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the same way.* o, also, Herodotus ealls him “Darius, the Persian”
(II.110,158). Further, no other writer, so far as I know, calls him
by this title; nor is it ever used of any other Dartus. It is used,
however, of Cyrus by Xenophon in the Cyropedia, 1. 1; by
Diodorus Siculus, 1I. 34, IX. 20, 31, 32, 35, and by Josephus, ¢. 4p.,
I. 159; of Cambyses by Diodorus Siculus, X. 14, and by Castor
(Cory, Anc. Frag., p. 87).

It is especially noteworthy that elsewhere the Seriptures designate
Cyrus and Darius alone by the title “ Persian”; and that, with the
exception of Diodorus Sieulus (who lived in the first century B.C.)
and Castor, no other authority calls any other king by this desig-
nation. “Cyrus, the Persian,” is so ealled in the Scriptures in
opposition to “ Belshazzar, the Chaldean™; and Darius the Persian
in distinction from Darius the Mede. The title, therefore, was
necessary to’ distinguish kings of pure Persian race from those of
other nationalities.f

It is worthy of note, also, in this connection, that the Greek
writers contemporary with the existence of the Persian kingdom
delight in the words “Persian™ and “Mede” to denote the kings
of Persia. So Herodotus calls Xerxes “a Persian man,” VII. 157;
or “the Persian” VII. 22, 148 bis, 117, 163, 166, 172, 177, 207,
VIII. 108, 116, 141, IX. 1, 7; and represents him as being addressed
#(Q Persian,” VIL. 12. So Thucydides uses “the Mede” of the
king of Persia, I. 69, 74; and Xenophon *the Persian” in
Helleniea, V. 2.

Finally, it was eustomary in ancient times to designate men by
means of their nationality as well as their office, as may be seen in
a good number of examples in the eontract-tablets of Nabonidus,
Cambyses, et al. (See Strassmaier, in loe.)

#E.g., " There was a Magian, Gumatu by name, who rebelled,” L. 15; “ there was
neither a Persian, nor a Median, nor any one of our family who would take away
the government from the Gumatu the Magian,” 1. 20; “a Babylonian, Nadintabel
by name, rebelled in Babylon,” 1. 31; ““a Median, Parumartif by name, rebelled
in Media,” 1. 47; “Umidarna, a Persian, my servant, I appointed the governor,”
l. 44; “Dadardu, an Armenian, my servant, sent I to Armenia,” 1. 48; “Umisi,
my servant, a Persian, sent I to Armenia,” L 53, So, in like manner, he refers
to “Tukhmaspada, the Median,” 1. 62; “Dadarfu, the Persian,” 1. 69; “Arta-
marzia, the Persian,” 1. 73; “ Umimana, the Persian,” 1. 79; “Arahu, an Armen-
ian,” 1. 85; “Vindafra, a Mede,"” 1. 86; “Martia, a Persian,” 1. 92. At the end
of the inscription is the following: “These are men who were with me until
I slew Magian: Vindafra we all called Persian g. t. 109-112."

+ Bmerdiz, or Gomates, is frequently ealled the Magian in the Behistun inserip-
tion, {.e., “Gumatu Magashu,” §§ 18, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 20, 90, 109. TIs it
astonishing that the successful king should vaunt his “Persian” extraetion as
over against the usurping Magian?
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III. “Kmve or BasyLon.”

After the conquest of Babylon by Cyrus, continues Dr. Driver,
the “standing official title”” of the kings in question “was not
‘king of Persia’ but ‘king of Babylon.””

That the title “king of Babylon” was not the standing official
title of any king of Persia will be evident from the following facts,
which are supported by the evidence of the monuments and doeu-
ments cited in the previous articles:

1. In the Medo-Persian monuments the king of Persia is never
called the “king of Babylon” (P. T. R., II, 265-266).

2. Among the numerous FEgyptian titles of the kings of Persia,
this one never oceurs (P. T'. R., II, 270-272).

3. Neither Greek insecription, nor letter, nor historian of any
age mentions the kings of Persia by this title—not even Josephus
(P. T. R, 1T, 272-281).

4. In the Seriptures the title is used but once, to wit, in Ezra v.
13,* where Cyrus is spoken of as king of Babylon (P. T'. R., II, 281).

