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Canon Briver's Infroduction fo B OB Teafament,

By 1HE REvV. PROFESsOR A. R. 5. KenvNepy, B.D., THE UNIVERSITY, ABERDEEN.

Having been unable, in my former paper, to
advance beyond the author’s elaborate treatment
of the critical problems of the Pentateuch, I have
still before me the double field of the Prophets
and the Hagiographa. To discuss these at the
same length is neither possiblc nor necessary.
The same method of treatment is followed in the
main as in the books of the Pentateuch, although
in matters of detail the treatment varies somewhat
with the character of the different books. To
each chapter or section is prefixed a selection from
the relative literature, on which follow a careful
summary of the contents of the book under ex-
amination, and a study of the linguistic and other
evidence as to unity, authorship, and date.
Through all this troubled sea of critical investiga-
tion one recognises the guiding of a master-pilot
familiar with every strait and rock and shallow;
there is no fearful hugging of the shore, but sail is
sct for the open sea, where the outlook is wide and
the breezes are fresh and strong. Indeed, one
hardly knows which of the many good qualities of
the book to admire most, whether the fulness of the
author’s knowledge, his careful marshalling of the
facts to be investigated, or the fine critical self-
restraint which keeps him from advancing a hair’s-
breadth beyond what the evidence seems to
warrant. A conspicuous instance of the com-
bination of these excellences will be referred to
later on.

It is scarcely to be expected that Dr. Driver
should be equally at home in every section of the
Old Testament, or that each book in the Canon
should have had the same amount of independent
study Dbestowed upon it as the Professor has
evidently devoted to the Pentateuch. In his
treatment of Job, for instance, he follows in great
part the capable guidance of Professor A. B.
Davidson, of whom we have here and there almost
unavoidable echoes, as of Professor Cheyne in the
handling of Ecclesiastes; but generous acknow-
ledgment is made in the preface of the labours
of the author’s predecessors. His readers, I feel
sure, would have rejoiced if a somewhat fuller
treatment could have been given to the Psalter,

to which, strictly speaking, only some twenty
pages are devoted. Terhaps in the third edition,
for which I am confident we shall not have long
to wait, Dr. Driver will deal more liberally with
this important part of Holy Scripture, more
particularly in the light of the recent investiga-
tions of Professor Cheyne in his Bampton
Lectures.

In a field of such extent, even the humblest of
our author’s fellow-workers will find many points
on which to differ from his conclusions. It may
still be questioned, for instance, whether the
southward advance of Sargon is not, after all,
the more probable background of the great
prophecy, Isaiah 10, 5-12, 6, or whether a
care for the ancestry of David is really a sufficient
raison d'étre for the idyll of Ruth. As to Nahum,
to take but one other example, the learned Pro-
fessor is surely at fault when he thinks it “impos-
sible to fix the date more precisely ” than by saying
that it falls between 664 B.C. as a Zerminus a qiw,
and 607 as a ferminus ad guem. It is true that
we may be able to determine “the date only
within tolerably wide limits,” but the limits given
above may be confidently pronounced at least
twenty years too wide, 626 B.c., the year of
Assurbanipal’s death, being, as I think I have
shown elsewhere, the real ferminus ad quem.

Enough, however, by way of criticism. I shall,
it scems to me, be conferring a greater benefit on
the readers of THE ExposiTory TiMEs if, return-
ing to the lines of my former article, I refer
briefly to some of the reasons that have led to the
abandonment by Canon Driver and almost all
recent critics of the Old Testament of the tradi-
tional views concerning the authorship and date
of certain books. For this purpose we may begin
conveniently with Ecclesiastes, or, as in the
original Hebrew, Qoheleth.

Now, as to this book, we find that down to a
comparatively recent date the all but unanimous
opinion of Jewish and Christian scholars was that
we have here King Solomon (cf. 1, 1 with 1, 12) as
an ‘““aged penitent,” meditating in sorrow on the

v Good Ilords for November.
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sins and follies of his earlier years, and from the
depths of a sad experience pronouncing the world’s
show : “Vanity of vanities, all is vanity.,” But
with increasing knowledge of the Hebrew language
and its historical development, and with the increas-
ing conviction of a similar development of Hebrew
thought, the difficulties in the way of the Solomonic
authorship became more and more apparent. To
begin with, the very name of the preacher,
Qoheleth, seems incapable of explanation save as
a grammatical anomaly which first appears in
proper names affer the Exile (as Sophereth and
Pochereth, Ezra 2, 55, 57=Nch. 7, 57, 59), and
more frequently in post-biblical Hebrew.

