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INTRODUCTION

Al

To say that the following pages re-~
present no Gr}ginal work were but té make a gfatui%
tous statement. In one sense, however, 1 am suref
that originalitylwill not be denied-- to he able tq
have any opinion at all, after consulting the manyi
different writers on the subject, 1s in itself some

title to originality.

The Bong is perhaps the most obscuﬁe

book, exegetilcally speaking, in the Bible. To
quote from Delitshh,“ Whatever principle of inter-

pretation one may adopt, there always remains a num}




INTRODUCTION

ber of inexplicable passages. and just such as, 1if
we could only understand them, would heip to solve
the mystery. And yet the intefpretation of a hook
presupposes, from uiie beginning, that the interpre-
ter has mastered the idea of the whole. It has
thus become an ungrateful task; for however success-
ful the interrreter may he in the serarate parts,
yet he will be thanked for his work, only when the
.conception, as a whole, which he adopts 1s anproved
Qe

When 1 think of Origen’s twelve vol-
ume work on vie subject, and the eighty-six sermons
written by Bernhard of Clairvaux on tl.ie first two
chapters (when an untimely death deprived us of any

further enlightenment, from him on the subject),
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not to mention the good-sized library which has since
issued from Cerman, French and English scholars, all
exclusiively devoted to interpreting and making clear(?)
this booklet with its eight chapters of 117 verses,
1 almost feel that my few pages had better been left
unwritten and but for the inexorable law governing
graduation theses 1 could never have been guilty of
producing them.

But as the contemplation of this phase
of the subject may lead us rather to a dissertation
on the ingenuity of man in general and Biblical Exe-
getes in particular, we had better proceed rather
to the Song itself, contenting ourselves with the
remark that a thesis on “ The Literature on Cant.icles”

would he considerably more amusing and entertaining,
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1f nov more instructive, than a treatise on.the

Song itself.




CHAPTER 1

CONTENTS OF T:E SONG.

The Song of Songs 1is & love song--

a Minne Lied, in the form of a dialogue. Thus far,
at least, the critics are agreed.

Various are the views as to its form
and meaning. Some, notably Herder, have regarded the
book as a number of detached songs, or fragments hav-
ing the common subject *“ Love ”, This theory in it~
sell has djifferentv aspects, some of its adherents see-
ing in the Song only detached fragments while others

discover separate and distinct songs.
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That the poem is a unity,however,
is evident from the following incontrovertible facts:-
There is unity not only in the zeneral tone of the
language, and the repetition of certain words and
phrases as refrains, but also in the order of fthe

matter, as far as there exists any.

The same characters maintaining the same qualitles
continue nh:oughout the entire poem,
The poem shows & development-- the sentiment expressed
in II,7 is triumphantly repeated and emphasized in
altered form in VIII,6-7.

'Having decided that the poem is a
unity we have now a larger task before us-- we must
now settle who and what the characters renresented

are, and what form our poem is to assume. Accor-
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ding ©o tiie vraditional view there are but two main
characters-- a Shulamite (or Shumamite) maiden of won=-
derful beauuvy and spotless purity, and King Solomon
who 1s enamored of her. -‘This does not nreclude nu-
merous minor and unimportant characters, but they need
not he considered. Under this hypothesis the poem
tells the sGory of how the maiden, because of her
grace and heauty is taken from her rural home and
brought wo oiie palace by Solomoi, who makes her_his
bride. The poem 1s then simply a declaration of
mutual love on the part of Shulamith and Solomon.

The more modern view remresented by

Jacobi (1771), (though Ibn Ezra also distinguished

the King from the lover) recoznizes three dramatis

personae-- The Shulamite, the King, and thke Shepherd

=
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lover. According to this view Solomon, while tre-
veling in the north of Palestine sees the lovely Shu=-
lamite an& takes her to his palace, endeavoring to

win over her affections. She remains true to her
shepherd lover, who somehow or other, gains entrance
to the roya} harem and she goes with him back to her
rustic home, The cold, aesthetic blandishments and
the artful compl!iments which the Kiﬁg showers upon the
girl are here brought into marked contrast with the
warm, Zlowing and passionate utterances of the enrap-
tured lover, who breaks forth with ai! the ardor and
spontaneity of one brought up in nature’s school, free
from the conventionalities and restrictions, the guile
and mockery of city life. The poem closes with the o

lovers, in the quiet enjoyment of their country home,
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happy and wiicved, proclaimimg the triumph of t?ue
love VI1II,6-7. |

Both of these views rest on the as-
sumption that the poem is a drama. 0f thia‘we will
treat at greater length in a subsequent chapter.

There is a third alternative presen-
ted to us in the view of Graetz and Reuss. Both
agree in so far that the poem is to be put in the
mouth of one person. Greecvz makes the Shulam.ite the
only speaker, while Reuss puts the poem in the mouth
of the writer.

He says:-% We grant, or much rather,
we assume from the fullest conviction that all parts
of the book flow from one aﬁd the same pen., We see

- nothing of an Anthology (Blumenlese) of love-poems,
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.W%ich a later hand tries to wreathe into one.

Just as little can we suﬁpoée that the pqet wished t@‘
depict Love objectively by the aid of pdetic personaé
ges, or bj transforming some given oupside matter, h
The lover id himself (the author); it 1s his own‘feef
lings to which he gives expression, and il certain
detached wverses dg nov seem vo it into this stand-
ppint, it ié because lyric poetry does not explain

i

all ips allusions, does ot disclose all its secrets.;
But such passages are few.?” He then goes on Lo say k
that the poem is a Qoll@ction of independent idyls,
such as we find by the hundreds in modern 1iterature,i
énd especially among the Arabs. It is, as it were,

the thoughts on the same subject as they occurred,at

different times to the author.

10
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This view does not antagonize the
conclusions above reached (pageb ) as to the unity of
the poem. It were an impossible task to make of the
Song as we now have it, & continuous and easily flow-
ing presentation. We find parkallel cases in mo-
dern writings every day. It is quite possidble for
e man to-day to write an article on a subject, and
while we could not but call it a unit, still there
may be many brecks and Jjars. Much more can this bhe
the case, if he puts down his thoughts as they ap-
peared to him at different times, or just as he feels
in the mood for writing.

Driver is of the oninion that much
violence must be done in rendering some few passages,

on the view of Graetz and Reuss. As noted in the

il A
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.

introduction, even Delitsch admits that whatever vieW

we take some passages must remain obscure, so this

argument can not have much weight. We certainly
can not éharge the interpreter @ith the bhlame if thei
WOTK/aS it came from the author, or as he finds it,
contains inherent difficult%es. But according to
‘Reuss’s wview, it seems to me at least, that these
very difficulties are expected and henqe, in so far,
}i ; cease to bhe difficulties.