5. Even in Babylonia the title alone is found in but a few, eom-
paratively, of the tablets;T and it is never found on the tablets
from the reigns of Smerdis, Xerxes(?), Artaxerxes I, Darius II,
and Artaxerxes II.} It is never found, either alone or in combi-

* This phrase is worthy of special consideration, because of the fine linguistie
diserimination and the exact accuracy of the writer. The twelfth verse reads:
“But after that our fathers had provoked the God of heaven unto wrath, he gave
them into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon (732 173), the
Chaldean, who destroyed this house and carried the people away into Babylon.”
The thirteenth reads: “But in the first year of Cyrus king of Babylon (R:ls‘;
%23 *7) King Cyrus (8372 ©2i3) made a decree to build this house of
God.” The English version fails to bring out the distinction between Cyrus and
Nebuchadnezzar as kings of Babylon. The Aramaic original shows clearly by
the use of di that a distinction is made by the writer between the first year of
Cyrus as king of Babylon and the first year of Cyrus as king of Persia. The idea
is that Cyrus, king of Persia, restored the vessels of the house of Jehovah {the

.+ first year that ke reigned over Babylon. The phrase would be literally rendered:
“in the first vear of Cyrus the king, that is of Babylon.”

1 To wit, in but nine to eleven Cyrus tablets out of 375, and once in the Cyrus
Cylinder; in from twenty-two to thirty Cambyses tablets out of 445; out of the
eleven Smerdis tablets, not at all (see Z. A., IX, Strassmaier, “‘Notes du VIII-
titme Congrés internationale, Xo, 22); in but nine to fourteen out of 600 Darius
tablets ; out of fourteen Xerxes tablets, in at most one; in no one of the 126 Arta-
xerxes’ tablets; and in no one of the eighty-eight(?) Darius Nothus tablets.
Or, out of 1569 tablets from the Persian period, only forty to fifty-six have the
name of the king plus the title king of Babylon alone in the subscription.

t In fairness, it must be added here that the phrase “king of Babylon” does
occur besides on the Babylonian tablets in the following combination, to wit;
the name of the king plus the combination “king of Babylon and of the lands,””
in the tablets of Cyrus twenty-four to twenty-five times; of Cambyses, fifty to
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nations, upon the tablets from the times of Artaxerxes I, Darius
IT, or Artaxerxes IIL.

Noargument, then, is needed to show that Dr. Driver is absolutely
wrong when he states that after the conquest of Babylon by Cyrus,
the standing official title of the Achemenide was not “king of
Persia,” but “king of Babylon.” Especially, is he wrong in sup-
posing that Ezra and Nehemiah, living as they did in the reign of
Artaxerxes I, would use this title of that king; inasmuch as neither
alone nor in ecombination has this title been found as yet upon any
inseription from his reign.

IV. “ThHE Kixg.”

After “king of Babylon™ this title is the one first mentioned by
Dr. Driver as the common title of the kings of Persia. DBut notice:

First, this title never occurs alone on any monument of the
Persian kings except onee, and that in an indefinite address to an
imaginary king. This is found in verse 105 of the Behistun in-
seription, which reads: “King Darius says: Whosoever thou art,
O king, who mayest rule after me, ete.”

Secondly, nor has it been found on any Babylonian tablet as a
designation of any particular king, but only in such general phrases
as “son(?) of the king,” “storehouse of the king,” ete.

Thirdly, it is, however, the usual title in the contemporary Greek -
historians, Ctesias, Herodotus, Thueydides and Xenophon, and
also in the Hebrew Seriptures.

It will be seen, then, that Dr. Driver's statement is true of the
Greek and Hebrew writings, but not of the original native and
Babylonian sources to which he is ostensibly referring.

How, then, are we to account for the difference in usage between
the Greek and Hebrew on the one hand, and the monuments of
Persia and Babylonia on the other? The answer is:—easily, when
we remember that the kind of literature preserved to us on the
monuments is entirely different from that contained in the Greek
and Hebrew records. It is at this point that the erities have made
the most astonishing non sequiturs. It will be seen in the long
lists of royal titles which have been collected and published in

fifty-three times; of Smerdis, twice; of Darius, 150 to 154 times; of Xerxes, once;
of Artaxerxes, no time. The phrase followed by the combination “king of Baby-
lon, king of the lands,” oceurs in the tablets of Cyrus 266 to 273 times; of Camby-
ses, 301 to 306 times; of Smerdis, thirteen times; of Darius, 359d.imes; of Xerxes,
three times; of Artaxerxes, no time. The phrase “king of Babylon® oceurs also
nine other times in various combinations, see in § I, pages 269, 270, Vol. I1.
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the preceding artieles, that royal titles and designations were used
with all the diserimination and taste which would be employed to-
day; and that differences in the kind of literature in which the title
was used, or in the relation of the person speaking to the monarch
spoken of, were the cause of the difference in the manner of
address or reference to the monarch mentioned. Let any one look,
for example, over the letters of Tel-el-Amarna or the Greek letters,
and he will see that the manner of address is peculiar to that kind
of literature, So, also, in the legal documents of Babylonia and
Egypt, one should notice that the superseription of the Egyptian
and the subseription of the Babylonian contain accurate dates
and distinctive titles, but no flourishing of titles of honor needless
for the purpose of business. Again, in the Greek historians, where
the name alone or the title alone is sufficient for definiteness, it
alone is used; but the distinetive titles are employed when needed.
So, also, in the Seriptures, Ezra and Nehemiah use the very manner
of address and give in every case the particular title and designation
which are proper to them and to the document which they use.
In speaking to the monarch personally they use the term *king,”
as their position and close relation to him entitle them to do. In
official documents they give the appropriate titles. In letters
they give the proper address. There is not one title or designation
in the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah that is not suitable to the
time of Artaxerxes Longimanus, and to the character of the
particular writing in which it oceurs.

