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-PREFACE-

In the book of Habakkuk we have one of the most difficult

problems of the Old Testament. Many and able writers have

contributed to the literature of this subject, and it may with

reason be asked why another treatment should be offered by one

who makes no pretension to mature and seasoned scholarship,

either in this field or any other.

In the first place, in spite of the many discussions on the

subject, no one treatment has been adjudged satisfactory by any

large body of scholars. So the field is open to discussion until

some satisfactory solution of the problem has been given.

In the next place, perhaps the writer's own intense interest

in any and all Old Testament problems may be a sufficient excuse

for his temerity in attempting a solution of what is known to be

one of our most difficult problems.

Nor is the writer sanguine enough to believe that the view

here advanced will prove entirely adequate for all the problems

connected with the book. ' He does hope, however, that there may

bo found in this discussion a real contribution to the problem.

In this connection the writer believes that a definite

contribution lias been made in the following particulars: First

in the matter of the aim of the prophecy. It was not intended

to predict the coming of the Chaldeans, nor even, primarily,

their destruction; but to bring comfort to the distressed and

"heavy-hearted" countrymen of the prophet. Incidentally it

did predict the downfall of the Chaldeans, but this was only in
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line with the fundamental work of the prophet, to "declare the

purpose and will of God for his people", during every peculiar

crisis of their lives.

another contribution, the writer submits, is with refer-

ence to the date. Any date, to be satisfactory, must include

all the historical situations suggested in Chapter I. The date

which most nearly comprehends these various historical situa-

tions is, in the view of the writer, the period 586 - 585 3. C.

Another view, entirely new, as far as the writer 1 s obser-

vation goes, is that Habakkuk was among the first, if not the

very first, to give the implication in his prophecy, that the

"Day of Yahweh" was not the Exile, as had been suggested by the

earlier prophets; but that the "Day of Yahv.'eh" , even after the

Exile, was yet to come. It was to be a manifestation of

Yahweh* s power over a proud and haughty nation.

Wherever possible credit has been given to the works of

other scholars. Particularly is the writer indebted to

Nicolardot and Stonehouse, the two latest writers on this sub-

ject, for their very complete bibliographies, and their very

trenchant criticisms of the most important works in this field

from 1843 to 1911.

In like manner is he under deep obligations to Franz

Delitzsch and A. J. 3aumgartner for the work done in collect-

ing and criticising the legends dealing with the life of

Habakkuk.

Above all, the writer owes an everlasting debt of grati-

tude to Professor Knudson of the Boston University, both for

the inspiration to this task, and for constant encouragement

through the years, until the task was done.





And finally, to the many kind friends who by word of

advice, or sympathy, or both, have made their contribution

to this 7/crk, the writer is full of grateful appreciation.

Willis J. King.

Jan. 8, 1921.
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Alexander, W. L. Habakkuk, Encyclopedia Britannica, XI, ie80,

pp. 355-358. He thinks the book is a unity and was written

during the reign of Josiah. One of the reasons assigned for

this date is the numerous coincidences in sentiment and phra-

. seology between this book and those of Jeremiah and

Zephaniah.

Baumgartner, A. J. Le Prophet e Habakkuk, 1885. This author

sets forth at length the views of the Hebrew rabbis and commen-

tators tou ciing Habakkuk. He thinks the book a unity and

to have been written during the reign of Manasseh. His

bibliography is very complete, extending from 152G to 1885.

Betteridge, W. R. The Interpretation of the Prophecy of Habak-

kuk in the American Journal of Theology, 1903, pp. 647-662.

Betteridge accepts Buade's theory that the Assyrians are the

oppressors, but does not see the necessity for the removal

of 1:5-11 from its present position. He thinks the book a

unity and would date it about 701 3. C.

Billing, A. G. L. Forsok i Utlagning af Habakkuk, Lund, 1S65.

Here we have a book of 75 pages, comprising an introduction,

translation and commentary. He thinks the book a unity.

Bleek, F. ttin eitung in das Alte Testament, Berlin, 1878, pp.

430-432. Bleek divides the book into two parts, chs. 1 and

2 comprising the first part; ch. 3 the second part. Chs. 1

and 2 he holds were written during the reign of Jehoiakim.

Ch. 3 was written some time later.

