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of the house of the Lord that none which was unclean in any-
thing should enter in.” Besides, in 1 Chr. ix. 22 the four
chief porters at least are said expressly to have been Levites.

What is true of the porters is true also of the singers. In
1 Chr. xv. 16 David is said to have ordered the Levites to
“appoint” (cause to stand) their brethren to be singers. In
2 Chr, vi, 12 the Levites who were the singers are referred
to. In 2 Chr. xxxv. 15 they were “in their place” (zrapn=by).
In 2 Chr. xx. 21, Jehoshaphat “set” them in their place to
praise the Lord as they went out before the army. In 1 Chr. vi.
16-18, we read: “These are they whom David appointed
(Hiphil) over the service of song in the house of the Lord

~and they were ministering before the dwelling place of the
tabernacle of the congregation with singing and then waited
on their office.®® And these are they that “waited” (BY2}) :
Heman the singer, etc.” Since these singers “stood” in their
service, why should they not have been “caused to stand” ?

Since the use of the Hiphil to denote the appointment of
prophets is found only in Neh. vi. 7 which Dr. Driver con-
siders to be a part of the genuine Memoirs of Nehemiah,*® it
is the business of Dr. Driver’s followers to show how it could
have been used by Nehemiah himself and still be an indication
of the usage of an age subsequent to Nehemiah,

In 2 Chr. xix. 5 Jehoshaphat is said to have “appointed”
(caused to stand) judges in the land. In the 8th verse, it is
said, that he “appointed” (caused to stand) some of the
Levites as judges in Jerusalem. The most obvious conclusion
from verse 8 would be that other Levites had been appointed
in the land. This conclusion is supported by 1 Chr. xxiii. 2-4,
where it is said that among the 38,000 Levites that were
numbered by David “6000 were officers and judges.” The
only other references to the making or appointing of judges
are in Deut. xvi. 18 where it is said “judges and officers shalt
thou make,” where ndthan is used: and 1 Sa. viii. 1 where
Samuel made his sons judges, and 2 Sa. viii. 4 where Ab-

81 DAMay Sy vy,
**LOT, p. 542.

The Princeton Theological Review Vol. 25 No. 2 (1927)



On the Hebrew of Daniel by R. D. Wilson

192 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

salom says, “Oh that I were made judge,” where sim is used.
That nathan and sim in the sense of “appoint” were not un-
used by the writers of Daniel and Chronicles is evident from
1 Chr. xii. 18 and 2 Chr, xxxii. 6 and Neh. ix. 17 where
captains are “‘appointed” (ndthan), 1 Chr. xvi, 4 and vi. 48
where Levites are “appointed” (nathan) 2 Chr. ix. 8 and Neh.
xiii. 26 where a king is said to be “appointed” (ndthan).
That sim in the sense of “appoint” was not unused in the
books assigned by the critics to the age subsequent to Nehe-
miah is shown by Ps. cv. 21 “he made him lord of”’; 1 Chr.
xi. 25 “and David set him over his guard,” 1 Chr. xxvi. 10
“his father made him chief”; 2 Chr. xxiii. 18, “Jehoiada
appointed” ; 2 Chr. xxxiii. 14 “and put captains™; Est. viii. 2
“and Esther set Mordecai over the house,” and by the fact
that in the Aramaic of Ezra vi. 14 Sheshbazzar is said to
have been “made” governor. This fact, that other verbs were
used in the later literature as well as in the earlier to denote
the idea of “appointing” would indicate to a student of lan-
guage that the words were synonymous but not homologous.
The most important words that are translated by “appoint”
in the English versions may be clearly distinguished in a
sentence like the following : “God commanded (M%) Moses
to give (M) the Tevites to Aaron to stand (D) bhefore
him and he set (D) some of them up as judges and gave
others the oversight (7p9) of the offerings and assigned
(Maw ) them special food, services,” etc.

Lastly, in 2 Chr. xxv. 5 we are told that Amaziah “made”
(he‘emidh) the men of Judah captains, etc. This is the only
place in the Old Testament where this verb is used in con-
nection with the appointment of captains. Nathan and sim
are the usual verbs to denote this not merely in the early
literature but in that which the critics place in the age subse-
quent to Nehemiah, e.g., sim in Ps. cv. 21, 1 Chr. xi. 25, XXVi.
10, 2 Chr, xxxiii. 14, Est. viii. 2, and nathan in Neh. ix. 37
(of kings), 2 Chr. ix. 8 and Neh. xiii. 26 (of a king), 1 Chr,
xii. 18, 2 Chr. xxxii. 6, and Neh. ix. 17 (of a captain, or
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prince). It is worthy of note, also, that the Babylonian uses
emeédu in the sense of “appoint.”