It is, however, as I have just indicated, the
double argument from the language and ideas of
the book that has proved fatal to the Solomonic
claims. “Linguistically,” Dr. Driver tells us (p. 444),
“ Qohcleth stands by itself in the Old Testament,”
inasmuch as its vocabulary shows to a greater
extent than any other book in the Canon affinities
with Aramaic and post-biblical Hebrew. A glance
at the list of such affinities as given in the com-
mentary of Delitzsch, or of Dr. C. H. H. Wright,
will convince cvery unbiassed student of the
truth of the former scholar’s words : “If the Book
of Qoheleth be of Solomonic origin, then there is
no history of the Hebrew language.”

The attention of scholars has recently been
directed anew to the linguistic peculiarities of
Qoheleth by the inaugural lecture and subsequent
papers of the new Professor of Arabic at Oxford on
the original text of Ecclesiasticus. The language
of Jesus ben Sira, whose date is a»a 200 B.C,
displays, he argues, a far larger admixture of neo-
hebraic forms than any Old Testament book, and
consequently a very considerable interval must be
allowed between Ben Sira’s book and the close
of the Hebrew Canon. The question is one on
which but few scholars are competent to pronounce
an opinion. Professor Driver refers to it here in
a footnote (p. 447, and again more fully on p.
483), in which he does not seem to lay much
stress on his colleague’s argument.

Not less convincing are the arguments from ideas
expressed in the book. ¢ The tone, the social and
political allusions,” according to Driver, *show that
it is in fact the product of a far later age.” For
the illustration of this assertion the reader is re-
ferred to Driver’s pages. It must suffice to give
his conclusion.  “The author of Qoheleth . . .

must have lived when the Jews had lost their
national independence, and formed but a province
of the Persian empire,—perhaps even later, when
they had passed under the rule of the Greeks
(third century, B.c.). But he adopts a literary
disguise, and puts his meditations into the mouth
of the king, whose reputation it was to have been
the great sage and philosopher of the Hebrew race,
whose observation and knowledge of human nature
were celebrated hy tradition, and whose position
might naturally be supposed to afford him the
opportunity of testing systematically in his own
person every form of human pursuit or enjoyment ”
(PP- 441, 442).

1 have not thought it necessary to bring forward
the arguments formerly adduced in support of the
Solomonic authorship, seeing that the latter has
been abandoned by three such champions of
critical orthodoxy as Hivernick, Hengstenberg,
and Keil.l 1t will also be sufficient to refer my
readers to the standard commentaries for a vindi-
cation of the author, if such is needed, against the
exploded charge of being guilty of a “pious
fraud.”

Another conspicuous illustration of the abandon-
ment of the literary “traditions of the elders ” is
found in the judgment of critics regarding the
authorship and date of the Book of Daniel. On
this point so cautious and fair-minded a critic as
the late Professor Riehm of Halle writes thus in
his posthumous Introduction :—* That Daniel is
not the author of the book which bears his name
belongs, like the authorship of Deuteronomy and
Second Isaiah, to the most assured results of criti-
cism” (Einlettung, vol. ii. p. 298). Canon Driver’s
chapter on Daniel (chap. xii. pp. 458-483) I con-
sider one of the most careful and finished pieces of
scholarly criticism to be found in recent theological
literature ; and being complete in itself may be
confidently recommended to any one wishing to
inform himself of the author’s method and stand-
point, and to judge for himself of the excellence of
the * Introduction ” as a whole.

