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CHAPTER V. 

TESTIMONY OB THE NINTH AND EIGHTH CEXTURIEB 
TO THE ANTECEDENT HISTORY. 

Following up the conclusions of preceding chapters, the inpiqy is raised 
w?aether it is possible, frm the admitted wdings ,  to determine the 
outstanding facta of the previous history-Not a question of the order 
of composition of books, or of origin of obswvances, but an appeal to 
the consciousness of the natim-Amos and Eosea are found to hold 
essentially, for the period succeeding dloses, the same scheme of Ihistoiy 
which is by modern aritics pronounced to be late and zLn7dstoricadThcir 
testimony con$med by the song of Deborah-In regard to patriarchal 
history, the intimations of the prophets, so fa r  as they go, are in accord 
with the Pentateuc?a- Wellhazcsen’s dictum. i n  regard to  the patriarolwd 
stories exmined ; an illustration of his method of intclpratation-Hk 
explanation of the gcneaEogical system: its failure to account for 
Abrahm--Bis canon at faul t  in regard to outward features”- 
Peculiarities dkthguishing patriarchal stories from Gentile legcnh- 
Nebular hypothesis of early histoiy-ConeLusion : that tlio eighth ccntw’y 
is a time of broad historic day, when Israel had a dejnite account to 
give of itself and of its early history. 

IN the preceding chapters it has been argued that the 
admitted writings of the so-called earliest literary age 
imply a time of antecedent preparition and training of 
both a literary and a religious kind. We have also seen 
that the earliest writing prophets appeal to prophetic 
men of kindred spirit before them, and we have endeav- 
oured to show that there is evidence of such a prophetic 
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line from Samuel downwards, capable of giving to the 
history the peculiar casti in which it appears in the his- 
torical books. One feature of these boolcs, the minute 
accuracy in topographical detail, has led to  the conclusion 
that the writers of history in the so-called earliest literary 
period, unless they are to  be regarded as clever romancers, 
wrote down what to  them was not vague, plastic myth, 
but actual history. And it is claiined that this minute 
correspondence of locality with narrative is inconsistent 
with the account given by critical writers of the origin 
of these narratives and the trustworthiness of the writers. 

Let us now go a step further and open up a new line 
of inquiry: Is it possible from the writings to which we 
have restricted ourselves to  draw any conclusions with 
regard t o  the outstanding events of the antecedent history? 
We have precluded ourselves from accepting the books 
composing the Pentateuch as evidence regarding the 
period to which they relate, But it may be possible, from 
the books which we are allowed to use, to derive such 
indications as will either confirm the books which are 
reserved or show in what manner their unhistorical state- 
ments (as they are called) arose. Tha6 we need not 
expect t o  find in the prophetic writmgs anything like a 
full account of the history is evident from the very nature 
of the compositions, to  say nothing of their very limited 
bulk. But by a comparison of these with one another and 
with other books, we may be able to draw a parallel or a 
contrast between the modes in which the history of the 
time to which we refer was regarded by the respective 
writers, and reach whatever conclusions we can as to the 
actual facts. 

As to the method of this inquiry, it is to be remarked 
that what we seek primarily to determine is neither the 
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order of composition of books nor the history of religions 
observances. The method usually followed by apologists 
is to  show by “ references ” or ‘( quotations ” that the books 
of the Pentateuch, for example, are older than the pro- 
phetic writings. It is obvious, however, that the argu- 
ment from references and quotations may be turned the 
other way ; and this mode of reasoning becomes very pre- 
carious and unsatisfactory, since questions of integrity and 
genuineness in the books supposed to be referred to are 
sure to arise. On the other hand, the method pursued 
generally by critical writers of tracing the history of the 
religion by the aid of outward rites and observances is 
liable to similar and other equally strong objections, which 
will be stated farther on? Our point is, that in the 
writings of contemporaneous prophets, and admitted pro- 
ductions of the same age, we get upon firm ground. The 
slightest glance at the prophetical literature will show 
that the history turned upon something very different 
from written books or outward observances. By the 
time of the earliest writing prophets it is evident that 
certain fundamental religious conceptions are firmly 
grasped-a certain view is entertained of the antecedent 
course of religious history ; for proof of which appeal is 
made not to  written books or outward observances, but 
to the general consciousness of the nation, If we can 
penetrate to the origin of these, we shall come at a know- 
ledge of the nation’s religious life and history in a much 
more effectual way than by settling the order in which 
books were written and legal codes came into existence ; 
and it will perhaps be found that, standing on such firm 
ground, we shall be in a better position to pronounce 
judgment on those other questions of books and institu- 

See chap. xiii. p. 328. 
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tions, What we propose, therefore, to do in the presentJ 
chapter, is to inquire what views prevailed, in the period 
to which we have restricted ourselves, in regard to the 
antecedent religious history, and what inferences may 
safely be drawn as to the actual facts. 

’ Confining ourselves at the outset to  Amos and Hosea, 
we take it to be quite clear that by their time a certain 
outline (and from the limited materials and nature of the 
books we cannot expect more) of the past history of the 
nation, was firmly fixed and held undisputed in the national 
mind. Particular stress must be laid on the fact that it 
is not the individual testimony of two men that we have 
on this point, but the testimony of the generation they ad- 
dressed. All the proof Amos advances, when he refers to  
past history, is the appeal to the knowledge of his hearers, 

Is it not so, 0 house of Israel ? ”  (Amos ii. 11.) And 
the testimony is all the stronger here because the people 
are unwilling witnesses, the prophet’s references to the 
past being made not for the purpose of flattering national 
vanity, but of rebuking national backsliding. The argu- 
ment used here is one which critical writers can employ 
with effect when occasion requires. Daumer) for ex- 
ample, argues from the statement of Amos regarding 
worship in the wilderness (Amos v. 26 ff.), not merely 
that it was a fact that Israel for forty years worshipped 
not Jahaveh but Moloch, but also that this was a well- 
known and undisputed fact in the prophet’s days. 