In 1 Chr. xxii. 2, Solomon is said to have “appointed”
(caused to stand) masons to hew the stones for the temple.
In 2 Chr. ii. 18 (17) he is said to have “set them” (M} being
used). No indications of date can be found here, since no
other mention of the “setting” or “appointing” of hewers
is mentioned in the Old Testament.

In Neh. x. 33 the children of Israel are said to have “laid”
(he‘emidh) commandments upon themselves. With this may
be compared the Babylonian ( ?) phrase: “upon the sinner lay
(emid) his sin.”*® The use by Nehemiah may show Babylon-
ian influence, much as we might expect; but, it does not
indicate a date after Nehemiah. .

In 2 Chr. xxxiii. 8 we read that God said to David and
Solomon that he would not remove the foot of Israel from
the ground which he had “appointed” to their fathers, This
probably refers to 2 Sam. vii. 10 where God says to David:
“I will appoint (sim) a place (makdm) for my people Israel.”
The verb and noun both differ in the two places as words do
differ so frequently between the early books (Samuel-Kings)
and Chronicles. But these differences, while they do point to
different authors and might indicate different times of com-
position, do not determine anything about the length of the
period existing between the times of their composition. If the
books of Samuel were “as a whole pre-Deuteronomic and
hardly later than 700 B.c.”,** how can such a variation of ex-
pression as that found in this instance go to prove that
Chronicles must have been written at about 300 B.c.*® rather
than about 400 or 450 B.C. ?**

83 Bel hite emid hitasu, Muss-Arnolt, Dictionary, p. 56a.

8 10T, p. 183.

85 LOT, p. 535.

88 [ the original documents from which both Samuel and Chronicles
were ultimately derived were written in some system of signs like the
cuneiform, such a difference might have arisen in the same age; for
the sign for “appoint” may have been read either sim or ‘“@madh and the
sign for the noun by either ‘adhama or makim.
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7. It is assumed that the use of the Hiphil of ‘@madh in
the sense of “establish” is an indication of the age subsequent
to Nehemiah. The passages cited by Dr. Driver in which it
has this sense are 1 Chr. xvi. 17, xvii. 14, 2 Chr. ix. 8, xxiv.
13, Xxv. 14, and xxx. 5 and he compares Ezra ii. 68 and Ps.
¢v. 10 (== 1 Chr. xvi. 17).

It is admitted that the Chronicler uses this verb in this
sense more frequently than the earlier writers, but this does
not tend to prove that his book was composed subsequently
to the time of Nehemiah. In 2 Chr. xxiv. 13 it is said that
they “set” (Hiphil) the house of God upon its base (math-
kunto) and strengthened it ("immés). In Ezra ii. 68 some of
the fathers are said to have offered freely for the house of
God to “set it up” (cause it to stand) in its place (‘a!
m®lono).*” Perhaps kiin might have been used in one or both
of these cases. The Chronicler, however, probably knew a
distinction between the two words: for he uses kiin of houses
in 1 Chr. xvii. 24. In 2 Chr. xxv. 14 Amaziah “sets up” the
Edomite gods and bows down before them. No other Hebrew
verb would express the idea as well as he‘emidh.*® So in Prov.
xxix, 4 the earth or land is made to “stand”; in Ps. xxx. 7, it
is the mountains; in 1 Kings xv. 4, Jerusalem; in z Chr. ix. 8,
Israel. The usage of 1 Chr. xvii. 14 where it says of Solomon
that he will “settle” him in his house forever, is exactly
parallelled in the Babylonian by ina biti luzziz, “I will rest in
the house” and kirib ékalliyva ulzizSunuti “1 settled them in
the midst of my palace.” In 1 Chr. xvi. 17 where the cove-
nant is said to he “established” and in 2 Chr. xxx. 5 where the
same is said of the word (or decree), the idea of endurance
or fixedness probably dictated the choice of he ‘emidh instead
of hékim. Since the date of Ps. cv. has not been fixed, we
cannot tell whether it copied vs. 10 from 1 Chr. xvi. 17 or
vice versa; or whether both copied from a common original.

37 In Assyrian the same verb is used for the standing of walls, as in the
phrase la innendu igarusu “its walls stood not.”

