hills (of Palestine) with the Hittites and Hivites.
The Hittites belong to the more peaceful occupants, and their name
is that by which Palestine, in these early ages, was chiefly known in
foreign countries.’

FEwald has no idea of Hittites, save as one of the small nations
inhabiting Canaan at the time of the Israelite invasion. ¢The con-
trast to these highlanders (the Amorites) with their strong castles is
furnished by the Hittites, as dwellers in the valley, who had different
employments and manners, and lived, wherever possible, in distinct
and independent communities. We are not, therefore, surprised to
find them living near the mountains wherever they could find room,
as for instance in the south near Hebron, and extending from thence
as far as Bethel in the centre of the land. They nowhere appear as
warlike as the Amorites, but rather lovers of refinement at an early
period, and living in well-ordered communities possessing national
assemblies. Abraham’s allies in war are Amorites; but when he
desires to obtain a possession peaceably he turns to the Hittites.’

These extracts may suffice to indicate what was known or imagined
concerning the Hittites up to quite recent years.

But by-and-by it began to be perceived that the above text, and
similar references to tribes, or a nation, of Hittites (1 Kings x. 29;
2 Chron. i. 17), and more especially their association with the ‘kings
of Syria,” pointed to a people settled independently beyond Lebanon,
possibly on the south-eastern frontier towards Arabia.

When the Egyptian annals came to be more fully known, and more
carefully examined, they were found to refer to a war with Hittites,
and these could not be the petty tribe dwelling in Canaan. Egyptian
pictures, too, were believed to represent Hittites.

The way was thus preparing for the most interesting and important
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discovery of modern times. It is now known that the Hittites of
Palestine were only a colony, or offshoot, from a large and strong
nation occupying the tract of North Syria, between the Euphrates and
Orontes. In the thirteenth century before Christ, as is proved by
inscriptions cut in the rocks, their power extended over great part of
Asia Minor. Carchemish, Kadesh, Hamath, and Helbon (or Aleppo)
were their capitals. ¢They are found among the Syrian enemies of
the Egyptians in the monuments of the nineteenth dynasty (about
B.C. 1300), and in the early Assyrian monuments they appear as the
most powerful people of Northern Syria, dwelling on both banks of
the Euphrates in the country along its course from Bir to Balis. In
this tract they formed a great confederacy under a number of petty
kings, while, at the same time, there is a second confederacy of their
race further to the south, which seems to inhabit the Anti-Lebanon
between Hamath and Damascus.’ (Speaker’s Commentary.)

By the Egyptians the Hittites were called AZeta, or Khata.
Dr. Sayce finds it possible to speak of a ‘Hittite Empire’ from the
time of Ramses II. He says: ‘From this time forward it becomes
possible to speak of a Hittite Empire. Kadesh was once more in
Hittite hands, and the influence formerly enjoyed by Egypt in Pales-
tine and Syria was now enjoyed by its rival. The rude mountaineers
of the Taurus had descended into the fertile plains of the south,
interrupting the intercourse between Babylonia and Canaan, and
superseding the cuneiform characters of Chaldea by their own
hieroglyphic writing. From henceforth the Babylonian language
ceased to be the language of diplomacy and education.’

‘The “land of the Hittites,” according to the statements of the
Vannic Kings, stretched along the banks of the Euphrates from Palu
on the east as far as Malatiyeh on the west. The Hittites of the
Assyrian monuments lived to the south-west of this region, spreading
through Komagen¢ to Carchemish and Aleppo. The Egyptian
records bring them yet further south, to Kadesh on the Orontes, while
the Old Testament carries the name into the extreme south of Pales-
tine. It is evident, therefore, that we must see in the Hittite tribes
fragments of a race whose original seat was in the ranges of the
Taurus, but who had pushed their way into the warm plains and valleys
of Syria and Palestine. They belonged originally to Asia Minor, not
to Syria, and it was conquest only which gave them a right to the
name of Syrians. Hittite was their true title, and whether the tribes
to which it belonged lived in Judah or on the Orontes, at Carchemish
or in the neighbourhood of Paluy, this was the title under which they
were known.’
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As to the personal appearance of this race, Dr. Sayce says: ‘The
Hittites were a people with yellow skins and “ Mongoloid ” features,
whose receding foreheads, oblique eyes, and protruding upper jaws,
are represented as faithfully on their own monuments as they are on
those of Egypt, so that we cannot accuse the Egyptian artists of
caricature. If the Egyptians have made the Hittites ugly, it was
because they were so in reality.’

In his interesting work, ¢ Fresh Light from Ancient Monuments,’
Dr. Sayce has a chapter on the Empire of the Hittites, which contains
a sketch of the history of the discovery of this people, their sculptures,
and their writing ; and he has more fully dealt with the subject in a
recent work on ‘ The Hittites.” From the former of these books we take
the following passages, premising that it was quite recently published.

¢ Five years ago there was no one who suspected that a great empire
had once existed in Western Asia, and contended on equal terms with
both Egypt and Assyria, the founders of which were the little noticed
Hittites of the Old Testament. Still less did anyone dream that
these same Hittites had once carried their arms, their art, and their
religion to the shores of the Aigean, and that the early civilization of
Greece and Europe was as much indebted to them as it was to the
Pheenicians.

‘The discovery was made in 1879. Recent exploration and excava-
tion had shown that the primitive art and culture of Greece, as
revealed, for example, by Dr. Schliemann’s excavations at Mykenz,
were influenced by a peculiar art and culture emanating from Asia
Minor. Here, too, certain strange monuments had been discovered,
which form a continuous chain from Lydia in the west to Kappadokia
and Lykaonia in the east. The best known of these are certain rock
sculptures found at Boghaz, Keui and Eyuk, on the eastern side of
the Halys, and two figures in relief in the pass of Karabel, near
Sardes, which the old Greek historian, Herodotus, had long ago
supposed to be memorials of the Egyptian conqueror, Sesostris, or
Ramses II.

¢ Meanwhile, other discoveries were being made in lands more imme.
diately connected with the Bible. Scholars had learned from the
Egyptian inscriptions that, before the days of the Exodus, the Egyptian
monarchs had been engaged in fierce struggles with the powerful
nation of the Hittites, whose two chief seats were at Kadesh on the
Orontes, and Carchemish on the Euphrates, and who were able to
summon to their aid subject-allies not only from Palestine, but also
far away from Lydia and the Troad, on the western coast of Asia
Minor. Ramses II. himself, the Pharaoh of the oppression, had
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been glad to make peace with his antagonists ; and the treaty, which
provided, among other things, for the amnesty of political offenders
who had found a shelter during the war among one or other of the
two combatants, was cemented by the marriage of the Egyptian king
with the daughter of his rival. A century or two afterwards Tiglath-
Pileser I. of Assyria found his passage across the Euphrates barred
by the Hittites of Carchemish and their Kolkhian mercenaries.
From this time forward the Hittites proved dangerous enemies to the
Assyrian kings in their attempts to extend the empire towards the
west, until at last, in B.c. 717, Sargon succeeded in capturing their
rich capital, Carchemish, and in making it the seat of an Assyrian
satrap. Henceforth the Hittites disappear from history.

¢That they were a literary people, and possessed a system of writing
of their own, we learn from the Egyptian monuments. What this
writing was has been revealed by recent discoveries. Inscriptions in
a peculiar kind of hieroglyphics or picture-writing have been found at
Hamath, Aleppo, and Carchemish, in Kappadokia, Lykaonia, and
Lydia. They are always found associated with sculptures in a
curious style of art, some of which from Carchemish, the modern
Jerablis, are now in the British Museum. It was the discovery of
this fact (by Dr. Sayce), in 1879, which first revealed the existence of
the Hittite Empire and its importance in the history of civilization.
Certain hieroglyphic inscriptions, originally noticed by the traveller
Burckhardt, at Hamah, the ancient Hamath, had been made acces-
sible to the scientific world by the Palestine Exploration Fund, and
the conjecture had been put forward that they represented the long-
lost writing of the Hittites. The conjecture was shortly afterwards
confirmed by the discovery of similar inscriptions at Jerablfis, which
Mr. Skene and Mr. George Smith had already identified with the site
of Carchemish. If, therefore, the early monuments of Asia Minor
were really of Hittite origin, it was clear that they ought to be accom-
panied by Hittite hieroglyphics. And such turned out to be the case.
On visiting the sculptured figure in the pass of Karabel, in which
Herodotus had seen an image of the great opponent of the Hittites,
Dr. Sayce found that the characters engraved by the side of it were
all of them Hittite forms.’

It is only necessary to add, ‘that the Hittites were intruders in the
Semitic territory of Syria. Their origin must be sought in the high-
lands of Kappadokia, and from hence they descended into the regions
of the south, at that time occupied by Semitic Arameans. Hamath
and Kadesh had once been Aramean cities, and when they were again
wrested from the possession of the Hittites they did but return to
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their former owners. The fall of Carchemish meant the final triumph
of the Semites in their long struggle with the Hittite stranger.

‘Even in their southern home the Hittites preserved the dress of
the cold mountainous country from which they had come. They are
characterized by boots with turned-up toes, such as are still worn by
the mountaineers of Asia Minor and of Greece. They were thick-set,
and somewhat short of limb, and the Egyptian artists painted them
without beards, of a yellowish-white colour, with dark black hair. In
short, as M. Lenormant has pointed out, they had all the physical
characteristics of a Caucasian tribe. Their descendants are still to be
met with in the defiles of the Taurus, and on the plateau of Kappa-
dokia, though they have utterly forgotten the language or languages
their forefathers spoke. What their language was is still uncertain.
But the proper names preserved on the Egyptian and Assyrian
monuments show that it did not belong to the Semitic family of
speech, and an analysis of the Hittite inscriptions further makes it
evident that it made large use of suffixes. But we must be on our
guard against supposing that the language was uniform throughout
the district in which the Hittite population lived. Different tribes,
doubtless, spoke different dialects; and some of these dialects
probably differed widely from each other. But they all belonged to
the same general type and class of language, and may, therefore, be
collectively spoken of as the Hittite language, just as the various
dialects of England are collectively termed English.’

Identification of Belshazzar.

DANIEL v. 30: ‘In that night was Belshazzar, the king of the Chaldeans,
slain,’

Question.—- What light has been thrown upon the reign, and the
death, of this king by recent discoveries ?

Answer.—It will be well to see first what was the knowledge at
command a few years ago, so that we may clearly understand the
importance of the additions and corrections that have been recently
suggested.

The kings of Babylon after Nebuchadnezzar, who died 561 B.C,
were Evil-Merodach (561-559), Neriglissar (559-556), Laborosoarchod
(reigned nine months), and Nabu-Nahid (555-538). Herodotus gives
only the one name Labynetus to fill up the interval; and the
Scriptures only mention Evil-Merodach and Belshazzar.

Belshazzar is called the ‘son of Nebuchadnezzar,’ but this need
not occasion difficulty, because the term ‘son’ is freely used to mean
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¢descendant,” and Belshazzar would be regarded as a son of the
royal house if he married one of the princesses. Two explanations
seem to have gained favour. Belshazzar was regarded as a second
name for Evil-Merodach, who perished, as Belshazzar is said to have
done, after a reign of the same length as is ascribed to Belshazzar.
But the dates cannot be fitted to this theory. In 1854 a remarkable
discovery was made by Sir H. Rawlinson, at Mugheir, the ancient
Ur ; but the value of it in relation to the question before us is not
universally admitted. ‘¢ Documents were brought to light which
prove that Nabonnedus (Nabu-Nahid), during the last years of his
reign, associated his son Bil-shar-uzur with himself in the government,
and allowed him the royal title. He, then, may have conducted the
defence of Babylon within the walls; while the father commanded
without. Bil-shar-uzur was very young at the time; but princes as
young as he have held high command in the East ;—thus Herod the
Great was Governor of Galilee at fifteen ;—and the interference of
the queen is some presumption of the king’s youth. If Nabonnedus
married a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar, and if Belshazzar was the
issue of that marriage, the expressions of Dan. v. 11, 13, 18, 22 are
accounted for. Also, as there were fwo sovereigns, it is seen why
Daniel was proclaimed #4774 ruler of the kingdom.’

According to Berosus, Nabonnedus had retired from Babylon to the
neighbouring city of Borsippa; there he was blockaded, and, surrender-
ing at last to Cyrus, his life was spared, a principality in Carmania
was bestowed on him, and there he died. The circumstances
connected with the taking of Babylon by Cyrus are disputed.
Xenophon speaks of the capture of the city during a night of
feasting, and of the death of the king, whom, however, he does not
name.

A fairly reasonable account of Belshazzar was thus given in
explanation of the Scripture references. He was represented as the
son, and joint king, of Nabonnedus, and entrusted with the defence
of Babylon, while his father led the army in the field. Scripture does
not give any intimation of a desperate assault on Babylon. It is
quite open to the possibility that the city was taken by stratagem, or
even entered quietly at the goodwill of the officials. The only thing
affirmed is that, on the very night of the banquet, Belshazzar was
slain.

Professor George Rawlinson presents the following arguments in
support of the discovery of Sir H. Rawlinson, which provides such
important help toward the identification of Belshazzar. ¢Sir H.
Rawlinson’s inference from the inscription has been denied. (On
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cylinders placed by Nabonidus at the corners of the great temple of
Ur, he mentioned by name “his eldest son, Bel-shar-uzur,” and
prayed the moon-god to take him under his protection “that his
glory might endure.”) Mr. Fox Talbot has maintained that the
inscription does not furnish the “slightest evidence,” that Bel-shar-
uzur was ever regarded as co-regent with his father. “He may,” he
says, “have been a mere child when it was written.” The controversy
turns upon the question, What was Oriental practice in this matter?
Sir H. Rawlinson holds that Oriental monarchs generally, and the
Assyrian and Babylonian kings in particular, were so jealous of
possible rivals in their own family, that they did not name even their
own sons upon public documents unless they had associated them with
them in the government. Kudur-mabuk mentions his son Rim-agu;
but he has made him King of Larsa. Sennacherib mentions Asshur-
nadinsum, but on the occasion of his elevation to the throne of
Babylon. Apart from these instances, and that of Bel-shar-uzur, there
does not seem to be any mention made of their sons y zame by the
monarchs of either country.’

¢ The supposition that Bel-shar-uzur may have been “a mere child,”
when the inscription on which his name occurs was set up, is com-
pletely negatived by the newly discovered tablet of Nabonidus, which
shows him to have had a son—and Bel-shar-uzur was his “eldest son”—
who held the command of his main army from his seventh year, e.C.
549, to his eleventh, B.c. 545. It is a reasonable supposition that the
prince mentioned upon this tablet was Bel-shar-uzur. He is called
emphatically “the king’s son,” and is mentioned five times. While
Cyrus is threatening Babylon both on the north and on the south,
Nabonidus is shown to have remained sluggish and inert within the
walls of the capital, the true kingly power being exercised by “the
king’s son,” who is with the army and the officers in Akkad, or
northern Babylonia, watching Cyrus, and protecting Babylon. When
the advance of the army of Babylon is finally made, what ‘“the king’s
son” did is not told us. Nabonidus must have roused himself from
his lethargy, and joined his troops ; but as soon as he found himself
in danger, he fled. Pursuit was made, he was captured—possibly at
Borsippa, as Berosus related. The victorious Persians took him
with them into Babylon. If at this time “the king’s son” was still
alive, any further resistance that was made must, almost certainly,
have been made by him. Now, such resistance was made. A body of
“rebels,” as they are called, threw themselves into Bit-Saggatu, or the
fortified enclosure within which stood the Great Temple of Bel-
Merodach and the Royal Palace, and, shutting to the gates, defied
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the enemy. It is true one record says no preparations had been
previously made for the defence of the place, and there was no store
of weapons in it. But the soldiers would have their own weapons ;
the temple and the palace would probably be well supplied with wine
and provisions ; the defences would be strong ; and the feeling of the
defenders may well have been such as Herodotus ascribes to the
mass of the Babylonians when they shut themselves within the walls
of the town. Bel-shar-uzur and his lords may have felt so secure
that they could indulge in feasting and revelry. They may have
maintained their position for months. It is at any, rate most
remarkable that the writer of the tablet, having launched his shaft of
contempt against the foolish “rebels,” interposed a break of more than
four mont/is between this and the next paragraph. It was at the end
of Tammuz that the “rebels ” closed the gates of Bit-Saggatu ; it was
not till the third day of Marchesvan that ¢“Cyrus to Babylon
descended, and made peace there. It may have been on the night
of his arrival with strong reinforcements that the final attack was
made, and that Belshazzar, having provoked God by a wanton act of
impiety, was slain.”’

The objections to this identification of the Belshazzar of Daniel
with Bil-shar-uzur, the eldest son of Nabonidus, are: (1) Belshazzar
is called repeatedly the son of Nebuchadnezzar, but there is no
evidence that Bel-shar-uzur was in any way related to that monarch.
(2) The Book of Daniel gives no hint of Belshazzar’s having a father
still alive, and on the throne. (In replying to this, due importance
may be given to the fact that Daniel was constituted #4i7d ruler ;
v. 7.) '

Professor A. H. Sayce reads the latest inscriptions in such a way
as to venture on the statement that Babylon was not besieged and
taken by Cyrus. It opened its gates to his general long before he
came near it, and needed neither fighting nor battle for its occupa-
tion. There may have been several sieges of the city, and foreign
historians may have confused these together. We need to be very
careful in not making Scripture responsible for the errors of
Herodotus and other historians. And concerning Belshazzar
Scripture affirms no more than the banquet of the king, and his death
by violence on the night of the banquet, and the change of the
government of Babylon on the event of his death. It may be further
noticed that the name of the last King of Babylon, on the Babylonian
records, is Maruduk-sarra-usur, which is not unlike Belshazzar, or
Bel-shar-uzur.

There will probably be further discoveries which may help to clear
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up difficulties ; but it must be admitted that the most recent dis-
coveries tend to increase difficulties rather than to relieve them. ‘In
the inscription of Cyrus, of which Professor Sayce gives a somewhat
full account, Cyrus states that he “took Babylon without bloodshed,
and made Nabonidus prisoner.” He also mentions that * the king’s
son” was at Accad, “with his great men and soldiers,” in the same
year as the capture of Babylon, and that the men of Accad raised
a revolt. Further on in the inscription, which is much mutilated, a
statement is made, “and the king died. From the seventh of the
month Adar unto the third day of the month Nisan there was weep-
ing in Accad.” Now, according to the last mention made of
Nabonidus in this inscription, he was taken bound to Babylon. It is
highly probable, therefore, that the king who died at Accad was “ the
king’s son” mentioned in an earlier part of the inscription. May it
not be conjectured that this was Belshazzar, and that the scene de-
scribed in Dan. v. occured at Accad, and not at Babylon? (A.
Deane, B.D.)

We may venture to say that Belshazzar is identified as the eldest
son of Nabonidus, but the materials are not yet at our command for
presenting his history with minuteness and precision.

Fulfilment of the Curse on Jericho.

1 KINGS xvi. 34 : ‘In his days did Hiel the Bethel-ite build Jericho : he laid
the foundation thereof in Abiram his firstborn, and set up the gates thereof in his
youngest son, Segub, according to the word of the Lord, which he spake by
Joshua, the son of Nun.’

Difficulty.—ds Jericho is mentioned as an existing towwn between
the time of Joshua and the time of Ahab, it is not easy to recognise in
what lay the precise sin of Hiel.

Explanation.—It will be well first to have all the passages
relating to the matter before us. The first is the curse pronounced
by Joshua : ¢And Joshua adjured them at that time, saying, Cursed
be the man before the Lord, that riseth up and buildeth this city
Jericho ; he shall lay the foundation thereof in his firstborn, and in
his youngest son shall he set up the gates of it” On this curse it
may be remarked that the interest of the siege of Jericho gathers
about the walls, or fortifications, of the city. The miraculous power
of God was directed to the throwing down of the wal/s ; and the
significant reference in the curse to the ‘gates’ may indicate that the
curse took a soldier’s form, and was concerned only with the peril
which might attend upon rebuilding the walls, and refortifying the
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town. Jericho, as an open town, would be no peril to the young
nation, but Jericho, walled and fortified, might easily become a
serious menace if seized by a hostile army. As we read the original
curse, then, it may be intended to curse the fortifier rather than the re-
builder of the city.

The following are the intimations that a city was to be found at
the site of Jericho up to the time of David. In Judges i. 16, the
children of the Kenite are said to have gone up ‘out of the city of
palm-trees ; and that this was the recognised name of Jericho is
inferred from Deut. xxxiv. 3; 2 Chron. xxviii. 15.

In Judges iii. 13, we are told that Eglon of Moab confederated
with the children of Ammon and Amalek, and went ‘and smote
Israel, and they possessed the city of palm-trees.’

But the matter is made quite certain by the fact that David
appointed Jericho for the place of retirement to his ambassadors
whom the Ammonites had maltreated. They were to tarry at Jericho
until their beards were grown ; and there certainly must have been a
Jericho to tarry at (z Sam. x. 5).

Two explanations have been suggested. (1) As a devoted city
might not be rebuilt (Deut. xiii. 16), and the Jews in all probability
levelled the houses, we may assume that the open towns referred to
in Judges, and Samuel, were built in the neighbourhood, but not
at the original site. But if there was already a Jericho quite near, it
is difficult to understand why Hiel should take the trouble to build
on the old site. (2) The other suggestion is, in every way, the most
reasonable one, and is supported by most Biblical writers. As a
part of Ahab’s military schemes, taken without giving any heed to
the word or will of God, Hiel was entrusted with the work of re-
fortifying Jericho, as a frontier garrison of the territory of Israel,
and as commanding the ford over the Jordan. It was designed to
be a Divine warning to Ahab, that the old curse so surely fell on
him who thus wilfully acted against a positive Divine command.

The narrative of Hiel is given as a proof of the general impiety
of Ahab’s time. Men were wilful because the king set an example
of wilfulness. ‘The curse of Joshua had hitherto been respected ;
but now faith in the old religion had so decayed that Joshua’s

malediction—terrible as it was—no longer exercised a deterrent
power.



THE TIME FOR KILLING THE PASSOVER. 33

The Time for Killing the Passover.

Exopus xii. 6: ‘ And ye shall keep it up until the fourteenth day of the same
month : and the whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall k11] it in the
evening.” REev. VER.: ‘At even.’ HEB. : ¢ Between the two evenings.’

Question.— Does any symbolical importance attach to the precision

of these Passover requirements?

Answer.—The thing that most arrests attention, in the account
of the institution of the Passover, is the precision and minuteness of
the details. Everything had to be done at exactly prescribed times,
and in exactly prescribed ways. But the explanation is to be found
in the necessity for putting to the test the odedience of the people,
rather than in the symbolical suggestion of all the details of the
ritual. It is always safer to seek for moral than for symbolical
meanings in the Divine regulations: for, even if symbolical ones can
be found, they are only the handmaids of the moral. The end of all
Divine dealings, whatever may be the forms they take, is always the
culture of character. Symbol and rite are never ends in themselves,
nor can they ever have value apart from their religious and moral
influence.

Moral obedience can be tested by requirements definite in form,
and precise in detail. A formal obedience may satisfy itself with
doing the thing that is required; but heart obedience will find its
natural expression in doing the thing that is required exactly as fe
who commands wishes it lo be done. The details of the Divine
requirement are of the deepest interest to the man who desires to
show his love by his obedience. And these minute requirements of
the Passover rite are to be regarded as a gracmus provision of
opportunities for showing obedience.

The arrangement of one particular time for killing the lamb, is
perhaps the most striking of these details. What is called in the
Hebrew, ‘between the two evenings,” was doubtless quite distinctly
understood by the Israelites, though it seems confusing to us.
According to Onkelos and Aben Ezra, the first evening was at sun-
set, the second about an hour later, when the twilight ended, and the
stars came out (Deut. xvi. 6). Canon Cook thinks the most
probable explanation is that it includes the time from afternoon, or
early eventide, until sunset. ¢This accords with the ancient custom
of the Hebrews, who slew the paschal lamb immediately after the offer-
ing of the daily sacrifice, which on the day of the Passover took place a
little earlier than usual, between two and three p.m. This would
allow about two hours and a half for slaying and preparing all the

3
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lambs. It is clear that they would not wait until sunset, at which
time the evening meal would take place. This interpretation is
supported by Rashi, Kimchi, Bochart, Lightfoot, Clericus, and
Patrick. Thus Josephus: ¢ They offer this sacrifice from the ninth
to the eleventh hour.” The Greeks had the same idiom, dis-
tinguishing between the early and late evening.’

The Pharisees, in our Lord’s time (and the Jews now), understood
the time between the sun’s declining and its actual setting.

Kalisch translated : ‘at dusk,” and quotes with approval the follow-
ing from Aben Ezra. ¢We have two evenings ; the first, the setting
of the sun, that is, the time when he disappears beneath the
horizon ; and the second, the ceasing of the light which is reflected
in the clouds ; and between both lies an interval of about one hour
and twenty minutes.’

Sentiment of Egyptians concerning Shepherds.
GENESs1S xlvi. 34 : ¢ For every shepherd is an abomination unto the Egyptians.’

Question.—7s it possible for us to trace the causes, in Egyptian
manners, ov in Egyptian history, for this strong sentiment?