-

While we thus adopt the view of Reus§
in preference to that of Graetz, the latter ﬁust re-
ceive Tull credit ih that his work preceded FReuss’s
book, and o hid theory, as. well as his able and cdn—:

clusive rerfutation of the drame theory Reuss no doubt

Owes much in shaping his vilews, which, on the whole
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seem 10 me to be clearer, more unbiased, and more
worthy of consideration than any I have so far encoun-
tered. But. of this more anon.

We will now endeavor, under this
conception to state the contents of the Song.

The first thought or canto, or by
vhatever name we choose to call it, extends from I,1-
11,7. The maiden seems t0 be at the royal court.
She omens with an apostrophe to her ahsent lover (I,4)
She then speaks of her being brought to court, but
nevertheless, not at all blinded by the dazzling snlen-
dor which there bhursts upon her untutored and child-
like zaze she continues speaking in endearing erms
of her humble hetrothed. The hrilliency of the

court then su~gzests the contrast between herself and
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the beauties there-- the “ Daughters of dJerusalem .

“ 1 am black, but comely, O ye dgughters of Jerusa-
lem.” Her dark hue, isda due, however not to her
birth but‘to exposure to the sun in the pursuit of
her vocation of keeper of vineyard. Again she
thinks of the ahsent one, and §a answer to her he
seems to speak praising her glorious chgrms. In
this strain the dialogue continues, she finally tur;
ning to the “ Daughters of Jerusalem” and exhorting
them not to arouse love till it please -- not to
tempt her with higher, and to her, untho?ght of &
spheres, but to leave her content with her humbler
choice,

The second thought begzins in 11,8 | '

‘and runs thronzh che chapter. She again pictures



; .

| past, the rain is over and gone, the flowers bloom,
@ |

| the birds sing, and the voice of the turtle-dove is
¢ heard. ‘The figs ripen on the vine, and give forth
i .

E

! Tragrance.

%

|

; Here (LIIX,1-5) in the ecstasy of h~or
i ;

. her beloved one who exhorts her Lo come away with

i love she dreams of her dear one, whom she sought in

+her sleep.

rtrain as 1t passes in all the pomp and splendor he-

CONTENTS OF THE SONG 15

A

him into the beautiful fields—-~ Tor lo the winter i1s

In contrast to this the rest of
Chapter III is taken up with a picture of the royal
fitting one of such high estate.

As 1f to comfort her in their lowly

station and eradicate any feeling of envy or regret
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| N

-

| after witnessing this grend spectacle,the lover now' ]

. breaks out ( 1IV,1-V,1) into a passionate encomium on
her bheautMsr-- she 1is to him a fountain of gardens,

. a well of living waters. Love, love alone ig his
Joy, his existence. Drink, O friends, be intoxi-
cated with love.,

Azain she dreams (V,2-8), but so
overcome is she by her ardent lovey that it is now
2 horrid nightmare-- her heloved is gone and as she
attempts to find him, the unsympathetic and heart-
less police greet her only with Jjeers and blows.
Recovering from her fright, she
then thinks of her heloved in another strain and in
V,9 to the end of the chapter she enumerates his '+ s

various charms making, as it were, an inventory of y
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! nis manly beauty, ending with a plaintive sigh that

he might be near at hand, rather than be forced to

remain away feeding his Tlocks.

The poet then changes the strain,

and as if an answer to the foregoing he hreaks forth

é in praise of her beauty contrasting her virgin sim-~
% plicity with hhe artificial‘and conventional 1ife

{ of the coupt ladies;:

~In a fragmentary way we are then told
:how she has wandered unawares among the royai retinue
and was at once the obJject oo universal attention.
The lpver calls her bhack, and indignantly cries out,
“ Why will ye look upon the Shulamite as upon the
dance of Mahanaim ” (VI,13). His indignation, giv-

ing way to hffs admiration of her beauty, which now
4
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strikes him more than ever, in the following ver-
ses V1l,1-6 he gives a catalogue of her voluptucus
charms, until she stands before our imagination as
a model, before which the most perfect work of a
Phidias or Michelangelo pales into insignificance.
Despite the pervading air of sensuality, approaching
even to grossness, weé can not but admire and wonder
at the marvelous heauty of the imagery, and the fella
citous and striking choice of exnression.

From VII,10 to thie end of the poem
with but one iInterruption the maiden aBain gives ex-
pression to the fervency of her attachment, at the

same time showing the most exquisite feeling of vir-

gin modesty and virtue. “ 0 that thou wert a bro-

i

(ther "-then could 1 give unrestrained expression to
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my love, and not be forced to suppress it in the
presence of ouvhers.
Verses 8-14 in Chapter VIII must be

;explained a little more in detail. After nroclaim-

' ine the inextinguishable nature of love and its tri-
umph over riches, luxury and Jjealousy (VIII,6-7)

' Shulamith speaks of her little sister, picturing the
perils that heset her and wondering whether she cen
avoid them as she herself had done. (VIII,8 and &)

As I in emphas$s of this thought of
the ultimate triumph of chaste and true love over
outside influences, she then (VIII,1lland 12) men-
tions King Solomon’s vineyard and wealth contrasting
them with her own humbler vineyard (herself) and as

a fitting ending to the whole (V1II,13 and 14) calls
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- 10 her shepherd lover to come in his lowly but ho-
nored capacity as a simple rustic swain and claim

her as his own.

On the drama-theory VII,1-% is utterly

unexplainable. The KinZ cannot utter these words

as flattering cajolery, as (if indeed he speaks at.
all) he says her eyes frighten him. Fupther, if it
is the King who speaks (and she spurns his advances)
"we would expect her to answer quite otherwise than
‘she doea,in Joyfully calling to her beloved. Those
‘'who want to hold consistently to the drama theory
imust utterly ignore this whole nassage. Some claim

Tib is an interpolation. As W.R.Smith says,“It 1is

remarkable that the only passage which can hardly he

'reed from a charge of sensuality, hangs so entirely e
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loose from the proper action of the pesm.”
I s2e no justification of omitting it.
Sensuous it id assuredly, but the whole poem is cone
ceived in the same spirit. It is the mutual exchange
of f=2eling bhetween two pures souls who feel no.need of
restraint. This passage but typifies the whole
poem. It is sensuous, even, if you will, to gross-
ness, but there is a charming air of gullelessness
and naive gimpliciby such that, to him who finds ob=-
jections on this score we can only say “ The mind is
ivs own place, and in itself can make a heaven of
hell, a hell of heaven.”
I see no reason to try to explain
or excuse the language.or the poem. Once we attempt

this, it no longer deserves our consideration at all.



f
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Any such attempt degrades the book, placing it on a _
level with the modern French school of realistic no-
veis or that English phase of the movement represen- |
ted by Wilde and Beardsley. Let the book stand for
itself. It needs no apology.

