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n submitting this thesbs to your honorable body it is, I
suppose, almost unhecessary to stgte that the author lays little}
if any, claim to driginality in the following pages. | had in-

t ended proposing as a possibility a View which early in my work
I had not seen brought forward by any of the critics. But later,
in opening Smith,fl,found,that he had anticipated the view I had
intended proposing and this is almost the nearest that I perhaps
came to offering something thét would have been really my own.

ks it is, I have for the mos£ part simply striven to give
in as compact and clear a form as possible the opinions of the
differenf critics and the objections against these offered by
others,'whereﬁver possible quoting directly from the words of
the author himself, believing that he expressés his ideas in his
own words better than f woul& express fhem if attempting to para-

prase them. So that by this work [ hope to show careful reading

and study of the more important critics who have handled this

book and little more.

3
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And here, before going any'furthér;“i may say at once thai‘f
it seems to mé that not one ofhthe theories thus far advanced
by the critics in explanation of the prophecy offers a solution
that 1s without some braotioally insurmou&%ble difficulties. In
no dase is the proof brought so conclusive as to silence all
doubt. Most oritics themselves seem willing to acknowledge that !
their own theories are not without some objections‘and no dbubt
are not greatly surprised when their fellow-critics can show evkn‘
greater discrepancies than they themselves were at first willing
to écknowledge. And that such is the case will not be wondered
at when we see how corrupt the text is, how vague and open to
doubleness of interpretation all the scant matetial which the
critics have upon which to base their hypotheses.

I have, on this account, been unable to pick oqt for absolute

preference any one theory or even to piece together parts of sev-

eral theories & in a way to meet all possible objections and

therefore must be satisfied,as said above, simply to present the
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several theories thus far advanced and the prinoipal ob ject ions
stated against them.' I have in places expressed my own opinion
on the questions'déalt with, but this is often based more on
persondl preference than on any scientific proof,

In regard to the method used in handling the gritioal

questions arising from the book, instead of dealing with the dif-§

ferent questions of unity, date, etc. in separate divisions,as
some do, I considered that as the answers to the several questio%_
were for the most parqso involved in oneanother, the answer to
one often depending upon that given to one or more of the others,
it would be best to handle all the problems farising from one
¥

section together and discuss each section by itself. 4nd this
method used by me is also the one used to some extent by Fudde

' G A.
in his article on Habakkuk in Cheyné's Encyc. Eib. and byASmith)

and seems to me to be the method most suited to the requirements

of the case.
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In closing,'I would desire to thank Dr.Mielziner, Professor

Levias and Professor Ekuttenwébser for their kindness in the

loan of their books.




B e Wi PG o e e L

LIFE OF HALAKKUK.

That which we know of the life of Habakkuk, the eighth of
m—enszve,
is a rather unusual Jforms from a rootPZﬂT "to embrace", which
Orelli thinks should perhaps readPi2)?2Tand for which the LXX
readimg/‘l{/x{bakoz//’mseems rdather to suggest the reading P]P::.U
From the fact that in I! (and‘81)he is callai;&ié[j ?4T’_.E

it has been inferred-and with some plausibility- that Habakkuk

held "a recognized position as prophet™ in JUdah?lFrom the single'ﬁ
éxpression’ﬂh'}é@l”on my stringed instruments"(Slg) it has also
been inferred that he was of the tribe of Levi and a member Qf the
temple choir. Butﬂthis is very doubtful both because of the un-
certainty attaching to the pronoun "my", which is agalnst the
analogy of similar notices in the psalmsband becalise of the doubt
as to the authenticity of this entire third chapter.C

Fut though, as me see, authentic history tells us little,

legends, in greatest profusion, have grown up around the name of

this prophet, which,though regardless of_”allohronological
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and historical probabilitthould take the place left vacant bﬂthw;d

One legend,connecting the words of is. 216 “Go,'set thee a

| watchman;Alet him declare what he seethé,‘with the words of Hab:"f
21 "] will stand upon my watchtower ;w;to see what he answereth

to my oomplaint“, £e11s us that‘ﬁabakkuk_was the sentinel set by

Isaiah to watch for the fall of Babylon.
Another story, basing itself onll Kings 4!B7f, would have us ||
believe that Habakkuk was the son of the'Shqnammite woman whom

Elisha revived.

Still a third, and perhaps the best known of all, is the

legend contained in the apocryphal book 'Bel and the Dragon'VSSfL‘;

, .f
according to which Habakkuk was commanded to bring a meal to Danie\
in the lion's den, was transported by an angel from his home in

Palestine to Babylon to do thds and then after he had performed

his task was in the s&me miraculous manner brought back homﬂagain.

In the Codex Chisianus this story has the superscription

b / c -~
EK TrEo 59"7 Z‘&CQJA/uﬂaKo{,;u, yc‘oﬁi}]g—o-{)g( ‘cﬁs g}u/(%f‘/{f,?//t.




-

-5

3
A&s said above, this assumption that he was a Levite is no doubt
based on Hab. 319 but on what authority he is called the son of
4
Siwmeorr 1s unknown.
According to the two recensions of the lives of the'prophets |
which we have, the one by Dorotheus, the second by Epiphanius,
Habakkuk was of the tribe of Simeon, coming from a place called

Rethzocher.d At the approach of the invading Chaldeans he filed to

Ostrocine, a city situated between Palestine, Egypt and Arabia.

After the withdrawal of the hostile army he returned to Palestine

and died there two years before the return of the exiles from

Babylon. In one reference Eusebius states that his grave was

shown at Gabatha, in another that 1t was at Echelaﬂpr Keeilah (Kelll

But contrary to both of these it was said by Jewish writers of
the Middle Ages that the grave was at Hukkah®in the tribe of

Naphtalif




& ﬁriver.in ﬁasfing;s‘B;ﬁ;,'Orelli Kl.Proﬂ'etc; 4
b.Driver,
c.Xeil Minor Pro;;'brifer;'G;A;émith;eto.'
d.Dorotheus has gf; 3“3017 @ﬁ zob XQ/Q Epiphanius has

EE WP axpe ¥ (akoxe P,
e. ¢f. Joshua 1954.
f. All legends concerning H. are found in Delitsch’ 'De Habacucl
prophetae atque aetate}'and in Hamaker' Gom. in libellum de vita
et morte prophetarumf Being unaSle to obtain these books>the
above statements were gathered from Fudde's article on H. in
Cheyne;s Encyc. Bib., Driver, Orelli,Schrader's ed. of De Wette's |

Einleitung, Davidson's Nahum Habakkuk and Zeph. in the Cambridge ﬁ

Eible series, and Kell's Minor Pro.




CONTEKT OF THE BOOK.

In the form in which the book of ﬁabakkuk hasreacﬂgd us it
has three chapters ﬁﬁch ére divided by Si into two entirely inde;'f
pendent sections. The first section is headed " The oracle which
Habakkuk the prophep received by'vision”(il) and the second "The
prayer of Habakkuk the prdphetf(Si) The first section is again
divided into two main divisionsﬁla,$12:24,'a dialogue between God
and the prophet,‘and.$ I?éﬁ;égo,'a taunt song raised by the rem-

nants of the oppressed people over the fallen oppressor.

'Ia,12~24,‘a dialogue between God and the prophet is divided

A 12'°4 Hab. begins and asks God how long he will be left to com-

plain in vain against the evil and violence about him, because of

which all justice im at an end..

v _4~ e £ W P T
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b. 1°-11 god answers telling the prophet to look about him among

the nations and see how he is raising the violent Chaldeans to

punisi all this wrongdoing.
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o. 1Y2-17 gyt as this answer of Cod's has only increased the

perplexity in'Babakkuk's mind he begins again, asking homkan God

use as his instrument a people who are even more wicked than the

nations whom they are sent to punish and how can he remain silent
amid all the ruin this impious destroyer works.

d. 21 Thﬁbropheﬁ betakes himself to his watéhtower to await the

answer God may vouchsafe his complaint.

8. 22”4 The answer, which the prophet is commanded to write upon
a tablet that all who run may real, comes,announcing” The evil-

doer, his soul is not upright within him- but the righteous shall

live through his faithfulness."?

Ib,QE“QO,'a series of taunts raised in the end by the remankS j

of the nations over the fallen evildoer. The series of five tauntS

each beginning with the word “\T\breally commence with 262 and
| A QB”Gaforms a sort of trasition connecting 24 with Qﬁbﬁ%f which

25a is very corrupt, making it impossible to tell just how this

obigin?ﬂly
trasition wagmmade.
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b.66~8 The first woe against the oppressor who by the terr&blen&ﬂf
of his methods of conque;t has accumulated vast debts for which
the oppressed conquered when they finally rise williexact heavy
interest.

c. ©9-11 Against the evil deeds &f committed by the oppressor in
hopes of making his power impregnable, all of which will in the
end avail him nothing.

d. 12~i4 Azainst the bloodshed and cruelty of the oppressor
while building up his magnificent cities. All this work is worth-
less since God does not favor it.

e. 16-17 Against the shameful abuse of the laws of hospitality

upon their @ shame the same lot surely awaits him.
f. Against the folly of idolatry.
‘Il,chapter 3, the prayer or psalm,of Habakkuk divided as ffs:

2. ﬁgThe congregation prays that God may renew his work in the




' to m
midst of the years, but even khile in wrath, remeper mercy.

b. 55*15 ﬂlyric ode deécribing Cod 's coming forth to render
judgment and to execute vengeance on the enemiés of his anmointed. 
Ce 816“20 Conclusion_in which the poet states that no méttEr
what calamities may befall him or the land he'will remain firm in‘y
his trust in God, his protector.

Chapterjf. The prophet begins with a complaint that for a

long time he has cried against the violence he sees about him but

God will not listen.(v2) Why indeed.does God let him behold all '{
this misery and oppression which is before him(v3)because of whihh“
ﬁhe law is grown slack and judgment never rendered correctly. (v4)
b. Godvanswers that the prophet should look among the nations am&z
be astounded at the almost inoredible deed God is about to do. (v6 |
God is about to raise up the Chaldeans;‘that bitter,impetuous,

farwandering nation, terrible and dreadful, obeying only the law

emanating from itself.(vB-7) The men are swift riders and fierce




as the eveningwolves, coming all for violenoé and to gather in ﬁﬁg
themgpoil.(vé:é5 They gcoff at all‘kings;zthé capturihg of the
most fortified cities is mere child's play. They make their own
strength their Cod. (v10-11)

¢. Then the prdphet begﬁns again, Surely God is eternaljhe i;
too pure of eye to gaze upon such evil and violence. How can he

bear it that the wicked swallows the righteous(v12-13), makes man

as the fish of the sea, treats him as the rulerless worm{vl4)

, | S
rejoicing greatly while capturing all with his fishing instrumentd

(vlB), then even sacrificing to these instruments as if they were

the cause of his success. (v18) Shall indeed these wicked continue

on in their course forever without let or hindrance?(v17)

&

d. Chapter Il The propheﬂbetakes himself to his watchtower to s
what answer God will vouchsafe to his complaint.(vl)

e. God answers him, first telling him to write the answer he is‘

about to receive upon tablets,that allwho run may read. (v2)
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This vision is surely set -for a fixed time and tough it may de-
lay yet it will be well to wait for 1t.(<vé) Behold the evildoer
-~ his soul is not upright within him, but the righteous shall
'Ib a,live through his faithfulness.(va) 'in the end the d}atiable ﬂ
robber, who gathsers ali nations into his power, must fall and the
remnantﬁof the nations will be able to raise a taunting song overl3

b. him(vb-6a) saying: Woe to him who loads the debts of innumerable

| \11
crimes upon himself. The debtors will finally rise up and exact @

' !ll
ample interest. The spoiled will in the end spoil the spoilers. 1

c. (€6b-8) Woe to him who worked evil in order to raise His nest

high above all Hanger. Ey all this.evil conduct he will see that 1

he has obtained but shame and no glory for himself. (0-11)
d. Woe to him who builds cities with blood and iniquity. Strely God E

wills it not and therefore the people labor in vain. BUt in the

end the earth will be filled with the knowledge of the glory of

waters '
e. God)as theAcover the seas.(12-14) Woe to him who makes drunk hig




n 1
mgugsﬁs:that he may gaze upon their nakedness. The same lot awaitg[
thg treasherous‘ypgt.ﬁnd besides this the violence he has done A
Lebanon and the animals of the field shall also be avenged.<15"r(
f. Woe to him who foolishly trusts in idols,in whom there is _o‘é
life. How can theséhelp him any? And God is in his holy temple
Let all the earth be silent before him.