Attention may be drawn, at the outset, to the manner in 
which these two men address their generation and speak 
of their nation. Israel)’ stands not only for the northern 
kingdom, but for the combined people. And when one 
message is given to  the whole under one name, and when 

Peuer und Moloch-diensti der Alten Hebriier, p. 49. So others. 
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Hosea has reached the stage of personifying Israel as a 
dearly loved but faithless wife, or as a first-born son, it is 
evident that we are far beyond the stage-if ever there 
was such a stage-when the nation grew into one from 
merely contiguous or even related tribes. If Hosea is to 
be believed, Israel was one people from the time of the 
exodus. But to  pass from this, let us note certaiu definite 
points in the scheme of history held by these men. 

Theftrst point to  be noticed is, that Amos and Hosea 
agree in going back t o  the deliverance from Egypt and 
the guidance through the desert as not only well-attested 
and undisputed facts, but as also events of the deepest 
religious import. Thus Amos utters the word of Jaha- 
veh (( against the whole family which I brought up from 
the land of Egypt, saying, You only have I known of all 
the families of the earth ” (Amos iii. 1, 2) ; and speaking 
of the great things God had done for them in the past, he 
says: i r  Yet destroyed I the Amorite before them, whose 
height was as the height of the cedars, and he was strong 
as the oaks ; yet I destroyed his fruit from above, and his 
roots from beneath. Also I brought you up out of the 
land of Egypt, and led you forty years in the wilderness, 
to  possess the land of the Amorite” (Amos ii. 9-11). 
Similarly Hosea refers to the days of the youth of the 
nation--“ the day when she came up out of the land of 
Egypt” (Hos. ii. 15). “When Israel was a child, then I 
loved him, and called my son out of Egypt ” (xi, 1). Twice 
he uses the words, ‘( I am Jahaveh thy God from the land 
of Egypt” (xii. 9, xiii. 4), basing upon this fact the claim 
of their God to undivided allegiance: ‘( Thou shalt h o w  
no god but me, and beside me there is no saviour” 
(xiii. 4). And to denote the tender care with which they 
were watched in the desert, he says : (( I found Israel like 



2% 3xod~s-Z’he House of DavM. 111 

grapes in the wilderness ; I saw your fathers as the first- 
ripe in the fig-tree at her first season )’ (ix. 10). (( I did 
know thee in the wilderness, in the land of great drought ’’ 
(xiii. 5). Here there is one clear line, boldly drawn-one 
great epoch in the history vouched for by the strongest 
testimony we can in the circumstances expect. These 
two prophets-men of very different temperaments, who 
have very different attitudes to the people of their time- 
take it as a thing not gainsaid, that from the exodus 
Israel had been distinguished by special religious privilege 
manifested in a remarkable history. The way in which 
they refer to these events-in general terms, no doubt, 
but with a hortatory and didactic purpose-leaves no 
room for doubt that the belief was already ingrained in 
the nation that, to use the current phrase, they were a 
chosen race. The divine choice had been signally ex- 
hibited in the events of the exodus and the conquest of 
Canaan; and that these events were not regarded as 
isolated or accidental occurrences, is proved by the in- 
sistance on the continual guidance and instruction which 
had been communicated through (( prophets,” and the 
bestowal of other privileges which are always being 
brought to remembrance. 

A s e c o d ,  significant point, very observable in the writ- 
ings of these two prophets, is the pre-eminence assigned 
by both of them to the southern kingdom, and the special 
importance of the house of David. Amos comes all the 
way from the south of Judah to  testify against the 
northern kingdom, and his very first words are: “Jaha- 
veh shall roar from Zion, and utter His voice from Jer- 
usalem )’ (Amos i. 2). Even the sins for which Judah is 
reproved give a hint of special religious privilege “Be- 
cause they have rqjected the law of Jahaveh, and have 
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not kept His statutes ” (ii. 4). And then his anticipation of 
coming blessing is expressed in the words : ‘( I will raise 
up the tabernacle of David that is fallen, and close up the 
breaches thereof; and I will raise up his ruins, and 1 will 
build it as in the days of old” (ix. 11). All this, it will 
be remembered, though spoken by a native of the south, 
comes from a prophet whose mission was to the northern 
kingdom. And even more striking are the references of 
Hosea, a native of the northern kingdom itself. Having 
at the outset of his prophecy said, I will no more have 
mercy upon the house of Israel that I should in any wise 
pardon them,” he immediately adds, “But  I will have 
mercy upon the house of Judah, and will save them by 
Jahaveh their God ” (Hos. i. 6, ?).1 So again, (( Though 
thou, Israel, play the harlot, yet let not Judah offend” 
(iv. 15) ; and finally, though Judah is classed with 
Ephraim in many places, yet the prophet’s anticipation is 
again like that of Amos. He speaks of the reunion of 
the two kingdoms (i. ll), and describes it in these terms: 

Afterward shall the children of Israel return, and seek 
Jahaveh their God, and David their king ; and shall fear 
Jahaveh and His goodness in the latter days” (iii. 5). 
This, then, is an additional point gained, that even in the 
northern kingdom, if the testimony of Hosea and his con- 
temporaries is of any value, the pre-eminence in religious 
standing of the southern kingdom was acknowledged, and 
the divine promise of a “sure house” to David2 was 
accepted by the nation generally as a substantial fact. 

1 Hos. xi. 12 is doubtful : I‘ Ephraim compasseth me about with lice, 
and the house of Israel with deceit; but Judah yeti ruletli with God, and 
is faithful with the saints.” Others render, “And Judah is yeti dcfiant 
towards God, and towards the All-Holy One, who is faitlifu!,” 