V. “Tae Grear King”

Dr. Driver asserts that this was a standing official title; and
implies that Ezra and Nehemiah should, if they wrote the books
bearing their names, have employed this title to designate the kings
of Persia.

But it will be noted that no Persian or Babylonian inseription,
nor, in fact, any eontemporary writer of any nation, uses this
title alone to designate the Persian king, except Xenophon in the
Anabasis, and he even but a few times, e.g., I 3, 7 bis, IL. 3.

In combination with the name alone it is found on the seal of
Darius (Bezold, II, Sgl.); on several vases of Xerxes (id., XX, 2);
and on a vase of Artaxerxes (see Weissbach u. Bang, Die Alipers.
Keilins., p. 47).

In other combinations on inseriptions, it is found in all the tri-
lingual inseriptions published by Bezold and by Weissbach and
Bang. So Cyrus calls himself on the Clay Cylinder, 20-52, and
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Cambyses is called “a great king of Egypt” (Brugsch, History,
11, 294).

Tt will be noted, further, with regard to this title:

First, that it is never used in the subseriptions, nor, I believe,
anywhere else in the contract-tablets of Babylon.

Secondly, that it is used in Persian on a seal, on a vase, and on
rock inseriptions, such as are nowhere mentioned in the Seriptures.

Thirdly, that it is not a common title in the Greek classies.

Fourthly, that it is not a distinetive title of kings of Persia,
inasmuch as it was used both before and after the Achmmenids by
the kings of Babylon, Assyria, Egypt, and by the successors of
Alexander. Among the kings of Egypt it is used by Queen
Hatshepsu (see P. T'. K., II, 638, 19), of Amenophis III (id., 645,
11, 12), of Amenophis IV (id., 661, 58-66), of Rameses T (id., Vol
IT1, 55 (11)), of Seti I (id., 58 (30)), of Rameses II (id., 62 (46),
(47), (63)), of Rameses IX (id., 69 (9)). Among the kings of
Babylon, the phrase “Sarru dannu,” mighty king, is used by Dingi
(P.T. R., 11, 466), Bursin (id., 467), Gamil-Sin (4d.), Sargon (id.,
468), Hammurabi (id.), Samsu-iluna (id., 469), Ammiditana (id.),
Ammizaduga (id.), Karainda$ (id., 470), Burnaburiad (id.), Kuri-
galzu (id.), Marduk-tabik-zerim (id., 471), Nebuchadnezzar I (id.),
Esarhaddon (id., 473), Sama&%%umukin (id., 474), Nabopolassar
(id., 475), Nabonidus (id., 479). The last named uses, also, the
phrase “the great king” (id., 479). The kings of Assyria use the
title “Sarru dannu,” mighty king, from the time of ASuruballit
(id., 479) down to the last king, Sinfar-ifkun (id., 497); and the
phrase “&arru rabu,” greal king, from the time of Ramman-Nirari
(1d., 482) down to the last king (id., 497). So in the inseriptions
of the Seleucids (P. T. R., I1I, 250. 7; 251. 9) and in one inscrip-
tion (P. T. R., 111, 427) and on many of the coins of the Arsacids,
and on two coins of Baetrian kings (P. T. R., III, 427, 430) the
phrase “great king” is used along with the name alone or more
frequently in combination with other titles, such as “ the great king
of kings, Arsaces,” ete.

VI. “Kmve oFr Kmvgs.”

With respect to the assertion that after the conquest of Baby-
lonia the official title was “king of kings” it should be remarked
that:

