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GENERAL PREFACE.

Tuis 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 tonc 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 theories40 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 varicty 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 cdasses of difficulties which an intelli-
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gent reader might be expected to find in the Bible. The early
volume was confined to the treatment of difficulties connected with
moral questions, Eastern scntiments, and the miraculous element.
This volume treats of the difficultics 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, {x) 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 unbelicver is in attack ; and the
Christian necd 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 eze of them;
because we find out that they belong to c/asses, and then we can get
principtes of explanation that are quite satisfactory when applied to
the dass, though we may not be enabled to apply them to some one
particular case. (3} Though the subjects introduced arc 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 knrowledge, and to the blind-
ing influcnce 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 trcated, there must be
more of fact than of opinion. But on no subject connected with
Bible History, or Scicnce, or Criticisim, 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#4a#, 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 some
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. Feer 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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1L
THE BIBLE AS LITERATURE.

WE are now becoming familiar with the statement that our Bible
has its place in the world’s Ziferafure. 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 Zizerature, as applied to the Bible, concerns only the
feman 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. J/mspiration 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 inspired 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 readers of the

record as truly as upon the writers of it. If God was pleased to
speak to men through /Zwes, He can speak to us through the records
of lives as we read them. s,

Perhaps one greatest hindrance is found in the notion that prevails
among us, that God is more present in what we regard as superiuman
events than in what we regard as Zwman ; 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-
#imes, in miracle and wonder.
If we could fully accept the idea that our Bible is Ziferature, 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 been 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 on/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 er7ors may be
but the limited range of knowledge of his age. If a man is true to
his times God does 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 ez ragport 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 #rue 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 cven 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 jus? Jeyond 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 naticnal literature of
the Jews, the Apocrypha being included, and the literature of the
Christian church in its creative efoch. 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.’

IL
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: ‘Tt 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 wew 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 ZJefore-
kand 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, ¥. 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 ¢ Peréal and which can only be held
in 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 5. 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 incubuis 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 frecly 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 #4iis work which this volume on ¢ Bible Difficulties’ seeks to
aid. It confidently offers guidance in some of the dy-weays 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 ali, 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 shacks, 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
fifteen 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
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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 thern 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 te 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-anthenticating 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—binding 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 Bock,
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 defimifions 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
(¢.6., 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, fcan I become a Christian without having first believed
in the Divinely-guaranteed accuracy of the Bible? A thousand times
I answer, “VYes.”” 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 lock 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. It 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. W. Simen, 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 drivine-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.

Ix 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 folk-lore. 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 now, are not original documents belonging to each
age, but compilations from such documents as were preserved.
Indeed, the histories give us the names of a variety of such original
works, all of which have been destroyed. There was a collection of
hercic 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 Judal,’ 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, #ke one facr
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 #ze one fact.

DIFFICULTIES RELATING.TO ANCIENT HISTORY.

Identification of Goliath.

I SAMUEL xvil. 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 death
of a Goliath is elsewhere attributed to one Elhanan, a Bethlehemite.

Explanation.—It will be well to have before usall 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 22 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
Jfather, 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. JZshdi-benobd,
z Sam. xxi. 16; Saph, v.18; a nameless six-fingered man, v. zo.
But the third name seems uncertain. It is given in verse 19, and
‘in 1 Chron. xx. 5; these two verses may be set beside each other
as given in the Kepised Version.

2 Sam. xxi. 1¢: ‘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
affirmn 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 (2 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 2z plainly asserts that
the man was a soz of Goliath, whom David slew, and not a drotker.
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. Tt is 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, Slbbechal
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, ZEwald'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. It 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 1 Sam. xvi. 14-23 and then go on at xviil. 6, and you
see you have a straightforward narrative ; the section xvii. 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. Brshop Words
worth writes: ‘The word “Goliath ” means a sf#ranger, 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 xil. 15: ¢ The princes also of Pharaoh saw her, and commended her
before Pharaoh : and the woman was taken into Pharaoh’s house.’

Question.—7s ¢t possible to decide, with any great probability, the
name and dynasty of this Pharao/ !

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 300 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 Pharach whom he found upon the throne, is impos-



22 HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES.

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 its 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. For 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 KiINGS vil. 6: ° For the Lord had made the host of the Syrians to hear a
noise of chariots, and 2 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. —As ke only other Bible allusions to Hittites refer to -
the small nation which formed one of the Canaanite nattons that were
dispossessed by the Israclites, this mention of the Hittites as a distinet
and powerfiul 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
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- 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 . . . nor is
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.’

Ewald 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 (r 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.

Wlhien 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 Kheta, 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. TFrom 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 Komagené 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 Qrontes, at Carchemish
or in the neighbourhood of Palu, this was the title under which they
were known.’
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. As to the personal appearance of this race, D7. Sayce says: ‘The
Hittites were 2 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 Zgean, 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 IL himself, the Pharaoh of the oppression, had



26 HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES.

been glad to make peace with his antagonists ; and the treaty, which
provided, among other things, for the amnesty of political cffenders
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 fromn Carchemish, the modern
Jerablls, 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 Chaldzeans,
slain,’

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

Angwer.—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), Laborosearchod
(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. Bilshar-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 #wo sovereigns, it is seen why
Daniel was proclaimed #4é7d 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 defénce
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
guite 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



IDENTIFICATION OF BELSHAZZAR. 29

cylinders placed by Nabonidus at the corners of the great temple of
Ur, he mentioned by name “his eldest son, Bel-sharuzur,” 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 name 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, B.C.
549, to his eleventh, B.c. 545. Itis 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, suck resistance was made. Abody 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. Belshar-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
Jour months 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 #%7d 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. Itis
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.

