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11. The most specious objection made to the Mosaic
date and historical character of the Pentateuch is based
upon the infrequent references to the laws, especially those
of H and P, found in the books of Judges, Samuel and
Kings; and further, upon the fact that the observances noted
are often contrary to the requirements of the law. The
force of this objection is broken by the following considera-
tions, to wit : that the purpose of the books of Judges, Sam-
uel and Kings, the critics themselves being witnesses, was
not to give us a history of the religious institutions of Is-
rael. “The stories of the deliverance of Israel represent
only certain glorious moments in the history of these cen-
turies,”"™ ““The subject of the book of Samuel is the crea-
tion of a united Israel by Samuel, Saul, and David."**
With this purpose in mind the authors generally make al-
lusions to the law and the religious institutions and observ-
ances only in so far as they affect the history of the kings
and nations whose fortunes it is the aim of the author to
describe and moralize upon. The rule of conduct for the
people they rightly find in the codes of E and D and in the
words of the prophets. On the other hand, the book of
Chronicles was a history meant to confine itself “to matters
still interesting to the theocracy of Zion, keeping Jerusalem
and the temple in the foreground, and developing the divine
pragmatism of the history, with reference, not so much to
the prophetic word as to the fixed legislation of the Penta-
teuch (especially the Priests’ Code), so that the whole nar-
rative might be made to teach that Israel’s glory lies in the
observance of the divine law and ritual.”"** Keeping in
mind the difference in purpose on the part of the writer of
Chronicles it is easy to understand his frequent references
to the laws of H and P as well as to those of E and D.
Judges, Samuel, and Kings give an epitome of the history
of Israel primarily from the political and moral side; Chron-

12 G, F, Moore in Enc, Bib, p. 2fa1

120W, Robertson Smith and Ed. Kinig in Ene, Bib, p. 2664,
2 W, B. Smith and S, R. Driver in Enc. Bib,, p- 70z
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icles, primarily from the legal and religious side. The con-
quest, the wars, the erection of the temple as the symbol
of the unity of Israel, the division of the kingdom and the
history of the two parts of it, and the final destruction of
both kingdoms with the causes and manner thereof, consti-
tuted the subject matter of the prophetic history; the priest-
ly writer on the other hand, gives the history of the kings
and of the nations only as a background to his picture of the
ecclesiastical and liturgical development of Israel based
upon the prescriptions of the law of Moses. The pro-
phetical writers dwell more upon the breaches of the laws,
the priestly writer more upon the observance of them. In
order to maintain their assertion that the laws of H and P
are not mentioned in the history, the critics must and do
deny the reliability of the history recorded in Chronicles.
The force of their objection, therefore, depends upon the
ability of the critics to establish the unhistorical character
of the material facts recorded in the works of Ezra, Nehe-
miah and Chronicles in so far as they give information
additional to, or in apparent conflict with what we find in
the older books.

12, As to the conclusion of the radical critics that the
books of Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah are unreliable, the
following may be said:

(1) It is based upon the assumption that the writers
had as sources nothing but the present books of the Old
Testament from Genesis to Kings inclusive, supplemented
by certain post-exilic works which have long since per-
ished. Since it is admitted by all that the earlier docu-
ments of the Old Testament, such as J, E, D, Samuel,
Hosea, Amos and the sources of Kings, passed unscathed
through the fire and destruction accompanying the fall
of Samaria and !Jerusalem, it canmot be assumed that
other records also may not have been preserved. The
Chronicler himself asserts that he had access to such
sources, or at least to works derived from such sources.
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No other writer of the Old Testament cites his authori-
ties so frequently and so explicitly. That he recasts his
material in his own style and language and with remarks
and comments of his own, no more invalidates the relia-
bility of his facts than do similar methods in the case of
Gibbon, Prescott, and Mommsen. That he inserts his
own notes and comments no more throws doubt on his
citation of facts than is true in the case of the books of
Kings.