2 see 2 San. vii. 16, xxiii. 5. 
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T?uirdly) While, however, the prophets thus represented 
their God as having chosen and guided Israel from the 
days of Egypt, and bestowed on the nation special privi- 
leges, there is to them another aspect of the history. For 
they as persistently maintain that Israel, from the earliest 
times, had proved unfaithful to  their God, and fallen into 
bhe deepest sins. Amos, in the survey which he makes, 
in chapters i. and ii. of his book, of the nations for whose 
redoubled iniquities the sentence of divine punishment 
would not be turned away, does not except the two lting- 
doms of the children of Israel, and singles out the par- 
ticular sins for which they would respectively be chas- 
tised. Indeed the whole burden of his prophecy is just 
this, that though God had raised up of their sous for 
prophets, and of their young men for Nazirites (ii. 11); 
though He had from time to time made known what He 
was to do through His prophets (iii. ?), though He had 
known Israel alone of all the families of the earth (iii. 2)) 
yet doom was impending over both kingdoms for their 
unfaithfulness ; and, just because of their special privi- 
leges, they would be the more severely dealt with. Still 
more impressively is the same truth taught by Hosea. 
Under the figures of the dearest earthly relationships, he 
represents Israel now as the wife of Jahaveh who has 
been unfaithful to her husband (i. 2, &c.), and again as 
a tenderly reared son who was bent to backsliding (xi. 
7)) though the divine love still yearned over them (iii. 1, 
xi. 8 ff,, &c.) ((By a prophet Jahaveh brought Israel out 

The Nazirites were a class dating very far back ; we find illustrious 
examples of them in Samson and Samuel in the time of the Judges, and 
no doubfi bhere were prophets contemporary with them, though, with the 
exception of the prophetess Deborah, they are only incidentally men- 
tioned (Judges vi, 8) till the time of Samuel.”-A. B. Davidson in E p  
Positor, third series, vol. v, p. 39. 

J4 
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of Egypt, and by a prophet was he preserved” (Si. 13; 
cf. Micah vi. 4). God had “spoken unto the prophets, 
and multiplied visions, and by the ministry of the prophets 
had used similitudes ” (xii. 10) ; yea, they had been hewn 
by the prophets” (vi. 6) for their stubbornness and in- 
iquity ; yet they had (( transgressed the covenant ” (vi. 
T ) ,  had (‘ wandered from ” their God (vii. 13), “trans- 
gressed His covenant, and trespassed against His law” 
(viii. 1). For their iniquities, which are specified over 
and over again, and set in new lights to make them 
more odious, they are told that “the days of visitation 
are come, the days of recompense are come ” (ix. ’7) ; that 
<(the iniquity of Ephraim is bound up, his sin laid up in 
store” (xiii. 12); and not even the grave will be able to 
cover him from the divine judgment (xiii. 14). Com- 
pare Arnos ix. 2-4. 

But, ,fo%wthZy, the prophetic voice has still another tone, 
which is continually heard in the midst of these denun- 
ciations and threatenings. Both these prophets, address- 
ing the people of the northern kingdom, declare, as we 
have seen, that the southern kingdom of Judah, though 
also apostate and doomed to punishment (Amos ii. 4), has 
not so far fallen from original fidelity ; so it will be more 
mercifully dealt with (Rosea i. ’7), and will form the 
rallying-point for a reunited nationality based on better 
principles (Amos ix. 11; Hosea i. 11). Through the 
severest denunciations shines ever a gleam of hope, based 
on the faithfulness and love of Jahaveh Himself : How 
shall I give thee up, Ephraim? how shall I deliver thee, 
Israel? how shall 1 make thee as Admah? how shall I 
set thee as Zeboim? Mine heart is turned within me, 
my compassions are kindled.together. I will not execute 
the fierceness of mine anger, I will not return to destroy 
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Ephraim : for I am God, and not man ; the Holy One in 
the midst of thee” (Hosea xi. 8, 9). 

Now all this agrees mosb strikingly with what we have 
called the Biblical theory of the history? There is the 
insisting upon IL special manifestation of favour to Israel 
at the first, in the deliverance from Egypt and guidance 
through the desert; there is the emphasis laid on the 
succession of teachers divinely appointed, and of .laws 
and statutes for the people’s instruction and guidance. 
There is the promise of the perpetuity of the house of 
David as the basis of the restoration of national unity. 
There is, on the other hand, with equal emphasis, the 
assertion of the fact that Israel had been unfaithful to  the 
nation’s God, and unworthy of the privileges bestowed. 
And further, there is the threatening of punishment 
for this unfaithfulness, reiterated in various forms and 
couched in the sternest tones. And finally, there is the 
assurance that there will not be an end of the people, 
but that out of the overthrow and ruin there will arise a 
revived and purified nation, united under one king, obedi- 
ent to their one God, We have in fact here, as early as 
we are allowed by the limitations we have imposed upon 
olxrselves, the prophetic philosophy of history which is the 
guiding principle of the prophets to the end. Favour 
shown, sin abounding, punishment descending, a rem- 
nant saved,-this will be found to be the scheme taught 
by all the prophets; the scheme on which they explain 
their whole history. The teaching as to the remnant, 
so characteristic of the great prophets, comes out quite 
incidentally in Amos, and is all the more striking on 
that account, Thus: “The city that, used to go out (to 
war) a thousand (strong) shall have a romrtant of a hun- 

See cliappter ii. p. 28 ff. 
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dred ” (Amos v. 3 ; see R. V.) So also, ‘‘ It  may be that 
the Lord of hosts will be gracious unto the remnant of 
Joseph” (v, 15). The early existence of a succession of 
prophets is an illustration of the same principle. That 
they existed is a proof of the. fact: the appeal to the 
fact shows tha6 the theory of the history was formed. 
I t  is this aspect of the history which furnishes the key 
to that persistent expectation of good in the latter day 
which, in conjunction with the unshalcen belief in the 
perpetuity of David’s house, produced the Messianic idea, 
increasing ever in brightness as the night of the nation’s 
history closed around them? 

But the Biblical theory of the history is declared by 
our modern historians to be a late conception, overlaid 
by late writers upon original documents which knew noth- 
ing of it. ‘‘ How is it,” asks Enenen,2 “that the picture 
of ancient Israel which we have thus recoverid [i.e., the 
picture which he thinks criticism warrants] differs so very 
widely from the current conception of its relia‘ eious con- 
dition ? The reason is not far to seek. The current oon- 
ception is not derived from the special traits of which I 
have reminded you, but from the’ general reviews of the 
popular religion which the Israelitish historians lay be- 
fore us-the introduction to the book of Judges (Judges 
ii. 6, iii. 6), and the retrospect of the fates of the king- 
dom of the ten tribes (2 Kings xvii. 7-23, 34-41).” Now 
if we turn to these reviews, which are thus set down as 
late, they are precisely in the tone of the prophets Amos 
and Hosea, the very earliest witnesses to  whom we are 
allowed to  appeal. What is the review of the period of 
the Judges ‘2 The children of Israel did evil against Ja- 
haveh, though He had manifested special favour to them; 

. 