It 1s d¢nconceivable how any one should
deem such apologies necessary. In a poem of bh1§
navure where the chances are so manifbld to descend
Lo lower levels the beauty and exquisite delicacy of
the whole leaves room for but one of two alternatives:
either the author was. 00 pure-minded to harbor ahy

sucl thoughts, or he car 2fully and studiously re-

pressed them.

L]

Such is the Song o# Songs-- a simple

The author revelling in the beauties of

 hature brings before us a most delightful panorama

22
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of country 1life; the sweet fragrance of the rlowers,
breathing their perfume over a land smiling with con~
tenvment, with the Lirds chirping forth their songs
from trees thick with varied foliage, and offering
sootning rest and shadow under their spreading
bouzhs; the goats resting on the hills and the ga-
zelles leaping over the mountaind or feeding among
the liliese~ 2ll this is brought out with so fine a
touch that we almost feel that we ourselves are the
lover resting in the vineyard or beneath the spread-
ing orchards. The balmy influence off the soft, ver-
nal air,steals over ua,and rude and jarring is the
shock when we are aroused to find that “the day is
cool and the shadows flee away”.

The Song 1s the first of the five




L]
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“Megillovhb” and is assigned vo be read on the eighth | |
| : —

day of the Passover feast. The traditional exnlana=-
tion of bhis is that, according to the Targum inter-

pretation, it begins With the departure from Egypt.

44
- 4
\

RaM o KSW,MMN q*.{cu-,_ | |
;<la4~dh4L'A~u z&;uuxcﬁﬁg Catlons s G arinw.



CHAPTER II

CHARACTERS.

1t may seem peculiar first to give
t.he contents of a book and then settle who and what
| he characters are. I have done this, however, ad- |
isedly. I felt that .in discussing the book the
;1rst thing to be done is to state the problem.
This I deemed could be hest done, by giving first,
s far as possible, an idea of the book before us.
fhus the problem becomecs to the reader, should there
PVer be one, something vital-- he can see from the

pO0k itself whav the problem is and then he sees the
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%
need to solve it-- and,is not as in the other case

first given the problem to solve and then find out

that there is a book which gives rise to this problem.

We touched somewhat on this point of
characters in the first chapter but only in outline.
iThose which could be inferred from the direct lan-
guage of the book itself are 1) Shulamith, 2) Her
ILover, 3).K1ng Solomon, 4) The “baughters of Jerusa-

lem” 5) Her brother and 6) her younger sister.

|
5 As to what the commentators make out
%of these and how they arrahge them we will more fully A
i

iin Chapter IV. We are concerned now simply to es=-

i
}tablish who are the active characters. As for the
i

iyounger skster and the brother, they can hardly be

said to be characters at all,-- the former is merely



i mentioned once (VIII,8) and that too at the very end

of the poem ; the brothers are alluded to but once

in 1,6 and in a casual way at that. She does not

- A
even speak of them as brothers, but merely as sons of

»
my mother.

Similarly I can not see how King So-

lomon can be called a“character” in any way. We

' find the King mentioned impersénally in I,4 and a-
again in I,12; in III,6-11 we find mention of King
Solomon but only in & descriptive way; finally we
have hgm mentioned agein in VI1I, 11. The slightest
consideration of these passag?s must tell us that,
without the aid of a lively imagination or a very de-
cidedly biased Judgment, King Solomon is assigned

no actvive part. He 1s simply referred to and that
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in no very complimentary way. There 1s absolutely
not the slightest hint that he speaks at any time or
is intended as a speaker.

With the doing away with the King’s
personality the “Daughters of Jerusalem” as a cho-
rus or group of court ladies are also settled. i1
the King does not appear then the court has no place
in our consideration. The whole court scene, King,
chorus etc. is hut a figure-- a picture which un-
fortunately the rays of an ever brilliant imagination
have indelibly photographed on the minds of many of
the commentators.

There remain then only the Shulamite
and her shepherd lover. These are in fact the

characters of the bpoem-- not in the sense, however

28
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of speakers in a dialogue or play, but as we endea-

vored t0 show in the férst chapter, simply as re-
presentatives of the poet’s feelings-- he himself
helng the lover., The transitions are too abrunt

for a dlalogue, and while in the mein we might adopt
Graetz’s view that it is the Shalamite who speaks
vhroughout, there are several rassages (notably
V11,1-9) which are inconsistent with her modest, and
reviring maidenhood. 1t id therefore the poet

who speaks throughout,, his thoughts flowing according

to his mood.
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AUTHOR AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION.

Here again we meet whith difficulty.

1t is true that the book 1is entitled the “ Song of
S

Songs which is of Solomon ", but unfortunately in this
age where tvradition, of 1taelq has lost its weight,
we need some stronger evidence than this. In the
absence of Solomon’s own autograph, and as there are
no witnesses to testify to the genuineness of the title

we must fall back on our general knowledge and ree-

I son. On th=2se grounds alone we are abundant.ly

np?U % WA OTYDTY




AUTHOR AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION 31

Justified in stating at the outset that Solomon
was certainly not the author.

As we learn from other sources--

- Koheleth, Proverbs etc. Solomon, was in Jewish liter-
ature a sort of stock character. His name being
synonymous with wisdom and greatness, all that was
misunderstood or strikingly peculiar was ascribed to

| him. The legends extant concerniné him and the
tales reported of him in the Bible, were ofteh the
sole grounds of ascribing to him the authorship of

2 book,

Internal evidehce makes against
his authorship in this case. It is scarcely likely

that as the author he would have rerresented himselfr

in such a 1ight. As Reuss humorously remarks,
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} Solomon is supnposed to be at once both author and
first tenor etc. Delitsch discusses the heading
in & very learned and scholarly manner, showing that
it means “ The Song of Songs composed by Solomon”

He then continues that*the dramatized story, or the
fable of the melodrama and its dress, altogether
correspond with the traits of character, the favo-
rite turns, the sphere of vision, and the otherwise

well known style of authorship peculiar to Solomon.

The modesty with which he here styléa himselfl simply
#Solomon’ and not as in Proverbs and Eccliastes¥Son
of David; King of lsraelfialsu make for his being the
author. We give these arguments for what they are
Worth-- no criticism is necessary. Delitsch admits

owever that the peculiarity of coastruction in the

32
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use of the @ for @I is an objection to this con-
clusion.

The conclusions of modern Biblical
criticism would settle in no uncertain terms the Ad-|
admissibility of accounting the authorshin to Solomon.
Some of the more conservative critics unable to cut
loose entirely from the bonds of traditiop, while
+ forced to feject the Salomonic authorship, as a com-
promise between their faith and their reason ascribe
the book th “ a friend of $alemonsliving in northern
Palestine ”, That Solomon was not the author we

are certain, but who he really wa: is one of those

we
questions whichhare doomed perhaps never to know.