Against the express statements of authorities given by
the Chronicler, what evidence have the critics to produce?
Nothing but conjectures, Nothing but surmises and opin-
ions based on their own ignorance and the silence of other
records. Are the critics going to maintain that many
works of pre-captivity times did not survive the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem and afterwards perish? How then
about the sources of Kings? Are they going to maintain
that all the works ever written have been cited in the
books older than Chronicles, that the Book of Jasher
and the Book of the Wars of Jehovah are the only ones
that have disappeared? How about the three thousand
proverbs of Solomon and his songs a thousand and five?
How about the records of the kings of Israel and Judah
as to which it is said so often in Kings that the rest of
the deeds of the kings were written in them? If, as Dr.
Driver says,” “it was not the Chronicler’s intention to
pervert the history,” why should he have invented or per-
verted the sources from which he claims to get his infor-
mation? The present-day critics, living just about 2300
years after the Chronicler wrote his books, may dispute
about his statements and deny his facts, and even the
existence of the documents which he cites; but most sen-
sible men without preconceived opinions will probably
agree with me that the Chronicler is more likely to have
been right and to have told the truth, especially about the

12 LOT, 533.
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records which he used, than any man to-day. The testi-
mony of the Chronicler cannot be overthrown by the
opinion of anyone now living.

(2) It is not fair to reject one or both of two apparently
irreconcilable statements because we cannot explain them.
Sometimes apparent difficulties can be removed by a change
of the pointing or interpretation of the original Hebrew,'
Sometimes the objections are based on an interpretation of
the original which creates a discrepancy where none really
exists.'**

(3) One of the most serious charges made against the
Chronicler is that he exaggerates in his numerical state-
ments. Thus, he makes the army of Jeroboam I to be
800,000 and that of Abijah 400,000; Zera with 1,000,000
'men meets Asa with 580,000; and Jehoshaphat has an army
of 1,160,000. If, however, this is an argument against the
historicity of Chronicles, it may be used also against Samuel

122 Thus g in I Kings xii. 2 may be pointed and read as “and he
returned” or as “and he dwelt” -pn in 2 Kings xxiil. 30 may be ren-
dered “dying” rather than “dead” and so be made to harmonize with
2 Chron. xxxv, 24, where it is zaid that Josziah died in Jerusalem,

124 Thus, it is said that there iz an inexplicable disagreement between
the account of Athaliah's overthrow as given in 2 Kings xi. 4 f. and
that given in 2 Chron. xxiii. 1f. This assumed disagreement is based
primarily wpon the assumption that the K&ri (*+3) and runners of
Kings could not have been Levites as Chronicles would seem to demand.
Doubt, however, as to the meaning of Kdri is manifest, when we zee
that Gesenius, in his Thesaurus (G71D0), gives four meanings as being
upheld by various scholars, to which may be added several from the
versions and one or two from recent scholars, If we connect it with
the Asyrian kart “to cut,” a synonym of karafu, it will be a synonym
of N2 and mean “executioner™ like fabbak in Gen, xxxix, 1. If we
connect it with the Assyrian karari, a synonym of efers and Fusubu “to
surround, either for protection or capture” (Muss-Arnolt 25 b), it might
well mean “body-guard.” The *nbp, so frequently used with *pm, may
be connected with the Assyrian pultu, paitue “sword” Compare Syriac
pusta “ascia, securis.” That runners might be Levites, and even priests,
is shown by the fact that Ahimaaz, David's runner, was a son of Zadok
the priest (2 Sam. xviil, 19 £.). Until the meaning of these terms has
been fixed, we are justified merely in saving that some of the details

of the account are not clear to us. This does not mean that they are
not true.
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and Kings; for the Philistines have 30,000 chariots (1 Sam,
xiil. §5), David slew 40,000 horsemen of the Syrians in one
battle (2 Sam. x. 18), Joab numbered 800,000 men of Is-
rael and 500,000 of Judah (2 Sam. xxiv. g), Solomon had
40,000 stalls of horses (1 Kings v. 6 [iv. 24]), Rehoboam
had 180,000 chosen men which were warriors (1 Kings
xii. 21), and the children of Israel slew 100,000 Syrians in
one day (1 Kings xx. 29). And it cannot be maintained
that the Chronicler exaggerated regularly the numbers as
given in Kings, since in the seventeen cases where the num-
bers differ as between the two books, the text of Kings is
greater in five and that of the Chronicler in twelve.**