Answer.—It is not reasonable to suppose the Egyptians merely
objecting, in an aristocratic spirit, to the occupation of tending cattle.
Mere class-fecling is not sufficient to explain so strong an expression
as ‘an abomination.” The sentiment must have been a national and
political one. It seems that, “in the reign of Timaus, or Thamuz,
Egypt was invaded by a tribe of Cushite Shepherds from Arabia,
The Egyptians submitted without trying the event of a battle, and
were exposed, for a period of 260 years, to the most tyrannous and
insulting conduct from their new masters ; who made one of their
own number king, and established their capital at Memphis ; having
in proper places strong garrisons, which kept both Upper and Lower
Egypt under subjection and tribute. There were six kings of this
dynasty, who were called Hyksos, or “ King-shepherds,” and they
exercised a degree of cruelty and oppression upon the natives which
left an indelible sense of hatred upon the minds of the Egyptians,
even in periods long subsequent. At last the national spirit was
roused, and after a war of thirty years, the princes of Upper Egypt
succeeded in obliging them to withdraw from the country which had
been so deeply injured by their invasion ’ (K7#0).

Professor George Rawlinson points out that, though this sentiment
against shepherds prevailed among the zafive Egyptians, while the
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forcign Hyksos reigned, such an immigration as Jacob’s would be
specially welcome to the authorities. ¢ Egypt had been conquered,
some centuries before the time of Joseph, by a nomadic race from
Asia, of pastoral habits. The conquest had been accompanied with
extreme cruelty and violence ; wherever the nomads triumphed, the
males of full age had been massacred, the women and children reduced
to slavery, the cities burnt, the temples demolished, the images of the
gods thrown to the ground. An oppressive and tyrannical rule had
been established. The old Egyptians, the native African race, were
bowed down beneath the yoke of unsympathetic aliens. Although
by degrees the manners of the conquerors became softened, and, as
so often happens, the rude invaders conformed themselves more and
more, in language, habits and methods of thought, to the pattern set
them by their more civilized subjects, yet, so far as feelings and
sentiments were concerned, a wide gulf still separated the two. Like
the Aryan Persians under the rule of the Parthians, like the native
Chinese under the Mantchu Tartars, the Egyptians groaned and re-
pined in secret, and persistently nurtured the hope of one day re-
asserting their independence. Nor were their foreign masters un-
aware of these feelings. They knew themselves to be detested ; they
were conscious of the volcano under their feet ; they lived in expecta-
tion of an outbreak, and were always engaged in making preparations
against it. In this condition of affairs, each band of immigrants
from Asia, especially if of nomadic habits, was regarded as an acces-
sion of strength, and was therefore welcomed and treated with favour.
Shepherds were “ an abomination ” to the rea/ native Egyptians. To
the Hyksos kings, who held the dominion of Egypt, shepherds were
congenial, and Asiatic shepherds, more or less akin to their own race,
were viewed as especially trustworthy and reliable.’

As the date of the Shepherd dynasty is doubtful, many writers
prefer to explain the sentiment of the Egyptians towards shepherds,
as a class, as being merely the prejudice of a settled and civilized
people against a wandering and rough-mannered race. JZnuglis well
illustrates this point. ¢ The Egyptians, being a settled, civilized and
cultivated people, despised the rude, wandering shepherd ; in proof
of which they are always depicted on the monuments with long, lean,
sickly and distorted forms. So great was the hatred of shepherds,
that the figures of them were wrought into the soles of their sandals,
that they might tread at least on their effigies. There is 2 mummy in
Paris having a shepherd bound with cords painted beneath the
buskins. Wool was considered by the priests to be unclean, and was
never used for wrapping the dead. The Pharisaic prejudices, and the

3—2
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repulsions of caste, meaningless and irrational, so violent in India in
the present day, may help us to an explanation of the Egyptian
aversion to shepherds.’

Speaker’'s Commentary adds : ¢ Herodotus speaks of the aversion of
Egyptians for swincherds. To this day, sheep-feeding is esteemed
the office of women and slaves. The fact that the Egyptians them-
selves were great agriculturists, tillers of land, and that their neighbours
the Arab tribes of the desert, with whom they were continually at
feud, were nomads only, may have been sufficient to cause this feeling.
The Egyptians looked on all the people of Egypt as of noble race,
and on all foreigners as low-born. Hence they would naturally
esteem a nomadic people in close proximity to themselves, and with
a much lower civilization than their own, as barbarous and despic-
able.’

Kitto is probably right in a careful distinction which he makes.
‘ We are inclined to consider that the aversion of the Egyptians was
not so exclusively against rearers of cattle as such, as against the class
of pastors who associated the rearing of cattle with habits and pursuits
which rendered them equally hated and feared by a settled and re-
fined people like the Egyptians. We would therefore understand the
text in the most intense sense, and say that “every nomad shepherd
was an abomination to the Egyptians ;” for there is no evidence that
this disgrace attached, for instance, to those cultivators who, being
proprietors of lands, made the rearing of cattle an important part of
their business. The nomad tribes who pastured their flocks on the
borders, or within the limits of Egypt, did not in general belong to
the Egyptian nation, but were of Arabian, or Libyan, descent;
whence the prejudice against them as nomads was superadded to
that against foreigners in general. The turbulent and aggressive dis-
position which usually forms part of the character of nomads—and
their entire independence, or at least the imperfect and uncertain
control which it is possible to exercise over their tribes—are circum-
stances so replete with annoyance and danger to a carefully organised
society, like that of the Egyptians, as sufficiently to account for the
hatred and scorn which the ruling priestly caste strove to keep up
against them ; and it was probably in order to discourage all inter-
course that the regulation precluding Egyptians from eating with them
was first established.’

Note.—The question whether one of the Hyksos kings was on the
throne at the time of Joseph and the migration of Jacob’s family, is
treated in another paragraph. Wallis Budge, M.A., estimating care-
fully the evidence, says, ‘The last king of the twelfth dynasty was
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Amenemha IV.; and from this period (about zzoo B.C.) to the
eighteenth dynasty there is 2 gap of about 500 years. It is during
this break that the rule of the Hyksos or “Shepherd Kings” comes
in. But the Hyksos only preserved their power for some 260 years.

Sennacherib’s Calamity.

2 KINGS xix. 35: ¢ And it came to pass that night, that the angel of the Lord
went forth, and smote in the camp of the Assyrians an hundred fourscore and five
thousand : and when men arose early in the morning, behold, they were all dead
corpses.—Rev. Ver.

2 CHRON. xxxil. 21: ‘And the Lord sent an angel, which cut off all the mighty
men of valour, and the leaders and captains, in the camp of the king of Assyria.
So he returned with shame of face to his own land.’

Difficulty.—One of these accounts seems to intimate that the great
mass of the army was slain ; the other appears to limit the slaughter
to the officers.

Explanation.—The note in Chronicles is evidently only a brief
epitome of the incident, and, as it gives no special details, cannot be
regarded as in any sense contradictory of the accounts in 2z Kings
xix., or Isaiah xxxvii. 36. It is an accepted rule for all historical
compositions, that what is omitfed by one author shall not be regarded
as contradicting what is sZafed by another author, unless it is plainly
inconsistent. The author of Chronicles, in stating that the ¢ officers’
perished, does not deny that the ¢common soldiers’ also perished ;
and, whatever was the agent used for the infliction of this judgment,
it is hardly conceivable that it would be limited, in its range, to the
leaders. What we are to understand is, that the loss was so utterly
overwhelming because - amongst the slain were all the principal
officers.

Herodotus gives the Egyptian version of this calamity. ¢Senna-
cherib, king of the Arabians and Assyrians, marched a large army
into Egypt. On this the Egyptian army refused to help their king,
Sethon, a priest of Vulcan. He, therefore, being reduced to a strait,
entered the temple and lamented before the god the calamities
impending. While thus engaged he fell asleep, and the god appeared
to him in a vision, telling him that he would stand by him, and
encouraging him by the assurance that he should not suffer, since he,
the god, would send him help. Trusting this vision, the priest-king
took with him such men as would follow him, and shut himself up in
Pelusium, at the entrance of Egypt. But when they arrived there
myriads of field-mice, pouring in on their enemies, devoured their
quivers and bows and the handles of their shields, so that when they
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fled next day, defenceless, many of them were killed ; and to this
day a stone statue of this king stands in the temple of Vulcan, with
a mouse in his hand, and an inscription : “Whoever looks on me, let
him revere the gods.”’

Kitto says : ¢ Either some terrible known agency, such as that of the
pestilence, or the hot poisonous wind, was employed, or some
extraordinary and unknown operation took place. Berosus says that
it was a pestilence. It has been objected that no pestilence is so
suddenly destructive. Yet we do read of instantaneously destructive
pestilence in Scripture, as in the wilderness and at Bethshemesh ; and
it may be remarked, even of the natural pestilence, that under that
disease death supervenes at a certain number of days (not more in
any case than seven), from the commencement ; and if, therefore, any
number of men were smitten with it at one time, they would all die at
the same period, or within a very few hours of each other. If this
were the case here, the Assyrians who died before Jerusalem may
have been smitten with the pestilence before they left Egypt. But
we do not think that it zeas the plague. The almost immediately
mortal pestilence so often mentioned in Scripture, and known from
other ancient authorities, was clearly not the plague—the symptoms
described do not agree with those of the plague ; and it is probably
an extinct disease. It is not now known, even in the East, though there
is abundant evidence in history, tale, and song, of its former existence.
Of the glandular plague, the present prevailing epidemic of the East,
there is no certain trace in history anterior to the third century, even
in Egypt. Some suggest the agency of the simoon, the hot, pes-
tilential, desert wind ; but this does not usually affect Palestine. Its
effects sometimes prove instantly fatal, the corpse being livid or
black, like that of a person blasted by lightning ; at other times it
produces putrid fevers, which become mortal in a few hours, and very
few of those struck recover.’

Dean Stanley says: ¢ By what special means this great destruction
was effected, with how large or how small a remnant Sennacherib
returned, is not told. It might be a pestilential blast (Isai. xxxvii. 7),
according to the analogy by which a pestilence is usually described
in Scripture under the image of a destroying angel (Ps. lxxviii. 49,
2 Sam. xxiv. 16); and the numbers are not greater than are recorded
as perishing within very short periods—i50,000 Carthaginians in
Sicily, 500,000 in seven months at Cairo. It might be accompanied
by a storm. So Vitringa understood it, and this would best suit
the words in Isaiah xxx. 29. Such is the Talmudic tradition, accord-
ing to which the stones were still to be seen in the pass of Bethoron
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up which Sennacherib was supposed to be advancing with his
army.’ :
Geikie gathers up some important information. ‘The vast
multitude who perished—185,000 men—points to a far greater
calamity than could have befallen the army corps detached for
service against Jerusalem. It seems probable that affairs had not
prospered with Sennacherib from the first, in spite of his pompous
inscriptions. Indeed, it appears as if this could be read between the
lines ; for, though he boasts of having gained a victory at Eltekeh, no
list of prisoners or details of the booty are given, and he has to con-
tent himself with stating that he took the town of Eltekeh, and
Timnah, which very possibly was only an unwalled village. He
speaks of having shut up Hezekiah like a bird in a cage, but there is
nothing said of the capture of Jerusalem, nor of the conquest of
Egypt, or even of his having entered it, though this was the great
object of the campaign. It seems probable that, after the doubtful
triumph at Zlzeke/r, Sennacherib contented himself with besieging
and taking Lachish with part of his army ; a large force being sent
on, possibly, towards Egypt, while a corps was detached against
Jerusalem. But the plague, which had perhaps already shown itself in
the host, appears to have broken out violently in its different sections
before Jerusalem, beyond Eltekeh, and at Libnah, to which the head-
quarters had been removed on the fall of Lachish. The Jewish
tradition, handed down from generation to generation, understood the
language of Scripture as indicating an outbreak "of pestilence, let
loose, as in the case of the similar visitation of Jerusalem under David,
by the angel of God specially commissioned to inflict the Divine
wrath. . . . Instead of the thousands of mail-clad warriors, lately so
eager for the battle, only a terrified remnant could marshal round
him. His mighty men of valour—the rank and file of his proudest
battalions—his officers and generals, had been struck down. . . .
Deserted by heaven, and left to the fury of the dreaded demons of
pestilence and death, the panic-stricken king could think of nothing
but instant, though ignominious, flight towards Nineveh, where he
might hope to appease his gods. Orderly retreat was impossible.
The skeleton battalions were too demoralized. A deadly fear had
seized the survivors. The spectacle in each camp was too appalling
to leave room for hesitation.’

Sennacherib lived for twenty years after his withdrawal from
Palestine.
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Darius the Median.

DANIEL v. 31: ¢ And Darius the Median took the kingdom, being about three
score and two years old.”

Difficulty.—MNo person evidently answering to this description
appears in the records of Persian or Median history.

Explanation.—Dean Stanley says that ¢ Darius the Mede is still
an unsolved problem.” The secular history says that Cyrus, after the
capture of Babylon, appointed a man named Gubaru (Gobryas) as
his governor in Babylon. The question is whether this Gubaru and
Darius can possibly be the same person. Certainly Darius cannot
be identified with any person mentioned in profane history, and
hitherto no traces of any such name have been found in Babylonian
inscriptions belonging to this period.

The part of the inscription of Cyrus that refers to this matter reads
as follows: ‘On the third day of Marchesvan (October), Cyrus
entered Babylon. The roads (?) before him were covered. He
grants peace to the city, to the whole of Babylon Cyrus proclaims
peace.  Gobryas, his governor, was appointed over the (other)
governors in Babylon, and from the month Chisleu (November) to
the month Adar (February) the gods of Accad, whom Nabonidus
had brought to Babylon, were restored to their shrines. On the
eleventh day of the previous Marchesvan, Gobryas (was appointed)
over Babylon, and the King Nabonidus died.’

But we cannot be sure that the death of Belshazzar was connected
with the taking of Babylon by Cyrus on this occasion ; and history
gives no record of any Median kingdom intervening between the
I'abylonian and the Persian Empires. The readiest explanation is
found by treating Darius as a deposed king, or a royal relative of
Cyrus, and assuming that he was appointed chief governor of the
conquered province of Babylon, with the courtesy title of ¢king,” his
official name being Darius, his personal name Gobryas. But this is
assumption, and cannot be called knowledge.

The only Darius of this date known in history is Darius the son of
Hystaspes, who was the real founder of the Persian Empire; and
some think he is the ‘Darius’ of the Book of Daniel. The dates
may be first given, and then Sayce’s account of this Darius
Hystaspes.

Cyrus takes Babylon, 538 B.C.

Cambyses, his son, reigns 529-519 (eleven years).

Smerdis, the Magian, reigns seven months.

Darius Hystaspes, the Persian, reigns 517-486 (thirty-one years).
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*The Empire of Cyrus was broken up after the death of Cambyses,
and had to be reconquered by Darius Hystaspes. Darius was a
Zoroastrian monotheist as well as a Persian, and under him and his
successors polytheism ceased to be the religion of the State. Twice
during his reign he had to besiege Babylon. Hardly had he been
proclaimed king when it revolted under a certain Nidinta Bel, who
called himself, ““ Nebuchadrezzar, the son of Nabonidus.” Babylon
endured a siege of two years, and was at last captured by Darius only
by the help of a stratagem. Six years afterwards it again rose in
revolt, under an Armenian, who professed, like his predecessor, to be
“ Nebuchadrezzar, the son of Nabonidus.” Once more, however, it
was besieged and taken, and this time the pretender was put to death
by impalement. His predecessor, Nidinta Bel, seems to have been
slain while the Persian troops were forcing their way into the captured
city. In Nidinta Bel the line of independent Babylonian Kings may
be said to have come to an end, since the leader of the second revolt
was not a native, but an Armenian settler.’

Quite an attractive theory might be constructed on the basis of
the identification of Nidinta Bel, who called himself a ‘son of
Nebuchadrezzar,” with Belshazzar; and of Darius the Median with
Darius, the son of Hystaspes, the Persian. But there are serious
difficulties to overcome before such a theory can be accepted. Two
especially need attention. ‘The Darius of Scripture is called the ¢son
of Ahasuerus.” But Darius Hystaspes was the son of Achzmenes,
the founder of the Persian Royal Family. Then the Darius of
Scripture is said to have been ‘of the seed of the Medes’ (Dan. ix. 1).
But there is the strongest evidence that Darius Hystaspes was of pure
Persian race, and not an atom of evidence that he had any Persian
blood in his veins. It is among his proudest boasts that he is an
¢ Aryan, of Aryan descent, a Persian, the son of a Persian.’

The explanation that is perhaps the most generally accepted is thus
stated by FProfessor George Rawlinson : ‘It is said, in Dan. v. 31,
that “Darius the Median #0% the kingdom, and in ix. 1, that he
“avas made king over the realm of the Chaldeans.” Neither of these
two expressions is suitable to Cyrus (with whom some would
identify Darius, making out Darius to be a royal title). The word
translated “took ” means “received,” ‘“took from the hands of
another ;” and the other passage is yet more unmistakable. “ Was
made king,” exactly expresses the original, which uses the Hophal of
the verb, the Hiphel of which occurs when David makes Solomon
king over Israel (1 Chron. xxix. 20). No one would say of Alexander
the Great, when he conquered Darius Codomannus, that he “was
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made king over Persia.” The expression implies the reception of a
kingly position by one man from the hands of another. Now
Babylon, while under the Assyrians, had been almost always governed
by viceroys, who received their crown from the Assyrian monarchs.
It was not unnatural that Cyrus should follow the same system. He
had necessarily to appoint a governor, and the “ Nabonidus Tablet ”
tells us that he did so almost immediately after taking possession of
the city. The first governor appointed was a certain Gobryas, whose
nationality is doubtful ; but he appears to have been shortly after-
wards sent to some other locality. A different arrangement must
then have been made. That Cyrus should have appointed a Mede,
and allowed him to take the title of ¢ King,”is in no way improbable.
He was fond of appointing Medes to high office, as we learn from
Herodotus. He was earnestly desirous of conciliating the Babylonians,
as we find from his cylinder.

¢It was not many years before he gave his son, Cambyses, the full
royal power at Babylon, relinquishing it himself, as appears from a
dated tablet. The position of “ Darius the Median” in Daniel is
compatible with all that we know with any certainty from other
sources. We have only to suppose that Cyrus, in the interval between
the brief governorship of Gobryas and the sovereignty of Cambyses,
placed Babylon under a Median noble named Darius, and allowed
him a position intermediate betweenthat of a mere ordinary “governor”
and the full royal authority.’

But, if we accept this explanation, it remains to consider whether
we can further identify this Darius, and find out the relationship in
which he stood to Cyrus. The most satisfactory theory is that
attested by Josephus and Xenophon. ¢ According to these historians,
Cyrus conquered Babylon for his father-in-law, Cyaxares II., the son
of Astyages, and did not come to the throne of Babylon as an inde-
pendent prince till after his death. Josephus mentions that Darius
was known to the Greeks by another name; and this, it has been
concluded, was Cyaxares, the name given to him by Xenophon.’

Dr. C. Geikie summarizes the knowledge which is at present at
command very effectively : ¢ The transition from the Chaldaan dynasty
to the rule of the conquerors followed at once, for resistance appears
to have ceased after the taking of Babylon. Cyrus was now supreme
over all Asia, from India to the Dardanelles ; but, though the moving
spirit of this vast revolution, the obscurity of his original position as
king only of Elam, and his relations to the Medes, and perhaps the
Persians, seem to have led him for the time to deny himself the
titular sovereignty. A Median prince appears, therefore, to have
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been put forward by him as the nominal king, though the real power
remained in his own hands. Elam and Persia had been hitherto
very inferior in power and rank to Media, the haughty clans of which
followed him rather as their adopted chief than as their conqueror,
and the time was not yet ripe for affronting this proud assumption of
independence. Cyrus had gained the leadership by affecting to
liberate Media from a tyrannical despot, and the support of the
aristocracy and army had been won only by his diplomacy. A
Median prince was therefore established for the time as king in
Babylon—Darius, the son of Ahasuerus, or Cyaxares, a childless and
easily-managed man of sixty-two. Two years later this phantom king
died, and no further opposition to the accession of Cyrus, as an
Elamite, being possible, he openly assumed the empire.’

As a caution, we add a sentence from a note by Deane: ‘In
modern times the identity of Darius with Cyaxares II. has been
strongly maintained, though without paying sufficient attention to the
very slight evidence in favour of the existence of the latter.’

The fact is, that no absolute decision can be made in relation to
either Belshazzar, or Darius the Mede, until we can be sure which
fall of Babylon is referred to in the Book of Daniel, and what is its
precise date. The materials for forming such a decision are certainly
not at present within our reach ; and we must be satisfied with what
may seem to us the most reasonable explanatory theory.

Esau’s Wives.

GENESIS xxxvi. 2, 3: ‘Esau took his wives of the daughters of Canaan ; Adah,
the daughter of Elon the Hittite, and Aholibamah, the daughter of Anah, the
daughter of Zibeon the Hivite ; and Bashemath, Ishmael’s daughter, sister of
Nebajoth.’

Question.—Are we to understand that Esau thus deliberately cut
himself, and his descendants, off from all share in the rights and
privileges of the Abrahamic covenant? And how can this list of names

be reconciled with the lists given in xxvi. 34 ; xxviil. g ?

Answer.—The verse heading this paragraph belongs to a
genealogical table. For the history we must refer to the earlier
notices. As indicating the wild, wayward, wilful, impulsive character
of Esau, we are told of the indifference he showed to his birthright,
as eldest born, and the readiness with which, under stress of hunger,
he sold that birthright to Jacob for ‘bread and pottage of lentils’
(Gen. xxv. 29-34). It has become the fashion to compare Jacob
unfavourably with Esau; and to praise Esau in a very uncritical
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fashion. It is not sufficiently noticed that Scripture exhibits his
character in this incident, and it cannot be regarded as commendable.
The man who has no restraint of his animal appetites, is not likely to
have restraint of his bodily passions, or mastery of his will and moral
nature. And, lest we should form this unfavourable comparison
between Jacob and Esau, we are carefully informed of the troubles
that Esau’s wilfulness, lack of self-control, and indifference to all
higher considerations, made in the family, defore Jacob guilefully
secured the ‘blessing.” In Gen. xxvi. 34, 35, we read: ‘and Esau
was forty years old when he took to wife Judith, the daughter of
Beeri the Hittite, and Bashemath, the daughter of Elon the Hittite,
which were a grief of mind (bitterness of spirit) unto Isaac and to
Rebekah.’

It may be said that the grief of Isaac was caused by Esau offend-
ing against tribal sentiment, which required the leading family of a
tribe to marry only within the tribe, or strictly allied tribes, in order
to preserve the exclusiveness of each race. But the Scripture
records must always be read in the light of the Jehovah covenant.
Isaac regarded Esau as, not only the tribal heir, but as the covenant-
heir, and his marriage to Canaanite women was a distinct and wilful
offence against the covenant conditions, an open declaration that
Esau despised the covenant if it interfered with his following the
¢devices and desires of his own heart.’

This comes out yet more clearly in the conduct of Esau, when he
found he had lost the patriarchal blessing, as well as the birthright.
His act then was a violent expression of the ‘don’t care’ spirit—as
if he had said, ¢ What is your covenant to me? I can get along
very well without it. Take your birthright, and your blessing, and your
covenant. My own energy and enterprise shall stand to me instead
of birthright and blessing and covenant.” There is every intimation
that Esau meant to wash his hands of the whole covenant business,
by going and taking to wife the daughter of Ishmael. The passage
(Gen. xxviil. 6-9) gains its explanation when read in this light.
“When Esau saw that Isaac had blessed Jacob, and sent him away
to Padan-aram, to take him a wife from thence; and that as he
blessed him he gave him a charge, saying, Thou shalt not take a
wife of the daughters of Canaan ; and that Jacob obeyed his father
and his mother, and was gone to Padan-aram ; and Esau seeing that
the daughters of Canaan pleased not Isaac his father; then went
Esau unto Ishmael, and took unto the wives which he had Mahalath
the daughter of Ishmael, Abraham’s son, the sister of Nebajoth, to
be his wife.’ |
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Seetzen says of the Arabs: ‘They always marry in their own tribe,
not allowing any member of it to marry into another.’

Dr. C. Getkie supports the view we have taken of the relation of
Esau’s conduct to the covenant. ‘The marriages of the patriarchal
families decided the history of their subsequent branches. Quiet
progress from households of shepherds to a settled nation turned
necessarily on the life adopted, and that again was largely affected by
the domestic alliances made. The daughter of Bethuel, coming
from the “city ” of Nahor, must have brought with her the instincts
of a settled life, and so, also, with the daughters of Laban, Bethuel’s
son. But what instincts could grow up in the children of Ishmael
or Esau, except those of the wild, unimproving Arab ; born as they
were of idolatrous mothers, wherever the wandering camp of their
parents chanced for the time to be pitched? It was a Divine impulse,
therefore, which, acting through the Eastern craving for unmixed
blood, led to the choice of brides, for Isaac and Jacob, from the old
home of the race. Esau’s leanings were only too plain in his bring-
ing home two Hittite maidens as wives. It was clear that the tradi-
tions of Abraham and Isaac had no hold on him, and that their
worship of the One only God, to whom he himself had been
dedicated by circumcision, was nothing in his eyes. To build up a
chosen race, the heirs of the Divine covenant, involved strict separa-
tion from the heathen around ; but Esau, with this knowledge, had
deliberately forsaken his own race, with all its hopes and aspirations,
and identified himself with those from whom God had required them
to keep themselves distinct. No wonder that it was ‘“bitterness of
heart” to both Isaac and Rebekah, to see him thus break away from
all they counted most sacred, and despise his birthright by slighting
the conditions which God had imposed for its inheritance.’