Now, as to the authorship of Daniel, we find
that modern scholars are almost, though not quite,
as unanimous as in the case of Ecclesiastes in re-
garding the admitted claim of the book itself to be
written by the historical Daniel of the Exile, as

1 But not by Keil's English translator. Sec his /ulroduction
to the Old Testament, vol. i. pp. 512-529. This, however, was
more than twenty ycars ago!
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nothing more than a transparent literary device.
An excellent summary of the reasons for this con-
clusion will be found in the chapter already named.
These fall—as we have seen to be the case with
similar investigations regarding the Pentateuch and
Ecclesiastes—under the two general heads of (1)
the language, and (2) the contents of the book, to
which are added in the case of Daniel (3) certain
considerations of a more general nature, which Dr.
Driver rightly places in the foreground. Of these
last, the most important, perhaps, is “the position
of the book in the Jewish Canon, not among the
prophets {as in our English Bibles], but in the
miscellaneous collection of writings called the
Hagiographa, and among the latest of these, in
proximity to Esther” (p. 467). The upholders of
the traditional view of the authorship of the book
have never been able to give a satisfactory explana-
tion of the separation in the Jewish Canon of the
Book of Daniel the prophet from those of his
fellow-prophets of the Exile, Jeremiah and Ezekiel.
With regard to language, the Book of Daniel, as is
well known, is written party in Hebrew and partly
in Aramaic. But “the Hebrew of Daniel resembles
not the Hebrew of Ezekiel, or even of Haggai and
Zechariah, but that of the age swbsequent to Nehe-
miak” (p. 474); while the ¢ Aramaic of Daniel is
a [Western Aramaic dialect of the type spoken in
and about Palestine.” How, on the traditional
theory, can these facts be explained? Or how
explain the presence, I do not say of the Persian
words—although these also are a serious difficulty
—but of at least three undoubted Greek words in
a book presumably written in the sixth century B.c.
On this point I shall quote but a single sentence
from Driver’s book ; it may serve at the same time
as one instance out of many that might be given
of his skill in gathering up in a few happy phrases
the results of a long and technical argument.
“The verdict of the language of Daniel is thus
clear : the FPersian words presuppose a period after
the Persian empire had been well established ; the
Greek words demand, the Hebrew supports, and
the Aramaic permits, a date after the conguest of
Palestine by Alexander the Great (v.c.[?] 332).”
There still remains the third and last category
of objections to the author of Daniel being a con-
temporary of the events recorded, namely, those
presented by the contents of the book itself. One
or two illustrations must suffice.  One of the most
striking of these is the peculiar meaning of a guild

or caste of wise men attaching to the term ¢ Chal-
deans ” in chaps. 1, 4, 2, 2, and elsewhere. What,
for instance, would the future historian of the
Victorian age make of a paragraph like the follow-
ing in the Court Circular ?—* Yesterday the mem-
bers of Her Majesty’s Privy Council, the bench of
Bishops, the Fellows of the Royal Society, and the
Lnglish had an audience of the Queen at St
James's Palace. Addressing Her Majesty i
French, the English said: ¢Vive la reine,’” etc.
Now this is on all fours with the report by a pre-
sumed contemporary of an incident at the court of
Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 2, 2 ff.)!

But more serious still for the fate of the tradi-
tional view is the representation, on the one hand,
of Belshazzar as the son of Nebuchadnessar, and as
the Jast king of Babylon ; and, on the other hand,
of Darius, the Mede, as the captor of Babylon and
Jorst king of the new dynasty. Now, if any fact of
ancient history is more certain than another, it is,
as we now know from contemporary documents,
that Belshazzar was the son of Nabonidus, who was
himself the last king of Babylon, and survived the
peaceful entrance of the Persian troops into his
capital. Nor is it one degree less certain that it
was Cyrus, “king of Anshan son of
Cambyses,” ! who put an end to the empire of
Babylonia, and who had already flled, and was.
still to fill, an undivided throne. The only natural
explanation of these difficulties is that we have, in
the Book of Daniel, a later tradition, which, as
the manner of tradition is, has omitted the links
between Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar, and has
confounded the latter with his father, and Cyrus
the Great with his kinsman and successor Darius
Hystaspis.