Secthon II, chapter three,'differs in oharaote; ,tone and

language from the preceding section. Though called the'prayer"
of Habakkuk the prayer is really found only in the second verse
and the rest of the work is a lyric poem descriptive of %theophmv
the coloring of which is borrowed from earlier descriptions of
theophanies,Subh e. g. as the one at the Red Sea. Owing to the
ambiguity of the tenses it is doubtful whether the éoem describeg
a past theophany as the type of the one ¥¢ ¢dii¢ the poet hopes to}

see again or whether it describes the theophany about to comeé

in words and ideas borrowed from the earlier descriptions.C
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\*;_/’ . .
a. The poet begins,saying that he has heared the report of God

aﬁd feared. Yet he prays that God may renew his work in the
midst of years, but remeﬁbering mercy even wh;le‘in wrath. (€2)

b. He then sees Cod coming froh Teman and Mount Paran and the
earth is filled with his‘glory.(VS) God is most brilliant. Thé
blinding light shoots forth from about him and is, as itAweré,

a veil to his ma jesty.(v4) Eefﬁre him comes pestilence, behind
him walks thé burning plague. (v5) He stands and the earth shak%
nations tremble, the hills are soatfered,‘the mountaips sink. (8)|
The tents of Cushan, the tent-hangings of the lanti of Midian
tremble violent&y.(@?) He rides his horses through the éea,@

mighty waters well up.(v15) But is Cod anggry with the mounta ing

is his anger against the sea;*that he thus rides fofth upon his

horses of deliverance(v8), that his bow is uncovered, —~m=—m—- }

that he cleaves the earth with rivers?(v®) Mountdins see him

and whirl; the clouds pour down rains the deep roars,(v10)
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The sun and moon dare not come fortH because of the flying'of
God's fearful arrows and the brightness of his glittering spear.

(vlil) In wrath God marches about and bruises nations into bits.

(vi2) For he has come forth for the deliverance of -his people, |
his annointed ?nes.TherefOre hewﬂ?fgéts cities, (v13) pierces the 1
heads of the mighty warriors of the earth, who have rejoiced to

%o destroy his people in seoret.(v14)

c. The sihgef hears and is afraid. He trembles violently from }
head to foot~-memeneme- (v1eéd And yef tﬁough the fig-tree does

nof flourish; though no fruit appears upon the vine; though the

olive fail and the f#élds yield no produce; though there are no |

sheep in the folds or cattle in the stalls(vI7F still he will g

leads him safely through all dangdrs. (v1Q)

|
exult in the God of his salvation(v1&) who is his strength, who
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ae fristeald of‘ﬂél?),{‘ 'i,read Al}_{fr with Wellhausen and Nowack.
b. The last taunt has its ’i?X at the beginning of the second |
instead of at the_begiﬁning of the first verse of the taunt.
d. Wel;hausen e.‘g;'holds thatwimformer theophany is pictured
as’the.modellof the oﬁg to come(pagel7]l Kl: Pro.) While Kirk -
patriék thinks that the author describes the theophany to come
in colors borrowed from earlier déscriptions.(pages 281 and 282‘;

Doctrines of the Pro.) See also Budde énd Driver.




Critical Biscussion of'Section‘Ia,12*24.
_ -

In regard to the first section,]l ~24;'of the book of Habakkuk,
it has been well said by . A. Smith®that though®¥one doubts the
authenticity of"this"yet it is the first piece that raises the
most difficult questions." The questions 'Agaimst whom is the
prophecy directed?®''Does Ig;ﬂ'describe merely civic disorder or

the result of foreign oppression?''What is the proper date of the

,% work?''Is 1°=11 by Habakkuk and in its proper place, or is it a

gloss, or is it by Habakkuk but removed from its original posit@m
are questions which,depending on this first 'section, offer al-
most unconquerable difficulties to the interpreter of the:prophecjﬂ
ﬁ~2ﬁ
Ey far the most commonly accepted view holds that W8R XA=¥&
is a unity preserving the order that Habakkuk himself left. Ack-

cording to this theory ]2*4 complains of the oppression of Israel-

ites by Israelites, against which, in 15-11 " ¢od announces the

Chaldeans are being raised as punishment. Then, # ilg“lw,the
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prophet begins again, asking, in wonder, how God oéﬁ use as
instrument of his wrath such a people as the Chaldeans,:who g;e
even worse than the people punished. The prophet goes to his
watch;tower to await his answer,(éi) which comes,‘29“4, announo~;
ing that the wicked, haﬁing the germ of destruction within hmdm,
must sgoner or later'perish’but that the righteous will survivé‘
through his faithfulness.

”iE“ll is not a prophecy of the raising of the Chaldeans exf;
cept in formy It is merely an explanation "of their presence
and meaning as instruments of Jehova.h.R and the rest of the
prophecy is a prediction of the sure downfall of t%US-impious
nation.

With Drivér all, witdbut one or two exceptions of minor
impor*ean?3 e, conclude WAL W AX KRRRX Kk ‘x\\\a&m BXLARNX
that if is clear from internal evidence that Habakkuk prophesied

toward the beginning of the Chaldean}supremaoy,‘but the precise




As difficult to fix.C
And among those who hold this theory are Volck, Keil,
Orelli, Kirkpatrick, Davidson and Driver.

Volck, Keil, Orelli and Kleinert all agree to the above

outline of the prophecy and its meaa 'ing and that the prophecy
is di‘reoted against the Chaldeansd But they differ as to thé mosﬁ»
probable date. Keil believes.Habakkuk,prophesied beforg 805 B.C.%
ﬁost probably uﬁder M&ﬂnasseh. .Volck, after deciding that it is |j
impossible for him to have prophesied in Jeho¥jakim's reign,
fixes the date as'being most -likely some time bétween the twen-
tieth year before the first Chaldean ;nvasion and the thirteenthj
.or fourteenhh year'of Josiah;s reign. Orelli rejects the argu-
ments in favor of putting ﬁabakkuk under either Manasseh or Jo;
siah, and holds the time of hig-prophssying to have bedn shortly
beforg 605,'the year of Carchemish.. Kleinert Jjudges that his

activity fell in the last decade of the seventh century E. c.d
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0f the others who hold this theory)Kirpatrick believes "it

is »;»~in shite of some recent theories as to its-charadtef - an
artistic and connected whole" (he is speaking of the entire boom)}
and that the prophecy is a '"denunciation of the Chaldeans." 3In
regard thHo the date ;;From iﬁrhe Judges that the Chaldeans were
alfeady.in e full careér of conquest and their terrible reputa#i
224

tion had reached Jerusalem. I can not have been written under-

Josiah,but point to the'selfish luxury and oppressive exactions"
of qehojakim._‘From 112ff. s espcially 13, which would show that

the Chaldeans must have already entered Palestine, he would judgp |

v : that Habakkuk wrote after 80l, the year of Neb@hadnezzafd first

invasion of Palestine. On the other hand, {rom 1$¢ff'9‘Whi°h
would show that the Chaldean p ower was as yet not¥y fully estab-
lished, he would be led to judge that the prophecy must have

been written before 805, the year of Car%@mish » 28 after that

year it must have been certain that the Chaldeans were to be




o

points to the earlier date, 1. e. before Carchemish.®

Davidson says that ”this@the version as given above) is th
most natural sense of the verses and the wofds used in them" (p47)
and though ﬁthe construction of the book just stated has some-
thing artificialrin it" (p4€) " upon ihe whole the --~theory
which accepts ohapter i as.v it stands and expla;ns vv.l-4 of
wrongdoing on the part bf‘thqbeople of Judah themselves, 1s the i

one which has the fewest difficultiés,'though it must be con-

fessed that the interpretation it puts upon chapter 11"11 is
not quite natural-"(p-%)f From the chaptersas we have it, we
see that the barbarities of the Chaldeans must have been famil-

iar to the prophet and besides as "'such thoughts(as we have in ‘
I
‘
this prophecy) could not arise early in the Chaldean veriod,

hardly before the deportation under JEhojakim in 587 "(p.49)ﬁ

he puts the date of the prophecy as somewhere between 605, the
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.year of Carchemish,:and Eé?;f
Again,Driver;'though'admitting "there are diffiéulties con-
nected with it“ki; 6. the theory as given above) and that "it ‘
has failed to satisfy many recent scholaré”laftef going over the
ob jections against it concludes that "the explanation YHgy which
refers $12“4 to the tyranny of the Chaldeans ~---18 unnatural \
|

and forced".® And so he decides with Kirpatrick that the book #

as a whole is the fruit.of a long period of mental struggle 2nd

1Al
anxiety and therefiore there is nothing unreasonable in the sup-

posiﬂpn that 12-11 reflects the impreesion left upon the prophdk
nind when he first thouzht of the Chaldeans as the instrument
appointed for the punishment of Judah's sins and that 2 Dllgff'

expresses the perplexities of which he afterwvards became con-

scious when the character of the Chaldeans had become more fully’

known to hdm!' " Phe most probable date for the prophecy is

shortly before E. C. 808 --12~1l ¢ the view adopted above be




o1
correct, being written somewhat earlier than the rest of the
prophécy.ﬁh

Three critics, however, though accepting the order of the
verses in chapter one as they now stand with thé above named

oritics,'c&%rary th them believe that 12"4‘speaks of the Chaldenl

oppression and its effects upon Judah Jjast as does 112”17.

!

These three critics are Ewald, Schrader and Smend.