Bohmer, J. Habakuks Schrift im Feuer der Neuren Kritik, in Keue

Kirkliche Zeitschrift, Erlangen, 1899, pp. 724-735. Bohmer

takes the view that the reference to the "Chaldeans being
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raised up" is future only in the sense of being dramatic.

1:5 serves as an introduction both to the Chaldeans in 1 : 6f

and to ch. 3. From 2:4 to 3:1 we have the response of the

'prophet. He would eliminate 2:8, 17, 13.

Bredenkamp, C. Die Tafelinschrift Habakkuk 2:4, in the Theol.

Studien und Kritiken, Gothu, 1889, pp. 161-164. a brief

exegetical discussion of Hab . 2:4. The author first com-

pares the Nf. T. of this passage with the LXX. He follows

this with the translations of Ewald, Hitzig, Delitzsch, and

finally his own.

Briggs, C. A. The Book of Psalms, 1914, vol. I, p. LXXIII 1.

Dr. Briggs inclines to the view that Habakkuk 3 was origi-

nally a part of the Psiter, and was subsequently removed to

the book of Habakkuk. Another reference is to a discussion

of the musical term "Selah"

.

Budde, K .---Habakkuk, in Studien Und Kritiken, Gotha, 1893, pp.

383-393. It was in this article that Budde first set forth

the view that the oppressor in 1:2-4 was the Assyrian.

Budde, K. roetry (Hebrew) in H. 3. D. vol. IV, pp. 3-13, New

York, 1905. A comprehensive discussion of Hebrew metre,

with special attention to the kina metre and the strophe.

Problems of Prophetic Literature, 2., Habakkuk, Expositer,

May, 1895, pp. 372-385. In this article Budde criticises

a view which had been published a short time before by

# Rothstein. He reiterates his view that the Assyrians were

the oppressors, and dates the prophecy about 615 3. C.

Habakkuk, in Encyclopedia Biblica II, Lon(}on> 1901, pp. 1921

1928. The same general view is expressed. Geschichte dor

Althebraischen Literatur, Leipzig, 1906, p. 90ff

.
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Eickell, Gr« Carmina Veteris Testamenti Wetrice, 1882. A book

of 236 pages, containing critical notes on the poetical sec-

tions of the 0. T. On p. 213f. the author gives a metrical

arrangement of ch. 3 of Habakkuk. According to this arrange-

ment the chapter consists of 11 strophes of 6 lines each, and

each line contains 7 syllables.

Berry, G. R. Habakkuk in the Americana, vol. 13, p. 602. The

Encyclopedia Americana Corporation, New York, 1919. It is

the opinion of Dr. Berry that most of 1:12-2:20 was written

by a single author, toward the end of the exile (about 550 B.C.)

He thinks 2:12-14 is doubtless a later addition, as is also v.

llj and ch. 3 seems to him to ha. ve been of post-exilic composi-

tion •

Carriere, Aug. Etude Historique et Critique sur l'epoque de la

prophet ie d* Habakkuk, Strasbourg, 1854. A book of 40 pages.

Carriere regards the book a unity and dates it about the close

of the 7th century 3. C. His discussion of the views of

other writers 3s interesting and helpful.

Cheyne, T. K. An appeal for a more complete Criticism of the

Book of Habakkuk, in Jewish Quarterly Review, Oct. 1907, pp.

3-30. This author is impressed with Marti 1

s arrangement of

the text; and thinks ch. 3 was not written by Habakkuk, but

is post exilic; Further, he takes the unique view that we

have here the account of the Arabian invasion into Judah,

followed by a Jewish captivity in Arabia.

The Origin and Religious Contents of the Psalter, London,

1891, p. 125, 156, 210, 214. Here our author discusses

ch. 3.
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Critica Biblica, II, 1903, p. 170-173.

Condamin, Al. La Forme Choral du ch. Ill d'Habacuc, Revue

3iblique, Paris, 1899, pp. 133-140. He thinks Habakkuk 3 is

divided into strophes, antistrophes , and alternating strophes.

He regards vv. 2-3a as a strophe; 3b-5 as an antistrophe; 6-13

as an alternating strophe. However, he would have 7-6a fol-

low v. 10, and 8b-9a follow v 12. Another strophe is formed

by vv. 14-16; another antistrophe is vv. 17-19.

Cobb, W. H. A Criticism of Systems of Hebrew Metre, Oxford, 1905.