In view, then, of the fact that the prophetical history, as
well as the priestly, contains these large enumerations, it
seems best to maintain either that the enumerations are cor-
rect, or that they have been corrupted in the course of trans-
mission. We are not so sure as some seem to be that they are
not correct. We are not to look upon the armies of those
days as composed of drilled troops like the Macedonian
phalanxes, or the Roman legions, but as levies en masse,
embracing all the people from about fourteen to twenty years
of age and upward, a whole nation in arms. Every man
was interested in the wars, becanse defeat meant death or
captivity to all alike. Besides, they were fighting at their
own doorsteps and for their hearths and homes. When we
think of the enormous disciplined armies which single cities
such as Nineveh, Damascus, Tyre, Ekron, Gaza, Sparta, and
Rome, used to put into the field, we may well pause before
affirming with such assurance as some do that the figures of
the books of Kings and Chronicles are incredible. But, if
some think they are incredible, let them remember that num-
bers, especially when denoted by a system of notation, are
the hardest of all facts to transmit correctly. There is us-
ually nothing in the context to preserve them from corrup-
tion. They may have been misread in the original sources
or changed in the course of copying; but only those who have
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never engaged in the study of manuscripts will indict a whole
document simply because some of the numerical notations
are beyond the possibility of being read with certainty or
accepted as original.

(4) In order to prove the untrustworthiness of the Chron-
icler, an attempt is made to show that his work was not writ-
ten till about 300 B.C. The first proof of this is said to be
found in 1 Chron, iii. The text of this passage is admitted
to vary so much that commentators are not sure whether six
or thirteen generations are meant. According to Dr. Driver,
the Hebrew text gives six generations from Zerubbabel on-
ward. If we place him at 520 B.C. and count twenty years
to a generation, this will bring us to 400 B.C,, as the date
of the book. Twenty years to a generation is a good Orien-
tal average.'*

(5) Another proof of the lateness of the Chronicler is
said to be the mention of Jaddua as High Priest in Neh.
xii. 11,22, Itisassumed that this Jaddua is the same as the
one mentioned by Joséphus*® as the High Priest who went
out to meet Alexander when he went up to Jerusalem. Inas-
much as this expedition of Alexander is recorded by Jose-
phus alone and said by the critics never to have occurred,
and as the particular Jaddua who is said by Josephus to
have met Alexander is mentioned nowhere else either by
Josephus or by any other ancient writer, we fail to see the
force of this argument. For, if Josephus invented the story
about Alexander, he may have invented his Jaddua, too.
But granting that there was a Jaddua at 336 B.C,, or there-
about, we fail to see why he may not have been High Priest
for seventy or even eighty years. Having had a great-
grandfather who lived to be hale and hearty at 103, and a
great-grandmother to be 9o, and three great-uncles to be
94, 96 and 101 respectively, with about a dozen other rela-
tives, no farther away than a great uncle, who lived to be
from 75 to 92, and all compos mentis, and most active in

126 See Assiyuti's History of the Califs, where generations are often
only for 16 or 18 years.
127 Antiguities, X1, viii, 4.
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body till almost the end, the writer of this article can see
nothing improbable in the Jaddua of Josephus having been
the same as the Jaddua of Ezra.

(6) The newest weapon of proof, however, that has been
forged against the historicity of the Chronicler is that which
has been produced in the arsenal of Oxford by Drs. Driver
and Gray. The great German critic Ewald asserted that it
was both unnecessary and contrary to contemporary usage
for the kings of Persia to be given the title, king of Persia,
while as yet there were kings of Persia; and that conse-
quently the Hebrew documents employing this title must
have been written after kings of Persia had ceased to exist.
If this were absolutely true, it would bring down to Greek
times the composition of Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah and
Daniel, since they all contain the title. It is a sufficient an-
swer to this assertion to say that eighteen different authors
in nineteen different documents from Persian times use this
title altogether thirty-eight different times, and of at least
six different Persian kings; that it is used of Cyrus seven
years before the conquest of Babylon in 539 B.C. and of
Artaxerxes III about 365 B.C.; that it is used in Persian,
Susian, Babylonian, Greek, Aramaic and Hebrew; that it
was used in Media, Babylonia, Asia Minor, Greece, and
Palestine, and according to Herodotus in Ethiopia; and
that it is used in letters, dates and other like documents of
the Scriptures just as it is used in the extra-biblical docu-
ments. Further, it has been shown that it was not common
for authors of the Greek period to use the title.™®

G. ReLicron
Before closing this succinct review of the lines of defense
of the Old Testament Scriptures, we must emphasize briefly
the strongest bulwark of them all, the undeniable uniqueness
and superlative clearness and importance of the religious
ideas contained in them.