We can only conjecture where and when he wrote.

The language and scenery described,
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since we have no historical facts related, must be
our only guldes in determining the nrobable place of
composition. The general consensus of opinion on
the subject 1s that the peculiar dialect, the fresh-
ness -a.nd beauty of the language and the scenes
described point. to northern Palestine.

Granting €11 this we have by no means
septled the question as to t.he-a.ut.hor. It is quite
possible that even as a na.t.ix;e of Jermsalem or for
that matter of Egynt, he could still have written a
poem the scane of ?rhich is laid in Northern Palestine.

The allusion by the authnr to dirrer-'-
ent, 1oca.11t1es,(e.g. Kedar, En-Gedi,the valley of
Sharon,Bet,he:,Leba.non, the Hills of Gilead, the Armory¥*

A

of David in Jerusalem, Amme.k, Senir, Hermon, Tirzah,

0k odonn phak e 1o 4 Forofur s

* ok Muis vnsame A & ywattic af e fectunt
%ﬁ(&«' e (T #) i g adoeune ’S“"ﬁ |
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Mahanaim, Heshbon, ithefTower of Lebanon looking to-
ward Damascus’ , Carmel, Baal-Hamon) in a way which
suzgests familiar knowledge of them, seems t0 me to
prove little regarding his residence in that loca-
lity.

Could we not on similar grounds sup-
pose Homer, Virgil, Dante and Miltom to have written

| hoth in Heaven-- and hell ?

The poem is much too short to war-
rant us, on suck slight grounds as are enumerated
by the critics to settle the question of authorship
and place of composition in any satisfactory manner.
The most we are warranted in saying is that it was

| written by some unknown Poet, probably in northern

———————— W

Palestine.




CHAPTER 1v

STYLE AND FORM

We have already generally characterized
the style of the poem as light and. graceful, beaubi-u
ful in diction and rich in figure. The use of woreds
is peculiar. First we note the continual and invari-

I :
able use of the particlews in place of the relative
WA besides the frequent recurrence of words sel-
Appeanix 1

dom or never found in other parts of the Bible.

Most of these words are common in Aramaic.

’w% qux @YD YV

o Ma MWWW
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To these must be added the numerous
plants and flowers mentioned, most of which are of
rare occurrence, and some of which aré very difficult
| to explain. Often the best we can do is to transcribe

the Hebrew nameé into the vernacular.

The commentators are rifie with qome-
njecnurear&snto the origin of these terms. They are

traced to Aramaic, Phoenician, Ca!gﬂitish, Hindu, Per-

sian, Arabic and Greek.

The foreign words are, according tn

Driver, such as might have been brought, in through

olomon’s coanections with the East, and the fact of

50 many words uncommon to the Hebrew being readily

explained by the Aramaic, combined with the general

purity and brightness of the style, decides,in his

|
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.ind,that the poem 1is of the North-lsrael dialect,
,R.Smith, Delitsch, modern critics generally,and cor-
bainly all the more conservative writers concur in this
view.

There’are however some objectios }0(
to this view. 1T once we can discover Grecisma in
ithe book, we have ﬁo say: either they are interpo-
lations or else the book can not belong to thid dia-
lect or age. That such can be found 1s reasonably
e, TNk

General knowledge of the style of

the 01ld Testament will avail us 1 ttle in considering

that of the Song. The difference is very marked

1y enough to make a good working basis. Comparison
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,between its style and that of other books is virtually
a game of hide-and-seek. In Psalm 45 and in Hosea,
W.R.Smith sees some approach to the style of image-
ry of the Song. 1 was unable to discover any such
similarity. So much for the Style.
1t remains for us to discuss more

fully the form of thg book. This we will now do
someéwhat more in detail than was attempted in chapse
ter I,where we were conceived to state only so much
as was absolutely necessary to explain our position.
Let us first enumerate the @ifferent possibilities
~nd then discuss them in turn.

1) Fragment, theory

a) Stray fragments found here and

there.




b) Distinct and complete songs Jjoined

together.,
2) Drama theory
a) Actual drama
b) Dramatic poem
3) Simple love poem theory.

In chapter I, I have touched on the
| fragment theory, sufficiently at length, and as its
supporters were never many,and are now very few, I
will not discuss it further here)as such treatment
would &n¥olve mainly a list of names, which will be
more in place in chapter V1I.

The drama theory is the one most

'idely held, and in its defense could be marshalled a

ong line of critics forming so famous and imposing
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e, company that on the strength of their names alone

G

we might be deterred from seeking fupther for any o-
ther than this explanation. While however, they
agree that the book is a drama, their ideas as to A
wvhat extent it is so, what the divisions are, wha
are the characters, and what the idea to be conveyed
is, are so different and often so conflicting, that
we might well say to begin with,nhaabest argument
afainst this theory is to read the views ér the va-
rious advocated.

Before we run the risk of losing it,
by entering this mazy labyrinth, let us first use our
reason a little in the matter. What, a charming and
significant, drama we can make out of 116 verses'

1l am afraid we would have to use the commas, periods,
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and perhaps more than anything else,the spaces hetw

ween the lines. If we made the time between the acts

and the intermisssions long enough we might get along

provided-- etc.

Aside from the absurdity of a drama

wiiich would be ovey before we had a chance to read t
L through the program and adjust our glasses,we must

|

! .
lbegin by having material for the plays. . In vain we
search for it in the song itself. His must be a
wonderful genius that can construct out of a simple
interchange of professions of love, a complete drama.

he most that reason would allow would be a short

dialogue forming but an episode in a scene.- Search
10w we may,aad we will fail to find even the first es-

'sentials of a drama, much less the completed product.

-
I
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In Chepter IX we have shown that o B il
we follow our reason and take the bhook as it stands
beforeus,but. two actual characters appear; still
our friends of the drama theory are not contented
with this, but in addition to making every name men=
vioned a character-- Solomon, the court ladies, the
shulamite’s brothers, and her younger sister, they
suppdy~ (whence I can not even imagine) a first, 8€=
cond and third citizen, a villager and what-not.
After reading the poem itself 1t, seems t0 me that the
mere mention of these things shows their abburdity.

S0 much for the testimony of the book itself,

1f we revert to our historical know=
ledge we have even stronger grounds, if possible,for

rejecting the drama theory. Curiously enough those
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who me.intain this view date the book as early as from
800-1000 B.C. Now in the first place I have heen
unable to discover that the drama finds ahy place in
the genius of Hebrew literature, nor do I know of any -
drama from the period coeval with the Biblical boo''s
that has come down to us. But even laying aside
this argumeat, did even .vhe Greeks have any such thing
in their literature as early as the eighth century
B.C.7 1f Graetz were to claim the book as a drama
he would he entitled tﬁ our respectful attention as

.
he places it at a period (280 B.C.) when the Greek
influence might have made'such a thing as a Hebrew
drama possible. His reason however would not alln-

of his so bonsidering it.