One other remarkable feature, finally, of the
contents of Daniel may be noticed, which will be
found to suggest a likely date for the book in its
present form. I do not refer to the fact, otherwise
remarkable enough, that the predictions of the
book ‘“are out of harmony with the analogy of
prophecy ” elsewhere, but, to this other fact, that
while down to the period of the persecution of the
Jews by Antiochus Epiphanes “the acfual events
are described with surprising distinctness, after
this point the distinction ceases ; the prophecy either

1 The most recent and trustworthy translations of the
cylinders of Nabonidus and Cyrus, giving their respective
accounts of the fall of Babylon, will be found in Schrader’s
Keilinschriftliche Bibliothek, vol. iii. pt. ii., 1890,
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breaks off altogether or merges in an idea/ repre-
sentation of the Messianic future,” Of this feature,
too, the traditional theory has no satisfactory ex-
planation to offer. The conclusion of the whole
matter, thercfore, is that there is practical unanimity
.among recent critics as to the date of the bhook.
It is a product of the period of Antiochus’ per-
secutions, more precisely of “their beginning
[¢irea, 168-167 B.c] when [its] message of en-
couragement would have a value for the godly
Jews in the scason of their trial ” (p. 478).

I had hoped to deal in the same way with the
reasons for another of ‘‘the most assured results
of criticism,” namely, the attribution of the last
twenty-seven chapters (40-66) of our present Book
-of Isaiah to an unnamed prophet of the Exile, a
“Second Isaiah,” not inferior in spiritual power
.and prophetic genius to the son of Amoz. But
space fails me for a worthy treatment of this im-
portant question, which is the less to be regretted
as a sufficiently exhaustive discussion of the subject
has now been for some time in the hands of the
English student, in our author’s indispensable
volume, JZsaiak, his Life and Times, and the
Writings which bear his Name. 1t may not be
superfluous, however, to add that, in his later
work, as in his earlier, Dr. Driver assumes the
unity of Second Isaiah, as do Professors Delitzsch
and Riehm. In a subsequent edition we shall
look, as in the case of the Psalter, for some
reference to rccent studies on this point, such as

those of Professor Cheyne! and the Rev. G. A.
Smith.?

It does not fall, happily, within the scope of
these articles to pronounce on the larger question,
which is at this moment agitating the Churches in
this country and America, as to the bearing of
these and other results of the higher criticism on
the foundation-truths of the revelation of Jesus
Christ, But for those of weaker faith, a short
meditation may be recommended on the lessons
of the past. Where is the catastrophe it was so
confidently predicted would overtake Christianity,
on the rejection of the Hebrew vowel points as
modern and uninspired? Or, to come nearer
our own day, is the Epistle of the Hebrews one
whit less honoured in the Church, or one whit
less profitable for doctrine and for instruction in
righteousness, now that its Pauline authorship is
practically abandoned? What man of faith, finally,
now fears to accept without reserve the well-
established inductions of our geologists and our
physicists? And so it should be with the results
of a competent and reverent Old Testament
scholarship when, but only when, these results
are obtained by the same methods of scientific
induction. For so the Spirit of the God of truth
is now, as always, guiding His Church “into all
the truth” (John 186, 13).

@ (Probfem in the Fyistorp of tBe
Septuagint.

By tHE REV. GEORGE FaryEer, A.K.C., VIcar oF
HarTLIP.

I wviTE the consideration of the following re-
marks as to the Septuagint and the Egyptian ver-
sions of the Old Testament.

In B.c. 588, a migration of Jews to Egypt took
place under Johanan, the son of Kareah (2 Kings
xxv. 25, 26; Jer. xli., xlii,, xliii.), and settled at
“Fahpanhes. The colony was apparently a great
sufferer by the Chaldean invasion, and some of
the survivors returned later on to Judea. This
was 256 years Jefore the Greek invasion of
Egypt.

1 Encyclop. Brit, (oth edilion), art. ““Isaiah ;" Jewish
Quarterly Review, July, Oct. 1891,

® Isaiak, vol. ii.

In n.c. 332, Alexander the Great founded

Alexandria, and some of his new colonists were
Jews.

In s.c 312, Ptolemy I, after taking Jerusalem,
led a colony of Jews to Egypt.

In (about) B.c. 285 (according to the Dbest
authorities), the Pentateuch portion of the Septu-
agint was produced at Alexandria. The Jews in
Egypt had become so Hellenized that the Hebrew
copies of the Law were of no use to them. Cer-
tainly this was the case among the Hellenists at a
little later date.