This title is never used alone in any known record, so far as I

have seen. In conjunction with the name of the king it is found
nowhere, except possibly in the Aramaic inseription found at
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Memphis (see P. T. R, Vol. 11, 271, 272). In conjunction with
the name plus that of the father, it is found only in the inseription
of Gadates (P. T. R., Vol. II, 273). 1In all other places where it
oceurs it is one of many titles used on rock inseriptions, with regard
to which, what seems most noteworthy in this connection is, that it
was not a specific designation of the kings of Persia. It is, no
doubt, used of many kings of Babylonia, e.g., Nebuchadnezzar 1 is
called the “prince of kings” (nasik Sarrdmi) (P. T. R., 11, 472);
Merodach-Baladan, “the lord of lords™ (id., 473). Tt is used,
also, of the kings of Assyria: eg., Afurnasirabal is called
“king of lords™ (id., 483); “king of kinglets,” “lord of lords,”
“king of kings,” (id.), “king of kings" (id., 484); Esarhaddon,
“king of the kings of Egypt” (id., 492); ASurbanipal, “king of
kings” (id., 495, 496), “lord of kings™” (id. often). Among the
kings of Egypt, moreover, Amenhotep III bears the title “king
of kings” (id., 643, 644), “prince of princes’ (id.); Darius, “king
of kings™ (id., I11, 78). In the Aramaic inseriptions of Eshmunazar,
again, the king of Persia is called “the lord of kings” (P.T. R.,
III, 424); in the Ma‘sub inseription, Ptolemy is so called (id.,
424); so, also, in the inseriptions from Larnax Lapithesea (id., 425).
So Abdashtoreth is called in the inseription of Larnax Lapithma
(id., 425). This, alzo, is the usual title of the Arsacid kings (see
P. T. R, III, 426-428).

VII. “Kine oF THE Laxns.”

As to the title “king of the lands” (Sar matéti), it should be
remarked—

First, that it is never found alone.

Secondly, that in the Medo-Persian monuments it is never found
except in combination with three or more other titles,

Thirdly, that it is never used in Greek, except, perhaps, once in
Herodotus, in his translation of the Tearus stele of Darius Hystaspes
(Bk. IV. 91).

Fourthly, that it is never employed in any Egyptian monument
except in that of Darius Hystaspes, which was written in Baby-
lonian and other languages, on the stele found near the Suez Canal.

Fifthly, that its use with the addition of the name alone, even
on the tablets of Babylon, was not the common one in the reigns
of Cyrus, Cambyses, Smerdis, Darius Hystaspes and Xerxes, In
the Cyrus tablets it occurs in but twenty-three to twenty-seven
out of 368; in the Cambyses tablets, in twenty-two to twenty-six
out of 438; in the Darius tablets, in twenty-six to twenty-nine out
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of 579; in one or two Xerxes tablets out of thirteen; and in none
of the Smerdis tablets.

Sixthly, that the use of the phrase was not eonfined to the Per-
sian kings, nor did it cease at the destruction of the Persian empire
under Darius Codomannus. For example, it is used alone and in
conjunction with the name of one or more of the Antiochi; and
also in combination with other titles (see P. T. R., 111, 250, 251).

Seventhly, that in the reigns of Artaxerxes I, Darius IT and Arta-
xerxes II (one tablet only) all the Babylonian tablets are of this
form with the addition of the name. The title “king of Babylon”
and all combinations have been dropped and we find.simply “ Arta-
xerxes, king of lands™ and “ Darius, king of lands.”

The problem, then, with regard to this title, reduces itself to
the question, Why did Ezra and Nehemiah, living as they did in
the reign of Artaxerxes the First, not use this title in conjunction
with his name, seeing that the Babylonian tablets of that time use
it and nothing but it? To this we would answer—

First, that all the tablets from the reign of Artaxerxes, Darius
and others so far found and published number about 200 in all,
and these all from one small place—Nippur in Babylonia.

Secondly, in the Medo-Persian inscriptions Artaxerxes is called
“ Artaxerxes, the king,”" “ Artaxerxes, the great king,” and simply
¥ Artaxerxes,” but never, except in combinations on three monu-
mental titles, is Artaxerxes called “the king of the lands.”

Thirdly, his Egyptian cartouch reads simply *“Artaxerxes,
Pharaoh the Great,” and in another place he is called ¥ the king of
Upper and Lower Egypt, the sovereign Artaxerxes.”

Fourthly, the Greeks who were his contemporaries call him
usually “King,” “ Artaxerxes, the king,” “‘Artaxerxes,” “King
Artaxerxes” “ Artaxerxes, the son of Xerxes,” and “King
Artaxerxes, the son of Xerxes,” but they never call him “king of
lands.”

Fifthly, Ezra and Nehemiah use the titles “ King,” “ Artaxerxes,”
“ Artaxerxes, the king,” or “the King Artaxerxes,” and once Ezra
says “ Artaxerxes, king of kings,” and three times “Artaxerxes,
king of Persia.”

If now we ask why Ezra and Nehemiah use these titles and not
“king of lands” we reply: i

First, we have shown that this title, so far as found, was used,
except in a few combinations, only in Babylonia. Ezra and Nehe-
miah were not residents of Babylonia but of Persia. They lived
at the court and capital of the Persian empire. There is no
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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
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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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