Even to-day the Jewish genius does
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notv seem Lo run much in the dramatic line.as 1s ves-
tvified by our numerous “Purim” and “Chanukah” plays,
What possible sanction can be found in reason for
regarding the Song as a drama, !particularly by men
presumably so well versed in Hebrew and Semitic liter-
ature 1s to me inconceivable,

In its practical working we meet a-
gain with new difficulties. In the poem itselif we
have no'intimation of acts or scenes or who is
speaking. This is left then for the ingenuity of the
critics to dedide. We might write a fair-sized book
showing how ingenious they have shown themselves,

Of course each one has the only right plan, but how
little those plans agree! The acts, the scenes,

and even the characters are differently designated.
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'Reuss gives a table representing in parallel colwmns
the arrangements of Jacobi, StaePdlin, Ewald, Boett- A
cher, Hitzlg and Renan. We need make no comment.
When one reads the different commentators and notes
vheir criticisms of one another’s views, we are temp-
ted to ask with Cicero “ Ubinam gentium sumus?”
Each oane seems to delight in showing what big fools -
all the others were. We are tempted, in this at °
least, to declare that all were right.

Recognizing some of these difficul-
ties the more recent commentetors say the book is a
dramatic poem-- it never was intended for t)e stage.
To begin with we must repeat that the History of Heb-
rew Literature militates very decidedly againdt the

view of a Hebrew drama. Aside from this however,

Vol B

A
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| the poem itselfl must be patched and smoothed con-

| siderably to satisfy this view. @he transitions sgre

too abrupt and frequent, and the logical sequence

is hardly strict enough for such a poem.

Finally we come to the last vies

that the Song is nothing more than a simile love

song. We can only repeat here the view already ad-
vanced-~- the author is practically thinking on paper.
As he felt in the mood he put down his thoughts

and having either no time or no inclination, or DPEr=-

haps neyer intending it for “publication” he neger

revised thework. There 1is but ome other l)gical as-

sumption we can make.. yne poem is a fragment-- bhut

in another sense than that intended by Herder and his .

1
followers-- it is all that is left of what once per(

l




haps was a larger work.

Taking, however, the view as set down

by Reuss, and which I have thought the best to edopt,
we have the fewest difficulties to overcome. We need
notv rack our brains concerning who or how many are
characters, or where the acts and scenes begin in

order to recencile th- workings of our imegination
that the poém is a drama, nor on the other hand, in
order to find the separate songs of which 1t 1s made

up need we discover interpolations here, and omissions

)

there. The 1nterpolat10n-theony is always a dangerogs
one, Only where it is rarent to «'l and readily per-

ceived ought we resort to it. After all ir depends

a great deal, if not entirely, on our preconceived

whether a passage 1s an interpolation

point of view,

1
t
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Oor not. 1t 1s not always advisable to make things

too smooth. There are, of course, exceptions

but in the main,the more difficult the passage is R
of explanation, the more probable is it that it is |
genuine. Let us then take the Song as we rind"““*ffl

it, and if, despite all the difficulties encoun— e

téred, we still can draw a reasonable, if not en-
tirely satisfactory, meanihg from it, we should be
content. The idea is, or should be, to under-
stand and explain the Song itself, not to test our
ingenuity by attempting to see how much we can get
Qut of it or read into it. The sim;lest and
straightest way 1s the best. Most of the diffi-
cultym is manufactured. We try to make something

great and imposing out of something very plain and
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simple, and naturally enough, the attempt fails.
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CHAPTER V

DATE OF COMPOSITION

It seems to be an unwritten law
among the commentators, that it is a crime t o
write on & book of the Bible and not give a decided.

answer on every point. It sometimes happens that

facts stvubbornly refuse to give the required coh-
clusion and then the opinions of the critics’deliveied
with all certainty and assurance,are only a collect@on

of guesses. S0 1t is 1in this case. Here however.
1

I
W€ are remarkably fortunate. Almost 2ll tastes
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can be suived since the variety is admost unlimited.
¥e can place the date anywhere between 1000-204,
and we need a0t be afraid that everyone will }auzh
at us-- whatever guess we make we will be sure to
find some one who concurs in our opinion.
Being but a novice, I will seize the
opportuaity of doing now, what perhaps in later
¥ears 1 may not dare-- admit that 1 do not know.

The most 1 can do is to join the others and make a

[L¥]

usss. Before doing so let »¢ ook around z little,
2nd survey the field in order to see just how much

such a conjecrture is worth.
To simplify mavters, we can arrange
the pnssibilivies under three or four headings and

Sxamine each. We have scarcely the time to consi-
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der vhe varieties. First, of course, comes the view
of those, who adopting the Solomonic authorship, nloce
the date about 1000. We need not dwe’l on hhis point
as from what has preceded, we can be reasonably sure iﬁ
tvhat this view is uatenable;

Others again, discarding the view

that Solomon was the author, place the date between &~

1000-850. Differdnt reasons are assigned by the va-
rious authors who take this standpoint. The argu=
ments above mentioned in chapter III, used to prova

that the poem was written in Northern Palestine, are

also made use of to establish the dage at somewhere

between 1000-850.

Some see in this poem an intention

L0 decry the over-luxurious extravagance of the court,
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emphasizing on the other hand, the pure simpliciby.of
country life.

Others see in the poem reference té
the break in the Kingdom between Rehoboam and Jerof
boam. 1f such tendencies can be shown, we could éerh

tainly, on this ground take this date. We fail,

3

however, to see any such allusions.

The theory that the Song was a
collection of the songs of Solomon arranged and edited
later by the “ Men of Hezekiah ” based upon the
Talmudic statement to that effect, is deserving of
little attention. This is only one of many ‘nother
similar atatement-- purely mythical. The evidence
derived from the Midrash and the apocryphal books

is equally undeserving afiany serious thought; it
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is purely traditional and based on no historic ground.
The other extreme, represented by the
views of Graetz,and, more recently, by Dr.!tae?:

places the book at 280 and 221-204 respectively.

Most critics object to Graetz’s view as too late,

and of course the same criticism holds with greater
force in reference to the opinion advanced by

Dr.Wise. Many who hold this objection pronounce

the book “ late ” but not quite so far down as Graetz.
His main argument bases on the fact that he find
Grecisma in the bhook, In one case at least, this

A LNDIKIA
view seems to be correct. f'"”

The argument, as to the date of the

Composition of the book 1s to be Tought, out, mainly

on the line »f the language., The other arguments

jh/(-,l.lif ‘,i:.t(:_’.’_ W‘J‘M M.A/O Mmmp‘
oo, &/Hj\y-w Koo dute o~ /000,

. _ A _ e
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availl little except in a cumulative way. This 1is
not the kind of argument possible here, as the number
of facts that can be marshalled in all departments
is not great.