According to Ewald 124 is a complaint against oppression

from without, 15-1! the answer of God saying: "It is I who raise

the Chaldeansf‘and.llg*ivoontinue the words of hhe prophet, unable
to understand how Cod can use the Chaldeans as his instrument.
Ewald believes that the Jewish mind, at the time of Habakkuk,.
was gntirely free from all consciousness of persongl guilt and
that the Chaldean invasion nipped in the bud a fine moral out -
burst just as it was about tp flower. Judging,from this alone;

"we might suppose that Habakkuk lived in Josiah's reign but as




the first inroad of the Chaldeans was not until Jehoyakim/we must

%

bostpone the time until this king's reign}“ That the moral per- |

versities of this king's reign are not mentioned,is account ed
for by the fact that the problem raised by the arrival of the
Chaldeans and thelir actions blotted all else from the mind of

the prophet.i

from '
Schrader, believinz that ,the description of hhe Chaldeang

in the prophecy it is certain Barchemish must have been fought,

the date of
but the Chaldeans as yet not in Palestjne, pufs the prophecy

in ¥ 804 B.C. His idea of the prophecy is that "als die
furchtbare Macht der Chaldaeer drohend herannahéﬂte gegen das

Vaterland, und der Prophet die von ihnen in Juda veruebten

Graeuél im Geist schaute, trug er seine Klagén und Zweifel dJahve |

dem Gerechten und Reinen, vor(I,2-17). Da ward ihm die Offen~
2l
barung der zukuenftigen Bestrafung der Chaldaeer. (11)J

smend remarks "dass Habakkuk 1%2-4 Jahve um Huelfe gegen die

.4
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Chaldaeer ruft. Weil Juda von den Chaldaeern Unrecht leidet (v2,3)|

regiert das Unrecht in Juda.(€.4)" "Dass Habakkuk einige Zeit

i

nach der Schlacht bei Karkemish sohreibt'ist aus 217 kernbar,
. : ' i

ueberhaupt erstammt das Buch‘selbstverstaendlich déer Caldaeische |
Noth--n-.K

A thifd series of'opinions,'thgt‘of Giesebrecht. Wellhausen f
Nowack,1ﬁudde,'G.A;Smith and Fred. Kelly, holds with the thrée
just mentioned that the first-chapter deals oﬁly with the Chal-
dean oppression and its effects on Judah and that in 12-4 no men- 
tion is made of Judah's wrongdoing; Fut for the reasons gziven
immediately below, in opposition to all the above critics, these |
last named come to the‘conolusion that 15;11 is surely oqt of
harmony with the contextAwhere it now stands and is either a
gloss or a piece by Habakkuk himself moved by accident from its

original right position.

The reasons for this belief are as follows:
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] 2-4 Judah is complaimed of

I. If you are to believe that in

and in 1°-11 the Chaldeans are announced as the punishment, then

entruestet die Chaldaeer als Strafe ankuendigt, kann er nicht
d¥ ein tief empfundenes Klagelled ueber die Misshandlungen des
heil. Volkes anstimmen, durcli:deren Verhaengung die Chaldaeer
das ihnen von Gott gestattete Zuechtigungsrecht bei weitem

{
ueberschreiten.lH
IT. In " IEfﬁ°treten die Chaldaeer---eben erst auf den Schaupk¥ A

platz der ®eschichte, wenige Verse spaeter hausen sichhon,'wer

weiss wie lange, in empoerendster Willkuer auf Erden."®

=
II1. Der Anfang in !° ist eine Unterbrechung des Zusamenhangs,
und v.12 bietet einen trefflichen Anschluss an v.4, ungezwungen

beziehen sich die Verbalsuffixe v.12 auf den)JMf\die in v.4 das

)




E

Unheil'verhaengt.ﬁn
IV. "Mann kann den Gegensatz von YW\ und T)”T:ﬁ in v.4 night
anders fassen als in v;ié)und das Problem das Hen Prophe#en be~ ‘
drueckt in 12 nicht anders als in ol,mo
Giesebrecht comes to the conclusion that 15‘11 "bilden ein |

in sich geschlossenes Orakel, das die Chaldaeer erst ankuendigt

wie es ¢ysohein£ unter dem Bilde der Skythen,--- Natuerlich ge~

hoert diese Weissagung vor v.3, was uebrig'bleibt bildet ein
selbststaendiges Stueck, unter dem;Druok der Chaldaeerherrschaft,1
warscheinl&ch im Exil verfasst.“@p.lQS) Wellhausen«p.l@@) énds
his discussion of g.?ﬁ5;11 with "Fs ist ein.aelteres Orakel, wg
welches das Erscheinen der Chgldaeer weissagt und b;screibt.ﬂ
Eudde‘and Smith quote him ag bélieving the prgphecy pre—exilié
in date and most probably written in thé reign of Jeho jakim. No-

wack writes(p.248) "Es bleibt kaum etwas anders als die Annahme

uebrig, das c.15-11 gip ein%eschobenes,:von Habakkuk gar nicht
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verfasstes Stueck ist---I'" In regard to the date he says:---diese

1l

I
' |
Charakterisirung Israels als W?”TS und des Feindes als Y W7 g |

sich schwer vor dem Deuty. und der Cultusreform des Josiah's be- |

» : - ‘
greifen laesst. 5This>)\U—\ must be the Chaldean and " da der |

Druck derselben als ein ueberaus harter emp funden wird, und diesgg

!‘

, e !!
Feinde als alle Welt unter die Fuesse tretend He dargestelltxwmélt
y

‘d

&ﬁ s0 kann der Prophet nicht vor 805 geschrieben haben, " ja mi&m&ﬁ

wNn
grosser Warsoheinllohkeit werden wide1e Zeit nach der ersten E
Gola gefuehrt, als rund um 580."(p.250) f

Against these Davidson writes(p.50) 'She proposal to read

vV, 5&-—Bl before vv. 1-4 will not commend itself, while the re-

moval of vv.5-11 from the prophecy altogether rather cuts the {
knot than looses it." And Driver says" The explanation which i/

,2-4

refers to the tyranny of the Chaldeans and its effect upon

Judah is unnatural and forced. WNor is there any intrinsdc .1"easom'j

why righteous and wickied should refer to the same persons respec-




bively in 3 14 and 115 v, 19 ?:ﬁe'does admit thatxii;iil?z”,
seems to presuppose a different historical situation than p1eff.
but accounts for that'with the explanation given above.g(p.2C)
And now we come to the-theory oﬁféred by Budde, the theory
which is by far the most elaborate and ipgenious of them allfHeﬁ
believes with the three just.ﬁ$m¢d Wf.udv¢.j discussed that @)
511 |

is impossible where it now stands. Wikh Giesebrecht he

thinks that it is by Habakkuk himself but woflld place it not be-

)

fore v.1 but after 2% arguing as foblows: 15-!1 15 getached fram

its surroundings and must be studied by itself. It describes

how Jehovah calls up a warrior people that he may give it an ugr
ﬁeard of vicfory. Ey the ’:)hfor“ of .6 this word of Jehovahg
must have been connected with éome word like it pr@cedingo Qdi«
vine word of such import will exactly correspond to the prophefé
anxiety of 21, We do find aberinning made of an answer in 22 but

after v.4 there 1s an unexplainable hiatus. Now our 3 15-11

~fills the hiatus as it names the people who are the destined

l‘
!
i

|

i
‘
|

|

3

Il
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conqueror of the oppressor. Now as the Chaldeans can not be

/ .
supposed to destroy themselves the prophecy can not be against

the Chaldeans, as most theories have heretofore supposed. The g
oppressor meant must be the power destroyed by the Chaldean”s, :
| {

l.e. the Assyrians, and therefore the prophecy must be againstﬂm j
' !

In support of this theory Budde says: ) _ ﬁ

1. The vivid picture of Y4 f:295 goes not suit the Chaldeans 1
il

while it fits the Assyrian perfectyy. The Assyrian conquest was
slow and used all sorts of crafty means; the Chaldeans took twmﬁy‘
years, the whole Assyrian empire falling like ripe fruit into :{ﬂ
their hands.
PPIl. Even if granted that ultimately the Chaldean ascendency ﬁj
did partake of the character described, Judah had no time to ex-

perience it. Only between 805, the battle of Carchemish, and

597, destruction of Jerusalem, could the prophecy have been

writtegland this is too short a time to account for the picture
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114+ And besides a prediction of hhe fall of k¢ Chaldea at
/

this time would have been premature.

IIlv The strong personification of hhe enemy as a fisher,l15

and elsewhere is noteworthy. It is very appropriate in the case
of hhe Assyrian who is always designated by the singular Assur

108 .

and Is. affords a good example of a similar kind. It

does not fit with the Kasdim néarly s0o well and we note that the.y
appésifion "the people" is met with in v.8, 'a phrase that oont?dt
the’description to v.10,.

As the superior limit for the date of ﬁhe prophecy accordingj
to this theory Ludde gives.ééé‘E;C;,‘the year Nebopolasser began;‘
to reign over Eabylon,'angithe inferior 609§ the year of Megiddo»}
"The time is fixed with more certainty as before Josiah's reform il
of 821,but with equal certainty before his death, 809} so split

/

the difference and we have 615, a little earlier by preference." |

How the oracle became changed from its original form to its @

i
i
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present one Eudde explains by saying: The oracle expected from
[

the Chaldeans freedom and YiB#y¥y prosperity for Judah. The ac- |

tual result was different; they were the instrument of Juda's

peribd a prophecy that had been so falsified in fact could not {
"escape mutilation. By displacement of the passage promising {
good fortune to the Chaldeans{l16~-10) and by other changes in-

¢luding the'femoval of the namé Assur §y¢y/the prophecy was so.

changed that it might read against Chaldeéa. These changes,

hardly due to the exile period which produced its own propohecies i
against Chaldea, most =probably occured in the fifth or fourth

century, centuries of great editorial activity.P

Against this theory of Ttudde's Nowack simply writes(p.248):

)

"Aber so verlockend aucH diese Loesung zunaechst #rscheint, sie

) an .
ist dennoch aus mehr als einem Grunde unnehmbar", ‘and passes it

by.
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Driver has: " The explanation(of Budde's) is ingenious, but
of a kind that could be deemed probable only if it rested on ex-

. h , _ B |
ceptionally strong grounds %ich, however, in the present in- l

stance cannot be said to be the case."

Davidson reviews it at some lemgth(p.50-55) and then decidey
against it)bﬁcause: 1."The transposition of vv.5-11 from their
true place after 24 into chapter one is difficult to account fof

Budde's expanation "is possibles if it be true criticism is not

i
;

without its romance.” 2.UIt is strange that in a prophecy of }

two chapters against the Assyrian his name ¥¥ noVy ry{;éx;(’r/j/(;!yfngc}z’/o;ziq!gé3'E
should nowhere occur". 8.~ Though Budde claims that vv.5-llare

"quite phantastic and imaginative")still"this is not the impresg
| - | |

Bl
'51o&whioh 1 leaves on other minds: the description appears

quite as realistic as that in vv.12-17, supposed to refer to
the Assyrians." 4.- To date the prophecy between 621 d4nd 618,

the years immediately foélowing Josiah's reforh»beoause Israel




then having a good conscience might be called righteous, as she

s

is in15915,'is not warrdnted for "even as applied to Israel the

term 'righteou$' is a very uncertain criterion of date. Besides |

th C SR
toAgate e yygyhidey 621-815 there are several ob jections "on the

theory that the Assyrians are the sub ject of the prophecy')for

by that time surely Assyria's grip on the west had become ereatly

relaxed and 12“4 if referring to the Assyrian oppression would be;w

%

highly'exag@r§$edf§6’say the least. Then such terms as 'the

Thorah is slacked" are not to bé understood in a time following
Josiah's reform. -Nor-was it very probable at a date as early as ff;
621-615 that the Chaldeans were to play the role of destroyers of |

Assyria as at that time Nebopolasser'was still probably the nom-

)

inal vassal of Assyria." B.- Thé'woes'of chapter II might be

applied either to the Assyrians or to the Chaltieans;'"there is ;
|
1
little in them that favors one application more than another.