The lists of Esau’s wives are as follows :

GEN. xxvi. 34; xxviil. 9: ' GEN. xxxvi. 2:
1. Judith, daughter of Beerithe Hittite. | 1. Aholibamah, daughter of Anah,

daughter of Zibeon the Hivite.
2. Adah, daughter of Elon the Hittite.

2. Bashemath, daughter of Elon the

Hittite.
3. Mabhalath, daughter of Ishmael, sister | 3. Bashemath, daughter of Ishmael,
of Nebajoth. sister of Nebajoth.

There is manifest confusion of names. It is easy to recognise the
daughter of Elon, and the daughter of Ishmael, and to give them
their right names, or assume that they had two names. But the first
wife is not so readily recognisable. Not only do the names differ,
but also the parentage, and even the tribe to which the women
belonged.
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Suggestions in explanation are that ‘¢ daughter of Zibeon’ should
read ‘son of Zibeon,” that Anah having discovered ‘hot springs’ (true
reading of word mules, in verse 24), was also called Beeri, or the
‘well-finder; that an error in copying made Hivite for Hittite ; or
that the general name Hittite included the Hivites and Horites.

‘We may conclude that Judith the daughter of Anah, called Beeri,
from his finding the hot springs, and the grand-daughter of Zibeon
the Horite, one of the tribes reckoned in the great Hittite family,
when she married Esau, assumed the name of Aholibamah, mean-
ing, “the tent of the height.”’

Judgments in the order of Providence.

2 KINGS vil. 19, 20: ‘ And that lord answered the man of God, and said, Now,
behold, if the Lord should make windows in heaven, might such a thing be? And
he said, Behold, thou shalt see it with thine eyes, but shalt not eat thereof. And
so it fell out unto him: for the people trode upon him in the gate.’

2 KINGS ix. 25, 26 : ‘Then said Jehu to Bidkar his captain, Take up and cast
him (Jehoram) in the portion of the field of Naboth the Jezreelite ; for remember
how that when I and thou rode together after Ahab his father, the Lord laid this
burden upon him ; surely I have seen yesterday the blood of Naboth, and the
blood of his souns, saith the Lord, and I will requite thee in this plat, saith the
Lord.’

Question.—Are we justified, from suck cases of manifest fulfil-
ment of prophecy, in establishing as a truth that God's providences
are ever being used to work out God s judgments?

Angwer.—This certainly appears to be the teaching of the m-
cidents narrated. No sign is given of any special interference with
the workings of Providence, and yet they bring round precisely what
had been foretold. It does not seem possible to assert more firmly
that moral purposes are being outwrought by the common and
ordinary movements and changes of men and nations. In these
cases before us, the precision of fulfilment, even in detail, is evidently
designed to make the connection between providence and judgment
very clear and impressive.

It is the fashion now to see, in what our fathers called ¢ Providence,’
only the systematic working of ordinary laws. Bible history and
prophecy are the constant appeal against the imprisoning of our minds
in any mere mechanical explanation of the universe. In some cases
it tells us beforchand what God is going to do, so that when the
event comes round, in the ordinary way of providence, we may make
no mistake about it, but fully recognise the Divine over-rulings.

It may be quite true that the Divine purpose in providence is'not
revealed to anyone of us in these days. But it is enough that the
connection has been fully established, in the Divine Word, by illustra-
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tive instances such as those now before us. In the principles accord-
ing to which He orders and governs this material world, and the
moral world in its relation to the material, God is certainly the
¢ Unchangeable one.’

The point illustrated in the above incidents will be more clearly
seen, if the incidents themselves are carefully examined.

There was a famine of extraordinary severity in Samaria, in con-
sequence of a prolonged siege by the Syrians. The extremities to
which the people were reduced are vigorously described. They were
so dreadful that even motherly instincts were overpowered. In his
anger, the king thought to make a scapegoat of Elisha the Prophet.
Instead of turning to God in penitence and prayer, the king, in
ungovernable rage, tried to defy God by attempting to kill His
prophet. He failed, and the response Elisha was told to make
surprises us. God proposed to relieve the dire necessities of the
people, but in connection with His mercy there should be a stern
rebuke of the sin of mistrusting God, which the king and the people
would do well to heed. ¢Elisha said, Hear ye the word of the Lord ;
Thus saith the Lord, To-morrow about this time shall a measure of
fine flour be sold for a shekel, and two measures of barley for a
shekel, in the gate of Samaria. Then a lord on whose hand the king
leaned answered the man of God, and said, Behold, if the Lord
would make windows in heaven, might this thing be? And he said,
Behold, thou shalt see it with thine eyes, but shalt not eat thereof.’

Now, the lord was, from the human view of things, quite right.
Ordinary providences could not be expected to bring round either
such a relief, or such a judgment, as Elisha anticipated. But God is
in providence ; controls its workings, and controls them for moral
ends. He could shape the providences, adjust them, refit them
together, so as to accomplish the promised deliverance, and to bring
down the threatened judgment. There is the Divine Wi/ even
in orderly providence.

The second instance is connected with the judgment of God on Ahab
and his house, for all his crimes, but more especially for his iniquity
in the matter of Naboth the Jezreelite. Here, too, we have antece-
dent judgment spoken, but no special provision made for the execu-
tion of the judgment. It was left to providence to work round the
carrying out of the Divine sentence. And providence proved to be
effective for the operation of the Divine will, because the Divine will
was in the ordering of the providences. Events now can no more
be separated from the Divine mind and control, than in the olden
times. Providence is still, as ever, the Divine instrumentality.
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Meeting Ahab, when returning from taking possession of Naboth’s
vineyard, Elijah solemnly declared that he and his house must be
punished for their crimes. As for himself, the town dogs would lick
up his blood where they had licked the blood of poor stoned Naboth.
Jezebel and her sons would be left exposed to the dogs and vultures ;
and some special form of woe upon his house should be connected
with that very plot of ground, for the sake of which he had soiled his
hands with blood.

Exactly what Elijah referred to was only known through the fulfil-
ment of his threat. ‘Joram,’ the king, the son of Ahab, ¢learning
that the furious driving of an approaching company marked the
cavalcade as attending Jehu, and suspecting no treachery, ordered his
own chariot, and rode out to meet him, accompanied by King
Ahaziah of Judah, then at Jezreel to sympathize with his wounded
uncle. They expected stirring news from Ramoth, and were eager to
hear it. “Had Hazael made peace?” shouted Joram as he came
near. ‘“Peace!” cried Jehu, ‘““what peace can there be as long
as Jezebel acts so wickedly as she does?” Joram felt in a moment
that all was lost. Muttering the words, “ Treachery, Ahaziah,” he
turned the chariot and hastily fled. But an arrow from Jehu pierced
him through and through next moment, and he fell out of his chariot
dying, close to the very field of Naboth in which Elijah had said that
the crime of Ahab should be avenged. To stop and cast the body
into Naboth’s ground, that the words of the prophet might be literally
fulfilled, detained Jehu but for a moment.’

It is true that ‘ God’s providence is our inheritance,” but it is also
true that God’s providence is, in His hands, the instrument of our
judgment.

Balaam’s Prophecy.

NUMBERS xxiv. 17 : ‘I shall see him, but not now: I shall behold him, but
not nigh : there shall come a star out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall rise out of
[srael, and shall smite the corners of Moab, and destroy all the children of
Sheth.’

Difficulty.——Zf this prophecy refers to Messiak, the work he is

expected to do is presented in very unusual and extravagant figures.

Explanation.—What appears to be certain is, that this part of
the prophecy of Balaam found its jfizsz fulfilment in the military
triumphs of Dawvid. Only through the figures of speech suitable to
this fizs¢ fulfilment can we get references to Messiah, and then they
must be treated in a large and suggestive manner. The terms ‘star
out of Jacob,” and ‘sceptre out of Israel,’ can readily be adapted to
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the Messiah; but it requires great ingenuity to fit ‘smiting the
corners of Moab,” and ‘destroying the children of Sheth,’” into any
conceivable description of the work of Messiah.

It was, indeed, no part of the mission of Balaam to proclaim the
Messiah. The subject-matter of his prophecy was the certain triumph
of the race on whose tents he gazed. It was befitting that his vision
should culminate in that king who brought the nation to the height
of its dignity. So far as David was a type of Messiah, we may say
that the Messiah was referred to in Balaam’s prophecy. But we had
better regard the mental vision of Balaam as limited to the career of
David.

Ibn Ezra interprets these words of David. For David’s conquest
of the Moabites, see 2 Sam. viii. 2. The expression ¢ children of Sheth,’
would be better translated ‘ sons of tumult.” David’s military successes
may be briefly summarized. The Philistines were the first to be
attacked, and upon David’s taking their royal city of Gath, they seem
to have been so far subdued as to give him little or no subsequent
trouble. On the south-east of his kingdom David repressed the
Edomites, and established garrisons in their country, securing thus
the eastern arm of the Red Sea, and the caravan routes to the marts
and harbours of Arabia. On the north-east, David attacked
Hadadezer, King of Zobah, defeating him with great loss. East of
Jordan, David attacked the Moabites. But the chief war of his
reign was that conducted against Ammon. The result of these wars
was the extension of the territories of Canaan to the limits foretold
to Abraham, and so the fulfilment of the Divine promise. The list
of David’s successes closely follows the prophecy of Balaam.

Bishop Wordsworth says that the Messianic reference of this, and
the following verse, is now recognised by Rosenmuller, Baumgarten,
Delitzsch, Kurtz, Tholuck, and Keil. The passage he regards as
¢ fulfilled primarily and partially by David, and perfectly and finally
by the Son of David, the Christ, the King of kings, who has already
made great conquests by His Gospel over the whole world, and will
eventually put all Moabites—the enemies of His Israel-—under His
feet.” But however excellent this may be as a sentiment, it involves
a curious distortion of a plain historical reference to the actual
countries of Moab and Edom. Surely it is better to say the Star was
David, and the sceptre the symbol of his rule; and then find the
fulfilment of the prophecy in the Zistory.
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Identification of So, King of Egypt.

2 KinNGs xvii. 4:  And the king of Assyria found conspiracy in Hoshea : for he
had sent messengers to So, king of Egypt, and brought no present to the king of
Assyria, as he had done year by year ; therefore the king of Assyria shut him up,
and bound him in prison.’

Difficulty.— 7%e Egyptian lists of kings have no such name as So ;
and the name nearest like it stands for a king of a later dynasty.

Explanation.—Professor George Rawlinson suggests a satis-
factory removal of this difficulty. ¢ It is not very easy to identify the
“King of Egypt” here mentioned, as one with whom Hoshea, the
son of Elah, sought to ally himself, with any of the known Pharaohs.
“So ” is a name that seems at first sight very unlike those borne by
Egyptian monarchs, which are never monosyllabic, and in no case
end in the letter 0. A reference to the Hebrew text removes, how-
ever, much of the difficulty, since the word rendered by “So” in our
version is found to be one of three letters, 810 (S V A), all of which
may be consonants. (Our readers are aware that, in the older
Hebrew, the vowels were not marked in the writing.) As the
Masoretic pointing (or putting of vowels to words), which our trans-
lators followed, is of small authority, and in proper names of scarcely
any authority at all, we are entitled to give to each of the three letters
its consonant force, and, supplying short vowels, to render the Hebrew
word, SV A, by “Seveh.” Now ‘“Seveh” is very near indeed to
the Manethonian “Sevech-us,” whom the Sebennytic priest makes
the second monarch of his twenty-fifth dynasty ; and “ Sevechus ” is
a natural Greek equivalent of the Egyptian ¢Shebek ” or “Shabak,”
a name borne by a well-known Pharaoh (the first king of the same
dynasty), which both Herodotus and Manetho render by “ Sabacos.”
It has been generally allowed that So (or Seveh) must represent one
or other of these, but critics are not yet agreed which is to be pre-
ferred of the two. (The general opinion is in favour of Shabak.)

In his latest work on ‘Egypt,” Professor Rawlinson gives a sketch
of the twenty-fifth, an Ethiopian dynasty. ¢ Piankhi, soon after his
return to his capital, died without leaving issue ; and the race of
Herhor being now extinct, the Ethiopians had to elect a king from
the number of their own nobles. Their choice fell on a certain
Kashta, a man of little energy, who allowed Egypt to throw off the
Ethiopian sovereignty without making any effort to prevent it. Bek-
en-ranf, the son of Tafnekht, was the leader of this successful re-
bellion, and is said to have reigned over all Egypt for six years.
He got a name for wisdom and justice, but he could not alter that
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condition of affairs which had been gradually brought about by the
slow working of various more or less occult causes, whereby Ethiopia
had increased, and Egypt diminished in power, their relative strength,
as compared with former times, having become inverted. Ethiopia,
being now the stronger, was sure to reassert herself, and did so in
Bek-en-ranf’s seventh year. Shabak, the son of Kashta, whose
character was cast in a far stronger mould than that of his father,
having mounted the Ethiopian throne, lost no time in swooping down
upon Egypt from the upper region, and, carrying all before him,
besieged and took Sais, made Bek-en-ranf a prisoner, and barbarously
burnt him alive for his rebellion. His fierce and sensuous physi-
ognomy is quite in keeping with this bloody deed, which was well
calculated to strike terror into the Egyptian nation, and to ensure a
general submission. The rule of the Ethiopians was now, for some
fifty years, firmly established. Shabak founded a dynasty which the
Egyptians themselves admitted to be legitimate, and which the
historian Manetho declared to have consisted of three kings—Sabacos
(or Shabak), Sevechus (or Shabatok), and Taracus (or Tehrak), the
Hebrew Tirhakah. The extant monuments confirm the names, and
order of succession, of these monarchs. They were of a coarser and
ruder fibre than the native Egyptians, but they did not rule Egypt in any
alien or hostile spirit. On the contrary, they were pious worshippers
of the old Egyptian gods; they repaired and beautified the old
Egyptian temples; and, instead of ruling Egypt, as a conquered
province, from Napata, they resided permanently, or at any rate
occasionally, at the Egyptian capitals, Thebes and Memphis. There
are certain indications which make it probable that to some extent
they pursued the policy of Piankhi, and governed Lower Egypt by
means of tributary kings, who held their courts at Sais, Tanis, and
perhaps Bubastis. But they kept a jealous watch over their subject
princes, and allowed none of them to attain a dangerous pre-
eminence.’

Geikie prefers to regard ‘So’ as the second king of this dynasty,
and gives the following reasons for his opinion: ¢ A strong Egyptian
faction existed in Samaria ; perhaps in part from the old tradition of
Jeroboam 1. having found a home on the Nile in his exile, and
having brought thence an Egyptian queen, but, still more, from the
wily diplomacy of the Pharaohs, whose agents in all the courts of
Palestine constantly urged alliance with their masters, and promised
their help to any who refused to pay tribute to Assyria. In his-
difficult position, Hoshea seems to have tried to keep favour with the
Great King (of Assyria), while secretly treating for assistance from So,

4—2
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or Savah, of Egypt, the second king of the Ethiopian dynasty, in a
projected revolt.  Savah is called, in Sargon’s annals, “ The Sultan,”
and is distinguished from “the Pharaoh, the King of Egypt.” He was,
in fact, the lord paramount, with an Egyptian king under him, at
Tanis, besides many other petty kings throughout the valley of the
Nile and the Delta. The affix 4e was added in Egypt to the names
of the Ethiopian kings. Itis the article. Thus Seveh, or Schava, .
becomes Schabaka. In the Bible this is contracted to So. On the
Assyrian monuments to Schava. Savah, though the second king of
the dynasty, was regarded as its real founder, from his ability and
deeds.’

Dr. Lumby confirms this view. ¢In the Assyrian records (Smith,
Assyrian Canon, p. 126) there appears an Egyptian general, whose
name is represented as Sabakhi or Sibahe. He is represented as
helping the King of Gaza against Assyria and being overthrown. This
may be the person here spoken of.” Date about 720 B.C.

The objection to the identification of So with the Sabaco of
Herodotus is, that Sabaco did not reign so early. Manetho puts
him only twenty-four years before Tirhakah, whose first year was 69o
B.c. But Manetho’s numbers cannot be relied on.

The Speaker's Commentary says : ¢ Like other founders of dynasties,
as Shishak and Psammeticus, So would be likely to revive the old
Egyptian claims on Syria, and to take advantage of any opening that
offered, in order to reassert those sovereign rights, which Egypt never
forgot, though she had often to let them remain in abeyance. In
the inscriptions of Shebek he boasts to have received tribute from the
“King of Shara” (Syria), which is probably his mode of noticing
Hoshea’s application.’

The Mysterious Figure of Melchizedek.

GENEsIs xiv. 18: “ And Melchizedek, King of Salem, brought forth bread and
wine ; and he was the priest of the most high God.’

Question.—Are we to regard Melchizedek as an historical, or as a
legendary figure?

Answer.—Probably in this case thereis an historical basis, about
which legends have gathered, and it is now nearly impossible to detach
the history from the legend.

W. J. Deane says: ‘ Round this personage tradition has gathered
a crop of legends which have no credibility in themselves, and no
foundation in history. ‘There are difficulties in this narrative
(Gen. xiv. 18-z0), the solution of which has never been successfully



THE MYSTERIOUS FIGURE OF MELCHIZEDEK. 53

attained. The presence of Melchizedek, « priest of the Most High
God” (El Elyon), in the midst of the probably heathen population of
Salem, is perplexing. We are scarcely prepared for the sudden
appearance of this Coken (priest), offering bread and wine in connec-
tion with the first fruits of the spoil, as Philo observes, blessing
Abram, and receiving tithes from the patriarch.  We have long
looked upon Abram as the one witness to Monotheism among an
idolatrous people, and to see him holding a position inferior to this
hitherto unknown chieftain is an unexpected difficulty. Who he was,
of what family, or nation, is left in utter obscurity. Suddenly he
comes forth in the page of history for one brief moment, and then
his name is heard no more for a thousand years, when it is found in
the Book of Psalms (Ps. cx.); a thousand years more passed before
it occurs in the Epistle to the Hebrew ; so that there is a mystery
connected therewith, which gives to it a preponderating interest and
charm. As to the person and nationality of Melchizedek, different
opinions have been held, and nothing can with absolute certainty be
determined. Some heretics, we are told, considered him to have
been the Holy Ghost; Origen and Didymus deemed him an angel;
the Jews, in order to account for his acknowledged superiority to
Abram, identified him with Shem, the most pious of Noah’s sons,
who, according to their genealogies, lived till Isaac’s time. Some
Christians, both in early and later times, have maintained that
he was the Son of God appearing in human form. There is no
reason to doubt that he was an historical personage. As to his
nationality we can conclude nothing from his Semitic name, as that
might be only a translation of his original appellation. He is dwell-
ing among Hamites, recognised apparently as the chief of a settled
Canaanitish tribe. If he had been of Semitic descent, he could
scarcely have been considered so entirely disconnected with Levi
and the Jewish priesthood ; his sacerdotal office would not have had
the isolated character which is attributed to it. Monotheists were
to be found among alien people, such as Job in the land of Uz, and
Balaam in Pethor. It is reasonable to conclude that he was of the
same blood as those among whom he dwelt, preserving in himself
that revelation of the true God which was maintained by Noah and
his immediate descendants.’

Taking a strictly historical view of Melchizedek, very striking and
very hopeful suggestions are made by Miss Corbaux, in the ‘ Journal
of Sacred Literature.’” ‘It may be safely concluded that, though
reigning in Canaan, Melchizedek was not of one of the depraved and
idolatrous Canaanitish tribes. Miss Corbaux, writing concerning the
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Rephaim, a distinct race, supposes that Salem was the central seat of
their authority, and that the king who reigned there was the supreme
head of their nation, to whom the different tribes were subordinate.
If Melchizedek were a mere local chief] it is difficult to see why the
King of Sodom, an Emim prince, and why Abraham, should pay him
the deference they did.” ¢But the moment the important fact comes
in by way of explanation, supported by sufficient extrinsic evidence,
that the King of Salem was the supreme chief of the entire nation,
and the local chiefs of tribes were his subordinates, the whole
transaction becomes perfectly intelligible, because we understand
the mutual relation of all parties concerned in it. As feudal lord of
the land, in which Abraham had settled, Abraham paid him this
tribute. As head of the national body to which the Emim belonged,
the chief of the Emim sanctioned it. As head of the state in
religious as well as in temporal concerns, according to the primitive
patriarchal order, Melchizedek received the tribute, both as a votive
offering of gratitude from the givers for the rescue of the goods, and
as an acknowledgment of his lordship over the goods rescued.

On the question whether he was of Canaanite or Semitic race, the
Speaker’s Commentary says: ‘The name and titles of Melchizedek
are Semitic ; but this proves nothing. He dwelt among Canaanites ;
but there had probably been Semitic inhabitants of the land before
the emigration of the Canaanites; and so Melchizedek, who was a
worshipper of the true God, may have been one of the original
Semitic stock. There were, however, worshippers of the true God,
besides the Israelites, retaining patriarchal truth, as Job and Balaam,
and so it is not certain that Melchizedek was a descendant of Shem.’

Dr. C. Geikie brings out some points of interest in his note.
¢ Melchizedek’s pure and holy faith in the “ Most High God,” was
doubtless a relic of the anciently universal recognition of the One
Creator, and is one of the proofs incidentally afforded in such other
cases as that of Abimelech, King of Gerar ; Jethro, the Midianite ;
Balaam, from the mountains of Assyria, and Job the Arab, that God
has at no time left Himself without a witness even in lands secluded
from the direct privileges of His people. El Elion, the name given
by Melchizedek to God, was not, indeed, new or unknown, for El, or
I, “The Mighty One,” was the ancient supreme god of the Semitic
races of Babylonia, and was known in Palestine by the Pheenicians ;
and even the great title, Elion, “ The Highest,” had been adopted by
them, corrupt and idolatrous as they had become. With them,
indeed, both names only marked one Divine Being among many,
though perhaps the highest; nor is it to be overlooked that while
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Melchizedek uses the general expression “The Most High God,”
Abraham, in repeating it, prefixes the personal name “ Jehovah,” as if
to claim for Him the exclusive right to supreme divinity. With this
weighty addition, though not without it, he recognises the God of
Melchizedek as Him whom he himself worshipped.’

Dean Stanley's reference, though familiar, is too suggestive to be
omitted. Melchizedek ‘appears for a moment, and then vanishes
from our view altogether. It is this which wraps him round in
that mysterious obscurity which has rendered his name the symbol of
all such sudden, abrupt apparitions, the interruptions, the disloca-
tions, if one may so say, of the ordinary, even succession of cause and
effect and matter of fact in the various stages of the history of the
Church (Heb. vii. 3). No wonder that, in Jewish times, he was
regarded as some remnant of the earlier world—Arphaxad or Shem.
No wonder that when, in after times, there arose One whose appear-
ance was beyond and above any ordinary influence of time, or place,
or earthly descent, the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews could
find no fitter expression for this aspect of His character than the
mysterious likeness of Melchizedek.’

What became of Goliath’s Head and Armour?

I SAMUEL xvil. 54 :  And David took the head of the Philistine, and brought it
to Jerusalem ; but he put his armour in his tent.’

I SAMUEL xxi. 9 : ‘And the priest said, The sword of Goliath the Philistine,
whom thou slewest in the valley of Elah, behold, it is here wrapped'in a cloth
behind the ephod : if thou wilt take that, take .t : for there is no other save that
here. And David said, There is none like that ; give it me.’

Difficulty.—/erusalem at this time was in the hands of the
Jebusites, and there was no possibility of David's taking the head to
that city. And besides, David had no tent ; ke was only a visitor at
the camp, and the sword was found afterwards, not in David's tent,
but in the sacred Tabernacle at Nob.

Explanation.—The two facts presented in this statement of diffi-
culty should be at once and fully recognised and admitted. It is true
that, in some sense, the Israelites dwelt in the city of Jerusalem, though
the fortress of Jebus had not been taken (see Josh. xv. 63 ; Jud.
1, 8). But itis also quite true that Jerusalem occupied, at the time,
no such relation to Saul, or to David, or to the kingdom, as could
have suggested it as a store-place to David. And there was no sense
in which David could be said to have either a tent or a dwelling.

We should naturally expect that David, having conquered in the
strength of God, and as a testimony of the power they have who
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trust in God, would feel an impulse to dedicate the trophies of his
victory to God. It would be a very unfitting close of the narrative
if we had to understand that David made a public boast over his
fallen enemy, and enriched himself with the spoils of battle. The
‘tent’ referred to must be the sacred tent, or tabernacle, of Jehovah,
and there the sword was found, carefully wrapped up, only a little
time later on (r Sam. xxi. g). All difficulty would be removed if
we might assume that the Tabernacle was at this time erected at Nob,
which was near to, and overlooking, Jerusalem. What we understand
David to have done was this: taken both the head and armour to
the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, fixed up the head near the sacred
tent, where it would speedily decay ; and left the armour in charge of
the priests as historical treasures. We know positively that the
Tabernacle was at Nob, a little later in Saul’s reign (1 Sam. xxi. 1),
and it is reasonable to think it had been placed there before the
conflict with Goliath. Nob, as one of the eminences near Jerusalem,
may, in a general way, be spoken of as ¢ Jerusalem.’