3% Compare the Assyrio-Babylonian uiaziz salam Farrutiva, “I erected
the image of my royalty.”
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Asto Ps. cxlviii. 6 the verb is used in the sense of the Assyrio-
Babylonian emid “‘to be.” Heavens, angels, sun, and all things
visible were “caused to stand” (or “be”) at the command of
God ; therefore, should we praise him.*” This use may show
Babylonian influence, but it does not determine as to whether
the date of the Psalm was before or after Nehemiah.

CoNCLUSIONS

1. The noun ‘émed “place” occurs only in Chronicles (3
times), Ezra (3 or 4 times), and Nehemiah (3 times). It oc-
curs in Neh. xiii. 11 which, according to Dr. Driver’s division
of Nehemiah, is ascribed to the Memoirs of Nehemiah him-

- self. What is there, then, in this word that indicates a date sub-
sequent to Nehemiah? Besides, it isnoteworthy thatit does not
occur in Esther, Ecclesiastes, P, nor in any of the parts of
Proverbs, nor in any of the Psalms, not even in those which
the critics assign to the Maccabean times. But this use is
found in the Assyrian emdu.

2. ‘Amad occurs in only eighteen Psalms, in seven of them
two times in each. Of these, Cheyne assigns only xxxiii, cxxxv
and cxlvii to Maccabean times and Reuss only Ixxvi and cii.
The word does not occur in any of the psalms which Driver
says that “very many commentators—including even Delitzsch
and Perowne—admit (on historical grounds) tobelong tothis
period”™ ie., in Pss. xliv, Ixxiv, Ixxix; nor in any of those
which Robertson Smith “places in the early years of the
Maccabean sovereignty,” i.e., Ps. cxiii-cxviii, cxlix. In not
one of these eighteen Psalms is the verb used in the sense of
“stand up.” Besides, no two of these great critics agree as to
the date of a single psalm. Even Dr. Driver seems to have been
unable to make up his mind as to the date of any one of them!

3. ‘Amad occurs ten times in Esther;in iv. 14 in the sense
of “stand up” and in iii. 4 in the sense of “be established.”
But since both senses are found besides only in Daniel and

—

 Compare also the use of innindu in the Creation Tablets, I, 1, 21.
10 TOT, 387.

414, 38,
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Chronicles, why could not all three have been written between
400 and 540 B.C. as well as between 164 and 300 B.C.?

4. “Amad is found five times in Ecclesiastes, i.e,, i. 4, ii. 9,
iv. 12, 15 and viii. 3. In iv. 12 and 15 alone can it mean
“stand up” and in both cases it is followed by a preposition
not found with this verb in Esther or Daniel.** There is noth-
ing in all this to show that any one of the words is later than
Nehemiah.

5. “Amad occurs twenty-five times in P, never in the sense
“stand up” or be “established,” but always meaning to “pre-
sent” or “‘cause to stand.”

6. The Hiphil or causative stem, is found in six of the
Psalms, to wit: xviii. 34 (= 2 Sa. xxii. 34), xxx. 7 (8),
xxxi. 9, ¢v. 10 (= 1 Chr. xvi. 17), cvii. 25, cxlviii. 6. In Ps.
cxlviii. 6, it 1s used in the sense “establish” as in 1 Kings xv.
4 and Prov. xxix. 4. Ps. cv. 10 is the same exactly as 1 Chr.
xvi. 17. In the other four Psalms, we have the ordinary
sense of “cause to stand.” Of these six Psalms, Cheyne and
Reuss put Ps. exlviii alone in Maccabean times. Since there
is no heading to either Ps. cv or cxlviii, nor any certainty as
to when 1 Chr. xvi. 17 was written, no argument as to a
date before or after Nehemiah can be based upon them.

7. The only place in Esther where the Hiphil could pos-
sibly have the meaning “appoint” is in iv. §; but as the verb
is followed by the word “before” (*38%), the common trans-
lation “cause to stand” brings the use into harmony with
that which we find in Deut., Judges, Samuel, Kings, and in
fact with the general usage throughout the whole Old Tes-
tament.

8. In Nehemiah the sense of “appoint” is found only in vi.
7, vil. 3 and xii. 35, of which all are assigned by Dr. Driver*
to the Memoirs which he ascribes to Nehemiah himself.
Surely, this use of the word by Nehemiah can not be brought
forward as a proof that the employment of the word in the

42 Chronicles uses it once (2 Chron. vi. 12) with neghedh the preposi-

tion found in Ecc. iv. 12.
43 LOT, s542f.
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Book of Daniel shows that Daniel was written subsequent to
the age of Nehemiah. And yet, this is exactly what Dr. Driver
does !I"*

9. The Hiphil in the sense of “appoint” is found in Job
xxxiv. 24. Job, according to LOT, was most probably “writ-
ten either during or shortly after the Babylonian captivity.”
If it used this verb, why may Daniel not have used it?