A

Also a point that seems to show that it is rather improbable




V4Nor can such verses as 19 be understood of a nation that was to

‘be "the liberator of Israel" and the destroyer of the imp ious

peoples and not some particular nation that will rise up againgk

| the oppressor.

]
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that two different nations are referred to in f}uand 111‘17}

is the fact that in 1'® the nation spoken of deifies its might ¢

and in 3 lll'virtually the same thing im said of the Chaldeans.

Assyriaﬁ. Finally, in the woes 26‘20 it is the remnants of the

Of these ob jections G.A. Smith says(p.122) they "are not
inconsiderable" but yet"they are scarcely conclusive "oas we
know so little of #i¢ history for that era that in 615 AsSyrian
power might still have been strongly felt in Palestine and by
615 the methods of the Chaldeans, who had been independent for

_ mLEs
ten years, might have been well known in Palestine. Smith ada

that everything is not smoothed away by Budde's theory ”butg he

asks," have not the other theories of the ook of . ByHabakkuk
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v ' .\ .
eqally great difficulties?" and after going over these ob ject iong
A . .

comes to the conclusion that "everything, in fact,points to 15-El

being out of its proper place"(p.12%) and there can be no doubt |

that 112‘17”describe a heathen oppressor who is not the Chaldeaﬁ:

Smith is not so sure this other people is the Assyrian,and thinhS‘f

1t might be the Egyptian. '"From 808 te@ 605 Judah was sorely be~ |

set by Egypt", and"the picture of distress in 19-4 might easily

be that of Judah in these three terrible years." This date wouhA‘

also be late enough to account for the WrgWeédg¢ knowledge of the |

il

Chaldeans shown inl®-1l1, Still "™we ocan hardly affirm™ that the

"descrpption of 114-17 gyits yhg Egypt as well as it does Assyrid®

|

f

"until we know more of what Egypt did in those days, but it is

very probable.'"(p.124)

then ' i

Smith ends with the following paragraphs:
"Therefore,the theory supported by the ma jority of the

‘ . o s pa RROW .
critics being unnatural, we are, with our present meagre Kr
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ledge of the time,‘flﬁﬁg back,on,éUdde;s 1nterpretation.tha£ the
prophst in ié;éé appeals from oppresion by a heathen power,'whiék
is not the Chaldgan;‘but upon which the Chaldeans shall bring
the Jjust venmgeance of.dodi The tyrant is either Assyria up to
about'élﬁ or Egth from 608 to 805, and there is not alittle tov
be said for fhe latter date."

2 In arriving at so uncertain a conclusion about 141145[we |
have but thesconsolations, that no other is possible in our pre-
sent knowledge, and that all the Qnoértainty will nqt hamper us
much in oﬁr appreciation of Habakkuk's spiritual attitude and
doetic gifts.h

And finally we take up the views of Fred Kélly.q He also
diséusses all sides of the questions but comes to no really def-
inite comclusion, though he does believe that the "arrangement

of Budde seems to present fewer difficulties than that of the

MT.& though whether one can be as definite as&?s with regard to

oo
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naming the oppressor seems doubtful." In the end he adopts for
his article the arranzement of material suggested by Budde. /4gfaly !

. el \
Against bhe charge that there are too many paryallisms between
the two sections, 11-412-17 , 4 15-11 45 a1low their being by

the same author he urges that perhaps the author purpé@ly used

50 mahy parallelisms in order to accentuate his message, that as 4

the oppressor had done to the others so he would be done by, the

more, ¥

And thus we see what = confusion aRd diversity of opinion

s

holds among the critics who have attempted to solve the problems

arisinmg from the discussion of Habakukk 12-24, ﬁ#ﬂfﬂs said béfomg‘l

it is simply impossible to brefer one of these theories more
than some other as there are gfeat o Jections to them all. Even

though Budde's theory wihh Smith's added suggestion that it ig

the Egyptians and not the Assyrians who are the people threatene&

does seem better than the Others, still for the reasons given




abovegéf.must belisve with'ﬂriverfthat‘it:is “too ingenious'@i{
and with Davidson that it rests upon too slight a foundation;
It is true fhat after éé there is a break and also that 24
. Just
the complaint qf the prophet.' Butﬁwhy415”ll shou}d bg inserted
there,as Budde suggests)and to whioh otherslégree,needs more
proof than BulHdeé or any one else is able to bring. Of course
there may be a possibility that originally more stood hefe.than
We‘now have,'butwg$ isrhopélessly corrupt and there is no absoit
lute nedessity that we'shouldldoubt that this verse when uncor-
rupt supplied the connectionrbetween 24 and 2% that is now missﬁ
Now if wé.we¥éf%gn§coept the text in the order in which we

now have it, it i1s Driver, I think, who gives us the most satis-

factory interpretation that can possibly be obtained.

But I believe that the interpretation given by Driver,Davids

son,and the others who hold as these do, d¢éd¢'puts a strain upoh,‘

the naturaﬂsense”yand Driver's attempted answer Jadd to the ob-

'is not a sufficient answer, or in fact a direct answer at all tdf‘




IT and [1I(seep.25) are ample to prove their contention. Eecause

36
jections made to ié;ii is unsatisfactory.
Those objections made by diesebreoht,Wellhausen,:Nowack and
others dgainst ls;rli seem to me to Be‘well taken, ‘and though

number IV may be of comparatively slight importance, numbers I,

o

of 112-17 it seems impossible to believé that 15~11 jg ip place |

and for all the reasons given Ifould prefer to remove 15-11 en-

tirely and, if we must believe that the author wrote prophecy
and describing _ ‘ f

dealing with ,an state of affairs actually.present before him,

read 1%-4 and 192-17 against the Egyptians ,or the Chaldeans;

and their oppression of Judah.

'If then we leave the text 12"4J'12*1W%s we have it (not elid-

ing 15¢°etc. as e.g. Nowack does) it seems to mé that the terms
used in 1°-4 together with the tenor oﬂhll this section point to

a time when there%as not anly oppression fronm without but also,

perhaps some just taking advantage of this, great internal dis -

sension.
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Now there wére two dififerent periods wheﬁ such a state of
apfairs as thus desoribed exiéted;'during one of which the prophe |
et_oould have written.

’Eetwéen 808, the year of Megiddo, when Josiah was killed
and all hopes for a rejuvgnated Israel lost, and 808, the year 64
Carchemish, when Egypt was crushed by Chaldea, Judah under the
reign of Jeho jakim, was harried by the Egyptians. Then to add to
thé trouble of the land the heathen party arose against the Je-
hovah party and these two engaged in a fierce struggle forApower'
Such a state of affairs would fully explain 12;4’12”17?but wheﬂnwi
the picture presented in these verses and in the woes QQJ”QOwill
allow fhe Egyptians to beVCOnsidered the sub ject of the prophecy
is, as 5mith says, with our present knowledge impossible to dé*
ternine. The greatest ob jection to the idea that the Feyptians
are the onesbihveighed against is the fact that the shortness of

the Egyptian supremacy makes it hard to account for such a

-,
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. this time the Chaldeans would have been known well enough to

oy

%

N 40
oondition‘asl is deécribed mﬂ 12;?l and for the things to be
avenged ment loned in the;Woes;_éﬁb;Qo.

If now we think the ob jections to this theory too strong
we might, again basing ourselves upon the pioture presented in }
12-4 etc.)put the prophhecy séme time between about 587, the
year’Jerusalem was captured for the first time by the Chaldeans,t
and %88,'a few years before the Chaldean's second campaign agaﬁﬁ’ 
Jerusalem, when Chaldea was the nation that harshly oppres;ed

Judah while at the same time the hostile political and religious

parties within the people kept internal affairs in an uproar. Iy

account for everything written in the propheoy?and so late a datQ
is necessary if, the Chaldeans being taken for the sub ject of
of the prophecys, such a verse as 217 is to be retained in the téf

But again we find strong ob jections to this théory t€he principal

one being that after such an event as happened in the year 587
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we would expect from thé prophet far different ideas and pictures

than we have given us.
‘But now,'lodking At the work from a different standpoint,
that the author Was not -writing pWy¥ggy prophecy or history but
A B, ;
philosopy, I would like to offer still a third possibility, and
at that one which seams to me not only to do away with the dif -

ficulties that beset the eritics but which is alsd very prob-

able and possible,

As we have seen, it is simply impossible to find a time re-

corded in history in which conditions existed with wh%h we can,

A
with even an_attempﬂat exactness o, fit 'the incilents and scene -
depicted in the book. If one part of the work speaks in favor 6%
Anterpeetation, another can tmmediately be brought to show that

this is impossible and to speak in favor of some second interpreg

tation. And so no conclusion of mich value can be reached if we

attempt to consider the book\truly historical prophecy.

]

i
o
iy
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geance upon one of the great mayrauding peoples as the Assyrians

in with which we find %bit of early philosophy

40
Why then not drop this disCaSsioﬁ which can have ne end and
consider the book not a description in detail of some state of

affairs aoctually before the author, not the calling down of ven-

or the Chaldeans or the'Egyptiané in particular, not the pro-

%

phesying of the cominzg downfall of some particular power, mixed ||

,but congider YWy
that in this book we have what is primarily a work of philosophy !

in which the author uses a composite picture of his own and pre-

ceding generations @s the frame-work for the presenting of his

ideas on the seeming fact that the wicked ever prospeﬁ/while the
righteaus are ever treated by these as if they were but rulerl ess,

protectorleés WOorms.
And surely such a purpose seems born out by the examining

of the book itself. - We find that the terms used are all general

that‘nowhere does the aubhor mention particular incidents, that




' a3

_nowhere is mention made of the name of the oppressor, neither o
Assur, nor Chaldea, nor Egypt. The answer in 24 to the complaiht
is philogopy. In the woes;QS"QO;ihe crimes described are such
as might'apply to the deeds of any geople that had engaged in a
course of heartiess robbery and oppression. The wicked in pen-
eral, rather, epitomized as one, are the ob ject of the author's
plaint. The righteous of all the world are to be interested in
the final solution.-

~The thinker, it seems to me, has been struck by the seeming |
never-ending round of power that is enjoyed by the wicked at the
expense of the righteous.' As far back as he can gaze the same
scene meéts his eye. ﬁe;'his Qather and fore;fafhers ever wit -
nesséd the same. And perhaps.after the attempted ieform of.
Josiah,'the promulgafion of Godis law and the attempt to restore
his worship the fact that Josiah had been defeated and killed by

n :
a heathen coqueror and the worshippers of Jehovah trodden under




fish of the sea, rulerless worms. There is no use of definite

detailvmade; the history of all ages is pictured in one great sceng)

foot by the godless heathen made the anomﬁly even more inexplic- |

able than béfore.‘"With smme;Vsqys'Smith," the disaster was a

endure the sight of the evildoers, who trust in no power but that

their '
of thébr weapons and their right arms, oppress the righteous, who

trust so faithful%Yin God and do his will, treating them as the

Long and anxiously must Habakkuk have thought over the yygp
mystery, and finally, after the longest deliberation, found what

seemed to be to him a full soluthon to his problem. And though,

perhaps,this is no real answer that he found still it.is one that ‘;

even we today have found it impossible to better.