This is one of the fullest and most illuminating discussions of

Hebrew metre in the English language. In his Introduction the

author outlines the plan of his study. In ch. I he proceeds

by the "Inductive method" to arrive at the principles which

should govern in the determination of Hebrew metre. Then fol-

lows an exhaustive review and criticism of the various systems

proposed, from Bishop Lowth to Eduard Sievers.

Cornill, C. H. iiinleitung in die Kanonischen Bucher des Alten

Testaments, Tubingen, 1913, pp. 204f. Cornill accepts Budde's

view with reference to chs. 1 and 2 and thinks ch. 3 a psalm.

Einleitung in das Neue Testament, Freiburg, 1896. Here he

takes the same position.

The Prophets of Israel: a translation from uer Isr.

Prophetismus by S. F. Corkran, Chicago, 1913. pp. 78-79.

The same position is taken hero as above.

Carpenter The Bible in the 19th Century
f Hew York and Bombay,

1903, p. 54f. This work is an illuminating discussion of the

history of the criticism of the 0. T.
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Creelman, H. An Introduction to the 03d Testament, New York, 1917,

pp. 163ff. professor Greelman accepts the view of most modern

scholars that the book is not a unity. He thinks 1:12-2:20 is

composed of exilic and post-exilic sections. Ch. 3 belongs to

a later date than the time of Habakkuk.

Darmesteter, Ars. Les Gloses. Francaises de Raschi dans la Bible,

Petits prophetes, Revue des Etudes Juives, Jan. 1908, Faris,

p. 79f.

Davidson A. B. The Books of Kahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah in the

Cambridge 3ible for Schools and Colleges, Cambridge, 1905, pp.

45-95. The first 18 pages are devoted to an introduction in

which is discussed the personality of the prophet, his prophecy,

its integrity, and a summary of the contents of the book.

Herein is contained a trenchant criticism of Budde ' s position.

Delitzsch, Francis De Habacuci Frophetae Vita atque Aetate,

Leipsig, 1842. Here may be found a very full collection of

the legends concerning Habakkuk and a critical estimate of

their value

•

Der. Prophet Habakuk, Leipsig, 1843. There the author takes

the position that the book of Habakkuk is a unity, and dates it

in the reign of Josiaii.

Messianic Prophecies, Eng. translation by S. I. Curtiss, 1891,

pp. 171f. In this book written many years later, Delitzsch

takes the view that it was written before the battle of

Carchemish, probably about 606 B. C.

Messianische Weisagungen, Leipzig, 1899, p. 136. Here he

thinks it was written during the reign of Manas seh.

Driver, S. R. Habakkuk in H. B. D. , vol. II, pp. 269-272.
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Driver follows Davidson in rejecting the hypothesis of Sudde;

regards chs. 1 and 2 as a unity; ch. 3 as probably an independent

psalm; and dates chs. 1 and 2 shortly before 600 3. C.

Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Book of Samuel, London, 1913,

p. 158f. j-i comment on the word BW * found in Hab. 2:5.

The Minor Prophets: Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zech-

ariah and Malachi in the Century Bible, New York (American

Branch), 1906, pp. 49-110, Here he takes the same position as

above. We have, in addition, his annotations on the text.

Introduction to the Literature of the 0. T., Hew York, 191A
,

pp. 337-340.
• »/

Duhm, Bernhard— -Das Buch Habakuk, Tubingen, 1906. Here we have

one of the most radical treatments of the book ever written.

He holds that the book is a unity and composed of six distinct

poems. In order to justify his metrical scheme he deals very

severiy with the text. He thinks the foreign oppressor is not

the Chaldean, but the Greeks under Alexander the Great.

Die Theologie der Prophet en, Bonn, 1875. Here he took the

position that Habakkuk was a disciple of Isaiah. The book was

written after the reign of Josiahe

Ewald, Heinrich Die Propheten des Alten Bundes, vol II, Stuttgart,

1868. He thinks the book a unity, and that the whole consti-

tutes a dramatic poem.

Eiselen, F. C .—-Commentary on the O.T., vol. IX, The Minor Proph-

ets, Hew York, 1907, pp 463-504. The first seventeen pages

are devoted to an introduction; the rest of the section deal s

with annotations. He accepts the view that the prophet

teaches that the sin of Judah is to be punished by the
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Chaldeans, who in turn will suffer severe punishment. He

would date it shortly before GOO 3. C.