See Note X. a National Religions, p. 69 f. Comp. nbove, p. 64. 
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’ He sold them into the hand of this enemy or that; fhey 
cried to I-Iiin in their trouble, He raised up a deliverer who 
saved them; the land had rest; again they sinned ; and 
again the same cycle was repeated. This summary of the 
period might have been written by Hosea himself, or by 
Amos ; and if there is any truth in what they say about 
prophets before them, any one from the days of Samuel 
might have written it. Precisely to the same effect is 
the summary of the history of the Eings in all essential 
points, only there is the deeper colouring of more heinous 
transgression, because mercy had been longer prolonged, 
and the threatening of heavier punishment, because all 
means of reformation had failed. 

Now be it remembered the modern historians say that 
the saiiie century that produced the writings of Amos and 
Hosea produced also-in an earlier part of it perhaps- 
the stories contained in the book of Judges, but that these 
summaries or reviews belong to a late time. I have 
proved that they need not be later than Amos or Hosea; 
in fact, that they exhibit the belief current in this century, 
the very time in which the narratives themselves are said 
to have been written, In  other words, the narratives and 
the suinmaries may be of the same date and may have 
been written by the same persons. 

I take it, then, that the views of Israel’s past history 
given by the prophets of the eighth century were the 
views entertained by the nation generally in their time. 
These views, so far as they amount to a comprehensive 
conception of the history as  a whole, agree exactly with 
the views of the Hebrew historians ; and so far as refer- 
ence is made to  actual occurrences in the history, the 
prophets are at one with the historians. The great land- 
marlrs are clearly traceable : the deliverance from Egypt, 

. 
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the guidance in the wilderness, the conquest of Canaan, 
the ’ continuance of God-guided men in the nation, the 
pre-eminence of the house of David. As t o  the history 
subsequent to  Moses, we are already at a time when it is 
regarded by the nation in that peculiar light which modern 
historians call late and unhistorical ; and from the tone 
of the prophets Amos and Hosea, we may conclude that 
this view of the matter was common and of old standing. 

We are not, however, left entirely to inferences from 
the words of these prophets. Though at present restricted 
in the use of other documents, we have one precious 
relic in the song of Deborah, which even modern critics 
generally allow musC have come down from the age of 
the Judges. So far as its references bear upon the 
subject before us, they agree substantially with the view 
of the age we are considering. At the time the song was 
composed-the earlier time when the tribe of Dan was 
still on the seaboard (Judges v. l’7)-the unity of all the 
tribes is a matter firmly fixed in the national conscious- 
ness. Israel is throughout one (see verses 2, ’7-9, ll), 
though the powerful tribe of Judah is not mentioned; 
and God‘s gracious dealings with Israel in the past, espe- 
cially the guidance in the wilderness, are forcibly referred 
to (verses 4, 5). One cannot read this remarkable song 
without coming to the conclusion that the rugged and 
unformed age of the Judges, as we are accustomed to  
regard it, was animated by a spirit that was far from 
being merely warlike ; and that, under the rough exterior 
presented to us in the stories of the heroes, there were 
lofty conceptions of God‘s character and a feeling of con- 
secration on the part of those who led the nation, Dr 
Davidson has said1 that ‘(if we possessed a few more 

Expositor, third series, vol. v. p. 64. 
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utterances of the prophetic mind in this age, in place of 
the external histories of rude soldiers, we should probably 
be led to form a higher conception even of the religious 
condition of the people under the Judges.” But is it 
quantity of written material that is decisive here ? Is not 
this one example enough to show the religious conscious- 
ness of the nation in full energy-enough to connect 
the age of the Judges with the age of the prophets, and 
to explain the appeal of the latter to an antecedent chain 
of prophetic testimony ? For, is Dr Davidson , again 
says? the prophets “ were the efflorescence, season rpftpey 
season, of a tree whose roots always stood in the soil;” 
and ‘(we cannot account for the appearance of a succes- 
sion of such men otherwise than on the supposition that 
they arose out of a society in the main like-minded with 
themselves and fitted to give them birth.” Rruce’s 
warriors at Bannockbnrn may seem a miscellaneous con- 
course of half-civilised men fighting in a rough age 
because they loved fighting ; but the one incident of these 
men kneeling to God before the battle gives evidence of a 
deeper spirit. So this song, the utterance of the animat- 
ing spirit of those times of struggle, serves to explain even 
the rougher deeds of men, in whom the same spirit was 
also at work and found expression in its own way. The 
song of Deborali rises, at first sight, like a broken arch 
amid ruins, pointing we perceive not whither ; but across a 
gulf of wreck and confusion another broken arch rises in 
the prophetic period, in line with the former and pohting 
backwards. Is it unreasonable to conclude that they 
form the remains of what was once a continuous struc- 
ture 1 Have we not, at least, seen enough to convince US 

that it is arbitrary and unfair to limit the prophetic age, 
Expositor, third series, vol. v. p. 164 f. 
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as is done, to  a period comparatively recent ; and that the 
(( earlier prophets” are substantially in accord with the 
later in the account they give of their nation’s history and 
religion ? 

