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ROYAL TITLES IN ANTIQUITY: AN ESSAY IN CRITICISM. 571

evidence that the title “king of lands” was employed in Persia
proper as a title in eonjunction with the name alone, nor anywhere
except in monumental combinations; nor is there evidence that it
was used anywhere but in Babylon. Why, then, should Fzra and
Nehemiah have used it?

Secondly, even if it could be shown that this title was in general
use throughout the empire of the Persians, it might not have been
mentioned in a mere fragment of literature such as we have in
Tzra-Nehemiah.

Thirdly, it will be seen by referring to the group in Article I (P,
T.R.,Vol. I1, pp. 260, 267), that the title “ king of lands™ has never
been found except in contract-tablets from Babylonia, and in several
combinations of meonumental titles from Persia (P. 7. R., II, 262,
268). No proof is forthcoming that it was ever used in any other
kind of literature; such as letters, decrees, personal address, history,
or in actual court eeremonial speech.

CoNCLUSION,

Before closing this article I cannot refrain from ealling attention
to two remarks suggested by the titles collected.

First, in view of the immense variety of these titles; in view of the
facts that different kinds of titles prevail in different kinds of litera-
ture, and that different authors exercise their individual preferences
in their designations of particular kings; and in view, finally, of the
fact that the titles most commonly used in the Hebrew Seriptures
have prevailed in all ages of the world and among all peoples in
similar kinds of literature, and were used in similar relations of the
writers and speakers to their particular king—we deem it prepos-
terous to preseribe what titles any given author must have used,
or to suppose that the omission or insertion of any such titles, as
those mentioned by Dr. Driver, can supply an indication of the

* age of the document in which they oceur.*

# Even the title “Pharaoh” to designate the king of Egypt does not imply
a late date for the Pentateuch, as the collection of titles of the Egyptian
kings given above in Articles III and IV demonstrate. For, first, it will be
noted that the title “Pharaoh™ was used especially of the kings of Egypt of the
eighteenth, nineteenth and twenticth dynasties, and, secondly, that such Egyp-
tian writings as concern the monarch only indirectly (such as the tales of Saneha
and of Khamuas, “the most notable of the numerous progeny of the great king
Rameses I1"") (see Griffith’s Stories of the High Priest of Memphis, Oxford, 1900)
contain the title Pharaoh as the preferable designation of the monarch of Egypt.
This is worthy of more extended investigation. At present we can only say. that

a title which was probably used as early as the first dynasty (see P. T. R.,
Vol II, p. 619), and in the fifth and twelfth dynasties (id., 623 and 627), and

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 3 No. 4 (1905)



Il. Royal Titles in Antiquity: An Essay in Criticism by Robert Dick Wilson

572 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW.

Secondly, a caveat should be entered against hasty generaliza-
tions and unsupported assertions which tend to undermine faith in
the historicity of the Old Testament Seriptures. If the statements
of Dr, Driver* with regard to the titles of the kings found in Ezra-
Nehemiah, supported by an array of evidence, have been shown hy
a fuller induetion of facts to be without foundation, and the state-
ments of the Seriptures stand approved—what credit can be given
to assertions of radieal erities, for which no evidence whatever
has been nor can be produced? In short, if when, as in the case
of these titles of the kings, much evidence can be gathered from
outside sources, and this evidence when gathered  is found to be
against the radical critics and overwhelmingly and convincingly
in favor of the Biblical statements and usage, is not the presump-
tion justified that, where no evidence is forthcoming, the Bible is
right and the erities who attack its statements wrong?

Princeton, N. J. Romert D. WiLson,

more commonly in the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth dynasties, might
very well have been emploved by Moses in designating the king of Egypt. 1t was
not so much the individual king as the power hostile to the Hebrews and their
God that the writer of the Pentateuch wishes to designate,

*# In this and the preceding articles on the titles of the Persian kings in Ezra-
Nehemiah, I have singled out Dr. Driver's statements rather than those of some
other writer on Introduction; because he has given the fullest, clearest, and
fairest argument possible in support of the assertion, first made apparently by
Ewald, that the use of the title “king of Persia™ demanded a date for Ezra-
Nehemiah subsequent to the downfall of the Persian kingdom, If, therefore, it

_has been shown that Dr, Driver’s contention is insufficiently supported by the
facts, or rather is contrary to the facts, mueh more will it have been shown that
the mere assertions of others are without justification.
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