"pehold, "he proclaims, "the wicked -his soult is not upright




- of the righteous who, preserved through their faithfulness, will il

will finally come -the wichéﬂﬁpower;‘having the germ of destrucZ

YHgption within him, must sucogp and give way before the power

reign supreme. This is the only hope he can hold out to the
complainers, yet this he considers fully sufficient to answer
all the complaints and doubts. He can not explain why the chkai‘
should trlumph‘at all,~no one ever haq. He simply exhorts”Truut’wﬂ
in God and continue in his ways, #That is the best course possiblmeﬁ
In the end y?u will obtain your fitting rewafd;”and trusts on.
This,explanation of the book does away with all need of
attempting'fo determine from the incidents of the book itself
Just exactly when the author wrote and against whom in particulap,

Yo need to show that here he mus#i have meant the Chaldeans,there

it 1s impossible he meant the Assyrians -he had them all in mind




e |

‘No need to show that here he inveighs against the wicked in lers

46

Israel alone, there we have proog that he wrote ﬁnder Mammsseh ,
or Josiah,'or_dehojakim.‘

If we desire to fix the datb, we might conclude that he
/

wrote influenced in hig ideas by his predecessory lsaiah's idea&f

fatth and

on the efficacy of,faithfulness. That he worked before the

exile we might conclude from the negativé proof that after subh;
‘ |

an event we would expect different descriptions than we have F
given us. Again , as after the failure of Josiah's reform the
anomaly would weigh more heavily upon the mind of the thinker !,

than ever beforé;We might Jjudge that he wrote after Josiah's

death, influenced by the course of events at that time. This

break up mt the death of Josiah must have occasioned much doubtas

and bewilderment in the minds of of Habakkuk's type, and this
would easily account for the appearance of such a work as this

in such early times.But to attempt to fix the date any more




exactly than this is, I think, not to be justified by the
material we have upon which to base our Judgment .
N

And in the end we see how impossible it is to come to any
definiteypositive conclusion. On the whole I think we are Jus -

tified in removing 15"ll from the text. If it is necessary to

decide on some definite time and people as the date and sub ject i

)

- of the work as a prophecy I prefer the theory that dates the

prophecy between 597 and 580 and holds the Ghaldeans asg its sub- |

ject, though this is more the choosing between evils than any-

thing else, and I prefer the third possibility just given to all [

the rest. But with doubt as to the true answer to all the
points raised the only result we can obtain, unsatisfied and
unable to ebtaim receive any satisfaotion’we are forced to leave|

the investigation.

I

J




a. see D.A.Smith Book of the 12 Minor Pro. p.115

b. see Davidson's ¥ahum, Hab. and Zeph. p.48

c. In fact nearly all, whether hol#iing this first theory in

regard to the propheoy or not, are willing to admit that "it is

to be dated éomewhere alonz the line qf'deremiah's long career

oiroad 627;586 E.C.“(Smith p.115) The trouble arises when they

attempt to determine the';somewhere'.

d. see Keil Com. on the Minor Pro., Volck's art. on Hab. in
Herzog and Plitt's Redl Encyo.,‘Orelii's Minor Pro., Xleinert's

art. on Hab. in Riehm's H. des A.E. VOL. 31

e.see Kirkpatrick The boctrine of the Pro. p. £69-200

f.see Datideon N. H. and Zeph. pp. 45-55

g. HNowack, holding to the theory th@t 12‘4speaks of Chaldéan

oppression is bompelled to cut out as plosses all the words_in

this passage which Davidson and others believe to point to the

fact that this passage refers to the oppression of Israelites by
Israelites,
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'see Driver's art. on Hab. in KSting's Bib. Dict.

see Ewald's Pro. of the 0.T. Vol. 1]

~see Schrader's ed. of DeWette's Einleitung pvo.470 and 471

see Smend'sAlttest.'ﬁel. Gesohichté ed. 1893 note p. 23]
see Giesebrechtys Beitraege zur Isaiahkritik‘p. lé?
Giesebrecht p.VIQT_

Giesebrecht p. i98

see Wellhausen Kp. Pro. pp. PE 166-6, Giesebrecht.p.197.8

)

Howabk KL. Pro. p. 288 and 255-4, G.A. Smith Hinor Pro. g.123,

who all agree on these reasons.

De

e

see Fudde's art. on Hab. in Cheyne's Encyc. Bib.

I have left out from the text Rothstein's theory as to the

prophecy as I was unable to obtain this at first hand. From

notices in Smith, Budde and Nowack I gather that this theony@%ﬁf‘ff

holds the prophecy to be against Jeho jakim and the godless in Isl

rael., The date is fixed c.805. Rothstein rearranges the proph-“

S LY b




ecy as -follows: I;_4’lgaslé,2

1~8;495ai6m10914,15a,5 6b,7,?é9‘

QlCab »11,15,16,12,18 and says it was given its present form

during the exile and made to read agzainst Babylon. But "this

labors under insuperable difficulties,"says Euddee'Cornil%quotai;;

by Smith (p. 124 noteb,"deems it too complicated™ and Nowack
(p.250) says "Diese (lWffasung scheitert an 12”4und 12ff.: hier
sieht sich Rothstéin zu Textausschneidungen veranlasst, die
sich durchaus nicht rechtfertizen léssen."etc.

q. see Kelly's art. on The Strophic Structure of Hab.op.94-9

r« same p. 1C8




Critical Discussion of Section Ib9'25‘90. ‘
We continue now our discussion to Seotion'Ib,’QB”BO,'whvoh,

as said above, 1s a series of five taunts raised by the remnants

of the conquered nations over their fallen oppressor. Il

In regard to the authenticity of this section, thouzh all
‘ |

the critics accept vv. 5-8 as authentic, iny regard to the rest
of opiniorn _
sitx«prevails among the critics over the question of the authen- |
ticiﬁy of either all or part of them. Some, as Stade, Kuenen 5
and Cornilljyagree that after v. & not a single verse can be by
Habakkuk ; others, ‘as Driver, Kirkpatrick, Davidson and Smends
even after reviewing the ob jections made against the verses,/dge§
agree with equal certainty that not a single verse should be re-
all

ly and G. A. Smith, though do not ‘agree on the same verses, be-
i

N

|

\

| N
jecteds while still a third group, Nowack, Wellhausen, Budde, Kel||
. |
lieveSthat some,as 9-ll,are by Habakkuk but others, ds 12-14,
1

]
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can hardly be by him, even though the proof for this is not

~altogether conclusive. 2
ks is”naturalg'we find that each critic sees in these 'woe@j
further propf for his theory as to what nation is referred to infi
Ié;24 and evidence against the theories of opponent s,
t%;.oonsiderfirst the views of Stade, Xuenen and Cornill.
Though Stade writes,” Nach dem Vorjehenden kann man den
Mann, welcher ;fuer sein Haus heillosen Erwerb erwirbt' nur~—~~—?
auf dép Chaldaeer deuﬁén und zwar édf den Chaldaer als Pérsonw
ification des ganzen Volkes der Chaldaeer. Es entspricht daher

schon nicht mehr voellig dem vorausgehenden Gedankenkreise,

wenn als hier angeredete der Chaldaeerkoenig gefasst wird. Aber |

immerhin waere ein solcher Figurenwechsel denkbar und ertraeg -
lich" still with Hitzig he thinks he must drelieve that v.%
makes it impossible to read v.S of the kKing of the Chaldeans.

Against Hitzig he believes that vv.o-1] can not be read against




=

Jeho jakim, but ,because of the picture they contain, they must
refer to some Palestinian tyrant other than hém. He concludes f||

from this that we can see at once that these verses have no

place here.

As vv. 12/,13,14 are citations from Mic SIO,Jér.BIES and “
il

. Il
|
Is.,'ll9 respectively it must be acknowledged that as they stand
w
_ aKkKuA
here they must have been added at a date later than that offﬂhbuf

p
|
i‘

himself. _ ; W
. |
[

In regard to 15-17, v.17 makes it impossible to consider (ﬂ

these against Jeho jakim or agalnst the Chaldeans.The Chaldeans

as a nation'cdmipg to éonquer'a new world would have no time to‘
go hunting or tree;cutting on Lebanom and the context will not
allow v, El? to be considered as figure of speech. vv.15 and 18
might refer to the deeds of some upstart king in Palestine, also
Ve 17 but never to the king of Chaldea.

Again, vv.18-20 can not refer to either Jeho jakim or the
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king of the Chaldeans as such an idolatXy _is not reported of

Jeho jakim's reign and it would not be right(recht) for an Is-

raelite to chide the Chaldeang for his idolatry. The entire

thought vv.18-20 smacks of a later period and besides it may be

seen that v.18 is even younger than 19 and 20.P

Kuenen's views are on the same order as those of Stade. YM¢‘

. \

They are reviewed at some length by Davidson in his discussion {
of this second seotion and 1 therefore omit them until w¢ 3 1. ;
come to my synopsis of Davidsoﬁislideas. i

Cornill also believes that it is impossible to refer vv.9-20)

to the Chaldeans; either to a single Chaldean as the personifi-
cation of the entire people or to Nebuchadnezzar alone. Be-

sides the character of the literaiy style ofvv.9-20 cast reflec-

tiohs upon it,'fdr,'while 12~28 are of the finest and most poetéd

i
lcal of styles and of the highest origimality in 29"%Cwe find in-

numerable undeniable traces of quotations from othe r authors,




&b

v. 1R taken from Mic.3!C,v.1% from Jer.51°8, v.14 fronm IZIs.l].9 >

17P from gb above, v6 20 from Zeph. 17. The verses 9-20 were

5 :

added to vv.4-8, most probably, because, as 'woes' usually ap- ||

t.Q’

bear in groups,the one 'woe' of vv.4- -€ was not considered quff o!

)

Against these ob jections Kirkpatrick holds(p.286) that"if M

the view of the organic connection between the several parts of
the book which I have endeavored to maintain is correct, the

theery (that vv. 9-20 and chap.3 are not by Hab.) falls to the

ground, umnless it is to be supposed that the original oronhecy

has been worked uo by an artist at least as skilful as the pro-

phet himself.,"

Driver writes that"it is difficult to think the prounds for i

this conclusion(of Stade and Kueren) are sufficient." Some
> .
passages may not suit the Chaldean king but they are surely ap-

plicable to the personified Chaldean nation. As regards v, 192~

and V'ﬁﬂ s Habakkuk himself may have quoted these verses.and
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v. 13 may be the oricinal of Jer.51°% and not vice versa. "Fhere

!

21&»

. . _
is nothing to prevent “Cbelng a satire on the vanities of #

idolatry quite independent of II.Is. or Jer. 1C." d
‘ the genuineness of
Davidson states that "the objections to Y¢¥igyiny vv.9-20
do not appear of great weight." He reviews Kuenen's ob jections
at length and believes: 1. That it is difficult to see the ob-
jection to believing vv.92-11 said of the Chaldeans. 2. 1In re-
gard to vv. 16-17,the repitibbon of the refzdin in v.17 of v.8

argues rather that v. 17 is authentic than otherwise, and the

"statement that 'nothing is knofh' of devastations on Lebanon by

the Chaldeans is strange", as ls. XIV € certainly seems to know
of such. Though Kuenen Welievds that 'woe to him that civeth [
' i

s . . I
his neighbor drink' refers to some actual occurence the fact ‘
|

that the whole passage is figurative ig shown by the threat that [
in the end the same fate will overtake the Chaldeans. 3. The

whole scope ofvv.18-2C is against Kuenen's interpretation which




holds that pecause it would be hardly fitling for the proohet to |
blame a heathen nation foﬂits jdolatry the 'woeé' can not be

against the Chaldeans, but must be against some peoplé'who knew

better'si.e. some people not heathen. The prophet assails idola-

try itself, thinks Davidson, and thouch this theoretical cond em- §
7

ndtion of idolatry is more common in writers of a later date

as Habakkuk anticipates several other ideas of later times be-

. .
gsides thisg'thingan not form a serious ¢V jée¥¥gr.difficulty.