Hitherto we have mostly confined ourselves to the 
earliest writing prophets, and endeavoured to determine 
the view they held. of the history from the period of the 
exodus. When we inquire as to the times anterior to  
Moses, we find few references in these prophets to guide 
US. Such as they are, however, they agree with the books 
of the Pentateuch which refer to  that period. When, 
for example, Amos in his threatening against Edom says 
(Amos i. Il), “Because he did pursue his brother with 
the sword, and did cast off all pity,” he proves that the 
story of Jacob and Esau was already currenti. The 
descent of the great northern tribes from Joseph is im- 
plied in the expression ‘‘ the afliction of Joseph ” (vi. 6) ; 
and the mention of the “high places of Isaac ” (vii. 9) is 
another hint of the ‘general acquaintance of the prophet’s 
hearers with the patriarchal story. So when Hosea in a 
passing illustration says (Hosea xi. S), “How shall I give 
thee up, Ephraim ? how shall I deliver thee, Israel ? how 
shall I make thee as Admah? how shall I set thee as 
Zeboim?” he not merely confirms, so far as his word 
may be taken, the account given in Genesis of the destruc- 
tion of the cities of the plain, but, shows that this tradition 
was already a national possession. And when the same 
prophet say8 (xii. 12), “Jacob fled into the country of 
Syria; and Isrgel served for a wife, and for a wife he 
kept sheep,” he does more than vouch for the belief in 
the single incidents mentioned ; for these are inseparable 
items in a connected story, which is thus guaranteed 
as well known. Nay, the homiletic manner in which 
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the incidents are handled shows that by this time the 
patriarchal history was not merely a string of popular 
folk-lore, but was a subject of reflection and edification. 
For the point of the reference probably is not merely 
that God was the guardian of Israel in all dangers, but 
that Jacob, in whom the northern kingdom boasted, was 
but a poor fugitive shepherd serving for a wife, whereas 
the leader who brought the people from Egypt (mentioned 
in the next verse) was a prophet and shepherd of the 
people? This, indeed, is the special value of the refer- 
ences of the prophets to the earlier history, that the story 
is shown to be not a mere legend afterwards worked over 
in a prophetic spirit, but that it was, as early as WQ can 
reach it, the groundwork of prophetic teaching. 

Passing now from the prophets to  the patriarchal stories 
in the book of Genesis, what are we to say of the history 
which they profess to  give? These narratives, forming 
whab is called the Jehovistic portion of the book of 
Genesis, are, as has been already mentioned? admitted to 
belong to the first literary age, and indeed to the earlier 
part of it. Wellhausen in speaking of them says : (‘ The 
materials here are not mythical but national, and therefore 
more transparent, and in a certain sense more historical” 
(viz., than the primeval histoTy contained in the earliest 
chapters of Genesis). Then he goes on to say: “It is true 
we attain to  no historical knowledge of the patriarchs, but 
only of the time when the stories about them arose in the 
Israelite people : this later age is here unconsciously pro- 
jected, in its inner and its outward features, into hoar 
antiquity, and is reflected there like a glorified mirage.” 
What he means is, that certain liistorical events of ((this 

1 So Bredenkamp, Gesetz und Propheten, p. 26. 
’2 Clhap. iii. p. 63. 3 Hisl, of Israel, pp. 318, 310, 
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later age” are dressed up in this legendary form, or ac. 
counted for, or lie hid in these stories of times long 
bygone; and that it is the work of criticism to find out 
what are the national and “more historical” facts which 
underlie the legendary accounts. A good example is 
furnished by him1 in a passage referring to the origin 
of these stories. It runs as follows:- 

(‘ Even the Jehovistic narratives about the patriarchs belong to  the 
time when Israel had already become a powerful kingdom, Moab, 
Ammon, and Edom had been subjugated (Gen. xxvii. 29), and 
vigorous frontier wars were being carried on with the Syrians 
about Gilead (Gen. xxxi. 52). In Glen. xxvii. 40, allusion is made 
to the constantly repeated subjugations of Edom by Judah, alternat- 
ing with successful revolts on the part of the former.” 

Unless the ordinary reader is prepared submissively to 
accept all that “scholars tell us,” he will do well to  turn 
up the passages here referred to, and form his own judg- 
ment as to  whether Wellhausen can see farther into a 
millstone than himself, As t o  the acuteness of the 
critical faculty, which is able under such general state- 
ments to detect the definite historical events to  which 
they are supposed to relate, it may be mentioned that 
another critical writer; who is not behind Wellhausen 
in confidence in his own power to  read true history out 
of such indications, places the formation of the legend of 
the Syrian origin of the patriarchs not earlier than the 
captivity, when the Hebrews had friendly relations with 
Mesopotamia. In  regard to Wellhausen’s view, however, 
it is surely an extraordinary freak of the legend-spinner 
to  hide his reference to the carrying on of “vigorous 
frontier wars,” under the story of the setting up of a cairn 

Hish of Israel, p. 464, footnote, 
Maurice Verues, Rdsultats de l’ExdgBse, p. 46 f ,  
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to perpetuate peace. This whole line of argument forces 
us to  suppose that these stories originated after the events 
supposed to be referred to. The question is, Was all 
the residuum of fact in these stories such events as the 
subjugation of Moab, Ammon, and Edom, and the border 
wars in Gilead? Did the nation know nothing of Jacob 
and his connection with Mesopotamia till the wars arose 
in Gilead, and had they no traditional belief that they 
were to be a paramount power till after Moab, Ammon, 
and Edom were subjugated? And then, as one event 
after another in their history took place, in the matter- 
of-fact days and the open light of the monarchy, did they 
turn every event into another trait in the picture of the 
patriarchs, till they elaborated out of common history that 
most extraordinary set of legends which the patriarchal 
story exhibits? And to crown all, when these events 
were still fresh in the memory of men, did Hosea and 

‘Amos and such men presently make use of these legends 
to point the moral of their prophecies? Ib is a most 
insufficient explanation of these stories to  say thab they 
give us “no historical knowledge of the patriarchs, but 
only of the time when the stories about them arose.” We 
want at  least to  know why the facts of history, patent 
and well known, were dressed up in this fashion ; and if 
there is anything more in the stories than this reference 
to facts of history, we ought to be told what it‘ is. How 
is it, in particular, that the patriarchal story, referring, 
according to this theory, t o  events quite isolated and even 
far apart in time and place, should hold so well together 
in a connected family history ? 