Imagination has filled in the Bible record very variously. ZEder-
sheim says: ‘ The head of the Philistine he nailed on the gates of
Jerusalem, right over in sight of the fort which the heathen Jebusites
still held in the heart of the land ; the armour he laid up in his home
as his part of the spoil.”  IWordsworth explains the ¢ tent’as ¢ David’s
abode in Bethlehem ;” but there is no hint given of his having any
separate dwelling. Dr. Geikie is very inventive. ¢ From the battle-
field David returned for a time to his father’s house, apparently,
however, after a visit to Jerusalem, which, though still held by
Jebusites, was largely inhabited by Hebrews. In the care of some of
his friends, among these, he left, for the present, the grisly memory of
his victory—the head of the fallen man.” But no hint is given of a
reason why Jerusalem was chosen as the treasury. Gerkie adds :
¢The huge armour he kept, meanwhile,” in his ‘own’ tent ‘in the
hills, and the sword was laid up in his father’s house till it could be
transferred to the Tabernacle at Nob, as an offering of grateful thanks
to Jehovah.” But reference to his ‘father’s house’is not made in the
narrative.

The Speaker's Commentary recognises that there was no reason
why Jerusalem should at this time be selected as the place to put the
trophy of David’s victory in ; and suggests that this was not actually
done until David had made Jerusalem his capital, and the treasury of
his trophies (2 Sam. v. 5; viil. 7), but it is mentioned, at this
particular time, by anticipation, in the usual way of Hebrew narrative.
It would be quite in accordance with David’s piety that he should
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immediately dedicate to God the arms taken from the Philistine, in
acknowledgment that the victory was not his own but the Lord’s.’

It is the Eastern custom to exhibit the heads of conquered kings or
generals ; but we need not think of them as being kept a long time.
They were placed on poles in some conspicuous position, and soon
fell to pieces.

As so often, Dean Stanley presents the solution which can hardly
fail to be acceptable. ‘Two trophies long remained of the battle—
the head and the sword of the Philistine. Both were ultimately
deposited at Jerusalem ; but, meanwhile, were hung up behind the
ephod in the Tabernacle at Nob. The mention of Jerusalem may
be either an anticipation of the ultimate disposition of the relics in
David’s Sacred Tent there (2 Sam. vi. 17), or a description of the
Tabernacle at Nob, close to _Jerusalem, where the sword is mentioned
(1 Sam. xxi. g).’

Left Uncircumcised.

Josaua v. 5: ¢ Now all the people that came out were circumcised : but all the
people that were born in the wilderness by the way as they came forth out of
Egypt, them they had not circumcised.’

Question.— Wrkat was the reason for the neglect of the Divine
requirement of circumcision during all the later years of the wilderness
Journey ?

Answer.—From the time that the judgment of Jehovah fell on
the Israelites, on account of their rebellion, after receiving the report
of the spies, they were regarded by Jehovah as being out of the
covenant, or, at least, the covenant relations were regarded as
suspended, and therefore the sign of the covenant could not be per-
mitted to continue. The significance of this suspension of the
covenant, and of its sign, can only be understood by considering the
Divine use made of the rite of circumcision.

It is now known that the rite was not invented afresh for the
Abrahamic race. The Egyptians had practised it from immemorial
antiquity, and traces of it are found in many unrelated tribes and
nations. It was made a requirement by God of Abraham and his
posterity. When God solemnly established and ratified His covenant
with Abraham, as narrated in Gen. xvii, it is added, ‘Every man
child among you shall be circumcised. And ye shall circumcise the
flesh of your foreskin; and it shall be a token of the covenant
betwixt Me and you.” ‘My covenant shall be in your flesh for an
everlasting covenant. And the uncircumcised man child, whose flesh
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of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from his
people ; he hath broken My covenant.” The strict and coatinued
observance of the rite was to be a continuous acknowledging of the
covenant relations and claims.

If, then, God was pleased, in judgment and in discipline, to sus-
pend for a time the covenant-relations, nothing could be a more
efficient reminder of the fact, that the people were under discipline,
than the suspension of this familiar rite. They were not allowed to
bind themselves to the covenant by the act of circumcising their
children, because the covenant-relations were held in abeyance. But
this explanation depends on our taking a correct view of the thirty-
eight years of wandering.

It is worthy of notice that, even in the historical record, the events
of this period are unnoticed, as if they did not belong to the history
of the covenant ; and verse 6 of Joshua v. seems distinctly to connect
the non-observance of the rite with the judgment resting on the
people. It readsthus: ‘For (asif presenting the reason) the children
of Israel walked forty years in the wilderness, till all the people that
were men of war, which came out of Egypt, were consumed, because
they obeyed not the voice of the Lord: unto whom the Lord sware
that he would not show #zem the land, which the Lord sware unto their
fathers that He would give us, a land that floweth with milk and honey.’

One writer suggests that possibly their nomad life, perpetually
moving, may sufficiently account for their not circumcising during
the wilderness-period ; but this writer adds: ‘Some have supposed
them, as it were, in a state of rejection until the disobedient genera-
tion had died out.” The crossing of Jordan was a sign of the
covenant being re-established, and therefore at that time the rite
could be fittingly resumed. .

Waller says : ¢ As the narrative stands, it is not quite obvious why
uncircumcision is called “the reproach of Egypt,” verse g, whereas
all the people born in Egypt were circumcised. The uncircum-
cision attached to those who were born in the wilderness, during the
years of wandering. But the period of wandering, between the de-
parture from Kadesh-barnea and the return to Kadesh (thirty-seven
and a half years, Num. xv.-xix. inclusive), is a kind of blank in the
story of the Exodus. The five chapters which belong to it in the
Book of Numbers contain no note of progress as to time or place.
The people had “turned back in their hearts to Egypt” (Acts vii.
39 ; Num. xiv. 4), and were bearing the reproach of their apostasy all
those years, “ the reproach of Egypt.” Suffering under the “breach
of promise ” of Jehovah (Num. xiv. 34), they appear to have omitted



DAVID'S LION AND BEAR. 59

the sign of the covenant, as though they were no longer the people
of God. The passage of Jordan was the practical proof of Israel’s
restoration to Divine favour, and they were then brought into covenant
with Him once more.’

The Speaker's Commentary may be cited as a further authority for
the explanation given above. ‘It was not (as Rosenmiiller and
Kurtz, after many older authorities) that during the wanderings they
were constantly on the move, or at least uncertain of their stayin any
given place; for they remained at Sinai eleven months, and must
have, on many other occasions, been stationary for weeks together
The true reason is that suggested by Hengstenberg, after Calvin and
others, viz., that the sentence of Num. xiv. 28, sg¢., placed the whole
nation for the time under a ban; and that the discontinuance of
circumcision, and the consequent omission of the Passover, was a
consequence and a token of that ban. . . . For the time the cove-
nant was abrogated, though God’s purpose to restore it was from
the first made known, and confirmed by the visible marks of His
favour which he still vouchsafed to bestow during the wandering.’

David’s Lion and Bear.

I SAMUEL xvii. 34-36: ‘And David said unto Saul, Thy servant kept his
father’s sheep, and there came a lion, and a bear, and took a lamb out of the flock :
and I went out after him, and smote him, and delivered it out of his mouth ; and
when he arose against me, I caught him by his beard, and smote him, and slew
him. Thy servant slew both the lion and the bear.’

Difficulty.— There appear to be two distinct incidents referred fo,
but the details given are not suitable to both cases.

Explanation.—The ¢ Revised Version ’reads the first sentence,
‘when there came a lion, o7 a bear ; but this does not get over the
difficulty, because, in the following verses, two cases are referred to
as having actually occurred.

We have, in these verses, an instance of the hurried speech of a
man in a time of excitement. The natural hurry and almost
incoherency are precisely caught. David mixes things up, for it is
not possible,at such a moment, to be logically precise. His point comes
out clearly enough. He does but summarize the instances in which
his promptitude and courage, with the help of God, had overcome
serious perils. Whether there had been oze case, or fwo, or len, in
which his shepherd’s prowess and his faith in God had been tried,
was quite a secondary consideration. He had trusted in God, and
done exploits ; and trusting in God, he would do exploits again.

The Speaker’s Commentary makes an unnecessary effort to account
for the apparent confusion of thought and speech. ¢ The narrative
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does not make it certain whether the lion and the bear came on one
and the same, or on two different occasjons. If it was one occasion,
the probability would be that, the bear having seized a lamb, and
carrying it off, a lion appeared to dispute the prize with the bear, or
with David after he had taken it from the bear, and that David slew
first one, and then the other. If on different occasions, David’s
description applies to each.” But it may fairly be urged that the
habits of lions and bears are so different, that they are not likely to
have hunted in any sense together ; and the expression, ¢ caught him
by the beard’is only suitable to the Zion. It is surely simpler to
say, that David hurriedly recalled two cases, and gave the details of
one only.

Dean Stanley treats the passage as describing a single incident.
‘In those early days, when the forests of Southern Palestine had not
been cleared, it was the habit of the wild animals which usually
frequented the heights of Lebanon, or the thickets of the Jordan, to
make incursions into the pastures of Judea. From the Lebanon at
times descended the bears. From the Jordan ascended the lion, at
that time infesting the whole of Western Asia. These creatures,
though formidable to the flocks, could always be kept at bay by the
determination of the shepherds. Sometimes pits were dug to catch
them. Sometimes the shepherds of the whole neighbourhood formed
a line on the hills, and joined in loud shouts to keep them off.
Occasionally a single shepherd would pursue the marauder, and tear
away from the jaws of the lion morsels of the lost treasure—two legs,
or a piece of ar ear. Such feats as these were performed by the
youthful David. It was his pride to pursue these savage beasts, and
on one occasion he had a desperate encounter at once with a lion
and a she bear. The lion had carried off a lamb ; he pursued the
invader, struck him with the boldness of an Arab shepherd, with his
staff or switch, and forced the lamb out of his jaws. The lion turned
upon the boy, who struck him again, caught him by the mane, or the

throat, or, according to another version, by the tail, and succeeded in
destroying him.’

The Origin of Moab and Ammon.

GENESIS xix. 37-38 : ‘And the firstborn bare a son, and called his name Moab :
the same is the father of the Moabites unto this day. And the younger, she also
bare a son, and called his name Ben-ammi : the same is the father of the children
of Ammon unto this day.’

Question.— What value may be reasonably attached to the trads-
tion explanatory of the origin of these nations?

Answer.—De Wette, Tuch, Knobel, etc., regard this narrative
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concerning Lot as an invention of a later age, and due to the national
hatred of the Israelites against the Moabites and Ammonites. We
confess to some sympathy with this view. Itis a curious character-
istic of Eastern people, that they vent their anger against a man by
saying shameful things of /is mother. It would be in harmony with
this peculiarity if annoyance at a nation found expression in the in-
vention of some shameful origin for it. The origins of all nations,
being pre-historic, are always uncertain and cloudy. Some poet-
soul arises, who recognises the gezzus of the nation, and then invents
for it some symbolic beginning, which after ages treat as if it were
history. In this way the story of Romulus and Remus being suckled
by a wolf was no doubt created, to account for the characteristic
strength of the Romans as a people. It may be fairly urged that the
origin of Moab and Ammon is such an imaginative picture, coloured
by the enmity felt towards them by the Israelites. It has been
argued that we do not come into the region of what can be called
Aistory until the Israelites are brought into relations with civilized
Egypt. The records of Abraham are reasonably assumed to blend
the legendary with the historical.

The Speaker's Commentary, referring to De Wette’s idea, that this
narrative had its origin in the national hatred of the Israelites to the
Moabites and Ammonites, replies, that the Pentateuch by no means
shows such national hatred (see Deut. ii. 9, 10): and the Book of
Ruth gives the history of a Moabitess who was ancestress of David
himself. It was not until the Moabites had seduced the Israelites
to idolatry and impurity (Num. xxv. 1), and had acted in an un-
friendly manner towards them, hiring Balaam to curse them, that
they were excluded from the congregation of the Lord for ever
(Deut. xxiii. 3, 4).

It is pointed out that the name Moab (Me-ab) means, ¢ Son of my
father ;/ and Ammon ‘Son of my people,’ ze. one born of intercourse
with her own kin and family. So the very names indicate the
incestuous origin of the tribes.

Lange says : ‘When later debauchery (Num. ii. 25) and impiety
(e.g- 2 Kings iii. 26) appear as fundamental traits in the character
and cultus of both peoples, we can at least hold with equal justice
that these inherited sins came with them from their origin, as that the
tradition of their origin has moulded their character.’

It must, however, be admitted that a narrative which assumes Lot’s
absolute ignorance is, on the face of it, somewhat unreasonable, and
belongs to the region of imagination rather than of historical fact.
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Two Accounts of David’s Magnanimity.

I SAMUEL xxiv, 7: ‘So David staved his servants with these words, and suf-
fered them not to rise against Saul.’

1 SAMUFL xxvi. 9 :  And David said to Abishai, Destroy him not : for whocan
stretch forth his hand against the Lord’s anointed, and be guiltless ?’

Question.—-7s ihere reasonable ground for the suggestion that these
two chapters contain aiffering traditions of one incident ?

Answer.-—The suggestion is made on such authority, and sup-
ported by so good arguments, that it certainly calls for a patient and
careful consideration. Zwald regards the earlier narrator’s fragments
as defective here, but says there must have been some original
narrative, or the representations that we have would be inexplicable.
He points out that, in the popular traditions, the story of David’s
generosity, in sparing Saul’s life, was almost as great a favourite as
the tale of his combat with Goliath, and accordingly was told as often,
and finally assumed as many different forms. ‘Two narratives of
this description are contained in the Book of Samuel, both alike
flowing into that style of representation in which the simple act sinks
into insignificance before the grandeur of the sentiments which it
illustrated, yet each bearing in its style of composition traces of a
special narrator.’ &

Lord Arthur Hervey, D.D., Bishop of Bath and Wells, has given
this question most careful attention, and lays out in order the
materials for forming a judgment, though with an evident bias towards
the view that we have two traditions of one event. His entire note
may be given. ‘The vers¢, ch. xxvi. 1, is all but identical with
ch. xxiii. 19, only a little abbreviated ; and as there is no intimation
in it that the Ziphites came to Saul egain, or, a second time, and ‘as
the incident related in this chapter of the meeting between Saul and
David bears a strong resemblance to that recorded in ch. xxiv., and
is of a nature unlikely to have occurred more than once, the inquiry
naturally arises whether the event here narrated is really different
from that in ch. xxiv., or whether it is the same event somewhat
differently told. The points of resemblance are: (1) The identity
above named of ch. xxvi. 1 with ch. xxiii. 19. (2) The identity of
position occupied by David, ch. xxiii. 19, 24, and ch. xxvi. 1, 3. (3)
The fact of Saul and David being on the same hill at the same time,
ch. xxvi. 3, compared. with ch. xxiii. 26. (4) The special note of
Saul’s locality “by the way,” ch. xxvi. 3, and xxiv. 3. (5) The
number of Saul’s army on both occasions, 3,000, ch. xxvi. 2 ;-xxiv. 2.
(6) The speech of David’s men, ch. xxvi. 8, and xxiv. 4. () David’s
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refusal to set forth his hand against the Lord’s anointed, ch. xxvi.
9, 11, and xxiv. 6. (8) The incident of David’s taking Saul’s spear
from his bedside, ch. xxvi. 12, compared with his cutting off the skirt
of his garment (ch. xxiv. 4), incidents which might possibly be identi-
fied if the skirt of the méi/, or garment, were hanging upon the
spear. (9) Saul’s sound sleep, ch. xxiv. 3, and xxvi. 7. (10) David’s
expostulation and defence of himself, ch. xxvi. 19, compared with
xxiv. 9; xxvi. 20, compared with xxiv. 14; xxvi. 22-24, compared
with xxiv. 10, 11 ; xxvi. 23, 24, compared with xxiv. 15. (11) Saul’s
words, xxvi. 17, compared with xxiv. 16. (12) Saul’s avowal of his
conviction of David’s future greatness, xxvi. 25, compared with xxiv.
20, and confession of his own misconduct, xxvi. 21, compared with
xxiv. 17, 18. (13) The termination of the interview as described
xxvi. 25, compared with xxiv. z2. It may also be remarked that the
two narratives may be brought into very near agreement if we suppose
David’s men, in xxiv. 3, to mean not the whole gang, but his two
companions, Ahimelech and Abishai ; if we suppose David’s coming
into the cave to be not accidental, but the result of the reconnaissance
mentioned in xxvi. 5, and give to the word D'a¥", in ch. xxiv. 3, its
proper sense of “lying in ambush,” waiting till all was quite still in
the camp ; and if we suppose that Abner and the people were en-
camped just outside the cave within which Saul lay, as it is natural
to suppose they were. If we further suppose that one narrative
relates fully some incidents on which the other is silent, there will
remain no discrepancy of any importance. So that on the whole the
most probable conclusion is that the two narratives relate to one and
the same event. Compare the two narratives of the Creation, Gen. i.
and Gen. ii. 4, sgg. ; the two narratives of David’s war against the
Syrians under Hadarezer, z Sam. viii, and x.; those of the death
of Ahaziah, 2 Kings viii. 27, sgg., and 2 Chron. xxii. 9; and many
instances in the Gospels as compared one with another.’

We may present, as fairly and fully, what can be urged in favour
of the view that two wholly distinct incidents are narrated. For this
we take the guidance of Canon Spence. ¢ The circumstances of the
night raid by David and his companions into 2% camp of the sleep-
ing Saul are, when examined closely, so entizely different from the
circumstances of the mid-day siesta of Saul in the Engedi cavern,
where David and his band were dwelling, that it is really impossible
to assume that they are versions of one and the same incident. We
conclude, therefore, with some certainty, that the accounts contained
in ch. xxiil., xxiv., xxvi., refer to two distinct and separate events ;
and so Keil, Erdmann, Lange, and Dean Payne Smith. There re-
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mains, however, a still graver question to be considered, the gravity
and difficulty of which remains the same, whether we assume, as
we propose to do, that #zeice in the course of the outlaw life of David
the king’s life was in his power, or that only ozce David stood over
the sleeping king, sword in hand, and that the two accounts refer
to one and the same event. For what purpose did the compiler of
the First Book of Samuel insert in his narrative this twenty-sixth
chapter—where either the 0/Z story of ch. xxiii. and xxiv. is repeated
with certain variations, or else an incident of a similar nature to one
which has been told before in careful detail is repeated at great
length? To this important question no perfectly satisfactory reply
can be given. The object of oz¢ such recital in an account of the
carly life of the great founder of Israelitic greatness is clear, but we
may well ask why was a second narrative of an incident of like nature
inserted in a book where conciseness is ever so carefully studied ?
All we can suggest is, that everything which conduced to the glory of
the favourite hero of Israel was of the deepest interest to the people,
and the surpassing nobility and generosity of the magnanimity of
David to his deadly foe was deemed worthy of these detailed ac-
counts, even in the necessarily brief compilation of the inspired
writer of the history of this time.’

The question is a deeply interesting and important one, because it
involves the further question, whether we may expect to find in the
Scripture historics accounts of events that are not true to fact in
every precise detail. May we think that the writer recorded faith-
fully the narratives as he found them, or heard them, but the ac-
counts were only in a general sense correct? We may be helped by
recalling to mind the general agreement, but diversity of details, in
any reports sent to our newspapers of events that happen. We do
not think of them as untruthful, though they do not exactly agree.
A historian has to collate the different reports of a battle, all of which
may be truthful. And when historical events or incidents in lives of
great men were only remembered, and told from one to another,
differences in detail were only too likely to spring up. In the case
before us the probabilities seem quite in favour of a variation in the
traditional records of one incident.
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The First Assyrian Invasions.

2 KINGs xv. 19: ‘ And Pul the king of Assyria came against the land ; and
Menahem gave Pul a thousand talents of silver, that his hand might be with him
to confirm the kingdom in his hand.’

2 KINGS xv. 29: ‘In the days of Pekah king of Israel came Tiglath-pileser
king of Assyria, and took Ijon, and Abel-beth-maachah, and Janoah, and Kedesh,
and Hazor, and (Jllead aud Galilee, all the land of Naphtah, and carned them
captive to Assyria.’

Question.—2Do the Assyrian records furnish any corroboration,
and any further details, of these invasions?

Answer.—It is necessary first to endeavour to trace clearly what
is stated in Scripture. These texts record two distinct invasions, one
occurring in the reign of Menahem, the other in that of Pekah.’
Some think the two invasions occurred during the reign of one
Assyrian king, who is called in the one place Pul, in the other
Tiglath-pileser ; but it is always safer to conclude that the compiler
of Scripture history knew what he was writing about, and was not
likely to give two names to the same man.

Bible readers are often confused by the statements that connect
Babylonia and Assyria with Israel. We know so little of the
relations of those countries, and their national and political changes,
_that to most of us the one seems to embrace the other. Babylonia
“was the older nation, and lay southwards, around the river Tigris,
and near the Persian Gulf. Assyria was the nation occupying the
country north of Babylonia, and around the Euphrates. Both
Babylonia and Assyria were aggressive nations, disposed to move
westwards, and so they were rivals; sometimes Babylonia was a
dependent of Assyria, and sometimes Assyria of Babylonia. When
Samaria was taken, and the kingdom of Israel destroyed, Assyria
was the dominant power. When Jerusalem was taken, and the
kingdom of Judah destroyed, Babylonia was the dominant power.

It is with Assyrian history that we are just now concerned. It
begins with the pafesis or viceroys of the city of Assur, of whom we
only know the names. In the seventeenth or sixteenth century
before the Christian era, one Bel Kapkapi gave himself the title of
king. For two or three centuries our chief information is founded
on the relations between this monarchy and that of Babylonia,
which were sometimes peaceable, and sometimes hostile. For six
generations the descendants of Kapkapi followed one another on the
throne ; and then came Tiglath-pileser I., who may be regarded as
the founder of the first Assyrian Empire. He conquered Babylonia
in B.C. 1130. The next important kings are Assurdan II ;

5
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Rimmon-nirari IL ; and Assur-natsir-pal (8.c. 911-858). ‘Then came
Shalmaneser I1., who seems to have been the first to compel Israel
(under Jehu) to pay tribute, B.c. 884. In B.C. 854 he attacked the
kingdom of Hamath, and a confederacy was formed against him,
which included Ahab of Israel. Shalmaneser also succeeded in
reducing Babylonia to vassalage.

Rawlinson thinks that Judea was regularly tributary to Assyria
from the beginning of the reign of Amaziah, B.c. 838, and that it is
most unlikely Samaria, which lay between Judea and Assyria, could
have maintained its independence. ¢ Under the Assyrian system, the
monarchs of tributary kingdoms, on ascending the throne, applied
for “ confirmation in their kingdoms” to the Lord Paramount, and
only became established on receiving it. We may gather from
2 Kings xv. 19, 20 that Menahem neglected to make any such appli-
cations to his liege lord, Pul—a neglect which would have been
regarded as a plain act of rebellion. Pul evidently looked on
Menahem as a rebel. He consequently marched an army into
Palestine for the purpose of punishing his revolt, when Menahem
hastened to make his submission, and having collected, by means of
a poll-tax, the large sum of a thousand talents of gold, he paid it over
to the Assyrian monarch, who consented, thereupon, to “confirm”
him as king.’

The difficulty in identifying Pul lies in the fact that this name does
not appear among the Assyrian monumental kings, and we have to
find out the king who was reigning at the time of this particular ex-
pedition. The name is even absent from the copies of the Assyrian
Canon, which professes to give the entire list of monarchs from about
B.C. 910 to B.C. 670. There seem to be three possible theories. (1)
For a time a sort of second Assyrian monarchy was established, and
Pul belonged to it. (2) Pul is but another name for Tiglath-pileser.
(3) Pul is the predecessor of Tiglath-pileser, and appears on the
monuments as Vul-lush.

- On theory 1, Speaker’s Commentary says: ¢ Assyria proper appears
to have been in a state of depression for some forty years before
the accession of Tiglath-pileser. And it is to be noted that Berosus,
who mentioned Pul, called him a Chaldean, and not an Assyrian
king. These circumstances render it probable that, during the de-
pression of the Ninevite line, a second monarchy was established
upon the Euphrates, which claimed to be the true Assyria, and was
recognised as such by the nations of Syria and Palestine ; and that
Pul was one of its kings.” But this is too much like making history
in order to remove a difficulty.
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On theory 2, Sayce writes: ¢ After Rimmon-nirari III. (B.c. 810-
781), who compelled Mariha, of Damascus, to pay him tribute, as
well as the Pheenicians, Israelites, Edomites, and Philistines, the
vigour of the dynasty began to fail. A few short reigns followed that of
Rimmon-nirari, during which the first Assyrian empire melted away.
A formidable power arose in Armenia, the Assyrian armies were
driven to the frontiers of their own country, and disaffection began
to prevail in Assyria itself. At length, on June 15, B.C. 763, an
eclipse of the sun took place, and the city of Assur rose in revolt.
The revolt lasted three years, and before it could be crushed the out-
lying provinces were lost. When Assur-nirari, the last of his line,
ascended the throne, in B.C. 753, the empire was already gone, and
the Assyrian cities themselves were surging with discontent. Ten
years later the final blow was struck; the army declared itself
against the monarch, and he and his dynasty fell together. On the
3oth of Iyyar, of the year B.c. 745, a military adventurer, Pul, seized
the vacant crown, and assumed the venerable name of Tiglath-
pileser.’