4, The objection to 12-14 is more plagsible than the rest, as
both¢ Mical and Isaiah are earlier thgn Habakkuk. Of course

"opinions will differ on thg question whether Habakkﬁk was 1ikew 
ly to quote Isajdh and Micah"or not, but in regard to v.13,as
Jer. Bl, in its present form, is probably later than Habakkuk,

i

instead of v. 13 being original in Jerémiah perhavs the verse in

Jeremiah is quoted from here.©

Smend also believes that the objections raised by Stade
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i

and Xuenen will not stand testjng. Stade, he Saysy is right to
believe ihatvv,Q;ng'as cont inuation of vv.4-&must refer to a @
Chaldean as personification of the entire people and not to the
Chaldean king, but why Stade does not continue and explain the
ff. verses in this light;‘instead of cutting fﬁem out a8 un-
authentic, as Stade doess he can not understand. To Smend it
seems that this personification of a ginzgle Chaldean for the

nat ien runs plainly throughout all the verses{9-20) in such a

manner as to show not only that these all hang closely together

but also that they are a necessary continuatien to vv.4-8, With|

» s g ° 1 . 7 V . ’ ] 'YL ° a a )
Justicée it is ool said that vv.18-20 cg@aln a2 complaint against

lhave
the Chaldeang idolatry, but to say that such an idea can not , em-

aratedfrom a pre-exilic prophet is simply a "petitio principii'.|

If v.19 is like Jer. 51%€ and v.BF like 1s. 1199 it is to be

questioned on which side the borrowin% is, especially in the

' o . :
case of ls. 11°P which is scarcely to be judeced Isaianic. As iy

—




B9
for vniQ anHd VBQQ these simply correspond in idea to Mic.310 am
Zeph.17 respectively and nothing more.f |

Now , taking position beﬁween these entirely opposed sides,
are Nowack, Wellhausen;iBuddeg'$Mﬁﬁﬁ Smith and Kelly.

Fowack thinks there are sufficient grounds for rejecting
by, 12-14,17b,186 and 20 but sees no reason for not accepting
$-11, 15§16 and also -though less surely- 1% and 19.

vv.2-11 are a pioturevof 5 Chaldean whe stands for the ratd

nation,and there is no reason why they should be cut out of the |

text.V.12 is strongly reminiscent of Mio.SlO and most probably

stoodﬁ'at one time/'as a note to v.8,but was by mistake put into

the text,and at that in the wromg place. v.13 is a developement

158b

of the woe of v.12,pointing to Jer.5 « V.14 is also not orig- i

/
inal, depending on Isollg°

0f vv.15-17, 17 must Surely be cut out, as it does not fit

in at all, either here or in v.8 On the other hand, to v.18
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€0
+0 be

not being understood,of the Chaldeans and Y R& by Habakkuk,

»
neither the ideas contained nor the languaze are opposed, and in

i

regard to v.17, thouzh this is rather strange, since after vv.
15 ard 1€ we woulld expect some different complaint than this
verse contains, still,for all we know to the contrarp, this
m o
verse also may be authentic.
In regard to vv.18-20, v.18 wassperhaps, at one time a mar-||
ginal note to v.19, afterwards, by mistake, put into the text

in wrong position. v.2C is reminiscent of Ze h.l7. As the con-
g p

nection ofvv.18-20 with the authentic parts of the chapter is
slizht and as these verses are all very reminiscent of Jer,10
and Deuteroisaiah there need be little doubt that they are all
a later addition.o

Wellhausen can see no reason why vv.9-20, as they stand,

can not. as a whole, refer to the €haldeans. He raises no ques-

tion against the authenticity ofvv.S-11 and 18-20, but be-

e ]
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lieves in regard te the rest that, for the reasons given by Stade

and others, vv.12-14 can scarcely be by Habakkuk and that VV.15~§N

17 can not have been written by a pre-exilic author.h

,Budde, following hi§ theory as to against whom the prophecy
is written,'believeé,of course, that the 'woes' are apgainst the
Aséyrians;'not the Chaldeans. 212”14, are according to him, an
editorial gloss and vv.1E-2C waste time in charging a heathen
king with idolatry when tﬁe one desire of Jpdah was to be rid of
his tyranny. In recard to the remaindng’ 'woes', thouzh the text

is very corrupt, there is no doubt that these are authentic. 1

]

Kelly agrees with those who hold vv.9-11 and 15-17 authentic|
but vv.12-14 and 18-20 doubtful. In revard to these last two
'woe$', in addition to the reasons given by the other critics, k

he judges that bhe poetical form of ithese also arcuesin favor of

their beinz of a later date than the others.d

Ard finally, G.t. Smith believes that Stade's and Kuenen's
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denial of the ertire part,€v.9- 20, is without reason. He can

not see whwvv.gwllg'even though it must be admitted that bhey N

fit the Assyrians better, are strange when said of the Chaldean%;

and alsoy for what reason vv.15-17 should be taken from Habakkuk.|
' _ in

He admits that vv.12-14 are Houbtful, while the fact thagyvlamzq

v.ple has the 'woe' instead of v.1& that the language closely

resembles that of later prophets, and that v.2€ is 2 guotation

from Zephaniah, are all signs of the compogite character of the {

end of this second ohapter.k

Ard so here again, in this second section of the booklof ¢
Habakkuk, we see how impossible it is to decide, with even an

approach at certainty, on the authenticity of the verses, as QN»J

I
op . ‘:\ l«
@nions based for the most part on mere con jecture can never be |

very conclusive. Still, on carefully weighing all the arguments-

woto Kotd

offered pro and con, it seems to me that both thmsqﬂall the

Verses(9-20) a later addition and those who hold them all to be
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authentic are less convincing than those who believe vv.12-14
and 18;20 a later addition but vv.é—ii and 15-17 by Habakkuk
himself, and I therefore prefer this last theory to the other twa
Or the question,"Against whom are the 'woes' directed®",
following the théory offered by me ,pp.41-4%, in the preceding
chapter, %wnﬂd rather judze that these 'woes' are direoied
against the wicked in zeneral than.against Jeho jakims or the
Assyrians, or the Fgyntians, or the Chaldeans in particular. I
do not bglieve that, from the allusions in the text, we have

sufficient or definite enough material to judge that the

Lol

author had any nation in particular in mind when he wrote his
book and I think that it is this very indefinileness and scanti-

ness of the material that has led to thig great variety of

opinions and made such possible.
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such men as Kleinert, Keil, Fwald and Schrader do not doubt

the authenticity of any part of this section, or,for that m

of any part of the entire book.

bo

jD

see

see

sSee

6}
D
@

see

see

see

s5ee

Stade's Zeitschrifft A.T.W. 1884,pp.154-156.

Gornill'Einl, in das A.T. p.1CC.
Driver's art. in Hasting's Bib.Dict.
Davidson's K. H. and Z. pp.:56-8.
Smend Altt. Rel. Geschichte ed. 1803 P. 228
Nowack Kl. Pro; pp - 248—9 and pp.262-5,

Wellhausen K1. Pro. pp.l€8-170.

Eudde's art. on Hab. in Cheyne's Encyc. Eib.

see Kelly's art.'The Strophic Structure of Hab.' in The

|
atter

American Journal of CEmitic Languagzes and Literatures pp.112~13.

ke see G.A. Smith Ik of the 12 Minor Pro. pp. 124126,




Critical Discussion of Section II, Ghapter 3.

And finally,we consider the 'psalm'sor praver, of Habakkuk,

the third chapter of the book as we now have it. And here we

find that though some commentators, as Ewald, Volck, Kleinert,

Orelll and Kirkpatrick, just as in the case of 25"909'oan see no ||

réason to doubt the authenticity of #his chapter, still nearly
all the later critics, as Stade, Cornill, Nowaok;'Budde,rNestle9
Wellhausen, Kelly and Cheyne, come to the conclusion fhat the
proof is fully adequate to Justify the claim that it is impos-~
sible for Habakku& to have’written this poem, though who really
dil and when he did it are impossible to determine with any cer-
tainty. Three others;'Driver,'Davidson and G.A.Smithg are un- |

able to make up their minds Just which opinion to hold, but in |

the enll, even though they believe the hdlders of Hthe first view? ‘

have some grounds for justificdti on, 1 think they are willing

9

even thouzh reluctantly, to favor the opinion held by the second

r—d

ZToUp.
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0f those who hold the first view, Iwall thinks not only

that Habakkuk himself arrangeﬂ.the work as a psalm with musical 1

notes attached but also that the chapter is closely connected
with the preceding and hangs on v.4, while Kirkpatrick must be- !

lieve that'as the 'woe$' upon the Chaldeans correspond to the

first clause of the centwal oracle(2 ) so this poem(in ohapter5)§

corresponds to the second" (p.28l1 -and the relation of the part§ff

and the progress of the thought in the entire book are so very
plain and striking " as entirely to outweigh arguments againkt

!
the unity of the book derived from some difficulty ofi detaill@%ﬁg

On the other hand, to begin with, it is said that because

the psalm is inscribed to dabakkuk need be no proof that he wromvg

it as in the LXX, Itala and Peshito single psalms, which origi- ﬁ

|
‘ L] . T . ‘ -“:
nally had no authors name, are ascribed to Jeremiah, Haggai and kg

i

Zechariah. 4nd besides, what the J "difficulties of detajl" areﬂé‘

li"! :

which Kirkpatrick deems  sufficient, but which the later critics ﬁa“

REEE
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cconsider sufficient, to disprove Habakkuk's authorship of the

chapter, are briefly as follows:

First, the chapter has words within it that seenm to mark it f

out as "psalmus ek canonem". The superscription and subscriptioqf

the use of the word 'Selah'(which occurs in the psalms 71 times)

in vve3,9,1%s of the word ﬂ5i33£> (in the psalms B5 times); the

imnediately following word M3 A1 (cf. with psalms 4, 8,54, eto)l

o] Ha S acectiady im e (of forr 1,46 10,/ 02)

of T\E)EDS\ to mean a poetical pieces,and of the word ]]7)“UMin

|
the plural), are things which,besides the psalms, this chapter {f

|
alone uses and which, as Budde says, " ghve it the full apparatus
of a poem fitted to be used in public worship." @

In regard to verse 19, though Nowack and Budde believe that

this, with what is now verse 1;'origina11y stood at the head of
the chapter as one verse, which verse was only later divided inbolh

two as we now have them, I think that Festle's idea on this point||l

is far superior and one of the best arzuments advanced to show
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that chapter 3 was orizinally a psalm.

lestle believes that v. 19 must have been the superscription]

of the psalm followine the one we havg here in chapter 3/while
this latter was_still in the péalm collection from which it was
taken by the editor of the book of Habakkuk yhe¢y because it‘hap
pened to be inscribed to Habékkuk. When chapter & was copied
to take its vlace where we.ﬁow have it thé first verse of thé
next‘psalm’}‘was joined to it, by a mistake of the oopyistg.to
form verse 19, The copying of the superscription of the follmm>ﬂ

ing psalm to be the subscription of the precedine one. that occupe||ll
1] & by o] ?