Tlie modern critical historians are here ready with 
their theory that these genealogies of the patriarchs are 
the legendary accounts of the origin and relations of the 
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tribes, and that such stories “grew up )) at various local. 
ities with which the name of one or another of the leg- 
endary forefathers was associated, each locality giving the 
version ihat most magnified the tyibe in which it lay. 
(( It would be quite possible,” says Wellhauson,l ‘(to pre- 
sent the composition and relative position of any given 
people at a given time in a similar way in the form of 
a genealogical early history ; ’) and he adds that (( the 
genealogical form lends itself to the reception of every 
sort of materials.” But the attempt to translate these 
family genealogies and movements into tribal formations 
and migrations: even when made with all the freedom 
critics assume to themselves, is not by any means so sue- 
cessful as they would have us believe ; and Wellhausen’s 
remark might be met with the rejoinder that it would be 
quite possible to represent the genealogical history of any 
number of individuals in the form of accounts of the 
composition and relative position of peoples at any given 
time. The question is not what it would be easy to do, 
but why the thing was done just in this way. Wellhausen 
confesses the difficulty, though not its magnitude, in regard 
to what one would consider the most striking of all the 
patriarchs, Abraham himself. After telling us that “ in  
the patriarchal legend the ethnographic element is always 
predomiqant,” he says : “ Abraham alone is certainly not 
the name of a people like Isaac and Lot; he is somewhat 
difficult t o  interpret. That is not to say, that in such a 
connection as this we may regard him as a historical 
person; he might with more likelihood be regarded as a 
free creation of unconscious art. He is perhaps the 
youngest figure in the company, and it was probably at a 

Hist. of Israel, p. 319. a Ibid., p, 320. * See Note XI. Hist. of Israel, p. 320. 
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comparatively late period that he was put before his son 
Isaac.” We are not informed how late this period was ; 
but we are told positively that at the time of Amos “he 
scarcely stood at the same stage as Isaac and Jacob.”l 
All this, however, loolcs very like a breakdown of the 
theory by which these genealogies were to  be explained, 
One would like to  know how much of the story of Isaac, 
as a popular legend, would be comprehensible without a 
reference to that of Abraham ; or whether it was adjusted 
at a ‘I comparatively late period ” after the ‘‘ free creation ’’ 
of Abraham, by unconscious art. And how can the one 
(‘ locality ” be accepted as explaining these stories about 
such different characters as Abraham and Isaac which yet 
are.“so similar that they cannot possibly be held to be 
independent of each other ’’ ? Students of folk-lore are 
familiar with variants of a story cropping up at  different 
places. Here we have not only variants at one place, 
Beersheba, in regard to Abraham and Isaac, but also the 
rise at  different places of different stories, which are only 
comprehensible when all are brought together into a con- 
nected whole. 

But let us consider what is implied in the assertion 
hhat these stories of the patriarchal times give us Bnow- 
ledge only “of the time when the stories arose.” The 
whole question is, When did the stories arise? Suppose 
we grant for a moment that as written productions they 
first meet us in the ninth century, that does not imply 
necessarily that the happy thought occurred at that time 

1 The only resson conceivable for this assertion is, thab Amos mentions 
bhe high places of Isaao (vii. 9), but nowhere refers to  Abraham. One 
might, as well infer that, Amos was no6 certain of his own parentnge be- 
cause he does nob mention the name of his father. Both J. and E. (see 
Note VIII.) have the story of Abrdiama and either or both of them mush 
be earlier than Amos. 
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to the unknown J. or E. to set down in this romantic 
dress the history of his time, and of events that were fresh 
in memory or occurring before the eyes of his readers. 
If we are to get the time when the stories arose, then we 
must be told when they were first mooted, in what narrow 
circle they started, how long they were transmitted orally, 
and how they spread till they became household words 
in the eighth century, when Amos and Hosea refer to  
them as undoubted facts. Let us take Wellhausen’s own 
canon in order to find out when the stories arose. This is 
what he says: This later age is here unconsciously 
projected, in its inner and its outward features, into hoar 
antiquity, and is reflected there like a glorified mirage.” 
If it is indeed the case that outward as well as inner 
features are projected backward, then we must find a 
time when nomad life was the rule, and the land was 
thinly inhabited, so that the originator of these patri- 
archal stories may fulfil the conditions. For be it ob- 
served, these writers of a (( later age ’’ do not describe the 
patriarchs as bakers or dressers of sycamore- trees like 
themselves, as the Dukh artists used to  paint the patri- 
archs dressed in knickerbockers. From the time of 
Solomon men had sat under their vine and their fig- 
tree ; ‘‘ To the tent ! ” was only the cry for battle ; agricul- 
ture was common ; the land well peopled long before the 
ninth century. Who was this J. or E. who could so 
accurately describe nomad life that had long passed away, 
and picture the land in a condition in which it could not 
have been in his own time 1 He is something more than 
a spinner of legend; he is a writer of romance. The 
accuracy of the picture which’ he draws is attested by 
modern life in the East, and it is well known how much 

Hisb., p. 319. 
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more lifelike these stories have become since Palestine 
. travel and research have thrown light upon them. And 

here, again, it might be well if German writers, instead of 
confining themselves to “ underground ” criticism, would 
go forth into the daylight of Eastern ‘life and learn what 
it teaches. If a writer reflects his age, if a story bears 
the impress of the time when ib  arose, then we seek in 
vain for a time in which to  place the orig$n of these stories, 
between the early time when nomad life was practicable 
in Palestine and these modern days of half-settled life. 
Wellhausen, in fact, is conscious of an incongruity in  his 
position, though he does not confess that it renders the 
theory untenable. “ It is remarkable,” he says: “that 
the heroes of Israelite legend show so little taste for war, 
and in this point of view they seem to be scarcely a true 
reflection of the character of the Israelites as known from 
their history.”2 And then, turning his back upon his 
own theory for the moment, he goes on to say thab a 
people “incessantly driven into war not only dreamed of 
an eternal peace in the future, but also embodied the 
wishes of its heart in these peaceful forms of the golden 
age in the past.” This is a nice illustration of Zucus a non 
lucendo to begin with; and it is quite opposed to his 
own theory in the second place. Maurice Vernes is more 
consistent,8 for he regards the accuracy of description of 
pastoral life in these narratives as another proof of the 
high culture of the post-exilian period, which could invest 
the life of the shepherd with such charm; and he hints, 
besides, that late writers at Jerusalem could have obtained 
models for their stories from the shepherds on the east of 
Jordan. 