The Rev. J. C. Ball, M. A., in Ellicott’s Commentary, strongly
supports the identification of Pul with Tiglath. In a note on
1 Chron. v. 26, where the two names will be found closely associated,
he says: ¢ Tiglath-pileser II. actually claims to have received tribute
of Menahem (Menakhimmu). Pul appears to have been the original
name of Tiglath-pileser, which, upon his accession to the throne of
Assyria (B.C. 7435), he discarded for that of the great king who had
ruled the country four centuries before his time. The name Pul
(Pie-u-lu) has been identified by Dr. Schrader with the Porus of
Ptolemy’s Canon, Fjr being the Persian pronunciation of Pul
Perhaps, in 1 Chron. v. 26, the chronicler meant to indicate the
identity of Pal and Tiglath : “The spirit of Pl and (=tkat 7s) the
spirit of Tiglath,” and /e carried them away.’

Professor Schrader’s argument may be summarized. ‘(1) Menahem,
of Israel, and Azariah, of Judah, were contemporaries, according to
the Bible as well as the Inscriptions. (2) According to the Bible,
both these rulers were contemporary with an Assyrian king, Pul;
according to the Inscriptions, with Tiglath-pileser. (3) Berosus
calls Pul a Chaldzan ; Tiglath-pileser calls himself King of Chaldza.
(4) Pul-Porus became, in B.C. 731, King of Babylon; Tiglath-pileser
in B.C. 731 received the homage of the Babylonian king, Merodach-
Baladan, as he also reduced other Babylonian princes in this year,
amongst them Chinzéros, of Amukkan. (5) Porus appears in the
Canon of Ptolemy as King of Babylon ; Tiglath-pileser names him-

§—2
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self ¢ King of Babylon.” (6) Chinzéros became King of Babylon in
B.C. 731 according to the Canon, and, in fact, along with, or under, a
king of the name of Poros ; the hypothesis that the vanquished King
of Amukkan of the same name was entrusted by Tiglath-pileser with
the vassal kingship of Babylon is suggested at once by the coincidence
of the chronological data. (7) In the year B.C. 727-726, a change of
.goverrment took place in Assyria, in consequence of the death of
Tiglath-pileser, and in Babylonia in consequence of the death of
Porus. (8) No king appears in the Assyrian lists by a name like Pul,
which is anomalous as a royal designation ; we can only identify Pul
with some other name in the lists, and, on historical grounds, with
Tiglath-pileser only. (g9) Pul and Porus are forms of the same name.
Compare Babirx for Bibily, in Persian inscriptions. (ro) From all
this, the conclusion is inevitable that Pul and Porus, Pul and Tiglath-
Pileser, are one and the same person.’

On theory 3, Rawlinson writes in Smith's ¢ Dictionary of the Bible,’
but we have been unable to find any recent confirmations of it : ¢ The
Assyrian monuments have a king, whose name is read, very doubt-
tully, as Vul-lusk or [fva-lush, at about the period when Pul must
have reigned. This monarch is the grandson of Shalmaneser (the
Black Obelisk king, who warred with Benhadad and Hazael, and
took tribute from Jehu), while he is certainly anterior to the whole
line of monarchs forming the lower dynasty—Tiglath-pileser, Shal-
maneser, Sargon, etc. His probable date, therefore, is B.C. 800-750,
while Pul ruled over Assyria in B.c. 770. The Hebrew name Pul is
undoubtedly curtailed ; for no Assyrian name consists of a single
element. If we take the ¢ Phalos,” or “ Phaloch ” of the Septuagint
as probably nearer to the original type, we have a form not very
different from Vul-lush or fva-lush. 1f, on these grounds, the identi-
fication of the Scriptural Pul with the monumental Vul-lusk be
regarded as established, we may give some further particulars of him
which possess considerable interest.  Pwl-/usk reigned at Calah
(Nimrud) from about B.c. 800 to 750. He states that he made an
expedition into Syria, wherein he took Damascus; and that he
received tribute from the Medes, Armenians, Pheenicians, Samaritans,
Damascenes, Philistines, and Edomites. He also tells us that he
invaded Babylonia and received the submission of the Chaldwans. '
He was probably the last Assyrian monarch of his race. The list of
Assyrian monumental kings, which is traceable without a break, and
in a direct line to him from his seventh ancestor, here comes to a
stand ; no son of Vullush is found ; and Tiglath-pileser, who seems
to have been Vul-lusk’s successor, is evidently a usurper, since he
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makes no mention of his father or ancestors. The circumstances of

Vul-lus/’s death, and of the revolution which established the lower

Assyrian dynasty, are almost wholly unknown, no account of them

having come down to us upon any good authority. Not much value

can be attached to the statement in Agathias that the last king of the

upper dynasty was succeeded by his own gardener.’ ‘
Of these theories, the second appears to be best supported.

Joshua’s Sudden March to Ebal.

JosuvUA viil. 35: ¢ There was not a word of all that Moses commanded, which
Joshua read not before all the congregation of Israel, with the women, and the
little ones, and the strangers that were conversant among them.’

Difficulty.— Z%is paragraph, verses 30-35, s inserted in the midst
of the narrative of the congquest. Can it be in its proper place? Can
we think of the whole congregation temporartly removed from Gilgal,
their camp, whtle the country was still at war?

Explanation.—This difficuity has been met in several ways.
Josephus places the transaction later on. The LXX. puts this para-
graph after ch. ix. 2. Zangeand Speaker’s Commentary think it should
come in after ch. xi. Kes/ suggests that another Gilgal is referred to,
not that by Jericho. There was a Gilgal near Gerizim, but no hint
is given us of the removal of the camp to that spet. Other writers
think the conquest of Ai secured the road to Shechem, and prefer
to recognise an earnest effort made at this time to fulfil the require-
ment of Moses.

It must be admitted that, however strange it may seem fo our
notions, the removal of such a host in those days would not be re-
markable. Great caravans break up camp and march long distances
in the East, and the Israelites were still keeping their tent-life and
habits. The chief difficulty in such a march would be the peril of
attack from active foes. But the recent conquest of Ai would add to
the terror of the nations round, and in acting with promptitude
Joshua found safety. Shechem seems to have been chosen as the
place of meeting, because it was the cens#re of the land ; and a solemn
ceremony there was like taking possession of the whole land for
Jehovah. ¢Accordingly, all the nation, including the women and
children, and even the multitude of other races which had come up
with them from Egypt, were led on a stupendous grimage, from
the banks of the Jordan at Gilgal, to the valley between Mounts
Ebal and Gerizim, in the midland hills.’

In a separate note, the Speaker’'s Commentary argues the point that
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the paragraph is out of its place. ‘It is difficult to escape the con-
viction that these verses are here out of their proper and original
place. The connection between viii. 29, and ix. 1, is natural and
obvious ; and in ix. 3, the fraud of the Gibeonites is represented as
growing out of the alarm caused by the fall of Jericho and Ai. It

" is, too, on the face of it, extremely unlikely that a solemnity of this
nature in the very centre of the country should be undertaken by
Joshua whilst the whole surrounding district was in the hands of the
enemy, or that, if undertaken, it would have been carried out un-
molested. For it appears that (verse 35) “all the congregation of
Israel, with the women, and the little ones, and the strangers that
were conversant among them,” were present at it. The distance from
Gilgal in the Jordan Valley to Mount Ebal is fully thirty miles ; and
so vast a host, with its non-effective followers, could certainly not
have accomplished a march like this through a difficult country and
a hostile population in less than three days. Moreover, in ix. 6;
x. 6, 15, 43, the Israelites are spoken of as still encamping at Gilgal.
If, then, the solemnity described in these verses was really transacted
immediately after the fall of Ai, the host, with its ‘women, little
ones,” etc., must have made the tedious and dangerous march to
Shechem and back again, beside having to spend a day or two in the
neighbourhood of the mountains for the preparation and performance
of the solemnity. Nothing is said of special Divine interference ;
and in the absence of miraculous help, Joshua could hardly have
accomplished this undertaking at the time suggested by the present
position of verses 30-35 in the narrative.’

The Law of the Goél.

NUMBERS xxxv. 12: ‘And they shall le unto you cities for refuge from the

avenger ; that the manslayer die not, until he stand before the congregation in
Jaedgment.

Question.—2Did Moses adopt an existing custom tn regulating for
escape from the family avenger? If so, what modifications of the
custom did he make?

Answer.— Gesenius gives the derivation of the word ‘Goél’
as from the verb Gewal, to redeem, or buy back. The participle
‘Goél’ means ‘redeemer :” when added to the word daum (blood), the
verb means ‘to avenge bloodshed, to require the penalty of blood-
shed from anyone.’ In the participle ‘Goél Haddaum’ it means
‘avenger of blood.” Since the right of redemption, and the office of
avenging bloodshed, belonged to the nearest kinsman, ¢ Goél’ came to
denote ‘near of kin,’” ‘near relative.’
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All the evidence favours the idea, that Moses modified and adapted
an existing sentiment and custom. Similar ideas and arrangements
prevail in uncivilized nations still Dz Zurner, the South Sea
missionary, tells us that in Samoa, the manslayer, or the deliberate
murderer, fearing the family avenger, flies to the house of the chief
of the village, or to the house of the chief of another village to which
he is related by the father’s or the mother’s side. In nine cases out
of ten he is perfectly safe, if he only remains there.

‘In an unsettled state of society the execution of justice was
necessarily left in private hands. The lowest stage of national de-
velopment is where everyone assumes the right of avenging alleged
misdeeds at his discretion ; and it was, therefore, already an upward
step when prevailing custom restricted this right to certain persons,
who, although wielding no public authority, were yet invested, 7pso
Jfacto, for the time being, with a public character. It was in such a
spirit that the unwritten code of the East conceded to the nearest
kinsman of a murdered man the right of avenging the blood that
had been shed. He was permitted to kill the murderer, without
notice, openly or secretly, wheresoever he might find him. Such
rude justice necessarily involved grave evils. It gave no opportunity
to the person charged with crime of establishing his innocence ; it
recognised no distinction between murder, manslaughter, and acci-
dental homicide ; it perpetuated family blood-feuds, the avenger of
blood being liable to be treated in his turn as a murderer by the
kinsman of the man whom he had slain. These grievances could
not be removed as long as there was no central government strong
enough to vindicate the law ; but they might be mitigated ; and to
do this was the object of Moses in the arrangement he made for
“cities of refuge.” Among the Arab tribes, who are under the con-
trol of no central authority, the practice of blood-revenge subsists in
full force to the present day. The law of the Koran limits the right
of demanding satisfaction to cases in which a man has been un-
justly smitten, and forbids the kinsman of the deceased to avenge
his blood on any other than the actual murderer. But these restric-
tions are generally disregarded in practice by the Arabs.” (Speaker’s
Commentary.)

Dr. Thomson, in ‘Land and Book,’ tells us, concerning some
tribes he visited, ‘as in the Jewish community in the time of Moses,
so here, the custom of blood-revenge is too deeply rooted to be
under the control of the feudal lords of the land; indeed, they
themselves and their families are bound by it in its sternest demands.
It is plain that Moses, clothed with all the influence and power of an
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mspired law-giver, could not eradicate this dreadful custom, and was
merely commissioned to mitigate its horrors by establishing cities of
refuge under certain humane regulations. It is one of the cruel
features of the /Jex talionis, that if the real murderer cannot be
reached, the avengers of blood have a right to kill any other member
of the family, then any relation, no matter how remote, and, finally,
any member of the blood confederation.’

C. J. Elliotsays : ¢ The avenger (Goe/) was the near kinsman whose
office it was to redeem the person or inheritance of his kinsman, if
that kinsman was reduced by poverty to sell himself into slavery, or
to sell his inheritance ; and also to avenge his blood in the event
of his being slain. The Mosaic law of the go#/ served to keep in
check the excited passions of the near relations of the man who had
been slain, and to secure for him a fair and impartial trial.’

Dr. Cox, in ‘ Biblical Antiquities,” gives a good account of early
notions of justice. ‘In the earliest times, it was left altogether to-
the nearest relation of the person that had been killed to execute
punishment upon the murderer. (See the fear of Cain lest someone,
finding him, should kill him.) In the common sentiment of society
this was not only his 77g/4, but his dufy also ; so that disgrace and
reproach fell upon him if he failed to perform it. Hence it became,
with such an one, a great point of honour not to leave the blood of
his kinsman unavenged, and this, added to the keen feeling of anger
which naturally raged in his bosom, urged him to make the greatest
exertions to overtake and destroy the person by whose hand it had
been shed. This plan of punishment was the most natural one in
that simple state of society which was first common. Hence it pre-
vailed among all people ; and because the manners of many nations
in the East have been handed down with very little alteration from
the most ancient days, it still prevails to a considerable extent in that
part of the world. It isin use also among the American Indians,
and in various countries of Africa. It is easy to see, however, that
such a plan must be attended with most serious evil. It is adapted
to cherish feelings of bitterness and revenge, and to make them
seem honourable ; it is not likely to distinguish between wilful murder
and such as happens without design ; and more than this, it tends to
produce lasting feuds between families, one revenge still calling for
another, and blood continually demanding new blood, so that in the
end, instead of one life, many are cruelly destroyed, in consequence
of a single murder. Thus it is, remarkably, among the Arabs;
families, and sometimes whole tribes, are set against each other in
deadly hatred and war, by the retaliation which a crime of this sort
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produces ; and the enmity is handed down from fathers to sons as a
sacred inheritance, until either one party is completely destroyed, or
satisfaction made, such as the side to whom the injury was first done
may agree to accept. The true interest of society, therefore, requires
thata different plan of punishment should be secured ; that its execu-
tion should be taken out of the hands of the nearest relation, and
put into those of the civil magistrate.’

Dr. Geikie says : ‘ Blood-revenge has been a passion among all
Semitic people from the earliest ages. It may have arisen, in some
degree, as lynch law has sprung up in the frontier States of America,
from the imperfect development of society, and the fancied necessity
of taking private means to secure justice; but whatever its source,
it was early recognised as not only a right but a duty. Among the
Bedouins, it has, for ages, been made not only a personal matter, but
the affair of the whole tribe of the murdered man, on each member
of which lies the responsibility of obtaining vengeance. . . . The
law was, indeed, written, “ He that killeth any man shall surely be
put to death ;” but the avenger of blood was left to be the executioner,
due reprisals being regarded as so completely a fulfilment of the
Divine will that God Himself is spoken of as the blood-avenger of
His people. No money-payment could be taken for murder, or ever
for homicide : to compound such a felony made the land unclean
before God. Innocent blood, in the opinion of the Hebrews, as of
the Arabs now, cries from the ground to God for revenge. Even the
altar, inviolable for any other crime, could give the murderer no pro-
tection. It was manifestly wrong, however, to put deliberate and
accidental homicide on the same footing, and hence means of escape
were provided for those guilty of only the unintentional offence.’

Lwald, in his ¢ Antiquities of Israel,’ treats this ‘law of the Gogl’
very philosophically. His introductory paragraph may be given as
dealing with that portion of the subject which is now under con-
sideration. ¢ That the life, or, to express the idea in another more
Hebrew word, the “soul” of a man, possesses of itself an inviolable
sanctity, is one of the first principles which was firmly established
among the nobler races from the very earliest times, and in which all
those presentiments of something infinite being implanted in man
sought to find the clearest expression possible. All more particular
historical reminiscence begins with the fact of the sanctity of human
life being already terribly violated in every variety of way; and the
sinful impulses had also become sufficiently pernicious and excitable
in this direction before the human race set about repressing them
energetically. Then, in order to uphold the true principle, there
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arose among the nobler and more spirited races what is known as the
vengeance of blood. This was already an established custom in the
primitive days when the household was still everything, and when a
kingdom embracing all individuals was either extremely weak, or
altogether wanting, and at that time it alone furnished this most in-
indispensable reciprocal protection for life. ‘The avenger of blood is
the 7edeemner ; he is the next heir ; he inherits not merely the goods,
but the corresponding debts and duties of the dying man. If, then,
it is one of the first duties of a living man not to endure any wrong
that has been put upon him, and to avenge all insult, if, moreover,
having been wrongfully murdered, he is himself unable to discharge
this duty, then the nearest of kin, or his representative, inherits, along
with his other new duties, the vengeance of blood as the most sacred
of them all, and the full burden of infamy rests on him should he
not discharge this most burning obligation. Accordingly, it was a
further and natural consequence that the whole family of the murdered
man took this duty upon themselves, and however long, or with what-
ever craft, the murderer might seek to baffle the avenger, this only
called for more craft and persistence on the part of the latter. The
investigation, whether a murder were intentional or not, undoubtedly
led very early to simple expiation for what was done without purpose ;
but among many nations, even in the case of intentional murder, it
became a custom to compound with &lood-money for the life which
was forfeited to this right of retaliation.’

Dissatisfaction with the Theocracy.

1 SAMUEL viii. 7 : * And the Lord said unto Samuel, Hearken unto the voice of
the people in all that they say unto thee : for they have not rejected thee, but they
have rejected Me, that 1 should not reign over them.’

Question.—7s not God here represented as taking an altogether
more serious view of the request of the people than they intended ?

Answer.—It is important to notice that, in using the expression,
‘ They have rejected Me,” God is not sending a message to the people,
but graciously relieving and comforting His servant, who felt that
the demand for a king was a slight put upon himself—an intimation
that his judging or ruling of the people was not altogether satisfactory.
The expression bears the intensity which is suitable to a kind and
friendly expostulation.

Canon Spence well expresses this point. ‘The words spoken to
Samuel, probably in a vision, by the Most High, are very touching
and very sad—very touching in their extreme tenderness to the noble
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old man. “Take courage,” they seem to say, “My old true servant,
and be not dismayed at this apparently bitter proof of the ingratitude
of the people you loved so well. This deliberate complaint on the
part of Israel is directed not against you, the judge, but against Me,
the invisible King. They have ever been the same—incapable of
becoming My true subjects, and of winning on earth the lofty position
I would have given them; you must give them now their heart’s
desire. It has all been foreseen and provided for ; only make them
understand what they are asking. Then give them their earthly
king.”’

The people certainly had not in their minds any idea of rejecting
Jehovah as their God. But God knew that the actual issue of
gaining their desire would be His rejection by the nation. With those
bonds removed, which made Israel a separate and distinct people, it
was only too certain that they would first try to blend the worship of
idol-gods with the worship of Jehovah, and then speedily come to
put the worship of idol-gods 7z tke place of Jehovah. The real
nature of a seemingly simple and innocent request can often be seen
through its remote consequences, and it is the skill of the historian
to estimate the movements of an age in the light of its after-issues ;
but God alone can see beforehand, and estimate present conduct in
the light of the results that flow from it. What God told Samuel
was a view of present conduct based upon Divine foreknowledge.

Jehovah was pleased to unite in Himself two relationships, which,
in common nations, were kept distinct. He was Israel’s Gud, and
He was Israel's Ki#ng. The union of these two relationships is
expressed in the term ‘Theocracy.” So far as the people understood
their own request, what they wanted was that Jehovah should continue
to be their God, but that the actual government of the nation should
be put into the hands of some fellow-man, so that they might have
with them a chief magistrate, a centre of courtlife, and a captain of
their armies. Israel had been called and separated, as a nation, in
order to preserve for the world the two primary truths of the wnity
and spizituality of God. But these could only be preserved by fait/
—faith of unseen things. As a constant educator of faith, God
arrauged to be their uzseen, but ever-present, earthly King ; always
accessible, directly concerned in every national movement, making
His presence felt by national successes, but never seez ; His presence
apprehended only 4y faith.

It was this call for faith in the unseen which proved too great a
strain upon the people. It was this strain they asked to have
relieved. They did not see that they were losing their safeguard,
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and virtually refusing the mission for the world which had been
entrusted to them.

It must be admitted that, from the purely human point of view,
the history of the period of Judges will account for ‘dissatisfaction
with the Theocracy.” It certainly had not worked well during those
ages of struggle. But the question to solve is this: Was that failure
due to the Theocratic system, or to the inability of the people to
work the Theocratic system? These elders who came to Samuel
should have been dissatisfied with #iemselves, and not with the
Theocracy. The tribes had not kept together. The religious
ceremonials had not been rightly observed. Jehovah’s actual
guidance of national affairs had not been sought. Those Israelites
were like bad workmen, who complained of their #o/s, when they
should complain of #hemselves.

Kitto suggests, as one reason for the people desiring an earthly
king, that their having no king was made a subject of reproach by
their heathen neighbours. ‘The Eastern mind is so essentially and
pervadingly regal, that to be without a sovereign is scarcely an
intelligible state of things to an Oriental ; and they must have had
occasion to feel that the absence of a king gave them an appearance
of inferiority in the eyes of their neighbours, incapable of under-
standing or appreciating the special and glorious privileges of their
position. The want of a royal head must often have been cast in
their teeth by their neighbours as a kind of stigma ; and they would
in course of time come to regard it as such themselves, and long to
be in this point on a level with other nations. Even good men, able
to appreciate the advantages of existing institutions, would eventually
become weary of a peculiarity which the nations would obtusely
persist in regarding as discreditable.

Lwald says: ‘To the Theocracy was now added the Monarchy,
not to subvert or gradually supersede it, but to fulfil the wants of the
age by its side. Hence, as the Monarchy was not intended to call
in question the foundation of the Theocracy, but rather to stand and
work on the same basis with it, it was bound to leave untouched the
necessary living instruments through which the Theocracy then acted,
especially the Prophets. There was consequently formed what we
may call a mixed constitution and sovereignty; and the pure
Theocracy became a Basileo-Theocracy.” ‘In so far as the previous
Theocracy excluded temporal royalty, an all but indispensable
element, it inevitably acquired in course of time a certain stiffness
and onesidedness, and became less competent to fulfil its own
mission ; as the preceding history has shown. Thus the entrance of
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monarchy soon surprises us by the great increase of variety, move-
ment, and vigour which it produces; and while the two strongest
powers of the state, by their combination, alternately hostile and
friendly, kindle a new life in the higher departments, such a fresh
energy soon so far penetrates the lower also, that Israel in a short
time makes up for the delays of centuries.’” ‘But now in this com-
munity, face to face with the human king stands the Theocracy ; a
something still higher, and inviolable; with all its long-standing
sacred laws and arrangements, and still continuously revealing itself
through prophets and their words, valid as a Divine command.” If
the man appointed ‘desired to be really king, it could only be
through his entering more fully than anyone else into the mind and
spirit of Jahveh (/ekovak), and becoming through Him the proper
human ruler in the midst of the Theocracy.’

It is evidently necessary to state with precision and care the sense
in which the request for an earthly king expressed dissatisfaction with
the Theocracy. The dissatisfaction only concerned its practical
working in times of grave difficulty.

The Scripture Figure of Nimrod.

GENES1S x. 8-10: ¢ And Cush begat Nimrod ; he began to Lie a mighty one in
the earth. He was a mighty hunter before the Lord ; wherefore it is said, Even
as Nimrod the mighty hunter before the Lord. And the beginning of his kingdom
was Babel, and Erech, and Accad, and Calneh, in the land of Shinar.’

Difficulty.—7¢ does not seem worth while to keep the record of a
man's being a ‘great hunter.” Can this be a figure jfor the man who
Jirst showed the ambition fo become a great world-conqueror ? '

Explanation.—The name Nimrod is said to mean ‘a rebel’
Among the Assyrian monuments a figure has been discovered which
is said to represent Nimrod ; he is grasping a lion in his left hand,
while his right holds probably a missile weapon. We may take this
as symbolical. Allowing for the uncertainty that attaches to all
legendary accounts of the beginnings of nations and races, we may
still regard Nimrod as an historical figure. He was the first great hero
on earth, as the world understands the term ‘hero.” He was success-
ful in war, and distinguished in the chase, so that his skill and
intrepidity as a huntsman passed into a proverb. But what we are
left to assume from the record is, that Nimrod was the leader of
aggressive movements of nations against nations; the first great
invader who had the hunger for territory, and universal rule, which
has made desolating world-conquerors in almost every age of human
history. He moved northward into the fertile land of Shinar, and
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to the town of Babylon, making that a centre from which he ruled
other cities around. He also went into the country called Asshur,
and founded Nineveh (verse rr).

The date of Nimrod can only be conjectured. Ka/isck places him
2450 B.C. He is called by the LXX., ‘a hunting giant; by the
Arabic Version, ‘a terrible tyrant; and by the Syriac Version, ‘a
warlike giant.” The Scripture notice does not imply any violence or
lawlessness in Nimrod’s career, more than would be associated with
any world-conqucror or founder of kingdoms. Dean Payne Smith
takes a kindly view of his life-work. ¢Cush was probably not im-
mediate father, but azcestor of Nimrod. In his days population had
become numerous, and whereas each tribe and family had hitherto
lived in independence, subject only to the authority of the natural
head, he was able, by his personal vigour, to reduce several tribes to
obedience, to prevail upon them to build and inhabit cities, and to
consolidate them into one body politic.’