Even if the Septuagint was the result of a royal
command, and not of a popular need, at least it
supplied that need among Greek-speaking Jews.
Yet this need had arisen in fifty years, while 256
years had not produced a need for an Egyptian
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version among the Egyptian-speaking Jews. At
least, no record of such a version appears to exist.
But if (stating a hypothesis) such an Egyptian
version ever existed, two things would be probable.
Firsily, traces of it would be found in one of
the Coptic versons {Memphitic, Sahidic, Bash-
muric) now extant. Secondly, the Septuagint itself
might at least have been influcnced by it. The
occurrence of Coptic words and of local traditions
in the Septuagint might thus be accounted for,
and also the dislocation of Jeremiah’s prophecies.
My main point is, that the usual statement that
the Coptic versions of the Old Testament were
made from the Septuagint requires proof. The
New Testament portion of the Coptic Bible has
no doubt been properly edited and examined, but
the Old Testament portion appears to be little
known.
I add a list of the various editions and their
dates as far as they are known to me, but probably
there are others.

Pentateuch, by Wilkins, 1731 Memphitic.
Psalms (at Rome), 1744 -
Minor Prophets, by T'uhm 1836 s
Job, by Tattam, . 1846 -
Major Prophets, byTutam, 1852 v
Daniel, by Bardelli, 1849 "

Fragments also have been published by Miinter,
Mingarelli, and Zdéega. The Thebaic and Bash-
muric versions have not been touched in their Old
Testament portions except in the most fragmentary
way.

And even if all these versions are (as uswally
stated) from the Septuagint, some of them are pro-
bably far older than the old Latin, and therefore
their value for Septuagint criticism must be greater.

[ should gladly receive any information or
suggestions on this important field of study.

®avid's Refigion and Wavid's
Worafity,
By THE REv. PrinciraL G. C. M. DoucLas, D.D.

You call attention, p. 99, to Mr. Vince’s interesting
observations about David, how he was inspired by
God in spite of gross defects in his morality, which

.Q».

we have no right to deny or to palliate. At the-
same time there are many who deal with his faults
as if it were absurd to speak of him as an eminent
saint, which I believe that Scripture declares him to-
have been. May I, thereforc, supplement Mr.
Vince's statements, as I darcsay he would not
object to do. (1) Scripture is meant for our spiritual
benefit; and its biographies lay bare the worst
backslidings of eminent saints, even * without a
hint of disapproval,” like Noah’s drunkcnness and
Lot’s incest.  David’s most blameable acts seem to
me to have been committed in such times of back-
sliding ; either when he was sinking in the lowest
ebb of his fortunes, as during the persecution at
the hand of Saul ; or at his point of highest success,
when he was triumphing over the great heathen
combination whose alm was to destroy him and
Israel with him. We have the principal account
of this (not without side-lights clscwhere)

2 Samuel vili., in which there is the record of his
cruelty to the Moabites, with which Mr, Vince
deals; and perhaps similar cruelty to the Ammonites,
chap. xil. 31, brings us to the completion of his
triumph ; while his adultery and its attendant sins
were between these two cruclacts.  (2) Yet these do.
notappear to have been the acts of a cruel individual,
but to have been part of a cruel po/icy adopted by
him as king. This does not make him less guilty,
I suppose; but it raises the question, Is there
evidence that the policy of Christian nations is
clearly ahead of his? I hope that many of your
readers agree with me that our own beloved
country, in spite of all that is admirable in its
policy, has blots as dark in the opium wars with
China, and the deterioration of the people of India
by opium and drink. (3) I am inclined to believe
that there were causes which would cxplain, pos-
sibly would go far to justify, what we are apt to
think acts of indefensible cruelty. David surely
had no disposition to be hard on the Moabites;
for, during part of the persecution by Saul, it was
to the king of Moab that he entrusted his own
parents. And Shobi, the brother of the king of
the Ammonites with whom David had dealt so
severely, appears to have been satisfied with his
conduct, since he was one of those who came
voluntarily and provided for David’'s wants when
he was at the last extremity, in consequence of the
revolt of Absalom, 2 Samuel xvii. 27-29.
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