The authorities differ widely as to
the origin of much of the language, but against the
standpoint of those who contend for the earlier com-

position, I think we are justified in remarking that

the influence of tradition has no small rart to play 4.

in the making of their view. Feeling that Graetz

has succeeded in finding Grecisms, I am rather more
.inclined to lean to the later view; I would however
rather find the date somewhat, earlier, for reasons
which wi11 appear more ritly in the following chap-

ter.(i.s)The most plausible conjecture then, that I
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can make, since certainty 1is out of the question,
is that the book was written sometime during the
period of the contact between the Hebrews and the

Greeks; perhaps at the heginning of this period.
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CANONICITY

The word canon, and the exact idea
connoted by the te.m, is very uncertain. Much has
been written on the subject, but the conclusions
reached are by no means beyond the pale of doubt.
Therefore before deciding anything about the canoni-
city of the Song we must first try to get as clear

& conception as possible, as to just wha* we unders

stand by “ Canon ”.
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The word seems first to have had
the meaning of “ rule ” or “ regulating principle ”
and then of a 1list of books carrying out this rule
or embodying this principle. To Ezra 1is accredited
the first formation of the Canon, and he is supposed
to have done little more than edit the Pentateuch.

The second Canon is attributed to
Nehemiah, anf includes the work of Bzra Plus the
prophetic writings, thus completing the Torah and
“Negg;nh” It is not until the sedond century that we
have a definite allusion to the second Canon.
Ben Sirach presupposes its completion. The second
canon appears to have been partly gradual in its for-

mation.

The third canon seems to have been



_ CANONICITY

settled during a period of a century and a half,
We have mentioncmede of it in Ben Sirach, but the
allusion 1s very vague. Neither Philo-;or the New
Testament givesus any exact information, the latter
in fact making no mention whatever of Canticles, Bs- -
ther, and Ecclesiaates. .

Josephuit toward the end of the first
century, mentions what appear to be our-presenb books
though he makes the number twenty-two rather than
twenty-four,

With the first and second canon we
are not much concerned hefe. We have‘only to leal
with the third. Its history, as far as known, is

very uncertain. That it did not possess the same

[ sacredness as the other parts of the Bible 1s seen

* Qals @44;“.1,..
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from the fact that so many efforts were made to drop
some of the books. Indeed several books, the Song|
being one, were relegated to the class o'l

or “ Hidden Books ”

At one time, when the Shgmai factioﬁ
were in the majority, they absolutely excluded Kohe-
let. This action was later rescinded by the follow-
ers of Hillel who declared that both it and the Song

Apreneis ik
‘“ pollute the hands ”.

The Alexandrian drrangement differed
from the Palestinian, and in the Septuagint appean
some portions not adopted in the Palestinian canon.
So loose and uncertain was the third canon that Zunz®

relates that about the fourth century even Ben Sirach

vas included in the Hagiographg. A Turther proof

" / h; %&JM\AJAJ); U /O*Lt\_,a,ﬂ{/ "



CANONICITY

of this uancertainty is instanced by the fact that ii
the Vatican manuscript we find the'Apocryphal books
inserted betwgen the later canonical ones.

We see then how uncertain is the de
teérmination of what oonsﬂituted the reasons for adoj
ting the book into the canon. Regarding the first
two divisions of it we cah confidently assert that
their deep religious import stamped them as sacred.

With the loss of nationality, the

Hebrew literature seems also to have declined, and

we might find much to Justify us in the beliefl that

the books comprising the third canon the “Kethubim”
owe thelr sacred character to the fact that they wex

the last remnants surviving from the glory of former
4

days. I there was any more extant, the severe and
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constant persecution of the later Roman rule, during
which so much of the literature was destroyed, must
have annihilated it. This discussionm may be deemed
unnecessary, but it 1is of importance in determining
our view of the Song.

S0 doubtful are the reasond for its
appearance in the canon, that Reuss in his introduc-
tion to his commentarw, says that he hesitated at first
Lo treat the book at all. This was the sentiment
even among the Rabbis as can be seeh from the discus-
sions concerning it in the Talmgf. Though the dis-
putes end in declaring that the Song “pollutes the

hands ” (and is therefore sacred) and Rabbi Akiba

asserts “ No day in the whole history of the world

is worth so much as that on which the Song was wris-
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ten‘ror all the Kethubim were holy but the Song of 8
Songs most holy'" much room was left for doubt.

The very vehemence of the assertions make us suspi-
cious that the opposition was great. The conserva-
tive critics 1like Delitsch and Zoeckler appeal to

these sayings in favor of the unimpeachable sanctity

of the book. If however such was the case, what rea-
son was there to be so vehement in stating it ?
We are not ordinarily so emphatic in stating what is
generally admitted.

Knowing how loose was the fixing of
the Kethubim we infer that it was canonized very late.
Its claim to canonicity can rest on but one of two

reasons: either the Kethubim generally were canonized

simply because they were all that remained of the 1
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national literature, and therefore appealed in a path-
etic way to the people’s consciousness, and s0 the
Song was taken up; or its reception was due to a
misunderstanding: The book had existed fop some time
and the author being either unknown or lon@ forgotten,
it was, because of the beauty of the style and the
intimate knowledge displayed of all theee of nabur;'a
realms, ascribed to Solomon.

The general desire ¢0 preserve the

work then gave rise to the attempts to find all man-
ner of ethical and moral precepts in the look and

80 1t was canonized. It was in order to make allow-
ance for this misconception, and to give ample time
for the author and original meaning to have been

completely fnrgotten that I rejected Graetz’s date
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and placed the book rather'earlie? in the Greek perf
iod.

We can, at best, but speculate on the
question. One thibg we are sure of (and that “is
about all we can be certain of) : the book is in the
Canon. Why and how it got there should not influence
our opinion concerning it. Our business 1is simply
to understand the book as it lies before us. But,
facts are too prosy for most people, and they prefer
@ generous sprinkling of the imagination. Were this
not the case, we might have been spared the necessi-

ty of writing the next chapter.
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SKETCH OF EXEGESIS

He complains in his introduction ghafj when his first
monograph on the Song appeared, some monster of a
critic in Colani’s Revue de Theologie remarked “ Ce

n’est pas la premiére revewede ce genre sur le livre

He ends the introduction (after stating that his com-

mentapy presents “ various new centributions to the

CHAPTER VII

I must once more quote from Delitsch.

pliit a Dieu que ce fiit 1a dernibre.”
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history of the interpolation of this book”) by
saying: “ No other book of thq Scriptures has been
80 much abused by an unscientific spiritual and an
over-scientific unspiritual treatment as this has.ﬂ.