Bochart says that, by being a famous hunter, he gathered to himself
all the enterprising young men of his generation, attached them to
his person, and so became a kind of king among them, training his
followers first in the chase, and then leading them to war.

Aitto remarks that ¢ we really know nothing more of Nimrod than
that he was a strong, forceful, and unscrupulous character, a leader
of men in his generation, and the first founder of the Assyrio-Baby-
lonian Empire, which, however small in its beginning, was destined,
ages after, to overshadow the nations.” The only actual facts that
are at our command concerning Nimrod are (1) that he was a
Cushite ; (2) that he established an empire in Shinar (the classical
Babylonia), the chief towns being Babel, Erech, Accad, and Calneh ;
(3) that he extended this kingdom northwards along the course of
the Tigris over Assyria, where he founded a second group of capitals
—Nineveh, Rehoboth, Calah, and Resen.

Smith’s Dictionary gives a good summary of what may reasonably
be thought about Nimrod. ‘Qur present information does not
permit us to identify Nimrod with any personage known to us either
from inscriptions or from classical writers. Ninus and Belus are
representative titles rather than personal names, and are but equivalent
terms for ‘the lord,” who was regarded as the founder of the empires
of Babylon and Nineveh. We have no reason on this account to
doubt the personal existence of Nimrod, for the events with which
he is connected fall within the shadows of a remote antiquity. But
we may, nevertheless, consistently with this belief, assume that a large
portion of the interest with which he was invested was the mere
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reflection of the sentiments with which the nations of Western Asia
looked back on the overshadowing greatness of the ancient Baby-
lonian Empire, the very monuments of which seemed to tell of days
when ‘““there were giants in the earth.” The feeling which suggested
the colouring of Nimrod as a representative hero still finds place in
the land of his achievements, and to him the modern Arabs ascribe
all the great works of ancient times, such as the Birs Nimrtd, near
Babylon, 7e/l Nimrid, near Baghdad, the dam of Swukr e/ Nimrid
across the Tigris below Mosu/, and the well-known mound of Nimriid
in the same neighbourhood.’

Prof. George Smith has an interesting note: ‘One of the earliest
and chief gods of Babylon was AViprxz, whom Rawlinson identifies
with Nimrod. Among recent discoveries in Nineveh and Babylon
are many scenes of the chase. Izdubar (Nimrod) legends, from
inscriptions in Nineveh, appear to have been composed zooo B.c.
He is represented as a great hunter or giant, who obtained the
dominion of the district round Babylon, and drove out a tyrant from
Erech, adding this region to his kingdom.’

The legends that have gathered round Nimrod are of no value,
save as they indicate the kind of impression concerning him, his
character, and career, left on the Eastern mind by the traditions that
had come from early times. We give, as a specimen, one that was
told to Mr. Layard, by Awad, a sheikh of the Jehesh tribe of Arabs.
¢ The palace was built by Athur, the Kiayah, or lieutenant, of Nimrod.
Here the holy Abraham (peace be with him !) cast down and brake
in pieces the idols which were worshipped by the unbelievers. The
i;npious Nimrod, enraged at the destruction of his gods, sought to
slay Abraham, and waged war against bim. But the prophet prayed
to God, and said, “ Deliver me, O God, from this man, who worships
stones, and boasts himself to be the lord of all beings.” And God
said to him, “ How shall I punish him?” And the prophet answered,
“To Thee armies are as nothing, and the strength and power of men
likewise. Before the smallest of Thy creatures they will perish.”
And God was pleased at the faith of the prophet, and He sent a
gnat, which vexed Nimrod night and day, so that he built himself a
roof of glass in yonder palace, that he might dwell therein, and shut
out the insect. But the gnat entered also, and passed by his ear into
his brain, upon which it fed, and increased in size day by day, so
that the servants of Nimrod beat his head with a hammer continually,
that he might have some ease from his pain; but he died, after
suffering these torments for four hundred years.’

Prof. Sayce gives the latest word : ¢ The name of Nimrod has not
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yet been discovered in the cuneiform records. Some Assyrian scholars
have wished to identify him with Gisdhubar, the hero of the great
Chaldean epic, which contains the account of the Deluge; but
Gisdhubar was a solar hero who had originally been the Accadian
god of fire. It is true Gisdhubar was the special deity of the town
of Marad, and that Na-Marad would signify in the Accadian language,
“the prince of Marad ;” such a title, however, has not been found
in the inscriptions.’

Haman’s Plot.

ISTHER iii. 6: ¢ Wherefore Haman sought to destroy all the Jews that were
throughout the whole kingdom of Ahasuerus, even the people of Mordecai.’

Question.—Did Haman propose to himself merely to revenge him-
self on Mordecai by this massacre of the Jews ; ov to secure the death
of his rival by this scheme?

Answer.—Such general race, or class, massacres are very strange
and dreadful tothe Western mind, but theyare sadly familiar to Easterns.

The Speaker’s Commentary says ‘the Magophonia, or the great
massacre of the Magi at the accession of Darius Hystaspis, was an
event not fifty years old in the twelfth year of Xerxes, and was com-
memorated annually. A massacre of the Scythians had occurred
about a century previously.” Jamieson expresses the feeling which we
all have on reading the dreadful story. “To us it appears unaccount-
able how any sane monarch could have given his consent to the
extirpation of a numerous class of his subjects. But such acts of
frenzied barbarity have, alas, not rarely been authorized by careless
and voluptuous despots, who have allowed their ears to be engrossed
and their policy directed by haughty and selfish minions, who had
their own passions to gratify, their own ends to serve.”” Explaining
the conduct of Mordecai and Haman, Jamieson adds: ¢Large man-
sions in the East are entered by the spacious vestibule, or gateways,
along the sides of which visitors sit, and are received by the master
of the house ; for none except the nearest relatives, or special friends,
are admitted further. There the officers of the ancient King of
Persia waited till they were called, and did obeisance to the all-
powerful minister of the day. The obsequious homage of prostra-
tion, not entircly foreign to the manners of the East, had not been
claimed by former viziers ; but Haman required that all subordinate
officers of the court should bow before him with their faces to the
earth. But to Mordecai it seemed that such an attitude of profound
reverence was due only to God. Haman being an Amalekite, one
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of a doomed and accursed race, was doubtless another element in the
refusal ; and on learning that the recusant was a Jew, whose noncon-
formity was grounded on religious scruples, the magnitude of the
affront appeared so much the greater, as the example of Mordecai
would be imitated by all his compatriots. Had the homage been
a simple token of civil respect, Mordecai would not have refused it;
but the Persian kings demanded a sort of adoration, which, it is well
known, even the Greeks reckoned it degradation to express, and as
Xerxes, in the height of his favouritism, had commanded the same
honours to be given to the minister as to himself, this was the ground
of Mordecai’s refusal. . . . In resorting to the method of Pur,
or Lot, for ascertaining the most auspicious day for putting his
atrocious scheme into execution, Haman acted as the kings and
nobles of Persia have always done, never engaging in any enterprise
without consulting the astrologers, and being satisfied as to the lucky
hour. Vowing revenge, but scorning to lay hands on a single victim,
he meditated the extirpation of the whole Jewish race, who, he knew,
were sworn enemies of his countrymen, and, by artfully representing
them as a people who were aliens in manners and habits, and enemies
to the rest of his subjects, procured the king’s sanction of his intended
massacre. One motive which he used in urging his point, was ad-
dressed to the king's cupidity. Fearing lest his master might object that -
the extermination of a numerous body of his subjects would seriously
depress the public revenue, Haman promised to make up the loss.’

Canon Rawlinson says: ‘To a European of the nineteenth century,
a massacre on an appointed day, by permission from the government,
of thousands of unoffending persons, seems one of the most monstrous
things that can be conceived. We have, indeed, one instance of
such a fact in the history with which we are familiar ; but the massacre
of St. Bartholomew stands by itself in our minds, as though it were
a solitary case, wholly without a parallel. Acquaintance with Oriental
history would make us aware that in the East such terrible doings are
not infrequent ; that there they excite little horror, and do not appear
strange or startling. The destruction of the Mamelukes at Cairo;
that of the Janissaries at Constantinople; and the attempted de-
struction of the Syrian Christians in 1850, are recent examples ; the
massacre of the Scythians by the Medes ; of the Magi by Darius
Hystaspis ; and of all the Romans in Asia by Mithridates, are earlier
instances. To sweep a tribe or petty nation out of his path, was
thus no wild or extravagant idea, when entertained by an Oriental
statesman, who knew that he had great influence with his sovereign,
and could induce him to sign almost any decree that he chose.’

6
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Another, and much later, instance of an attempted general
massacre may be given. During a war between the Russians and
Turks in 1770, some of the Greeks, whose nation had long been
under the Turkish yoke, sided with the Russians. This so enraged
the Sultan that he conceived the horrible design of exterminating the
whole nation ; and no doubt the deed, so far as practicable, would
have been perpetrated but for the timely advice of Hassan Pasha,
who succeeded in gaining a general amnesty for the Greeks.

Dr. C. Gerkie briefly sums up the plot. €At one sweep Haman
would avenge his own personal grudge, and quench the hereditary
feud of his race in the blood of the whole brood of the hated race of
Jews. Insinuating to Xerxes that they were dangerous, as a people
who, unlike the other subject races of the empire, insisted on observ-
ing their own laws rather than those of the king, and thus formed a
ready centre for revolt, he obtained leave to arrange for their massacre
everywhere throughout the empire, recommending his proposal by
promising a vast sum to the treasury from their wealth.’

Getkie adds an interesting note on the absolute despotism of
Persian kings. These are familiar Persian expressions. ‘The will
of the ruler is the will of the godhead.’ ‘Well spoken! The true
Persian rejoices to be allowed to kiss the hand of his ruler, even if it
be stained with his child’s blood.” ¢Cambyses has put my brother
to death, but I murmur at him for it no more than I did at the god-
head, who took my parents from me.” .Zschylus calls the great
king ¢ Persius Susa-born God.’

The Influence of the Mixt Multitude.

NUMBERS xi. 4: ¢ And the mixt multitude that was among them fell a lusting
and the children of Israel also wept again, and said, Who shall give us flesh te
eat?

Question.— Who are we to understand by this mixt multitude’;
and, if not genuine Israelites, in what sense did they come under
covenant obligations ?

Answer.—This question involves our estimate of the character
and conduct of the children of Israel throughout their wilderness
experience. It is usual for Bible readers to think of the Israelites,
under Moses, as being strictly and exclusively the body-descendants
of Jacob. It alters our estimate of their conduct, and makes us deal
more considerately with them, when we realize that the Israelites
proper were in close association with large numbers of persons who
were not Israelites, and were not under the covenant obligations save
by their associations.
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We may wisely remind ourselves that, as tribes, they were not all
Israelites. The servants, herdmen, etc., in a sense belonged to the
tribe, and came under the obligations that rested on the tribe, but
were not strictly covenant-bound, as were the sons of Jacob. The
families of these tribal servants multiplied in Egypt; and it may well
have been that men of other races joined the Israelites during their
sojourn in Egypt, and departed from Egypt with them at the Exodus.
The impression left on us by the Bible narrative is, that while some
of the rebellions—such as Korah’s—came from the Israelites, and
rested on purely Israelite misconceptions, the more common and
ordinary murmurings and rebellions were caused by the ‘ mixt multi-
tude,” who could hardly be expected to walk by faith in the unseen
Jehovah, as were the true Israelites. Aaron’s excuse for yielding,
in the matter of the ¢ Golden Calf,’ seems to imply that the ¢ people,’
the ¢mixt multitude,” were set on mischief, and he rather sought to
pacify these half-heathen, than to meet the ideas of the Israelites,
who, however, were thoroughly carried away by the excitement.

In Exodus xii. 37, 38, we read: ‘And the children of Israel
journeyed from Rameses to Succoth, about six hundred thousand on
foot that were men, besides children. And a mixed multitude went
up also with them ; and flocks, and herds, even very much cattle.’

The word translated ¢ mixt multitude,’ in Num. xi. 4 is a peculiar
one, found in the text only. Hasaph-supk may be best translated
‘riffraff’ It denotes a mob of people scraped together. ¢ They
consisted probably of remains of the old Semitic population of Egypt,
whether or not first brought into the district by the Hyksos is uncer-
tain. As natural objects of suspicion and dislike to the Egyptians
who had lately become masters of the country, they would be anxious
to escape, the more especially after the calamities which preceded
the Exodus.’ (Speaker’s Commentary.) ‘Some may have been
Egyptians, impressed by the recent miracles ; some foreigners held
to servitude, like the Israelites, and glad to escape from their masters.
It is noticeable that the Egyptian writers. in their perverted accounts
of the Exodus, made a multitude of foreigners (Hyksos) take part
with the Hebrews.” (Professor G. Rawitnson.)

Such persons came under covenant-obligations by virtue of their
association with the Israelites. If they shared covenant privileges,
they must share covenant responsibilities. But, in their case, we can
hardly look for those helps to obedience which come out of personal
religion, which we expect to find in the case of the Israelites.

6—2
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Saul and Abner’s Ignorance of David.

1 SAMUEL xvil. 55: ¢ And when Saul saw David go forth against the Philistine,
he said unto Abner, the captain of the host, Abner, whose son is this youth? And
Abner said, As thy soul liveth, O king, I cannot tell.’

Difficulty. —Seeing that David had been for some time the court
minstrel, it is strange to find that he was not recognised, either by the
king, or by Abner, the court officer.

Explanation.—It is now fully recognised that the Historical
Books, in the form we have them, are a compilation from a variety of
traditions, or historical documents: and careful students can trace
where the documents have been put together, but not precisely
fitted. Sometimes the narratives overlap ; sometimes one narrator
carries his story to its conclusion, and the next narrator gives inter-
vening incidents. We have, probably, an instance of this kind here.
The story of David’s introduction to Saul, as given in ch. xvi. 14-23,
belongs to a separate document, which contained no account of the
conflict with Goliath. It therefore carries on David’s relations with
the court beyond the time of the battle at Ephes-dammim, and in-
cludes his taking official position as the king’s armour-bearer. We
may recognise that there were existing, at the time, two traditions of
the circumstances under which David was introduced to court.
These certainly conflicted in some degree, and both have been
retained in the Scripture record.

If we might make the attempt to put the early incidents of David’s
court life in order, we might assume that he was introduced, by one
of the servants, as a skilful ¢ player on an harp,” and a likely man to
soothe the king’s mental irritation. But the king, in such a state of
mind, would take no notice of the player ; and, as his attacks came
on with extensive intervals, David’s services were only occasionally
required, and he was probably sent for when wanted. Then came
the conflict with Goliath, and the direction of Saul’s attention to
David, which led him to ask Jesse for the constant attendance of his
son at court, where David at once took an office as courtier ; but, on
occasion, exercised his old musical gift in soothing the king’s madness.
It should not occasion any surprise that Abner did not know the
youth, for the busy military man was not in the least likely to take
any notice of the court minstrel.

Fwald is the advocate of the theory of two narrators. One he
finds in ch. xvi. 14-23, the other in ch. xvii. But concerning the
work of the first narrator he says: ‘It is beyond doubt, on the one
hand, that it must have been some such extraordinary feat of arms
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which first brought David to Saul’s notice, as a hero of whose warlike
capacity he ought to avail himself ; and as to the sequel, we know
from the histories of many ancient nations that in those times a whole
war might turn on a single combat undertaken with due formalities by
the heroes of the two armies.” Ewald adds to this passage a sugges-
tive note: ‘We assume that even the earlier narrator mentioned the
single combat between David and Goliath : the passages, ch. xviii. 6 ;
xix. 5 ; xxi. 10 (xxi. 9), leave us no doubt on this point ; besides, the
words which describe the final result of the achievement (ch. xviii. 1,
3-5), to judge from their colouring, are from the earlier narrator.’

Those who object to this explanation of the difficulty, by the theory
of two conflicting traditions, point out that it is quite consistent with
the genius of Hebrew narrative for the narrator to pursue his theme
to its ultimate consequences in respect to the leading idea of his narra-
tive, and then to return to fill up the details which had been omitted.
Thus the words “he loved him greatly, and he became his armour-
bearer ; and Saul sent to Jesse, saying, Let David stand before me,”
etc., are the wultimate sequence of David’s first visit to Saul, and of
his skill in music, and are, therefore, placed here ; but they did not
really come to pass till after David’s victory over Goliath.” To this
peculiarity of Hebrew historical writing due attention should be paid.
As illustrations of it, references are made to 1 Sam. xviil. 2 ; xxii. 20;
2 Sam. xvi. 22 ; xvil. 1, 17 ; also Gen. xi. 31, 32 ; xii. 1-5; Judg. xx.
and 1 Sam. xiv. 47-52.

Kitto gives a very simple and common-sense account of what pro-
bably occurred, which certainly relieves the narrative of its principal
difficulties, and, whether we regard it as entirely successful or not, is
certainly deeply interesting. ‘It would seem that Saul, while under
the process of cure for his grievous malady, contracted great regard
for David. “He loved him, and made him his armour-bearer,”
the latter being a mere honorary mark of consideration and attach-
ment, at a time when there was no actual war. By degrees the in-
tervals of the king’s phrenzy became more distant, and eventually he
seemed to be altogether cured. The services of David being no
longer required, he went home to his father, and resumed the care of
the sheep. By this it would seem that Saul’s affection towards his
healer cooled as soon as the cure had been effected. - The probability
of this most physicians can vouch from their own experience. Besides,
it is likely that, from the peculiar nature of his complaint, Saul cared
not to be continnally reminded, by the presence of his healer, of the
sufferings he had gone through, and of paroxysms which it humbled
his proud mind to think had made him an object of compassion in
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the eyes of his subjects. He therefore made no opposition to the
application for his son’s return home, which Jesse probably made
when he found that David’s services were no longer necessary. An
interval passed—how long we know not, but probably about two or
three years—when we again behold David traversing the road from
Bethlehem, nearly in the same condition as before. But his appear-
ance is considerably altered. You would scarcely know him for the
same person that you saw some three years ago. He was then a
growing youth ; but he has now attained to greater fulness of stature,
and to more firmly knit limbs. Above all, his beard has grown ; and
to those who, like us, remove the beard as soon as it appears, the
great difference produced by the presence of this appendage on the
face of one who, a year or two ago, was a beardless youth, is scarcely
conceivable.’

Suggested explanations may be thus summarized. (1) Saul’s mad-
ness had prevented any personal observation of the young minstrel.
(2) In the interval between the service of minstrelsy and the combat
with Goliath, David had grown, as we say, ‘out of memory.” (3)
Saul’s inquiry did not concern David’s name, but the rank and posi-
tion of his family. The inquiry was a suitable one, seeing that
David was to become the king’s son-in-law, according to the king’s
promise of reward to the victor over Goliath. But (4) ‘the real
solution, we cannot but think, lies in the fact that this, and the other
historical books of the Old Testament, were made up by the inspired
compiler from well-authenticated traditions current in Israel, and most
probably preserved in the archives of the great prophetical school.
Two of these are here selected, which, to a certain extent, cover
the same ground.” It should be observed that, in the earlier passage
(r Sam. xvi. 14-23), no nofe of time occurs: this first notice being
wholly concerned with the influence of David’s music on the king’s
mental disease. (Dr. Spence.)

The Pharaoh that knew not Joseph.

Exopusi. 8: ‘Now there arose up a new king over Egypt, which knew not
Joseph.

Question.——Have recent discoveries helped towards the identifica-
tion of this Pharaok?

Answer.— Professor Sayce considers the identification is definitely
settled by the excavations recently undertaken at Tel el-Maskhta.
These confirm the opinion of many Egyptian scholars, that the
Pharaoh of the oppression was the great Ramses I1., and the Pharaoh
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of the Exodus his son and successor, Meneptah II., who came to the
throne about B.c. 1325. Budge gives the list of kings succeeding
the Hyksos, and forming the 18th and 19th dynasties, as follows :

18th Dynasty 19th Dynasty.
Ahmes L ... 1700 Ramses 1. ... 1400
Amenhetep I. ... 1666 Seti I. ... ... 1366
Thothmes I. .o 1633 Ramses II. 1333
Thothmes II. ... 1600 Merenptah, or Meneptah 1300
Thothmes 1. ... ... 1600 Seti IL. ... 1266
Amenhetep I1. ... ... 1566
Thothmes [V. . 1533
Amenhetep III. ... ... 1500
Her-em-heb ... 1466
Heretic Kings . 1433

Under Thothmes IIIL, and other great monarchs of the x8th
dynasty, wars of aggression into Asia were carried on, and Egyptian
armies penetrated as far as the Euphrates. The tribes of Canaan
were brought under tribute. ¢On the temple-walls of Karnak at
Thebes, Thothmes III. (B.c. 1600) gives a list of the Canaanitish
towns which had submitted to his arms.’ Two centuries later the
same districts had again been overrun by the Egyptian kings, especi-
ally by Seti I., and Ramses II., the latter ‘battling for long years
against the Hittites on the plains of Canaan, and establishing a line
of Egyptian fortresses as far north as Damascus.” The argument for
Ramses II. as the Pharaoh of the oppression is given by Sayce.
‘The accounts of the wars of himself and his predecessors in Canaan,
show that up to the date of his death that country was not yet in-
habited by Israelites. Not only is no mention made of them, but
the history of the Book of Judges precludes our supposing that
Palestine could have been an Egyptian province after the Israelitish
conquest. It must have ceased to be tributary to the Pharaohs before
it was entered by Joshua. Moreover, the name of the city of Ramses
(Raamses), built by the Israelites in Egypt, points unmistakably to
the reign of the great Ramses II. himself. The name was given to
Zoan after its reconstruction by this monarch ¢ and, singularly, we
find mention made of a certain class of foreigners, called Aperiu (not
unlike Hebrew), who were employed by Ramses II. to work at his
monuments.

The argument from the excavations of M. Naville is as follows :
‘Tel el-Maskhita is the name of some large mounds near Tel el-
Kebir and other places which were the scene of the late war ; and
M. Naville, who has excavated them for the Egyptian Exploration
Fund, has found inscriptions in them which show not only that they
represent an ancient city whose religious name was Pithom, while its
civil name was Succoth, but also that the founder of the city was
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Ramses IT. In Greek times the city was called Heroopolis, or Ero,
from the Egyptian word arae, ‘“a store-house,” reminding us that
Pithom and Raamses, which the Israelites built for the Pharaoh,
were “ treasure-cities,” Exod. i. 11). M. Naville has even discovered
the treasure-chambers themselves. They are very strongly con-
structed, and divided by brick partitions from eight to ten feet,
thick, the bricks being sun-baked, and made some with and
some without straw. The name Pithom—in Egyptian Pa-Tum—
signifies the city of the setting sun ; and since it had another name,
Succoth, we can now understand how it was that the Israelites
started on their march not from Goshen, but from Succoth (Exod. xiii.
20)—that is, from the very place where they had been working.” Miss
Whately says : ¢ Herodotus and others mention Pithom ; Rameses*
is only mentioned in Exodus ; but its site has been ascertained by the
discovery of a granite statue of Rameses, between two statues of
Egyptian gods, with the king’s name inscribed repeatedly on different
parts of it.’

1t would seem, therefore, that the connection of the Israelite op-
pression with Ramses II. is now definitely fixed; and it may be
well to note that this king reigned sixty-seven years ; as co-regent
with his father, Seti 1., for more than half the time.

Canon Rawlinson thinks Seti I. should be regarded as the op-
pressor. He explains the reason for the oppression found in the
political circumstances of the country during Seti’s reign: but we
have observed above how closely Ramses II. was associated with
him. ¢ Egypt had at this time lost all those Asiatic possessions which
had been gained under the earlier kings of the 18th dynasty—
Thothmes 1., Thothmes III., and Amen-hetep II.—and had retired
within her own natural borders. South-western Asia had fallen under
the dominion of the Khita or Hittites, who had gradually extended
their dominion from the Cappadocian highlands to the low regions of
Philistia and Western Arabia. In alliance with the other Canaanite
nations, with the Philistines, and even with the Arabs (Shasu), the
Hittites threatened an invasion of Egypt, which, it was felt, might
have the most disastrous consequences. What, if this contingency
actually occurred, would be the part taken by the Israclites? Might
it not be that they would ““join themselves to Egypt’s enemies, and
fight against the Egyptians ” (Exod. i. 10), and so either help to bring
them under subjection to the Hittites, or else ““ get themselves up out
of the land”? The Israelites occupied the portion of Egypt which
the Hittites would first enter; if they joined the enemy they would

* The name Ramses is also spelt Rameses.
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deliver into his hands a large tract of most valuable territory, and put
him into a position from which he would threaten the most important
of the Egyptian cities—Tanis, Heliopolis, Bubastis, Memphis. Re-
flecting upon this, the Pharaoh of the time—Seti I., according to our
view—deemed it incumbent on him to take such measures as should
seriously weaken and depress his Israelite subjects, crush their
aspirations, destroy their physical vigour, and by degrees diminish
their numbers.’ ’

Geikie sums up modern opinion thus: ‘It was left to Ramses 11,
the Sesostris of the Greeks—the ninth king after Thothmes III., and
the third monarch of the 1gth dynasty—to earn for himself, especi-
ally, the evil distinction of the Oppressor of the Hebrews. The
Exodus is believed by Maspero to have taken place under Seti IL.,
the next king but one after Ramses; but De Rougé, Chabas,
Lenormant, Sayce, Lepsius, Brugsch, Ebers, and others, agree in
assigning it to the reign of Meneptah I., Ramses' son and successor.’