L)

)

/ / ! ‘;'
in this case,is not a EJ”L? )iwﬂzhﬂjbut occurs repeatedly in ¥ |

b
the Hallelujah psalms of the Psalter@of.pe.g.,'Pso 103 and 104,

and Ps. 104 and 1C6.) and this would surely argide in favor of ;ﬁ&
considering that chapter 3 was originally a osalm.
Secondly, the late or post-exilic date of the work isg showhgn

by the use of the wordTVUW in v.13 to mean the prople of Israel
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and not the king, (of. Ps. 28%84% 8638, etc.), of the late gyyi

_ ‘ = . R
namem,&s\‘in v.3, of the phrase 1Y A?n in v.2, the sparing
use of the article, all of which usages are very late.’

Again, the third chapter connects very slichty, if at allﬁ

in content with the preceding. The calamities complained of in

chapters one and two are surely'different from those of v.17,‘@;ﬂ

and the pfophet seeks consolation ir the fiirst section in ideasJ!
different from those in which consolation is sought for in the |
second. In the one the proghet himself is the speaker, in thé ”é
other it is the community that prays. In the first and second i

chapters/ the enemy, whoever he may be, is described in clear-

cut pictures, plainly and positively; in the third the descripm‘13

tion is very vague. It surely does not seem possible that 5149‘ﬁ
"Their rejoicing was to devour the poor secretly", could apply
to the same foe described in 1!°-17, p the first section it ¥

is man who is to punish man, no theophany seems thousht of; 1iry ||




the second section it is God himself who comes fofth in a bril-
liant theophany to crush the oppressors of his people.d’
And lastly, the two parts differ greatly in style and lan-
guage. The one is at most 'elevated proée','the other a lyric
. _
poem of great force and splendor. As Cornill writes(p.19] )t
der Gedarnkenkreis dieses Liedes isf die eschatologisch gefaerbte
Apokalyptick,'seiné»Ausdruokﬁeise'der kuenstlich archaisirende
Styl von Stuecken wie Dtn 32 II8am 23145 PS 68 u. 9C, mit welch
letzterem gs die entspréchende Ueberéohrift gemein hat."

Stade, for these reasons, though ¢¥ not believing the chap-

ter originally to have been a psalm, concludes that this ohapteg

i
t

(as well as 29;205,'¢ou1d not have been writtem by Habakkuk him—
'self-but emanat es from post-exilic times. Some later 0ppPressor
of the Isrmelites, he explains, no doubt by his great oppression
caused some later period-in Jewish history to beceme a counter-

part of the period described in 12-98 and the later author of




‘as Kuenen's, agrees with Kuenen that chapter 3 was a psalm taken§

29~819 simply used 12—28 as the first part of his own work becauﬁw

I
. il
it was such a perfect picture of his own time and hope. To fix |

to the indefiniteness of the part 29-31€ € |
' |

i i
il

Against Stade,‘Cornill,'believing Stade's view not as probaﬁ%

N i
> I

i
firom some psalm collectien and that the date can not be so very i

late in the post-exilic period as Psalm 771 7-20 is plaimly' il
f .

dependent upon it.

Wellhausen holds that evem though 220 does connect chapter |

3 closely with the precedings the internal evidence is enough

to prove the work to have been a psalm and net by Habakkuk. He

also believes that the original ending ofi this psalm has been

lost and therefore replaced by 3! 7-19, He thinks that if we had ||

this original ending we might determine what the authorlg really |




intended in 3°-1©

terms taken from older pictures of theophanies, a question which
is now doubtful§ but as we Ho not have this origiﬁal ending we
can determine nothing.%

Cheyne thinké that Habagkuk 3 " is one of the lyric passages
inserted in the prophecies in the Persian period.'™ Th&t it was

written in the Persian and not in the exile period he Jjudges is

shown by the "strong expressions used in the chapter which oouldﬁ

hardly be accounted for in the exile period unless "we are con-

tert to regard this church-ode as more or less of an academic

study." "How imitative and how artificadl, in a word how late

(in spite of its'archaic roughness ) the style of the ode is, ne

need not be shown here." h

Nowack states(p.249) that under all considerations chapters3 |

must be denied to be of Habakkuk's authorship. #lso, as v.1%
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N

speaks of an existing condition of need which is the result of .

physical causes,when.w one would expect here, because of the

foregoing verses, a destéription of a catastrophe, the result od
man's action, he agrees with Wellhausen that most probably [
v.17-10 are not the original conclusion of the poem.(pp.?@@&ndﬁmﬂ

Kelly agrees(p.94) that probability points to the fact that

chapter 3 is not by Habakkuk and in regard to vv.17-19, because
of Wellhausen's sugzestions, and the additional fach that the

strophib arrangement of these verses differs from that of the y¢
remainder of the chapter, that these are a later additionf{p.11¢)

Budde joins Nowack and Wellhausen in their first conclusion

but in regard to the second is not sure whether vv.17-19 are the;%

original ending of the poem or not. He thinks that v.17 does
seem strange here, and yet" it may give some fresh touch to the

picture ofi the fate of the hostile people" to which v.18 not only
|

. o

forms a most appropriate contrast, but also a typical psalm epi- w
. ‘ i

?
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logue, and oompares,it with‘Pé.lBEf;Qﬁllf;-EQBf;eto.‘

Of the three who seem unable to make up their mindsg’Drivert
thinks that "if 17-1¢ might be regarded as an appendix attached b
_ v i
to vv.2-18 by a later hand, one ground for doubting Habakkuk's ”
e |

authorship" would be removed, but that unfortunately the other

dYITYyedeégygy difficulties (spoken of above) would still remain.

advanced show''not so much that it is natural or necessary, as W
E
E
that it is possible so to explain it," and he ends, saying that
"on the whole, while reluctant to conclude that the ode of ohapnfn

ter 3 is not the work of Habakkuk and while readily éllowing thaQ

the reasons adduced do not demonstrate that it is not his, the f

i

|
. . . . it
present writer must own that it contains features YHaY wich seanﬁj
i
|

to him to make it difficult to affirm its authorship oonridentl?y/-"%”"

lj
Davidson thinks(p.BBﬁ)that the question wﬁ%her or not ohap.jy




3 is by Habakkuk can not be answered with certainty. After |

giving Kueneﬁ% viéw on this question he gives the alternative
supposition which holds that the poem is bylyébakkuk'and ﬁaken
from the book to form part of the liturgical service, the m‘usiczzamllj
not es d&ch it now has being gziven to itrwhen iﬁ was thus usedf
But further than to sayﬁ such a use of any;part of "a prophetic

book has no parallel” he does not comment on the discussion, '

@hough it seems to me he might well have added,' nor is there ;
|
i
any proof of value brought forward to show why we should believefr
i
i

this to be true in this casé'& and after showing how indefinite
the third chapter is and that"it has few points of contact with

the prophecy, ch.l. II" he leaves the point, with HoH yrgevery -

thing undetermined and in the air. il
. Though G.A.Smith believes the theory that Habakkuk did not |

write the poem is more probable than the alternative opinion,he

believes at the same time that the critics who hold that the -




from the evidence offered in its support, proven with more cer-

76

chapter is genuine have some grounds for their opinion.. Then
he simply says of the arguments of these last that " all this,
however, only proves possibility,™ and closes the discussion.
{pp.127-8) Against Wellhausen and Xowack he holds that vv.l7-10

are part of the original poem. (g. 152)

As for my own Qpinion concerning this third chapter, I think

that the opinion that Habakkuk could not have written it isy

tainty than is any other that deals with any of the numerous
difficulties arising from a study of the book. The arguments

against this idea seem to me practically worthless in the face

of those brought up in its favor and I can not see ho¥% the for-
mer establish even the 'possibility' of which Driver and Smith

speak. There is not the slightest evidence,é.g., to show that a

<3

portion of a prophetfcal book was ever borrowed from its orizim\

position for use in a temple service, and to advocate such an




7

idea in order to explain how the liturgical signs of this third
chapter were placed in the text Simply shows what slight means

6f defence those critice have who try to maintain that the third

chapter is by Habakkuk .
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a. see Budde's art. on M. in Cheyne's Encyc. Bib.;'NOWaok 's KLVI

Pro.,notes to chapter 3., Wellhaumen's Kl. Pro.pp.l170-72, Cornilt|

Einleitding p. léi,:eto;'

b. see Nestle in z_.A.T.w; 1000 p. 167.

c. see Nowaok?as aboﬁe;'Stade_in ZJAJT.W. 1884 pp. 156 ff.,
kudde, as above, Wellhausen, as above, etc.

d. see Cornill, Stadeg'Nowaok,'Budde,'as abovg.

e. lsee Stade Z.AT.W. 1884 p.15§,

f. see Cornill's Einleitung p. 191.

g. see Wellhausen's Kl. Proph. p. 171,

h. see Cheyne's Pampton Lectures, 1889,p. 147 ;nd noteRp. 1586.

i. see Budde's art. On H. in Cheyne's Enoyb. bib.

Jo see Driver's art. on H. in Hasting's Bib. D.




Style.

small indeed are the remains of the provhet's works that
have come down to us and , unportunately, on top of that, half
spoiling that ﬁwhioh we héve,‘thms small remnant comes to us in
a most badﬂ% mutilated condition; the splendid work is greaﬁly B E
injured by the extreme oorruptidn of the text. Such places as
(% 1

.
b4

s are beyond correction, and
question as to whether words like ™\"N\DWn in Veds AN in V.4,
. | oy Mot

] ]j;} in v.® of chapter one, etc. etc. are correct,must ever
remain doubtful. Even though Kautsch, Nowack, Eudde, Smith and
others, and above all Wellhausen, have worked hard and succeeded |

in doing quite a deal Yowiyd toward restoring the text, at

least toward obtaining a text that ie readable and makes sense,

of fering many sugsestions that are both probable and zood, still ||

the hope for very sreat success in this attempted restoration




&0
of the orizinal text must be seen to be futile.
Fortunately however, this mutilation of the tekt does'not i

hamper us much in our appreciation of Habakkuk's spiritual

attitude and poetic gifts", as Smith writes, and it surely

takes no extremely great knowledze of Hebrew to be able to

appreciate the striking characteristics and beauties of the stylej

of Halbakkuk that still shine forth through all the corruptions.

Driver's opinion that f«the literary power of Habakkuk is

1

considerablel7" and that "though the book is a brief one 1t is aii
f |

full of force"; its descriptions graphic and powerful; its W
|

thought and expression alike poetic, is more than borne out ﬁ

by the reading of the book.

In these few words Driver gives us all, and to say more

is simply to add detail to the broad outline he thus 2ives us.

The styla of the book is dramatic and forceful; the languagé is
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wel]#éhbéeﬁ for the ideas§ parallelisms and alliteratiéns abou
the figures used, as e.g., the metaphor in 113f179 are exoellemﬁ
a perfect, splendid rhythm runs through it all. AThe language

of the oomplaintglg‘49'the vivid description of the wicked con-

queror in the guise of a fisherman, the picture of the tormented

remnants arising in exultant chorus over the shattered strength

of their former oppressor, are all done with more than usual~p@ﬁf

P i

power and we are made to ¥ feely, to see and to hear all that@@ﬁ@;
ded,

the-auﬁﬁor himself, ind because of all these things, even if

we may not agree with Kelly that the first two chapters are a

a style that is of the best of the highly poetical nrose styles |

that we have in the Fible.