+«++ To inventory the ’maculatur’ of these absurdities =

is a repulsive undertaking, and in the main a useless

labor.”

Fully endorsing this thought, we wi11
broceed to give in a Very general way a s'etch of
the Exeges.s of the Song.

The allegorical interpretation, sti11
SO poweefdl, finds its origin in tradivion. The
fourth book of Bzra was the Tfirst to advance this
vheory, identifying Shulamit with Israel as the spouse

of God. That this idea met with much opposition is
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seen from the facts narrated in the last chapter,
and Rabbi’dkiba’s exaggerated expression that the

Song is most holy, can be regarded as a victory of

|

the allegory theory. This 1dea was elaborated

and the Shulamite is Israel; her royal love, King

Solomon, is God; the whole poem being a sketch of .

Israel’s history from the Exodus to the Messianic

time. S0 is the view set dowm in Targum and fol-
lowed by Rashi, David Kimchi and slightly modified|
' |
by Ibn'Ezra. The latter finds in Chapter I the his-
- !

|
Lory represented from Abraham to Moses. He explaTns
11,8 *“ who comex leaping over'mountains and hills »

|
@s the thunder of Jehovah by which Sinai was shaken,

and II,9 “ He looks in at the windows, he peeps théough

the lattiee ” as God looking down upon his people dp-
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pressed in EBgypt. . Maimonides follows the Midrashic

mevhod and explains 1,2 “ Let him kiss me euc” as

a mystical designavion of the union of the creator
with the creature and traces the phrase that Moses,
A2ron and Miriam died in vhe ‘kiss of God.to this as
its origin. Moses lbn Tibbon, Immanuel ben Solomon
(of Rome) and others of the Middle Age cabalistic

and philosophic period explain the Song taking Sola-

mon as a symbol of the highest spiritual will (intel-
lectus agens),Shulamin arsymbol of the lover, merely
sensuabs and receptive understanding (intelectus
materialis) and vhe whole as a representation of the

union of both, effecting the purification of the lat-

Jerome reports that Origen used the!
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allegnéy t0 symbolize the love of Christ for the
Churchor the helieving soul, rather than that of God
for Israel; and Cocceius, no doubt 1nr1uencedlhy the
Targum, found in the poem a complete accouat of

the Church history. Luther understood the bonk as
a portrayal of the political connection of Solomon

and his peop’e; some find in it expression of Solo-

mon’s love for Wisdom (Bosenmuller in the present
ceatury). Alchemists find in it Solomon’s re-
séarches in vheir art, and Puffendorf, by the aid
of Bgyptian hieroglyphics, referred the whole to the
grave of Christ!//

That the Rabbis also considered the
literal internretation is proved by the fact that it

Was a current saying that noone should read the Song
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till he was thirty years old. To meé this can have
but one meaning-- believing it to be a purely sensual
love song thev must have thought it #nfit for young
men to yead.

Theodorus of Mopsuestia thought the
poem was an answer by Solomon to the complaints a-

bout, his Egyptian marriage. For this opinion, aw

mong ovher things, he was condemned for heresy after

his deavh,at the second council of Constantinople. -
1t was ov.r a thousand years after, before another at-

vempt was made in this direction when in 1544 Cha-

t2illon lost his regency at Geneva, for wishing to

°xpel the book from the Bible es impure. In 1758
J.D.Michaelis in his notes on Lowth’s lectures pro-

posed to drop the allezory and base the canonicity
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of the book on the moral picture it presents as a
picture of the enduring happiness off wedded love.

In 1771 Jacobi distinguished Solomon from the true
lover, and representing the former as’a baffled temp-
teg,prepared the way for the modern view, Herder
in 1778, followed by Goethe and some few critics,

in his*“Solomon’s 3Song of Love, the Oldest and Sweet-
est of the Rast” brought in the Tragment theory.
Hengstenberg (1853) says that “the heavenly Solomon
must bhe dkstinguished from Solomon, and this like the
forty-rifth Psalm (which is a sort of *compendium of
the Song or Solomon”™)must be explained allegorically

of the Messiah and his Church in the 01d and New Teg-

tament,, The details of his commentapy contain much

of a trifling, not to say silly, nature. Hug (1815)
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represents Shulamit as the Kiﬁgdom of the ten tribes;
Solomon, as the groom, is Hezekiah,King of Judah;
the brothers of Shulamit, are a party in the house of
Judah. The whole is a representation clqthed in &
idyllic form of the longing felt by the Kingdom
of the ten tribes for reunion with Judeh, but which
the “ brothers ” opposed.

Besides Goethe, Eichhorn, Doepke {
(1639), Magnus (1842), Noyes (1846), Rebenstein
(1834) and Sanders (1866), De Wette and Diestrel fol-
low Herder’s view.

Foldowing the suggest on of Jacobi
we have the modern commentavies of Umbreit(1820)
Bwald (1826 apd 1867), Staendlin (1867), Boettcher

(1850), Hitzig (1855), Ginsburg (1857) and Renan(1860)
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Ewald assuned a very simple structure and did not claim
that the pilece was ever acted. His followers are
less cautious, and Boettcher tries to bring into 4t
the complexities and stage effects of a modern ope-
retta. The view of Delitsch and Zoeckler has alrecady
been mentioned. They adhered to the Solomonic authom
ship ﬁnd adopt the typical rather thaa the allegorical
view. They did not suppose that the Poem was eger ac-
ved., Dr.Kohler in 1878 published a small pamphlet, on
the Song but it contains little that is new. David-
son in 1862 adopted ghe shepherd h¥pothes#s and re-
gards itv as a purely amatory poem, having neither an .
a'legorical nor a typical sense, written by a citizen
of the northern court twenty-five or thirty years

afier Solomon’s death.
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Graetz (1871) regards it simply as

a love sdng in which Shulamit. speaks throughout, and
written about 280. Dr.Wise in his Pronaos of Holy
Writ (1891) regards the poem as foldows: ¢ The poet,
while glorifying the daughter of Israel well represents

tie struggles hetween two civilizations (Greeks and

Hebrews). Shulamit, the daughter of Sinai.....well

represents the congregation of Israel, who in the whole

poem is spoken of by Shulamit, but never appears psrs
sonally on the stage of the poem; he is the invisible

God whom no idols can represent.. The highest ideals

of the Grecian mind, - philos.phy and the King, could

besy be represented by the philosophical King Solo-

ion, and he is the absent loter’s mighty rival. But

he 1s rejected and the wisest of Kings is vanquished
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by the unaﬁaken faith of the plain shepherdess; the
Grecian ideals cannat captivate the congregation of
Israel; she remains faithful to her beioved, to 81-
nal, to the God of 1lsrael. Here is the anagogue
without mysticism. It is an allegory.”
W.E.Smith,and Driver (Introduction

to the Literature of the 0ld Testament,18%1) agree

that Ewald’s view 1s the best so far proposed.