The Speaker's Commentary argues for Aahmes, founder of the
18th dynasty.

The Sceptre in Judah.

GENESIS xlix. 10 : * The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s
staff from between his feet, until Shiloh come ; and unto him shall obedience of
the peoples be.’— Rew. Ver.

Difficulty.—Zf Skilok be the Messiak, it is impossible to prove the
retention of royal power by Judah right up to Messialk's times.

Explanation.—It has been suggested that this verse should
read, ‘until they come to Shiloh,” and then the history can be shown
easily to match the prophecy. The first camp of the Israelites was
stationed at Gilgal, but it was removed to Shiloh, about ten miles
south of Shechem, and twenty-five miles north of Jerusalem. Judah
had all along been the foremost tribe in fighting the battles through
which the people had passed ; and this important 7uZe, or leadership,
continued until the tribes came to Shiloh, and then there was no
more need of it. But this rendering is certainly opposed to all the
ancient versions ; and it may also be noted that the town of Shiloh
was within the territory of Ephraim, and not of Judah.

The word must be treated as a proper name, and read either (1)
Shiloh, the ‘Peacemaker,’ or ‘ Prince of Peace,’ or (2) Skelok, ‘He
whose right it is” The reference to Messiah was recognised by all
Jewish antiquity. ¢There can be no doubt that this prophecy was
one important link in the long chain of prediction which produced
that general expectation of a Messiah universally prevalent in Judza
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at the period of the Christian era, and which Suetonius, in the well-
known passage in his life of Vespasian, tells us had long and con-
stantly pervaded the whole of the East.’

Still it must be frankly admitted that, taking the passage in its
apparent meaning, as declaring that royalty should be kept in the
tribe of Judah until the coming of Messiah, history does not confirm
the prophecy. The Babylonian Captivity destroyed the royalty of
Judah fora time, and the Roman conquest destroyed it for ever, long
before Messiah appeared. The question is whether the prophecy
declares absolute sovereignty for Judah, or only tribal superiority.
Probably our associations with scepires have made us put more
meaning into the words of Jacob than he intended to express.

All that can wisely be said is well said by Biskop Harold Browne.
¢ As regards the fulfilment of this prophecy, it is undoubted that the
tribal authority, and the highest place in the nation, continued with
Judah until the destruction of Jerusalem. It is true that, after the
Babylonish Captivity, the royalty was not in the house of Judah ; but
the prophecy is not express as to the possession of absolute royalty.
Israel never ceased to be a nation, Judah never ceased to be a tribe
with at least a tribal sceptre and lawgivers, or expositors of the Law,
Sanhedrim or Senators, and with a general pre-eminence in the land,
nor was there a foreign ruler of the people, till at least the time of
Herod the Great, just before the birth of the Saviour; and even
the Herods, though of Idumean extraction, were considered as ex-
ercising a native sovereignty in Judah, which did not quite pass
away till a Roman procurator was sent thither, after the reign of
Archelaus, the son of Herod the Great : and at that very time the
Shiloh came, the Prince of Peace, to whom of right the kingdom
belonged.’

The Jordan Memorials.

JosHuA iv. 9: ¢ And Joshua set up twelve stones in the midst of Jordan, in the
place where the feet of the priests which bare the ark of the covenant stood ; and
they are there unto this day.’

JosHuA iv. 20: ‘And those twelve stones, which they took out of Jordan, did
Joshua pitch in Gilgal.’

Difficulty.— ZVere seem to be two contradictory accounts of the
position found for the twelve-stone memorial. One account leads us to
think they were piled in the bed of Jordan ; the other finds for them a
place ot Grigal.

Explanation.—The easiest way to remove this difficulty is to
assume two distinct sets of stones, and this is done by Gezkée. ‘An
event so wonderful could not be allowed to pass without a memorial,
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and a double one was appointed, worthy of it in expressive sim-
plicity. Twelve of the large stones laid bare in the bed of the river
were ordered to be carried over to the western side and raised on the
upper terrace of the valley, in the centre of the new camping-ground,
while a second twelve were placed on the spot in the channel, where
the feet of the priests had stood during the crossing.’

It is difficult, however, to see what purpose could be served by a
memorial which either the waters would regularly cover, or the first
flood-time overthrow. If any reasonable explanation of the two
notices can be found, which assumes only one set of stones, we
should certainly prefer it, and think it altogether more probable. We
might even admit some confusion in those who, at a later time,
reported what had occurred, which led them to write so uncertainly.

The Speaker's Commentary gets over the difficulty of two memorials
by supposing that the priests stood on the extreme edge of the
river, and so their memorial would only be reached by the fringe of
any flood, and might, therefore, stand for generations.

The German commentators incline to the idea that the verse g is
a ‘fragment of a totally different version of the transaction carelessly
incorporated by the historian.’

Without discussing the question, Dean Stanley writes of the
national memorial as if it were a single thing. ‘Carried aloft before
the priests as they left the river-bed were ‘“twelve stones,” selected
by the twelve chiefs of the tribes. These were planted on the upper
terrace of the plain of the Jordan, and became the centre of the
first sanctuary of the Holy Land—the first place pronounced ¢ holy,”
the ‘“sacred place” of the Jordan valley, where the tabernacle re-
mained till it was fixed at Shiloh.  Gilgal long retained reminiscences
of its ancient sanctity. The twelve stones taken up from the bed of
the Jordan continued at least till the time of the composition of the
Book of Joshua, and seem to have been invested with a reverence
which came to be regarded at last as idolatrous.’

The Descendants of Zerubbabel.

1 CHRON. iii. 19, 20 : ¢ And the sons of Pedaiah were Zerubbabel and Shimei :
and the sons of Zerubbabel, Meshullam and Hananiah, and Shelomith their
sister : and Hashubah, and Ohel, and Berechiah, and Hasadiah, Jushab-hesed,
five.”

Difficulty.—7f this Zerubbabel is the prince who led the exiles back
to Jerusalem, the Book of Chronicles must be a very late composition.

Explanation.—From verses 17, 18, we learn that Zerubbabel,
who is elsewhere called the son of Salathiel’ was really his nephew,
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the son of his brother, Pedaiah, and only his soz in the legal sense
of being his Zesz 1t is generally admitted that this Zerubbabel is the
leader of the first Return from Babylon, under the edict of Cyrus (B.c.
cir. 536). If the genealogy, as compiled by the writer of this Book
of Chronicles includes him and his sons, it is clear that the book
must have been composed, or put together from existing materials,
after the Return.

¢ That the Book of Chronicles was composed after the return from
the Captivity is evident, not only from its closing passage, but from
other portions of it. A comparison of 1 Chron. ix. 10-16 with
Nehem. xi. 10-17 will show that almost the whole of 1 Chron. ix.
belongs to the period after the Captivity. Ch. iii. of the same part of
the work contains a genealogy of the descendants of Zerubbabel
(verses 19-24), which is continued down to, at least, the third genera-
tion. The date of 1 Chronicles cannot well be earlier than B.c. 538,
but may be later, and is indeed thought by some to be very consider-
ably later.” (Speaker’s Commentary.)

‘The remarkable genealogy of Zerubbabel is clear evidence on
which we must bring the compilation of Chronicles to a date sub-
sequent to the Return and the partial resettlement of those who
returned, some “in the cities,” and some “in Jerusalem.” Either
the verses relating to the family of Zerubbabel must be proved to be
an interpolation or addition by a later hand (as is held by Eichhorn,
Dahler, Jahn, Keil), or we are brought down to a still lower date.
Even when (with Bertheau) we have counted the six entries of verse
21 as names all of brothers, six generations appear to succeed Zerubba-
bel.  However, Keil, Movers, Havernick, and others think that
Zerubbabel’s genealogy in this passage really stops with the grandsons
Pelatiah and Jesaiah. And there is some reason for supposing with
Bishop Hervey, that these six names should zo7 stand as six genera-
tions after Zerubbabel. But if both these theories be inadmissible,
we are still not necessarily driven to Prideaux’s position, that the six
generations, and the average length which he assumes for them, will
bring us to the time of Alexander the Great, B.C. 356-324. There can
be little doubt that he overestimates the average of Eastern genera-
tions, and, if this be reduced to fzwenty years, we shall only be brought
to a date varying between B.C. 420-410, within the probable lifetime
of Nehemiah, and the very possible lifetime of Ezra. While, then,
such a date as this is probably the latest that needs to be accepted, it
stands to reason that the date at the other extremity must not be
placed simply at the time of the Return. In the nature of things, a
work like the Chronicles, though but a matter of compilation, could
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not be executed off-hand and rapidly at such a time. On the con-
trary, the unsettledness and the stir of the times would constitute the
unlikeliest of conditions. Qur general conclusion would be that,
judging from internal evidence, the date of compilation must be
placed between a limit some several years subsequent to the Return
and the year e.c. 410 or thereabout—how much nearer the latter than
the former still uncertain.” (Professor Barker, in ‘ Pupit Commentary.’)

Identification of Ahasuerus.

EsTHER i. 1: ¢ Now it came to pass in the days of Ahasuerus (this is Ahasuerus
which reigned, from India even unto Ethiopia, over an hundred and seven and
twenty provinces).’

Difficulty.— Z%is name does not appear in the Persian annals.

Explanation.—Though the name does not appear in this precise
form, the fault is only in this form not adequately representing the
Hebrew translation of the name as it stands in the Persian annals.
The name of this monarch that is familiar to us, through Grecian
history, is Xerxes, which is a Greek representation of the Persian
name K/Zskayarsha (the ruling eye). This king ruled from B.c. 485
to 464. Represented strictly in the Hebrew spelling, this name would
read 4khashverosk, which is easily seen to be the same as Ahasuerus.
The addition of the A4 at the beginning of the word is only a help in
the difficult pronunciation.

LEllicott's Commentary points out that the Bible representation of
the character of Ahasuerus, and the classical account of the character
of Xerxes, precisely correspond. ¢ Ahasuerus is an ordinary specimen
of an Eastern despot, who knows no law save the gratification of his
own passions, and of the passing caprice of the moment. He sends
for nis queen in defiance of decency and courtesy, to grace a rival,
and deposes her for a refusal simply indicative of self-respect ; he is
willing to order the destruction of a whole people throughout his
empire, at the request of the favourite of the time ; when the tide of
favour turns, the favourite is not only disgraced, but he and all his
family are ruthlessly destroyed, and Mordecai rises from a humble
position to be the new vizier. Thus, though God shapes all this for
good, the instrument is distinctly evil. How similar is the picture
shown in the undying story of Herodotus, of the king who, reckless
of the overthrow of his father’s armies at Marathon ten short years
before, will make a fresh attempt to crush the nation on whose
success the freedom of the world was to hinge ; who comes with a
host so vast that, in the poet’s hyperbole, they drink the rivers dry; who
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has a throne erected to view the slaughter of Leonidas and his three
hundred ; who gazes from Mount Agaleos at the vast fleet in the
Bay of Salamis, soon to be routed and broken by Themistocles !
The king, who a few weeks before has the Hellespont scourged,
because it presumes to be stormy and break his bridges, now flees
away in panic, leaving his fleet to its fate.’

No earlier Persian king can be meant, because before this India
was not included in Persian territory. This Xerxes was the son of
Darius Hystaspis.

Rawlinson confirms this identification: ‘The name Ahasuerus is
undoubtedly the proper Hebrew equivalent for the Persian word
which the Greeks represented by Xerxes. . . . And we are at once
struck with the strong resemblance which his character bears to that
assigned bythe classical writers to the celebrated son of Darius. Proud,
self-willed, amorous, careless of contravening Persian customs ; reck-
less of human life, yet not actually bloodthirsty ; impetuous, facile,
changeable, the Ahasuerus of Esther corresponds in all respects to the
Greek portraiture of Xerxes, which is not the mere picture of an
Oriental despot, but has various peculiarities which distinguish it
even from the other Persian kings.’

Cambyses is called Ahasuerus in Ezra iv. 6, but he cannot be
meant.

Mosaic Preparations for a Time of Kingship.

DEeUT. xvil. 14, 15: ‘ When thou art come unto the land which the Lord thy
God giveth thee, and shalt possess it, and shalt dwell therein, and shalt say, I will
set a kinu over me, like as all the nations that are about me ; thou shalt in any
wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose : one from
among thy brethren shalt thou set king over thee : thou mayest not set a stranger
over thee, which is not thy brother.’

Difficulty.—Seeing that Moses anticipated the desive for kingship,
and expressed no strong feeling as to ifs sinfulness, we cannot accuse
the people of doing a wrong thing when, in the time of Samuel, the
demand was made.

Explanation.—The composition of the Book of Deuteronomy
is the subject of very serious dispute, and it cannot be said that at
present any definite conclusions can be arrived at.  What is certain is,
that it has been edited, and in the editing has received important
additions. It is difficult now to decide what precise portions came
from the hand of Moses, or belong to the age of Moses. The para-
graph from which the above verses come may, therefore, be one of
the later additions, and may represent the wisdom of someone after
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the event, and an effort to get Mosaic authority for the national
desire.

On the face of it, it certainly is passing strange that Moses should
establish the Theocracy, and guard it round with the most terrible
sanctions, and at the same time prepare for the time when the
Theocracy should be replaced by an ordinary monarchy. To provide
for the change was surely doing a good deal towards preparing for
the change ; and it certainly takes away something of the sinfulness of
the people in desiring the change. They might reasonably plead,
that the time had come for doing what God had arranged for in His
plans for the future of His people.

This is stating the difficulty which suggests itself to every thought-
ful mind. Let us see how that difficulty has been met by trustworthy
Bible writers.

Bishop Wordsworth says: ‘Here is a prophetic provision for a
contingency, which God, in His Divine foresight, foreknew would
arise. . He does not approve the act, but controls it, as He does in
the case of divorce.” But this is ‘cutting the knot’ rather than
making the attempt to untze it.

The Speaker's Commentary deals with the argument that, as the
Mosaic legislation is not monarchical, Moses is not likely to have
prepared for, or approved, the institution of monarchy; and so no
reference is made to the Book of Deuteronomy by the narrative in
1 Sam. viii.=xii., and as the prohibitions against the accumulation of
horses, wives, and treasures, and, indeed, the reference to horses at
all, belong to the age of Solomon, the passage in Deuteronomy must
have been penned long after the date of Moses, and, indeed, sub-
sequently to the reign of Solomon, and most probably in the age of
Jeremiah. Its reply brings forward some points of importance. A
statesman may foresee, and provide for, what he cannot personally
approve. This is not the only reference to Zings found in the
Pentateuch. See Gen. xvii. 16 ; xxxvi. 31 ; xlix. 10 ; Exod. xxii. 28 ;
Num. xxiv. 17; Deut. xxviii. 36. It is not too much to say that the
presage of royalty to come pervades every part of the early annals of
the people.” For the full argument, see Vol. 1., part ii., pp. 863-865.

‘The answers to the arguments for the later origin of this passage,
as given above, may be briefly summarized thus: Moses does not
provide for a monarchy, but prophetically recognises a future demand
for it; and, apart from his own approval, secures that those who may
be called upon to set it up should not be taken at unawares, and find
it difficult to harmonize the principles of monarchy with those of the
Theocracy. Moreover; the reference to kings and kingship in this
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passage does not stand alone in the Pentateuch. Also direct quota-
tion from early books is not the manner of Old Testament writers,
but Samuel’s remarks are in almost verbal harmony with the passage
in Deuteronomy. Samuel does not clash with Moses in calling a sin
what Moses had permitted, as what Samuel recognises as sin is the
spirit of distrust and impatience manifested by the people. The
caution against return to Egypt is exactly in the manner of Moses ;
and the excesses forbidden are not peculiar to the later times of
Jewish monarchy, but characteristic of all Eastern despotisms.’

Kitto, explaining the reasons which induced the people to ask for
a king in the time of Samuel, says: ‘The magnates of Israel—who
are the parties we behold moving in this matter—may also have con-
sidered that, although a form of government had been organized by
Moses, in which the presence of a human king was not recognised,
he had clearly contemplated the probability that a regal government
might eventually be adopted, and had even laid down certain rules
involving principles by which the conduct of their future king was
to be guided. This, it might be urged, was inconsistent with any
absolute interdiction of the erection of the state into a temporary
monarchy ; and the time had now come, if ever, which the wise and
far-seeing lawgiver had contemplated.’

Note.—1t should not be withheld from our readers, that the theory
of the composite character of the Book of Deuteronomy is gaining
favour with our English exegetes. One of the latest deliverances on
the subject is by Canon Cheyne,inhis ¢ Jeremiah, his Life and Times.’
His conclusion is as follows: ¢ It only remains to explain the phrase
“the original Book of Deuteronomy.” We can scarcely claim to
restore with precision the very book which made such an impression
on Josiah. It is undoubtedly contained in the middle part of Deut-
cronomy ; the only question is whether the whole of this part belongs
to the original book. I think that, allowing for some few later asser-
tions and glosses, we may regard chs. v.-xxvi. as the original “ book of
(Divine) instruction.” It is probable that chs. i. 1—iv. 44, and iv. 45-
49, are two distinct introductions, composed independently by two
different writers, close students of the original “book of foraZ” in
that which is most distinctive of it, the former of whom may perhaps
have had some really Deuteronomic material to work upon.’

Canon Cook regards the passage relating to the monarchy as one of
the proofs of the late composition of great parts of the book of
Deuteronomy.
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The First Siege of Jerusalem.

JUI)GE.S i. 8: *Now the children of Judah had fought against Jersusalem, and
had taken it, and smitten it with the edge of the sword, and set the city on fire.’

JuDGEs i, 21: ¢ And the children of Benjamin did not drive out the Jebusites
that inhabited Jerusalem ; but the Jebusites dwell with the children of Benjamin
in Jerusalem unto this day.’

Difficulty.—Zwo tribes are spoken of as bearing relation to this
stege, and what is related of their doings appears to be contradictory.

Explanation.—In all probability, the reference to Benjamin in
verse 21 is a substitution for Judah. The nearly identical passage in
Joshua xv. 63 reads thus: ¢As for the Jebusites, the inhabitants of
Jerusalem, the children of Juda% could not drive them out: but the
Jebusites dwell with the children of Judah at Jerusalem unto this
day.’ Observe the precise connection in which these two verses
stand in Joshua and in Judges. ¢Probably the original reading
Judal was altered in later times to Benjamin, because Jebus was
within the border of Benjamin.’ )

Jerusalem was on the borders both of Judah and of Benjamin.
Properly it belongs to Benjamin, but the conquest of the fortress of
Zion by David naturally caused its closer identification with Judah.

The pluperfect tense in verse 8 (had fought) is not represented in
the original ; and in the Revised Version the sentence reads: ¢ And
the children of Judah fought against Jerusalem, and took it, and
smote it with the edge of the sword.” The narrative given in Judges
refers, at least in part, to the attacks made on Jebus, or Jerusalem,
in the time of Joshua. Connecting the several notices, we may infer
that Jerusalem was only taken once, and that this was a success, re-
warding the energy and enterprise of Judah during the lifetime of
Joshua. Whether the success referred only to the city, or included
also the fortress, is not mmade clear to us, but the Jebusites certainly
returned to their city, and gradually recovered complete possession ;
later notices indicating that the people of Judah and Benjamin lived
on pleasant neighbourly terms with them.

Jerusalem was wholly a Jebusite city in the lifetime of Phinehas
(Judg. xx. 28), and so it continued till the reign of David
(2 Sam. v. 6-9).

Smith’s Biblical Dictionary makes the first siege to take place
immediately after the death of Joshua, about B.c. 1400. It assumes
that the men of Judah attacked it, and later on the men of Benjamin.
Josephus adds to our knowledge by informing us that the siege lasted
some time, that the part which was taken at last, and in which the

7
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slaughter was made, was the lower city ; but that the upper city was
so strong, by reason of its walls, and also of the nature of the place,
that the army relinquished the attempt, and moved off to Hebron.
In the Cambridge Bible for Schools, the Rev. J. Lias éuggests
another mode of harmonizing the above verses, but it is only a guess,
and has no new facts upon which it may be based. He supposes
that Judah and Simeon took Jerusalem, and set the city on fire ; but
the Jebusites retired into a citadel from which their enemies failed to
dislodge them, and a later attempt made by Benjamin also proved
unsuccessful. The consequence of the Jebusites holding their citadel
was, that ultimately they succeeded in reoccupying the whole city.

The Different Accounts of Saul’s Death.

I SAMUEL xxxi. 4 : ‘ Then said Saul unto his armour-bearer, Draw thy sword,
and thrust me through therewith ; lest these uncircumcised come and thrust me
through, and abuse me. But his armour-bearer would not ; for he was sore afraid.
Therefore Saul took a sword, and fell upon it.’

2 SAMUEL i. 8-10: ‘And he said unto me, Who art thou? And I answered
him, I am an Amalekite. He said unto me again, Stand, I pray thee, upon me,
and slay me ; for anguish is come upon me, because my life is yet whole in me. So
I stood upon him, and slew him, because I was sure that he could not live after he
was fallen.’

Difficulty.—Both these accounts cannot be true.

Explanation.—The differences may be accounted for in two
ways. (1) We may assume the Amalekite to have made up a tale in
hope of extorting a reward from David ; or (2) we may think that the
dishonour of having been killed in cold blood by a slave was covered
over by the invention of a story that he killed himself.

What can be said in favour of each of these theories may be stated
briefly. The story told by the Amalekite is certainly natural and
consistent, and it is specially worthy of credence, because he narrates
his own doings, and brought with him the crown, or head-dress, of
the king, and his armlet. This Amalekite could not have been a
soldier in Saul’s army, and he is not likely to have been in the
Philistine army. He was what we should call 2 ¢ camp-follower,” and
came on the battle-field in order to strip the slain and the wounded.
It is probable that Saul had only swooned after the injury he had in-
flicted on himself, though he was desperately, perhaps mortally,
hurt. He had recovered so far as to sit up, and lean heavily on his
spear ; looking round he saw this man, and called him to him, and
begged to be put out of his misery. The Amalekite, as a’bitter
enemy of Saul, would have no compunction whatever in giving him
the finishing stroke, and might even think of his act as being a
merciful one. Then the thought struck him that he might get a
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large reward by carrying his tidings, with adequate proofs of its
truthfulness, to David. It should be noticed that David does not
show any suspicion of its being a made-up story. He condemns the
Amalekite from the point of view of his own sense of duty, which
could not apply to the Amalekite. He had him put to death
because he had ‘stretched forth his hand to destroy the Lord’s
anointed.” (See ch. xxvi. g-11)

The Speaker's Commentary, Keil, Lange, Geikie, etc.,, regard the
Amalekite’s story as an invention in order to get rewards from David.
Josephus, Ewald, Stanley, etc., think the story is a true one, and can
be reconciled with the earlier narrative.

It is evident that the accounts of the attempted suicide of Saul
and his armour-bearer can only have come by ¢hearsay.’” It was the
current explanation of their deaths, but it does not appear to have
been based on the authority of any actual observation or knowledge.
As the body of Saul was carried off by the men of Jabesh-Gilead, the
nature of his wounds may have given sufficient ground for the theory
of suicide. Of the two narratives, that of the Amalekite seems to
have the most satisfactory historical foundation.

Both statements may, however, be true. Wounded and spent,
Saul may have tried to put an end to his own life. He was mortally
wounded, but he rallied for a brief space. Just then the Amalekite
came up, and finished the bloody work ; then, when the king was

dead, he ‘stripped the royal insignia’ from the lifeless corpse, and
carried the things to David.

David’s Siege of Jerusalem.

2 SAMUEL v. 6-8 (Rev. Ver.): *And the king and his men went to Jerusalem
against the Jebusites, the inhabitants of the land, which spake unto David, saying,
Except thou take away the blind and the lame, thou shalt not come in hither :
thinking, David cannot come in hither. Nevertheless David took the stronghold
of Zion ; the same is the city of David. And David said on that day, Whosoever
smiteth the Jebusites, let him get up to the watercourse, and smite the lame and
the blind, that are hated of David’s soul. Wherefore they say, There are the blind
and the lame ; he cannot come into the house.’—Compare the marginal render-
ings of Rev. Ver.

Difficulties.— 77 is not easy to understand what active connection
Cblind and lame’ people could have had with a state of siege ; nor how
a fortress on a hill could be successfully besieged by means of the waler-
course.

Explanation.—The narrative clearly assumes a general im-
pression that the fortress of Jebus was so impregnable by nature, that
no human defence of it was needed. Accepting this as the senti-

7—2
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ment, David in eftect says, ‘You trust in your natural position, then
that natural position I will overcome, and reach you by means of the
watercourse down the face of your cliff.” Tt is boast against boast.
The Jebusites say, ¢ The blind and the lame will suffice to keep you
out” David says (but not for the Jebusites to hear), ‘Your very
watercourse shall let me in.”  This is the general explanation, but the
passage needs to be examined carefully and in detail.