Eichhorn, J. G.—»-Jiinleitung in das Alte Testament, Gottingen,

1824, vol. IV, pp. 399-414. He thinks the book a unity,

and dates it about the fourth year of Jehoiakim, 604 3. C.

Parrar, F. W. Men of the Bible: The Minor Prophets, pp. 159-

174. He regards the book as a unity, Including ch. 3. He

would date it about 609-598 3. C, during the reign of

Jehoiakim

•

Gautier, L .—-Introduction a L'Ancien Testament, vol. I, Lausanne,

1914, pp. 510-515f. In his view ch. 3 is no part of the

prophecy but a psalm which has served in the liturgical serv-

ices. Chs. 1 and 2 were composed by the same author, but not

at the oame date.

Giesebrecht Beitrage Zur Jesaia Kritik, Gottingen, 1890, pp.

196-198. He held that 1:5-10 was a separate oracle and pre-

ceded 1:2-4. 1:5-10 was pre-oxilic; the rest was written

during the Exile.

Goeje, J. De-—Beoordeling van der Prophet Hab. von J. ue Gumpach,

in Nieuwe Jaarboeken voor Weten-schappeli jke Theologie, IV ed.

deel, 1861, pp. 304-319. lie followed Von Gumpach in regarding

the book <*s composed of two oracles, but left it an open ques-

tion as to who the invader was.

Gumpach, J. von Der Prophet Habakuk, Munchen, 1860. Gumpach

was the first to advance the idea that we have here two oracles.

He thought one told of the invasion of the Scythians; the other

of the deliverance of the Jews. Both sections were written by

the same author, about 625 B. C.
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Gray, G. B. A Critical Introduction to the 0. T
. , New Y rk, 19C8,

pp. 221-225. Professor Gray tninks 1:5-10, and whatever else

goes with it was written after the battle of Garchemish. He

is not clear, however, as to the date of ch. 2:5-19.

Halevy, J. Habacuc, in Revue Seraitique, Paris, 1906, pp. 97-108,

193-212, 289-303. Halevy regards the book as a unity and

written during the Chaldean period. *n 1:9b he woulu emend

the text as follows:

norrto 1U3 d(x)djd

"The movement of their face is for war" on the basis of Gen.

24:17. Another Article in the Revue, 1907, pp. 1-26, is an

unsparing criticism of the theory advanced by Duhm in his book,

"Das 3uch Habakuk, written in 1906.

Happel, 0. Das Buch des Propheten Habakuk, Wurzburg, 1900. A

book of 70 pages containing an introduction, translation, and

commentary. He holds that the historical background of the

book is not the Chaldean invasion. That is to be found in

the post-exilic iariod. The book is eschatological in charac-

ter, and written about the end of the Maccabean period.

Hirsch, E . G. Articles, Habakkuk and Book of Habakkuk, in Jewish

Encyclopedia, VI., New York, 1904, pp. 117f. This author

thinks the book a unity, and with 3etteridge, would date it

about 701 3. C.

Hitzig, P.-—Die Zwolf Kleinen Propheten, Leipzig, 1881, pp. 267-

294. Hitzig regarded the book a unity and written during the

reign of Jehoiakim, about 604 3. C. (Chs. 1 and 2 written in

604; ch. 3 a little later.)
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Hoonaoker, A. Van. Les Douze Petits Prophetes, Faris, 1908, pp.

453-497 • Hoonacker would date it between 605 and 600 B.C.,

and thinks that ch. 3 has a common origin with chs. 1 and 2.

He thinks that originally 1:5-11 preceded 1:2-4, being a

divine proclmation; later it was brought into the body of the

prophecy

.

Houtsma, M. Th. Habakuk II, v. 4 en 5 verbetered, in Theologisch

Tijdschrift, Leiden, 1085, pp. 180-183. He would read H73JJ

as an accusative of termination. In 2:5 instead of "The wine"

he would read ?|n "The tyrant".

Henderson, E. The Book of the Twelve Minor Prophets, Boston,

Gould and Lincoln, 1860, pp. 285-319. He believes the book

a unity, and that it was written during the reign of

Jehoiachin, 608-604 B. C.

Kirkpatrick, A. F. Doctrine of the Prophets, 3rd edition, pp.