10. Prov. xxix. 4, in a section ascribed to Solomon, says
that *“the king by judgment establishes the kingdom.” This
testifies to this sense of the verb as being pre-exilic.

11. I Kings xv. 4 says that Jehovah gave David a lamp
in Jerusalem to “‘set up” (D"Pr‘l'?) his son after him and to

* “establish (YY) Jerusalem.” According to Wellhausen,
and Kuenen, the compilation of the Book of Kings was com-
pleted substantially before the exile (c. 600 B.C.).**

12. In Ex, xv. 9 we read that God said to Pharoah: “for
this cause have I raised thee up” i.e. established or appointed
thee as king. This passage is assigned by Dr. Driver to J.*® Ac-
cording to Dr. Driver, critics “agree that neither [i.e. J or E]
is later than c. 750 B.C.”"

13. P never uses the Hiphil except in the sense of “pre-
sent.”

14. The only place in Ecclesiasticus where the Hiphil is
used in the sense of “appoint,” or “set over,” is in x. 4.

15. The Hiphil is never used in the Zadokite Fragments.

16. The verb in any sense or form given by Dr. Driver
does not appear in any Aramaic document of any age. In
Syriac, it means “to baptize.”

17. The verb in the senses of “appoint’” and “establish” is
not used with persons in the Hebrew of the Talmud.

18. The verb is not found in Ethiopiec.

19. The verb and derivatives are found in Assyrian,
Arabic and Phenician.

** Compare LOT, pp. 506f. with 335, 4.
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20. In Assyrian the verb in its different forms is used in
all the senses peculiar to Daniel and to Chronicles, Ezra and
Nehemiah.

We conclude, therefore, that the uses of the verb and its
derivative ‘0med as found in Daniel are found sporadically,
also, in J, Kings, Job, Proverbs and the so-called Memoirs of
Nehemiah. Since Daniel, Ezra and probably Nehemiah (Neh.
xiii, 6) all lived and flourished in Babylon, it is probable that
their more frequent use of the verb in these so-called “weak-
er’ senses was influenced by the fact that the Babylonian
language was so familiar to them. The writer of P never used
the verh in these senses, and the writers of the Psalms but
twice at most, because they lived and wrote at a time pre-
ceding the contact with these Babylonian influences.

On the other hand, we find that P and H and D and E, and
148 of the Psalms, and all of Judges, Samuel and Kings,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, Amos, Micah, Habakkuk, Nahum,
Obadiah, Jonah, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, and Canticles
uniformly use the verb in its ordinary senses; that Isaiah and
Proverbs and ] and Kings and Job and Ecclesiasticus use the
extraordinary senses but once for each; and that Daniel,
Esther, Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah are the only ones
that use the verb frequently in these extraordinary nuances.
When we find, further, that with the exception of Haggali,
Zechariah and Malachi, these five books, Daniel, Esther,
Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah, are the only ones that claim
and are admitted by all to have been written after the con-
quest of Babylon by Cyrus and hence under Babylonian in-
fluences, we see how the writers of the five books may have
preferred the use of ‘@madh to that of kiim. Especially is this
the case since the writers of these books were probably the
only ones who were settled in Babylon and acquainted with its
literature and language. Finally, we can understand how
Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah and the writers of Esther and Chron-
icles have been influenced by the Babylonian, since the Baby-
lonian had the verb emédu,; but we cannot see how Jewish
writers can have been influenced by the Aramaic to use ‘@madh
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instead of an earlier kiis, inasmuch as no one of the Aramaic
dialects ever used the word ‘@madh in any of the senses used
anywhere in the ancient Hebrew.

What then must the verdict be? It can only be that the
evidence given by Dr. Driver about the use of ‘@madh and
‘Gmedh corroborates the prima facie evidence of the five books
that they are substantially contemporaneous records written
by men influenced by the Babylonian language rather than
the Aramaic; that the books not so influenced by Babylonian
were probably written at a time antedating Cyrus; and that
there is not one item of evidence to be derived from the use
of ‘@madh or ‘Gmedh to show that the turning point of the
Hebrew language was the age of Nehemiah or that the lan-
guage of Daniel or Chronicles is “of the age subsequent to
Nehemiah.”

Princeton. R. D. WiLson.
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