So far as the earlier history of Jerusalem can be traced, it seems to
have been a city, guarded by a fortress, crowning the hill afterwards
known as Zion, in the time of the Israelite invasion. The King of
Jerusalem was defeated and slain by Joshua (Josh. x. 23-26;
xii. 10), and the city was subsequently taken and destroyed by
Judah (Judg. i. 7, 8). These earlier notices do not distinguish
between the cizy and the fortress, but as the Israelites were not pro-
vided with siege instruments, it seems probable that they made no
attempt on the forfress. So the existing impression of its impregna-
bility remained up to David’s time, when the fortress and the city
both seem to have been in the hands of the Jebusites. (See
Judg. xix. 11, 12.)

The position of the fortress was certainly a strong one, in view. of
the siege artillery of those times. Zion was the highest of the hills
of Jerusalem, so it could not be commanded by any force on either
of the others ; and it was surrounded on three sides by deep valleys,
the sides being so rugged and precipitous that only hardy moun-
taineers would attempt to climb them. It is clear that the Jebusites
were so over-confident in their position, that they could venture to
taunt their enemy in the usual extravagant Eastern style. Roberss,
writing on Goliath’s taunting of David, says: ¢ The rodomontade of
Goliath is still the favourite way of terrifying an enemy.  Begone,
or I will give thy flesh to the jackals!” *The crows shall soon
have thy carcase.” “ Yes, the teeth of the dogs shall soon have
hold of thee.” “The eagles are ready.”” The expression in verse 6
is a taunt of this kind. ‘In foolhardy confidence the Jebusite chiefs
even dared David to attack the stronghold, boasting that the blind
and the lame were enough to keep him out of a place so strong.’
There is no need to assume that any ¢ blind and lame ’ were actually
there : the expression is in the figurative style so familiar to the
Easterns. y

The rendering of verse 6 given in the Speaker's Commentary is
suggestive. “And (the Jebusite) spake to David, saying, Thou shalt
not come hither, but the blind and the lame shall keep thee off.’
¢The verb “keep off ” is not in the infinitive, as some say, but in the
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perfect, in the singular number, preceding, as it does, the subject,
‘“There shall keep thee off the lame and the blind.””’

Different explanations are given of the way in which David pro-
posed to take the fortress. In the A.V. we read (verse 8), ¢ Whoso-
ever getteth up the gutter” The word ‘gutter’ is only used here
and in Ps. xlii. 7, where it is rendered ¢ waterspouts,’ or ¢ waterpipes.’
But what the waterspout or watercourse was, it is not possible to
discover. Lord Arthur Hervey says: ‘The only access to the
citadel was where the water had worn a channel (some understand a
subterranean channel), and where there was, in consequence, some
vegetation in the rock.” Wordsworth proposes to correct the transla-
tion of the sentence, and read, ¢ Whosoever smiteth the Jebusites, let
him cast down into the gutter the lame and the blind, hated by
David’s soul.” In this he is supported by Ewald, Bockart, and Keil.
Ellicott's Commentary approves of this rendering, but improves upon
it by reading, ¢ Whosoever smites the Jebusites, let him hurl into the
watercourses (that is, down the precipice) the lame and the blind.’
David simply takes up and uses the expression of the taunt. He
does not mean actually lame and blind persons, but the persons,
whoever they might be, who were set to defend the fortress. Geikie,
in a footnote, says: ‘A great shaft from the hill of Jerusalem to a
covered aqueduct leading from the fountain of the Virgin has been
thought by some to be meant. It is supposed that Joab and his
men reached this shaft by wading along the subterranean aqueduct ;
and having ascended it, burst on the townsmen, when least expected,
inside the town itself.” It secems agreed that a storming patty must
have been formed, and of its doings Joab, as the leader, obtained the
chief credit.

Hiram’s Contract with Solomon.

1 KINGS v. 9: ¢ My servants shall bring them down from Lebanon unto the
sea ; and I will convey them by sea in floats unto the place that thou shalt appoint
me, and will cause them to be discharged there, and thou shalt receive them : and
thou shalt accomplish my desire, in giving food for my household.’

Question.— What points of interest attack to this contract?

Answer.—They are chiefly connected with the difficult work of
conveying large trees, such as cedars, from Lebanon to Jerusalem.
The details are given by Archdeacon Farrar. ¢Hiram, as we learn
from a fragment of Menander of Ephesus, preserved in Josephus, was
the son of a king named Abibaal, and had ascended the throne in
early youth in B.C. 1001. He was in the eleventh year of his reign
when Solomon, who had now been king for three years, entered into
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close relations with him. His alliance was of the utmost importance
for the future commerce of Israel, and alone rendered possible the
splendid buildings which now began to adorn Jerusalem. He
reigned thirty-four years, and died at the age of fifty-three. Solomon,
welcoming the proffered friendship of the Tyrian king, begged him
to allow his skilled workmen to hew cedar-trees and cypress-trees out
of Lebanon, and Hiram in return for annual gifts of twenty thousand
cors of wheat and barley, and twenty thousand “ baths ” of oil, gave
him large assistance. The labour involved was immense. The trees
were sent down the heights of Lebanon by the process technically
known as schlittage, and thence by road or river to the seashore.
(Schlittage is still much used in the Vosges to carry trees downhill
They are pushed along an artificial path called vovfox, made of
rounded trunks.) Huge rafts of the costly timber were thence
floated by sea to Joppa, a hundred miles, and then, with infinite toil,
were dragged about thirty-five miles up the steep and rocky roads to
Jerusalem. These works required a levy, or “ tribute of men,” out of
all Israel, to the number of thirty thousand, who worked in relays of
ten thousand for three months, of which one month was spent at
Lebanon, and two at home. Adoniram was at the head of this army
of soccage labourers, who are not ca//ed bondmen, though such they
practically were.’

Van Lennep says: ‘ In Solomon’s day the servants of King Hiram
cut the cedars of Lebanon, and, making them into rafts, floated them
to Joppa, the port appointed by the Jewish king. In the same
manner, the timber which grows abundantly on the northern coast of
Asia Minor is cut down by the Sultan’s servants, made into rafts at
Sinope, and other ports on the Black Sea, and conveyed to the
capital, for the supply of the imperial navy yard, and for house-
building.’

Burder speaks of ‘two modes of conveying wood in floats. The
first, by pushing single trunks of trees into the water, and suffering
them to be carried along by the stream ; this was commonly adopted
as regarded firewood. The other was ranging a number of planks
close to each other in regular order, binding them together, and
steering them down the current. The earliest ships or boats were
nothing else than rafts, or a collection of deals and planks bound
together. By the Greeks they were called scZedas, and by the Latins
rates.

¢ The Pheenician cities had very little arable territory of their own
cereals and oil were largely derived from Judea. So Hiram agreed
to accept for his timber, and for the services of his workmen, a
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certian annual payment of grain and oil, both of them the best of
their kind, for the sustentation of his court. Herodotus tells us that,
in a similar way, the Persian monarchs received from the subject
nations a tribute in kind, which was applied in the same way. The
supply for the court was distinct from the feeding of the work-people
enmployed in cutting the trees.’

The Identification of Araunah.

2 SAMUEL xxiv. 16: ¢ And the angel of the Lord was by the threshing-place of
Araunah the Jebusite.”

Question.—Can any information be obtained as to the person,
standing, and relations of this man, who is so casually introduced into
the narrative ?

Answer.—All we can actually know about him is the account of
his negotiation with David, as recorded in 2 Sam. xxiv. 20-25, and
1 Chron. xxi. 18-27. There is a suggestive sentence in the A.V. of
1 Sam. xxiv. 23, ¢ All these things did Araunah, as a king give unto a
king,” which may indicate that Araunah was a former King of
Jerusalem ; but the sentence is a doubtful translation. The Rev. Ver.
renders the sentence thus: ¢ All this, O king, doth Araunah give
unto the king” The corresponding clause in Chronicles reads:
¢ And Ornan said unto David, Take it to thee, and let my lord the
king do that which is good in his eyes.’

We can only say that the negotiation seems conducted on terms
of equality, but perhaps we should see in it no more than the
characteristic Eastern politeness in bargaining. The fact that
Araunah had property in that situation certainly suggests that he
must have been one of the old Jebusite princes ; but his name gives
us no hint of his earlier associations. Ornan seems to be the Hebrew
form of the name, and Araunah (or Avarnah, Aranyah, Aravnah) the
Jebusite form. How he came to be permitted to retain his property
during David’s reign is not explained. It is only clear that he had
given his allegiance to David, and he may have become a proselyte
to Mosaism.

The conjectures as to the previous standing of Araunah, which,
we have shown above, are based on an incorrect rendering of a text,
are very beautifully given by Dean Stanley, and are sufficiently
reasonable, though proof of their truth is not forthcoming. ‘Imme-
diately outside the eastern walls of the city of Jerusalem was a spot
well known as belonging to a wealthy chief of the conquered race of
Jebus ; one who, according to tradition, was spared by David from
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old friendship, perhaps contracted in his wanderings, at the time of
the capture of the city, who, according to the probable interpretation
of the sacred text, had been the king of the ancient Jebus. (Note on
2 Sam. xxiv. 23 ; in the original the expression is much stronger than
in the A.V.—* Araunah the king.”) On his property was a thresh-
ing-floor, beside a rocky cave where he and his sons were engaged in
threshing the corn gathered in from the harvest. Beside the rocky
threshing-floor the two princes met—the fallen king of the ancient
fortress, the new king of the restored capital, each moved alike by
the misfortunes of a city which in different senses belonged to each.
Araunah, with his four sons, had hid himself in the cave which ad-
joined the threshing-floor, and crept out with a profound obeisance
as he saw the conqueror of his race approach. The Jewish king
asked of his heathen predecessor the site of the threshing-floor ; the
Jebusite king gave with a liberality equal to the generosity with which
David insisted in paying the price for it. It was the meeting of two
ages. Araunah, as he yields that spot, is the last of the Canaanites,
the last of that stern old race that we discern in any individual form
and character. David, as he raises that altar, is the close harbinger
of the reign of Solomon, the founder of a new institution which
another was to complete.’

There is an apparent contradiction between the amounts paid to
Araunah, as given in the older and the later histories. In 2 Sam.
xxiv. 22-24, it will be seen that the negotiation was strictly for the
materials of sacrifice. What Araunah offered was not the estate, but
distinctly ‘the oxen for burnt sacrifice, and threshing instruments and
other instruments of the oxen for wood.” The fifty shekels of silver
would be an adequate price for these materials of sacrifice, but we
cannot imagine it to be a suitable price to pay for a man’s estate.
The word ‘threshing-floor,” in verse 24, should plainly be rendered
¢ threshing instruments,” as in verse 22. :

The record given by the later author, in 1 Chron. xxi. 25, includes
the entire negotiation, and supplements the earlier account. What
appears to have been the fact is, that in usual Eastern fashion the
negotiation was prolonged. Araunah did not want to part with his
property, and tried to limit the sale to the oxen and to the threshing
instruments. For these a price was at last fixed, and then David
persisted in purchasing the threshing-floor, and at last 6oo shekels
of gold were fixed as the price to be given for the place. Whether
this included the fifty shekels of silver, or was extra to it, does not
clearly appear ; but the renewed negotiation may have been settled
by fixing the 600 gold shekels as the all-inclusive price. We have,
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then, in Samuel a true account of the negotiation up to a certain
point, and in Chronicles a record of the completion of the negotia-
tion.

When we realize how large the area was which David purchased,
the 600 gold shekels was only a fitting price ; fifty shekels of silver
could not have been the agreed price for many acres of valuable
land.

The Identification of Shishak.

1 KINGS xiv. 25: “And it came to pass in the 4fth year of Rehoboam, that
Shishak king of Egypt came up against Jerusalem.’

Question.— What accounts of this king, and of his expedition, are
o le found in the Egyptian annals ?

Answer.—Up to the time of this king, Scripture speaks only in
a general way of the Pharaoh of the day. Shishak is the first
Pharaoh whose name is given. The Hebrew name ‘Shishak’ repre-
sents almost exactly the Egyptian name, ordinarily written ¢Shes-
heuk,” or ‘Sheshonk,” or ‘Sheshek,’ and, by Manetho, ¢Sesonchis.’
‘Wholly absent from all the earlier monuments, it appears suddenly
in those of the twenty-second (Bubastite) dynasty, where it is borne
by no less than four monarchs, besides occurring also among the
names of private individuals. This abundance would be somewhat
puzzling, were it not for the fact that one only of the four monarchs
is a warrior, or leads any expedition beyond the borders. The
records of the time leave no doubt that the prince who received
Jeroboam was Sheshonk I., the founder of the Bubastite line, the
son of Namrot and Tentespeh the first kmg of the twenty-second
dynasty.’

¢The Palestinian expedition of Sheshonk I. forms the subject of a
remarkable bas-relief, which, on his return from it, he caused to be
executed in commemoration of its complete success. Selecting the
great Temple of Karnak, at Thebes, which Seti I. and Rameses II.
had already adorned profusely with representations of their victories,
he built against its southern external wall a fresh portico or colon-
nade, known to Egyptologists as the “portico of the Bubastites,” and
carved upon the wall itself, to the east of his portico, a memorial of
his grand campaign. First, he represented himself in his war
costume, holding by the hair of their heads, with his left hand,
thirty-eight captive Asiatic chiefs, and with an iron mace uplifted in
his right threatening them with destruction. Further, he caused
himself to be figured a second time, and represented in the act of
leading captive a hundred and thirty-three cities or tribes, each speci-
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fied by name, and personified in an individual form, accompanied by
a cartouche containing their respective names. In the physiognomies
of these ideal figures the critical acumen or lively imagination of a
French historian sees rendered ¢ with marvellous ethnographic cor-
rectness ” the Jewish type of countenance ; but less gifted travellers
do not find anything very peculiar in the profiles, which, whether
representing Jews or Arabs, are almost exactly alike.’

The above extracts are taken from Professor Rawlinson’s earlier
book ; in his later a description of the Shishak invasion is given.
¢ Sober students of history will regard Shishak (Sheshonk) simplyas a
member of a family which, though of foreign extraction, had been
long settled in Egypt, and had worked its way into a high position
under the priest-kings of Herhor’s line, retaining a special connection
with Bubastis, the place which it had from the first made its home.
Sheshonk’s grandfather, who bore the same name, had had the
honour of intermarrying into the royal house, having taken to wife
Meht-en-hont, a princess of the blood, whose exact parentage is un-
known to us. His father, Namrut, had held a high military office,
being commander of the Libyan mercenaries, who at this time
formed the most important part of the standing army. Sheshonk
himself, thus descended, was naturally in the front rank of Egyptian
court officials. . . . In monarchies like the Egyptian it is not very
difficult for an ambitious subject, occupying a certain position, to
seize the throne ; but it is far from easy for him to retain it. Unless
there is a general impression of the usurper’s activity, energy, and
vigour, his authority is liable to be soon disputed, or even set at
nought. It behoves him to give indications of strength and breadth
of character, or of a wise, far-seeing policy, in order to deter rivals
from attempting to undermine his power. Sheshonk early let it be
seen that he possessed both caution and far-reaching views by his
treatment of a refugee who, shortly after his accession, sought his
court. This was Jeroboam, one of the highest officials in the neigh-
bouring kingdom of Israel. . . . At the time of Solomon’s demise,
Jeroboam was allowed to return to Palestine, and to foment the dis-
content which it was foreseen would terminate in separation. The
two kings had, no doubt, laid their plans. Jeroboam was first to see
what he could effect unaided, and then, if difficulty supervened, his
powerful ally was to come to his assistance. For the Egyptian
monarch to have appeared in the first instance would have roused
Hebrew patriotism against him.  Sheshonk waited till Jeroboam
had, to a certain extent, established his kingdom, had set up a new
worship, blending Hebrew with Egyptian notions, and had suffi-
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ciently tested the affection or disaffection towards his rule of the
various classes of his subjects. He then marched out to his assist-
ance. Levying a force of 1,200 chariots, 60,000 horse (query 6,000),
and footmen ¢ without number ” (2 Chron. xii. 3), chiefly from the
Libyan and Ethiopian mercenaries, which now formed the strength
of the Egyptian armies, he proceeded into the Holy Land, entering
it in “three columns,” and so spreading his troops far and wide over
the southern country. Rehoboam, Solomon’s son and successor,
had made such preparation as was possible against the attack. He
had anticipated it from the moment of Jeroboam’s return, and he
had carefully guarded the main routes whereby his country could be
approached from the south, fortifying, among other cities, Shoco,
Adullam, Azekah, Gath, Mareshah, Ziph, Tekoa and Hebron
(2 Chron. xi. 6-10). But the host of Sheshonk was irresistible.
Never before had the Hebrews met in battle the forces of their
southern neighbour—never before had they been confronted with
huge masses of disciplined troops, armed and trained alike, and
soldiers by profession. The Jewish levies were a rude and untaught
militia, little accustomed to warfare, or even to the use of arms, after
forty years of peace, during which ¢ every man had dwelt safely under
the shade of his own vine and his own fig-tree ” (1 Kings iv. 25).
They must have trembled before the chariots, and cavalry, and
trained footmen of Egypt. Accordingly, there seems to have been
no battle, and no regularly-organized resistance. As the host of
Sheshonk advanced along the chief roads that led to the Jewish
capital, the cities, fortified with so much care by Rehoboam, either
opened their gates to him, or fell after brief sieges (2 Chron. xii. 4).
Sheshonk’s march was a triumphal progress, and in an incredibly
short space of time he appeared before Jerusalem, where Rehoboam
and the princes of Judah were tremblingly awaiting his arrival. The
son of Solomon surrendered at discretion, and the Egyptian
conqueror entered the Holy City, stripped the Temple of its most
valuable treasures, includirg the shields of gold which Solomon had
made for his bodyguard, and plundered the royal palace (2 Chron.
xii. 9). The city generally does not appear to have been sacked, nor
was there any massacre. Rehoboam’s submission was accepted ; he
was maintained in his kingdom, but he had to become Sheshonk’s
“servant” (2 Chron. xii. 8), that is, he had to accept the position of
a tributary prince, owing fealty and obedience to the Egyptian
monarch.’

¢ Sheshonk did not live many years to enjoy the glory and honour
brought him by his Asiatic successes. He died after a reign of
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twenty-one years, leaving his crown to his second son, Osorkon, who
was married to the Princess Keramat, a daughter of Sheshonk’s
predecessor.’

Forty Years or Four?

2 SAMUEL xv. 7: ‘And it came to pass at the end of forty years, that Absalom
said unto the king, I pray thee, let me go and pay my vow, which I have vowed
unto the Lord, in ITebron.’

Difficulty.—Forty years cannot possibly have passed between
Absalon’s restoration to the king's favour, and the beginning of his
rebellion.

Explanation.—There can be no doubt that the reading ¢ forty’
is incorrect.  But it is the reading of almost all our hitherto collated
Hebrew manuscripts. Those who maintain the genuineness of the
reading in the Hebrew manuscripts explain that the forty years
should be dated from the unction of David by Samuel. But even
this would be incorrect, seeing that David only reigned forty years ;
and, as Absalom was born after David began his reign in Hebron,
he could not have been forty years old when David died. Nor can
it be said that the rebellion of Absalom took place in David’s fortieth
year.

The suggestion has been made that the reading should be ¢forty
days,’ instead of forty years.’” But to this two objections may be
urged: (1) Absalomn was two years in Jerusalem before he was fully
restored to the king’s favour. (See ch. xiv. 28.) (z) Forty days
was not a sufficient time in which to alienate the affections of the
people from David.

The Syriac, Arabic, and Sixtine edition of the Vulgate, read ¢ four
years.” 'This is certainly the correct reading; and it is accepted by
Josephus, Theodoret, Keil, Bishop Cotton, etc. Dr. Boothroyd gives
the varied reading of ‘four years,” and observes: ¢ The common text
is manifestly erroneous, David reigned only forty years, and if we
follow the text the rebellion of Absalom would occur long after David
was dead” The Revised Version gives, as a marginal note, ‘ac-
cording to some ancient authorities, four.’

But it is not possible to decide from what point in Absalom’s
history these ‘four years’ are to be reckoned. They may include the
two years after his return from Geshur in which he was banished
from the palace; or they may date from the time of his restoration
to the king’s favour. This, on the whole, appears to be most
probable. Four years is not too long a period in which to prepare
the way for his rebellion by his arts and flatteries.
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Errors in numbers should not greatly surprise us. There must
always have been some uncertainty in the text of books when they
were copied by hand. And a mistake once made would be repeated,
through the very care the copyists exercised. The uncertainty ap-
plied in a very marked way te numbers, because, in the Hebrew,
numbers are expressed, not by special figures as with us, but by the
ordinary letters of the alphabet, and these are, sometimes, so nearly
like each other, that a turn of the pen, or a heedlessly added dot, or
dash, will change one number into another. A few of the Hebrew
letters, with their numerical values may be given, from which it will
plainly appear how the slips of copyists may change numbers: 3,
Beth, 2 ; 3, Kaph, zo; D, Samekh, 60; =, Daleth, 4; M, He, 5;
M, Cheth, 8; 9, Resh, zo00; ]\, Tau, 4o00; ), Vau, 6; 1, Zayin, 7;
%, Yodth, 10; J, Nun, 50. In any of these instances, a slight care-
lessness, or confusion, or slip of the pen, would alter the value of the
letter, and the mistake might easily escape the notice of a person
when correcting the copy.

The Assyrian Location of Captive Israel.

2 KINGs xvii. 6: ‘In the ninth year of Hoshea the king of Assyria took
Samaria, and carried Israel away into Assyria, and placed them in Halah and in
Habor, by the river of Gozan, and in the cities of the Medes.’

Question.—How many separate districts are indicated by these
terms, and where were they situated?

Answer.—It is necessary first to explain, that carrying away
populations from conquered countries, and captured cities, was a
part of the policy introduced by Tiglath-pileser II., the founder of
the second Assyrian Empire. ¢The first empire was at best a
loosely-connected military organization ; campaigns were made into
distant countries for the sake of plunder and tribute, but little effort
was made to retain the districts that had been conquered.” ¢ Tiglath
consolidated and organized the conquests he made ; turbulent popu-
lations were deported from their old homes, and the empire was
divided into satrapies or provinces. It is difficult for us to conceive
of the removal of entire populations. We are oppressed as we think
of the hardships such removals involved. But it was a much simpler
thing in ancient times than we can now conceive. A living was more
easily gained, and men’s daily wants were strictly limited.’

Sargon gives his own -account of this deportation: ‘I besieged
the city of Samaria, and took it. I carried off 27,280 of the
citizens ; I chose fifty chariots for myself from the whole number
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taken ; all the other property of the people of the town I left for my
servants to take. I appointed resident officers over them, and im-
posed on them the same tribute as had formerly been paid. In the
place of those taken into captivity I sent thither inhabitants of lands
conquered by me, and imposed the tribute on them which I require
from Assyrians.” Another part of Sargon’s annals reads thus:
‘Having overcome the King of Babylon I carried away —of the
inhabitants, with their goods, and settled them in the land of the
Chatti,” that is, in Syro-Israel. On a cylinder is this inscription:
¢Sargon, who subdued the people of Thammud—an Arab race of
Arabia Petreea—of Ibadid, Marsiman, and Chayapu, after slaying
many, carried off the rest to the distant land of the House of Omri’
(Samaria). In the annals of Sargon’s seventh year, we read: ‘I
subdued the inhabitants of Tasid, Ibadid, Marsiman, Chayapu, the
people of distant Arba, the dwellers in the land of Bari, which even
the learned have not known, and which had never brought their
tribute to the king, my father, and transplanted the survivors and
settled them in the city of Samaria.’

By Halak we are to understand a district on the upper course of
the river Khabour in North-western Mesopotamia, the region ap-
parently being known as ‘Gozan.” By the'“cities of the Medes’ we
may understand the wild highland region on the east side of the
Tigris, north of the Persian Gulf. According to this explanation,
only two districts are referred to in the text, Halah or Gozan on the
Khabour, and the ‘cities (or mountains) of the Medes.’

Fwald says: ‘The Book of Kings specifies Halah, Habor, the
river Gozan, and the cities of Media, as the localities to which the
exiles were consigned. The two first of these names indicate places
north of Nineveh, and south of the lake of Van; the river Gozan,
still known by the name Ozen, rises south of the lake of Ourmia,
and forms approximately the northern boundary of Media, which is
mentioned with it.’

The Speaker’s Commentary, noticing the connection of Halah, both
here and in 1 Chron. v. 26, with Gozanand the Habor, says it shows,
almost beyond a doubt, that it is the tract which Ptolemy calls
Chalcitis, and which he places on the borders of Gauzanitis (Gozan),
in the vicinity of the Chaboras, or K%abour. In this region is a re-
markable mound called GZa, which probably marks the site, and
represents the name, of the city Chilach, whence the district Chal-
citis was so called. The Habor is the great affluent of the Euphrates,
the western Khabour. This stream, which is often mentioned in the
Assyrian inscriptions under the same name, is pre-eminently ‘the
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river of Gozan’ (Gauzanitis), all the waters of which it collects and
conducts to the Euphrates. Gozan is mentioned, not only in three
passages in combination with Halah and the Habor (comp.
2 Kings xviil. 11, and 1 Chron. v. 26), but also in a fourth in com-
bination with Haran (2 Kings xix. 12). Its identity with Gauzanitis
follows almost necessarily from the fact that in this region only are
all the four names combined.

The Ark of God with Saul’s Arm