As to the contention that these stories grew up at 
1 Eish. of Israel, p. 321. 2 See Note XII. RCultats, &c., p. 197. 
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various localities, it may be freely conceded that stories 
generally do come from the places at which the events 
which they relate occurred. It may also be admitted 
that traditions are coloured to some extent by the age in 
which they 'find literary expression. But this applies to 
any written history-even to those that are written in 
this nineteenth century. All this, however, is a very 
different thing from saying that the old traditions of 
Israel relating to the patriarchal age rest on no foundation 
of fact in that age, and that they have no positive value 
beyond the evidence they give of the tendencies of the 
age in which they first find literary expression. Even if 
these traditions were first committed to writing in the 
ninth century-even if they rested on no pre-existing 
writings,-they were not inventions of the time, but the 
accepted beliefs of the nation before they could be put 
forth as matters of common acceptance ; and the essential 
problem before us is to explain how the national beliefs 
took just this form. 

I believe tbat practically the only answer which modern 
writers give to this question is, that all nations have 
delighted in tracing back their history and national in- 
stitutions to  great ancestors, who are but mythical per- 
sonages, and that Israel has only done the same. It may 
be freely admitted that we find historical peoples carrying 
back their history and their genealogy to ancestors lying 
beyond the range of historic certainty. But sober his- 
torians do not on that account reject these legends as 
of no historic value, or dismiss them as merely the reflec- 
tions of the times in which they are first committed to 

I writihg ; it is their part to seek to interpret them, and to 
discover the earlier historic facts which lie at  their foun- 
dation. And we cannot object to the application of a 
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similar criticism to the earlier traditions of Israel, nor 
think i t  strange if the facts underlying them turn out in 
certain respects to be something different from the literal 
sense of the forms in which they are embodied. It is one 
thing, for example, to say that a pious veneration or a 
simple-minded tradition invested with a nimbus of great- 
ness the formative characters of its early history, and quite 
another thing to  say that these characters were formed 
out of late events by a process of legend-spinning. It is 
one thing t o  seek to find out the bare historical events of 
the lives of Wallace and Bruce ; it would be quite another 
thing to make these heroes the legendary outgrowth of the 
events that brought about the union of the kingdoms of 

. Scotland and England. In regard, however, to these 
traditions, two points have to be borne in mind, which 
mark a contrast between Israelite and Gentile legends. 

(1.) The so-called legendary characters are very unlike 
the legendary characters of pagan myth. There is 
nothing hazy or indistinct or semi-divine about them, I n  
their doings we see alike the workings of human frailty, 
the nicest idiosyncrasies, the most strongly marked indi- 
viduality ; there is no effort made to conceal their faults 
or to  set one on a higher pedestal than his neighbour. 
The characters of Abraham and Isaac, for example, the 
legends regarding whom are referred to the same local- 
ities, and are said to rest on identical facts, are as dis- 
similar as any two characters in Scripture. And all move- 
ments and activities of these early personalities are set 
in such a framework of time and place, that if the char- 
acters are not drawn from the life, they are the work of 
a romancer, not of a weaver of fairy tales and legends. 
Stade himself has said1 that to  ordinary Christians of the 

Qeschichte, vol. i. p. 4. 
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present day, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, Saul, David, and 
Solomon, Samuel and Elijah, are better known than the 
heroes of their own history, and that for the mass of our 
people the Biblical history is history in general. The reason 
why these characters make this strong impression on the 
popular mind is not so much that they are heroes of sacred 
history, as because their individuality is so strongly 
marked. The most ordinary reader of the Bible never 
confounds one of the patriarchs with another, nor thinks 
of mixing up the deeds of one with the doings of another. 
It is very different with the heroes of pagan mythology, 
where, in the dim shadow of a time attempted to be re- 
called, the figures resemble one another, perform the same 
feab, and, as we attempt to grasp their characters, 
fade away into unsubstantial phantoms. If these early 
figures of Israelite history are the creations of art, it is 
art of the highest kind ; and in any case, it is clear that 
the legends-if legends they are-are cast in a better 
mould, and have been preserved in the caskets of a purer 
national memory. 

(2.) Another striking difference is this: Pagan nations 
trace back their origin and the origin of their institutions 
to some great ancestor who embodies in himself all the 
potentialities of his race. The farther back they can 
place him, the greater dignity is conferred upon the race ; 
the higher the antiquity, the more illustrious the history. 
Now in the case of Israel we find a series of such 
ancestors and a succession of men to whom the moulding 
of the nation’s life is attributed. To be parallel with 
pagan legend, the Israelite tradition ought to ascribe all 
to Abraham, or even to  Heber, the father of the race of 
the Hebrews. But though to Abraham is traced in a 
special manner the beginnings of the religion and the 
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ancestry of the race, the story of Jacob-Israel, which is 
quite different in its cast, is as important a link in the 
chain of the tradition.1 And so, though Moses appears as 
the founder of nationality in a special sense, his greatness 
is not enhanced either by making the antecedent history a 
blank, void of all knowledge of religion, or by leaving noth- 
ing to be done by his successors. The period of Samuel 
comes again M a well-marked crisis in the history ; and the 
reigns of David and Solomon have their distinct features 
as steps in the national development. All this is quite 
different from the legendary stuff out of which the earlier 
histories of pagan nations have to  be expiscated, and it 
is simply impossible to make them the inventions of a 
myth-spinning imagination. The only conclusion we can 
come to in view 3f such facts, i f  we are to attenipt to 
construct Israel's history from the materials before us 
and not from our own notions, is that these names or 
characters do represent distinct phases in the growth of 
the nation, and that it was because they possessed strongly 
marked characteristics that they have been depicted with 
such strilring individuality. I t  is impossible to explain 
the national belief in these epochs which we find at the 
clear historical period of the eighth century, without 
assuming that something characteristic and positive, as 
matter of fact, attached to each of them, and made its 
impress on the nation's heart and was preserved in the 

There is a temptation, which is very seductive, to adopt 
what may be called a nebular hypothesis of early history. 
Having fixed upon what we consider the earliest histori- 
cal period, we are apt to  suppose that the succession of 
the race before that period Was maintained by existences 

131 ' 

. national. memory. 