And whith this opinion, with but orne partial exception,

all the critics, whom I consﬁlted,“who AV dddéd oW rendered

!!

poem, still there can be little question that the work possesses:f
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Judgment, have agreed in the strongest of terms, and this not
only in regard to chapters one and two, but also im regard to
chapter three, no matter who the author of this last may have

been.

Kleinert, for example, sayswy'" Higentuemlich ist ihm der

durchweg lyrische Klang der Rede, in der sich der Kraft Jesa ja's |

und die weiche Empfindung Jeremia's vereinigzt." Der kraftvolle,
kuehne und doch von'gelbstbeherrsohung zeugende Stil wird mit
Recht bewundert.a

Though of chapter three Cornill, the one partially dissent-
ing critic, may write " Diese meist ungébuehrlich uederschaetzte
Psalm bietet reine Rhetorik"(polél)?'DeWeéte thinks that the W
author in this "~-—-—uebertrifft Q~~ alles wasg die'Poeaae der ﬂ

Hebraeer in dieser Art aufzuweisen hat; die groesste Staerke

und Fuelle, den erHabensten Schwung beherrscht er mit dem Masse




der Schoenheit und Klarheit" and Driver writes that the "grand
imagery and rythmic flow of this ode will bear comparison with

some of the finest product ions of the Hebrew muse."

/

71

/

believes that he im dependent in the main features of his book i

In regafd to the models used by Habakkuk for his work Budde

upon Isaiah. fudde t#inks that Hap. 11517 sypcest 1s. 10Bff,

thatthe announcement of the,Ohaldeans,IE”llg is suggestivé of ’

that of the Assyrians in Is. 526ff; that the three 'woes' |

| |

of o®~17 are reminiscent of the seveh'woes' of Is. 58““101”4:(

, | I

‘Budde also agrees with Rothstédn that Habakkuk shows "in detdils ﬁ
a close affinity" to Jeremiah, but tha{,”one must not therefore

be in haste to say he copies from Jeremiah" as the facth that,bothm

lived in the same period would easily account for such a similary

But in spite of the influence Isaiah may have had upon himg'Eudde“

agrees with Smihh, Habakkuk has a literary power quite his own,
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upon which he may lay due emphasis. "When all has been said",
Fudde concludes," Hab&kkuk is entitled to bd ¢ regarded as a

well marked prophetical and poetical personality; the remains

of -his work that have reached us aze¢ among the finest examples

of prophetic literature." b

In regard to the form that the author used for his work,

though all were willing herefoXfore to regard the first sect ion,

chapters one and two, as most elevated, rhythmic proses of

strong dramatic power, still none went so far as to believe it a

poem. But recently Mr. Fred Kelly, of the University of Wiscon-

sin, advocated this new theory,C believing that on close scrut ipy
he found in these first two chapters all the characterigtics of

Hebrew poetry,"viz.¥, parallelisms, archaic and poetic forms, !

alliterations, unusual words, chiasms, and the inverted order of

words, as well as the rhythmical flow of the 1anguage in a def- -w

§
;
?




inite number of words to each line.(p.99)d_

After giving a number of examples of these things he be-
lieves that" taking ¢ all these lines of evidence into consider~(
ation we have good reasons for classing these two chapters as
poetry“. Then taking this for graniedg‘aocepting fhe best
emendat jons of the text that he can find, he procedes at length
in an ¥ attempt to rediscover thie original stroohic form which
he believes the material must once have had.

In 12~4,12»17921—4

s Which he calls "the plaint and the an- |

swerp'Kelly arranges nine strophes, as follows:l.z-vv.2 and3

11, 14111, -11%b,and 18alpy, _jldds 14y, . 115,16,y

205 4

11017 g1, gl pyrg. oo BBy 30,4 o movement in

these verses is, after v.2, with but slight variationq'trimeter,ﬁ

V.2 has a pentameter movement,5+29'palled by Budde the Gﬁ@%ah 'f
| ‘ |

measure, which is the regular form used in lamentations. The




slight variations in the length of the lines with which we meet
is made purposely in order to vary the form with the thought .
(see pp.1Cl1-185.)

Next, following the arrangement of the order sugegested by

{

Fudde, he puts lﬁ“lg'an address to the tyrant', in which he

finds five strophes. 3 I. ~15 3 I1. ~16and7; III='»18a“d

IV. _1&999 HA' “IlOandlle This section is not as regular in its

stophic arrangement and the flow of the lines seems in favor of

a divigion 446+4+4+448. ( see p.p.106-108)

500 » _
Then 25 C "the downfall of the tyrant', has six stlpphes.

1. ~25°6ab,;II, -ofed, 7, & s111, —09s 10,11 1V, 0les 13,14 ;
V. ~215916917 H 258 _2199189QC . T'he sffophic arrangement ig again

-more complex than in the first section and alsoy, though in the

main the lines are tremetersy, the measure is not as recular as

in the other two divisions. The first, third and fifth strophes
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are eight«lined, berhaps to be arranged 3+3+2, the first and

third sﬂbphes being followed be a two-lined refrain which perhap$

|
|
|

ought to follow all the other sitophes. The fourth also has

e

e
%

eight lines but these are rather to be arranged 243+3 than 5+5+Q;

The sixth siphe is of ten lines arranged 2§8+5+29”Withthe two

lines folloﬁin# as a sort of antiphon.” (SEé pp. 0§~ 113)
Finallyg‘Bl;;g ,';the prayer of Habakkuk' ham nine strophes,

,./;

. -82 511, -3%4 111, 356 1y, 5% 8 ,y, _zfb, 11,12

VI, -390 1015 iy gl8814, yppp 0 G16 gy S17 18,19

this section the division of the material into strophes,'beoauser

no doubt, of the great corruption of -the text, is extremely
difficult and hard to decide upon. Stropke I. may be put in five
:
lines, strophes Il.,I11.,1V.,V.y VI.;, and VII. in sevén lines, |
. . i
i
|

stropheVill. in six lines, while 1X., is a strophe of eight lines

- . !
plus a doxology of three lines plus a line that is probably a i



musical direction. The movement in this sectdon is again, in

the main,trimetgr,'and the variations.dﬁ¢90n the whole, seem to

be due to the mutilations¢ of the text. g (pp.113-119) \
Kelly's'theory is so recent that none of the critics have

as yefg'had an opportunity to deal with it. .To me}it seems

that he has rather good grduh&s for his opinionvthaf thé first

A

two chapters are poetry’but how far Jjustified he is in the

‘rearrangement of the material which he presents to us is¢ of

course impossible for me to decide and I leave this to those

more fitted to render judgment, who will in the future deal

with this prophecy and the commentaries to it.




a. see Orellil's Kinor Pro. p. %26, from where this is quoted.

. see The American Journal of Sem. Languages and Literatures

\

: \
for Jan. 1€C2, Xelly's art. on the Strophic Structure of Hab.

d. It may be noted that, believing them to be corruptions,
eifher Nowack or Wellhausen ob ject to four of the five uncommon
¥ words and three of the five archaic and poetic forms quot ed
by Kelly.

b. see Budde's art on H. in Cheyne's Eib. §¥ Encyc.




The Thought of the Ebok of Habakkuk.

Though Jeremiah and Habakkuk were contemporaries the dif-
fergnue‘in attitude toward the problems before them, as shown
by their respective books, would surely seem to point to the
¥ fact that at least several generations separated them from
one another.

While Jeremiah sees only the evil in Israeli the oriminality
of the people; in the trouble that has come upon them only the
jgst punishment for thei? wrongdoing; a state of affairs so hope

4 ook
less that the averting of that,aw¢ful keet punishmeht, the utter
overthrow of the kingdom, is no longer possible, to Habakkuk YHH
things do not look so bad, and though it is true that he.sees i

the sins of the people,stillg'owing to the different stand-

point he takes, these ocoupy but the ¢y background of his field

of vision amd are never prominent.




While for Jeremiah the degtruction of the Chaldeans, tpe oppIeEs-

sors, occupies the background, being seen only in the qistant
el .

future, and & YY¢y even then not because of their owp tyranny

and excesses but "is viewed as involved in God's purpose to re-

store his beople", "Habakkuk is engaged almost wholly with the

doom of the impious conqueror, this inhuman monster who is a

thousand times worse than the peoples whom by his conquest he

is supposed to pumish, and though he also sees this Punishment

:

l

of the d&ﬁueror in the dim distance yeﬂthﬂQFs to come because
of the wickedness of the evildoer and for no other cause.
To Habakkuk it seemed that though the people might have
b .
merited some punispent for former evildoing, at this time they
were more or less righteous. VYet in spite of all the attempts
o\ﬂ(l/

3 ’m .
to introduce reforms pleasing to God wndembaken by Josiah,such

as the doing away with idolworship and the promulgation of




o1

God;s law found in the book of law discovered in the Bemple,
the people were being crushed by a ruthlbss destroyer who o~
acknowledged no power other than that of his own ¥4 right arm} -
&a&dé@hed doubts and problems that arosevin the mind of Habakkuk
because‘of the sight of this seeming gross injustice in no way
troubled the thouchts of the prophet Jeremiah.

As said before, I think thqt in this book Habakkik shows
himselfl to be the first who gave expression to the deepseated
doubt and perplexity that must have arisen in the minds of more
of the thinkers in Israel of that da& beoause of this anomaly
of the righteous being oppressed by fhe more wy wicked, ~doubts

the diseussion oy whick
and questio?s&&ﬁﬁ& wase carried further and déﬁper by later
men,‘suqh as the authorsg of the books of Job and Fcclesiastes.

Laﬂ/{f

Habakkuk can not understand this,at all and anxiously sets

himself to work to discover the arswer. The problem is a hard




one to solve. It hag perplexed all mankind during a1) ages,;.is
perhaps st111 unsolyeq tddaY- And though Habakkuk does give

the answer he has thought out in fhe fourth verse of {he se;ond
Chapter, this is really no answer to the main qﬁesfion at all.

He simply advocates faithfulness and patience as the only things

, : N o
4hirgs possible for the doubting righteous. He does not, can mvj

w
1

.not,really explain why God's plan of zovernment involves so many%
seeming in justices. He simply tells the pious doubters to labor;
on a8 best they caﬁ? that the wicked in the end must surely
perish, ~they can not oontinug on forever againsﬁ God's lams
without paying the just penalfy,; but the rizhteous shall live
through their faithfulness,'ﬂﬁrough their unswerving devotiqn
to God and his law;'and in the end they will reap theiv reward.

In the end the righteous will be able to 1irt themselves in

triumph above the broken, crushed oppressor."Tyranny is suicide"




and "in the face of experience that baffles faifn let the

right eous but remain fajthful and their reward myst ultimately

COmMe.
In this short work Hébakkuk shows hinself to be universal

and not merely national in his thought. He speaks for all the

world when he diy# cries aloud his oomplaint,'and not for Israel

alone., HNowhere does he make special mention of Israel or the i

righteous im Israels Habakkuk complains, for example , in verse |

four of the first chapter?"’wﬂ}\;\' RO YW, in the

thirteenth verseﬂnbw‘“{ﬁ MU )J,é:ll W"\r\n ng , in

verse fourteen the wick ed D’ﬂlsﬂjfzﬁx WM, in the fifth

verse of the second chapter the wicked T¥\)\ Tl L5 ’\"AN xT]D,q\‘’T,and
these peopless,it is, who in verse gjx rise up to chant their

taunt song over the fallen oppressor..

168642
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