128 See my articles in this ReviEw for 1004-3 and for 1017, and in the
Sachaw Denkschrift, Berlin, 1912,
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A study of the religious systems of the Egyptians, Baby-
lonians, and other ancient peoples, has réevealed to us a
groping after God, if haply they might find him; but no-
where among all the nations is it recorded that a clear appre-
hension of one living and true God—the creator and preser-
ver, the guide, the judge, the savior, and the sanctifier of his
people—was attained. Other religions are outward, concern-
ed with words and deeds. Their sins are offenses or delin-
quencies, their substitutions are material equivalents, their
atonements are physical purifications, their resurrection is a
groundless expectation; their judgment is without mercy,
their immortality consigns to darkness and dust, and a
future life of joy is at best for the few and great. The
Old Testament religion is essentially inward. It is the re-
ligion of the mind and heart, of love, joy, faith, hope, and
salvation through the grace of God alone. How account
for this religion? The prophets say it came from God. No
other theory of its origin can account for its uniqueness
and its results, its superiority and its influence. The pro-
phets and their ideas are facts in evidence, which all the
quibbling of the critics cannot impugn. The prophets say
they had their ideas from God. If not, whence? If s0, the
greatest of all miracles has happened involving all the rest.
For if God spake through the prophets, his revelations of
his will could not have been bound by the shackles of time
and circumstance. The prophets who spake for him spake
not merely as the men of their own time, but as men of all
time, as men who were spokesmen of Him who knows the
end from the beginning, and has all power in heaven and on
earth. The canon of the modern critical school that treats
the prophets as the creatures of their time is antagonistic to
this fundamental conception of the prophets’ mission as it
was enunciated by the prophets themselves. They say God
spake fo them and they spake for God. The critics say that
they gave utterance to the spirit of the times (the Zeitgeist)
and that they were limited by the time and place of their
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birth. But, if this were all the source of their information,
how then did it come, that not from the oracles of Thebes
and Memphis, nor from the temples of Babylon, nor from
the sacred precincts of Delphi, nor from the Sibyls and au-
gurs of Rome, but from the deserts of Midian, and from the
sheepfolds of Tekoa, and from the dungeons of Zedekiah,
and from the lowly cots of captives on the banks of the
Chebar and the Euphrates, came forth those magic words of
hope and salvation and glory for a sin-cursed world that
have made the desert hearts of all who heard them to rejoice
and blossom like the rose in the sunlight of God's favor, in
the revivifying atmosphere of his presence? God with us!
This is the key to unlock the mysterious chambers of the Old
Testament.

CoNcLusioN

But the time has come to conclude this somewhat sketchy
summary of evidence for the defense in the case of the
critics against the Old Testament. We hope that the evi-
dence adduced will be sufficient to convince those who have
read the articles that the general reliability of the Old Testa-
ment documents has not been impaired. The literary forms
are in harmony with what comparative literature would
lead us to expect. The civil, criminal and constitutional
laws agree with what the civilization of the ancient nations
surrounding Palestine would presuppose; while the cere-
monial, moral, and religious laws are differentiated from
those of others by their genesis in a monotheistic belief and
a divine revelation. The use of writing in the age of Moses
and Abraham is admitted by all and the existence of the He-
brew language in the time of the Exodus is assured by the
glosses of the Amarna letters, as well as by the proper names
on the Egyptian and Babylonian monuments. The general
correctness of the Hebrew text that has been transmitted
to us is established beyond just grounds of controversy.
The morphology, syntax, and meaning of the language of
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the various books conform with what the face of the docu-
ments demands. The chronological and geographical state-
ments are more accurate and reliable than those afforded
by any other ancient documents; and the biographical and
other historical narratives harmonize marvelously with the
evidence afforded by extra-biblical documents.

We therefore, send this essay forth with the prayer that
it may strengthen the faith of those who still believe in
God and in Jesus Christ his Son. We need not and do not
fear the truth about the Bible. We welcome all sincere and
honest study of its origin, purpose and meaning. But is it
too much to ask and hope that more of those who have been
appointed by the Church to teach its history and its doctrines
should devote their time and energies to the defense of its
great and fundamental, unique and outstanding, facts and
implications, rather than to the picking of flaws in the gar-
ments of the prophets and to the punching of holes in the
robe of Christ’s perfection? It may not be ours to remove
all the difficulties, to harmonize all the apparent inconsis-
tencies, to explain all the mysteries, and to solve all the
problems of the Old Testament; but we can show at least,
that we believe that Christ and the Apostles are more likely
to be right than we, that the age-long judgment of the
Church with respect to the Bible may after all be right, and
that our business is to defend with all lawful means the cita-
del of faith rather than to join the hosts of the infidel in
the assaults upon its walls.

Princeton. RoperT Dick WiLson.
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