IGnig, Hauptproblenie dei* nltisraelitisahen Religionsgeschichk, p. 19. 
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of a nebular, unformed, half-human character, forgetting 
that ‘it is only the distance of our standpoint that K k l l h S  

the characters indistinct. Could me get near enough 
to the age in which Abraham is placed by the Biblical 
writers, we should discover that i t  was an age of hunian 
beings of parts and passions like ourselves, for that mntter ; 
and at all events, of individuals no doubt very much such 
as these writers depict. Thoreau says in one place : “ On 
beholding a picture of a New England village as it then 
appeared [viz., in the time of the Indian wars], with a 
fair open prospect, and a light on trees and river as if it 
were broad noon, we find we had not thought the sun 
shone in those days, or that men lived in broad daylight 
then.” Similarly Carlyle, in regard to the ‘ Chronicle of 
Jocelin,’ exclaims : ‘‘ Behold, therefore, this England of 
the year 1200 was no chimerical vacuity or dreaniland, 
peopled with mere vaporous Fantasms, . . . but a green 
solid place, that grew corn and several other things. The 
sun shone on i t ;  the vicissitude of seasons and human 
fortunes. . . . In  wondrous Dualism, then as now, lived 
nations of breathing men ; alternating, in all ways, be- 
tween Light and Dark ; between joy and sorrow, between 
rest and toil - between hope, hope reaching high as 
Heaven, and fear deep as very Hell.” In  this matter 
all depends upon the nearness of the point of view, and 
modern writers vary in the length of their vision, for 
some would make not only the patriarchs, but Moses and 
Joshua, or even David and his contemporaries, little more 
than ‘‘ vaporous Fantasms.” The question is, whether at 
this late time we are in possession of materials that enable 
us to bridge the gulf of so many centuries, and tal- Le our 

l walk to Wuchusett, quoted in ‘ Life ’ by N. A. P & ~ Q ,  p, 38. 
a Pnst and Present, Book 11. chnp, i. 
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stand in broad daylight, or, a t  all events, in a light suffici- 
ently bright to enable us to  distinguish individuals in the 
great niass of antiquity. It is not in our present plan to 
refer to  the archzological discoveries of the present cen- 
tury. It may merely be mentioned in passing that those 
tablets of Tell-el-Amarna, for example, cause to start into 
life a period that has hitherto been regarded by many as 
very nebulous, and set us down on the solid soil of Pales- 
tine a century before the exodus, among men with very 
ordinary occupations and very human feelings ; and the 
monuments of Egypt and Assyria carry us back in a very ' 

striking way to those ages, and bring them within the 
sphere of historical 1mowledge.l Apart from these, how- 
ever, does not this age of the first writing prophets a t  
once enable us to take up firm standing-ground at that 
period at least, and put us face to face with men who 
have surely some right to be heard in regarG to their 
nation's history ? Although modern historians will assert 
that this is the earliest writing age (without, however, 
having proved it), it is evident that it was not an age at  
which Israel, as a nation, was waking up out of the uncon- 
sciousness of antecedent dreamland, and rubbing its eyes 
and asking whence it came. It has something very definite 
and positive to say for itself, Wellhausen says that the 
stories of the patriarchs differ from the traditions in re- 
gard to earlier times; and so they do. The question is, 
whether they are the creations of the national imagina- 
tion, as he says, or the treasured traditions of the national 
memory. And when from the writing prophets we can, 
by the aid of the song of Deborah, not to mention other 
conipositions, pass to firm historical ground in the t ims 
of the Judges, i t  does not seem, after all, to be such an 

Sec Note 2311. 
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extravagant thing to believe that individuals named 
. AbraIiam, Isaac, and Jacob were positive historical chnr- 

acters, whose existence was stamped indelibly on the pop  
ular memory. Some events need no books to preserve 
them; they are written on the tablets of thousands of 
hearts, and transmitted with their life-blood to children’s 
children. Suppose, for illustration, that we find public 
speakers in Scotland in this century appealing to  the 
deeds of Wallace and Bruce, and referring to the battle 
of Bannoclcburn, in order to arouse national shame or 
national enthusiasm, and that the references are not chal- 
lenged, but set forth in the confident and assured tone of 
Hosea and Amos, this would surely be convincing proof 
that these matters were part of the nation’s historical 
possession. Yet if you ask nine out of every ten Scots- 
men for a proof of the existence of Wallace and Bruce, 
or of the occurrence of the battle of Bannoclcburn, they 
will probably be at  a loss to  give it. You could easily 
show that Bruce’s Address ’’ was written by Burns cen- 
turies after the time at  which the battle is placed, and 
he had no ancient documents to go upon; and from the 
time in which Burns lived-the time of our great wars- 
you might easily prove that the song was written for a 
purpose, to  stimulate patriotism and magnify our arms; 
and you could easily find underlying the character of 
Bruce a contemporary of the poet distinguished in battle, 
And then as for old Barbour‘s Chronicle, we find it so full 
of discrepancies, and so coloured by superstitious beliefs, 
that it may be rejected as an untrustworthy document, or 
set down to  a late time-the work of an imitator of the 
old language of the chroniclers, who projected hiinself 
into the distant past. Modern critical rewriting of his- 
tory, which is often a mere parody of history, is a trick 
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as easily learned as literary parody, and it is often as 
tiresome. Yet the battle of Bannoclrburn took place; 
and the best proof of the fact is, that the whole nation 
believes it, and has been and is at  this moment sensibly 
affected in its very vitals by the recollection. So the 
great events of Israel’s history, the turning-points, the 
points determinative of the whole life and history, are 
attested by the nation at the earliest time at which we 
are enabled to look for materials on which an opinion can 
be based. No reason can be given for the invention of 
them just a t  this time, or for the significance which the 
prophets assign to  them. It may be that a fond melvory 
invested with a halo of glory the great fathers of the race; 
it may also be that a simple piety saw wonders where a 
modern age would see none. Yet the individuality of the 
characters is not destroyed, nor are the sequence of events 
and the delineations of character shown to be the work of 
R fitful and unbridled imagination. 