I 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.—A4s _fericho is mentioned as an existing town between
the time of Joshua and the time of Ahab, it is not easy lo vecognise 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 alls, or fortifications, of the city. 'The miraculous power
of God was directed to the throwing down of the wael/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 iil. 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 (2 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
1s 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.’
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The Time for Killing the Passover.

ExoDUs 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 kill it in the
evening.” REV, VER.: “ At even.” HEB. : ‘ Between the two evenings.’

Question.—Does any symbolical importance attack to the precision

of these Fassover 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 obedience 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 e
who commands wishes it to be dome. 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 gracious provision of
apportunities 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). Camon 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



34 HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES.

lambs. Tt 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.
GEeNEsIs x1vi. 34 : ¢ For every shepherd is an abomination unto the Egyptians.’

Question.—/s it possible for us fo trace the causes, in Egyptian
manners, or 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-feeling 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 Thamug,
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 Uf)per 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#s).

Professor George Rawlinson points out that, though this sentiment
against shepherds prevailed among the zafive Egyptians, while the
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foreign 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 élavery, 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 feclings. 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. J/uglis 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 a 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



36 HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES,

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 swineherds. 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.’

Kittp 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 nomaed 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 trihes—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.’

WNote.—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 2200 B.C.) to the
eighteenth dynasty there is a gap of about 5oo 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. xxxii. 2F: ‘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

o 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 2 Kings
xix., or Isaiah xxxvil. 36. It is an accepted rule for all historical
compositions, that what is emifZed by one author shall not be regarded
as contradicting what is sfaZed 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 was 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. Tt 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. Ixxviii, 49 .
2 Sam. xxiv. 16); and the numbers are not greater than are recorded
as perishing within very short periods—150,000 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.’

Geikfe gathers up some important information. ¢The vast
multitude who perished—185,00c0 men—points to a far greater
calamity than could bave 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 he 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 Eltekeh, 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 \;svarriors, lately so
cager 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.

DanIz=L v. 31: ¢ Aud Darius the Median took the kingdom, heing about three
score and two years old.’

Difficulty.—No person evidently answering to this description
apgpears in the records of Persian or Median history.

Explanation.—Dean Staniey says that ¢ Darius the Mede is still
an unsolved problem.” The secular history says that Cyrus, after the
capture of Babylon, appointed 2 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
Babylonian 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, reigus 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 Achwmenes,
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 Professor George Rawlinson : ‘It is said, in Dan. v. 31,
that “Darius the Median %0 the kingdom, and in ix. 1, that he
“was made king over the realm of the Chaldzans.” 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 Sclomon
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 appéars 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 éxplanation, 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 Chaldeean 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 IL 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 Darjus 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 fo understand that Esau thus deliberately cut
Limself, and his descendants, off from all shave in the rights and
Drivileges of the Abrakamic covenant? And how can this list of names

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

Angwer.—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 Lsau, 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, Zefore 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 withoutit. 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. xxviii. 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. Geikie 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 ; bomn 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. 343 xxviil. 9: | GEN. xxxvi. 2:
1. Judith, daughter of Beeri the 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. Mahalath, 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.



46  HANDBOOK OF BIBLICAL DIFFICULTIES.

Suggestions in explanation are that ‘ daughter of Zibeon’ should
read ‘son of Zibeon,’ that Anah having discovered ‘hot springs’ (true
reading of word miules, 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 KiNas vii. 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. 235, 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
b!ood,of his sons, saith the Lord, and I will requite thee in this plat, saith the
Lord.

Question.—dre 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 outl God s judgments?

Answer.—This ccrtainly appears to be the teaching of the 1n-
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 grecision 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 beforehand 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.

Tt may be quite true that the Divine purpose in providence is not
revealed to anyone of usin these days. Butitis 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 ongc.’

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. Kvents 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 Eljjah 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. ‘“Peacc!” 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 ¢ ‘1 shall see him, but not now: I shall behald him, but
not nigh : there shall come a star ont of Jacob, and a sceptre shall rise out of
Israel, and shall smite the corners of Moab, and destroy all the children of
Sheth.’

Difficulty.—If this prophecy refers to Messiah, the work he is

expected o do is presented in very unusual and extravagant figuves.

Explanation.—What appears to be certain is, that this part of
the prophecy of Balaam found its f»s? fulfilment in the military
triumphs of Davéd. Only through the figures of speech suitable to
this firs# 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 ot
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.

Biskhop 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 propiecy in the Aistory.
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Identification of So, King of Egypt.

2 Kings xvil. 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% Egyptian lists of kings have no such name as So;
and the name nearest like 1t stands for a king of a later dynasty.

Explanation.—FProfessor 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, 81D (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 wellknown Pharaoh (the first king of the same
dynasty), which both Herodotus and Manetho render by “ Sabac6s.”
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.y

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