They regard the book as a dramatic poem of the tenth
cenvury written in northern Palestine. (Ewald thinks
the literal sense supplies the requisite ethical Juse
ification, and combininz with this.the tynical expla-
navion we have the heroine’s true love renresented by
God, and Solomon represents the blandishments of the

world unable to divert the heart of his true servants
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from him, ) So Driver writed.

Reuss in his book (1823) remarkg,’
“Theological exegesis has sown weeds enough in the
fields of Hebrew literature, it is time at length to
come back to the naturel meaning........We can dis-
cover in this booklet no hidden meaning. The author
simply loves and says so; that is all; he speaks

and

w

ings for himself and his beloved, and does not

ovher himself azbout the outside world.” The aberras

o

viona of the many commentators are a source of end-

(L]
w
w
1\

ajoymenv v0 him and he indulges in many grace-

ful and keen sarcasm a2t their expense.” He is the
only critic, wheo wzs able so far to overcome his prige
znd prejudice, as to say in reference vo any point-

“1 don’ty know”. His book is well worthy of transla-
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tion.




: CHAPTER VIII

TENDENCY

Prom the preceding sketch we see that
vi2 suppositvions, concerning the meaning intended to
o conveyed by the Song, are m:zi!‘olod. We may well
tcacludes from the diversity of opinion thet Rhese ex-
lanavions reflect the wrivers’ own minds, and not

1 vhe idea of vhe Song. The peculiay idezs 38

L - - y 2 - y PN
onz prevalent concerning the sacred znd inviolzhle
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character of the Bible as a whole and every part there-
of was the cause ol seeking for some hidden, higher

meaning. From this standpoint the Song could not

speak of earthly love-- it must only pictufe a di-
vine, spiritual love. The whole structure based on
the allegorical and typical view crumbles before the
breath of rational examination and criticism.

One would scarcely write an allegory

and not give us & hint that it was intended as such.

Ap allegory 1is written to impress some truth, and if

people can not see that it is an allegory the object

is losyp. It must be a very skillful writer inceed,

who composes an allegory purporting to convey spiri-

tual ideas without using a single spiritual word or

phrase. It has been called, and rightly so, a false
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art,ror an allegorist to hide his thoughts on sacred
matters behind a s%%an{or Sénsuous and erotic imagery
SO complete, so beautiful and so enchantingly volup-
tuous in itself, as to give no: the slightest clue or
intimation that it is only the vehicle of a deeper
sense. There is absolutely no reason for allegori- -

zing poetry so full of meaning,so approﬂ&ane in sen-~

timent,and SO0 beautiful and captivating in its image~
ry as the Song. We are aatitled to look for allego-
Ty only when the natural sense is somewhat lacking.
in the Song the sense is complete.

Of course we caa read any amount, of
ethical ideas and lofty moral ideals into the roem,
but in the first place it is not necessary, as we have

abundant and more proper opportunities to base such
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Lhoughgfon Scripture,and in'bhe second place, they are

not there. If a man 1s so thoroughly raised above

things terrestrial, and he soara in his thouzhts a-

loft in the etherial realms of divine inspiration, - il

he will scarcely make use of bhe_sensuoua language

of impassioned mortals. 8ych flights of the ethical

muse are scarcely to be hampered by details concerning

each separate part of the human anatomy, nor will one

in thinkingz of heaven and rising above the clouds ma'e

it a specialpoint to give minute and graphic descrip-

tions of the earth. Added to this we search the

book in vain for a single mention of the name of God; W
We might, it is true, derive the les

son of true and pure love and that it triumphs over

all obstacles-- for “love 1s stronger than @ieath, and
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Jealousy hard as the grave; many waters cannot quengh
love, nor the floods drown 1it.” We may derive other
lessons also,but I am sure that the inculcation of ¢t
these lessoms was not the intention of the authof.

He loves and says so, that is all. His story hap-
pens to embody and express these lofty views, but that

does not worry him one way or the other. His theme

is love, and the language of the poem shows how 1ntensecLTL.?;\
was his passion. 1t is ridiculous, to say the least

to find in the poem any expression of political situ-

ationsor traces of Zrpyen history-- Church or other-

wise. These and similar theories are simply due to
overheated imaginations, the vapors from which becloﬁ?

end darken the reason. So intensely earthyy is the

!ong tpat it was used as a drinking song. Thus we
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see that either the author was so skillful in hiding
the thoughts he was so anxious to €éxpress that men 7
falled to recognize them, or else these thoughts were
the outcome of later minds and are not at all in the

poem.

Were the Sqng to he turned into BEn-
glish or any other modern verse, and givenus to read,

1 am sure we could have but one verdict: It would be

called beautiful and enchantihg but no one would ever
seek any hidden meaning-- we would be more than sa-
tisfied that the boet should have sad charminzly ex-
"Pressed such a sentiment as love. Now that the Song
is a2 part of the Bible I see no reason why we should
act otherwise. Love, - common,every-day,earthly love

is a2 theme lofty enough for any bard. In so far as
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there 1s any tendency it is simply this:

The Song is nothing more than a love
song-- as Herder aptly terms it,“ the Oldest and

Sweetest of the Fast.”




CONCLUSI1ION

It was the custom of the 01d English
writers to end their books with an apdRogy and an
explanation. That I might well follow their example
I am painfully conscious.

I know, however, ~hat in estimating
this attempt, due allowance will be made for the dif-
ficulties besetvting the rath of the graduate, who in
six months is €xpected to write a thesis, and at the

Sam€ time perform his other duties, which Just at

87
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this period are more onerous than at any time in his
college 1life,

Feeling that my preparation and know-
ledge were hopelessly ;ggdequate, I have carefully
refrained from being dogmatic or settled.in the
standpoiﬁts chosen. The greapest and most celebra-
ted Hebrew scholars have made a woeful mess of this
book, and even did I feel Justified by my knowledge,
I could scaprcely be decided on a book which offers
8o 1little ground for certainty.

I have derived much benefit from the
work done in thid direction, aﬂd if it we-e only for
the amusement which the various views of thé differ-

ent commentators and their criticisma of, and quarrels

with each other afforded, I would feel that I had
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not wasted time.

Finally I can only say that with all
its shortcomings and :imperfections, many of.wh}ch
1 am conscious of even now, 1 present this thesis in
the hope, that at no very distant day it may form
the basis for a larger and completer work which a
wider knowledge and more thorough study will enable

me to make.
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