269-290. He thinks the book a unity even to ch. 3. He

further thinks it the result of meditations and communings

stretched over a long period.

Keil and Delitzsch Commentary on the Minor Prophets (Eng. Trans.

Art. Habakkuk, pp. 49ff. Originally from Biblischer Kommenta
ii

Uber die 12 Kleinen Propheten, Habakkuk, Leipsic, 1888, by

C. P. Keil. According to this author there can be no doubt a

to the unity of the book; and the attempt to interpret the

threat of judgment in ch. 2 by applying it to particular

historical persons has utterly failed.

Knudson, A. C. Beacon Lights of Prophecy, New York, 1914,. Re-

printed July, 1914, Oct. 1916, p. 28-55ff. Here we have a

discriminating discussion on the "nature of Prophecy".
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While the idea of the predict ion, in the view of the author, can

rot be eliminated from a correct conception of prophecy, predic

tion held a subordinate place in prophecy. According to the C

T. the prophet was primarily a speaker for God. It was his

function to declare to men the divine will and purpose. This

helps us to arrive at the view that Habakkuk's reference to the

Chaldeans did not necessarily precede their coming. He was to

make clear the divine purpose in their coming.

Kuenen,A. ^rophets and Prophecy in Israel, Eng. Trans, by Wilry,

London, 1877, pp. 100, 137, 173f. Originally, "De profeten en

de profetie onder Israel: Histor. dogmat. Studie" , % vols.

Leiden, 1875. Kuenen would date Habakkuk before the fall of

Jerusalem, even chs. 2 and 3.

The Religion of Israel, Eng. trans, by May, London, 1874, 1875,

vol. II, pp. 64-69, Publishers, Williams and Norgate. Orig-

inally, "De Godsdienst van Israel tot den ondergang van den

Joodschen staat" , Haarlem, 1869-1870. Here he takes the view

that the book was written immediately after Carchemish (604 3.

C.), or not long after Jehoiachin's removal (597 B . C.).

Kent, C. F. Student's 0. T. vol. Ill, pp. 3-21, Sermons, Epistles,

and Apocalypses of Israel's Prophets. Here the author dis-

cusses Semitic Poetry in general and Hebrew poetry in particu-

lar. Chas. Scribner's and Sons, Pub. Co., New York, 1918.

Kittel, R. A History of the Hebrews, Eng. trans, by Taylor, 1895,

London. Used here vol. II, p. 386-395. Originally

Geschichte der Hebraer, 1888-1892. In this volume we have

given the details of tine fall of Jerusalem.
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Kautzsch, E. Die Heilige Schrift des Alten Testaments. Freiburg

und Leipzig, 1894. He thinks Habakkuk wrote between 623 and

5§6 B. C. It is difficult to uecide as to the date.

Also an Outline of the ^istory of the Literature of the O.T.,

translated by John Taylor, New York, 1899, pp. 74-76.

Kelly, F. T. The Strophic Structure of Habakkuk, in American

Journal of Semitic Languages, Chicago, vol. XVII, Jan. 1902,

pp. 94-119. Kelly feels that Budde's view presents fewer

difficulties, although he prefers not to be so definite with

regard to the identity of the oppressor. His study is of

great value in that he makes a strophical arrangement of the

book.

Konig, E. Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Bonn, 1895, pp. 349f.

Konig believes the book is a unity and written after Carchemish.

The oppressors in 1:2-4 were the Chaldeans.

Kuper. Das Prophetenturn des Alten Bundes, Leipzig, 1870, pp. 298-

300. He thinks the book a unity and written during the reign

of Manas seh.

Kuenen, A. Historisch-Critisch Ondezock Naar het Onstaan en de

Verzameling van de boeken des Ouden Verbonds, II, Leiden, 1889,

p. 386-395. Here Kuenen holds to the unity of 1:2-2:8 only.

These were written near the close of the 7th Century B. C.

2:9-20 and ch. 3 are post-exilic.

Knudson, A. C. The Religious Teaching of the 0. T., New York, 1918,

pp. 277-280. Professor Knudson accepts the common view that

the book was written about 600 3. C, although he thinks it pos-

sible far it to have been written during the exile. Habakkuk*

s

book marked the "beginning of speculation in Israel."
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Lauterburg, M. Meili's Theologische Zeitschrift Aus der Schweiz,

Zurich, 1896, p. 74-102. Lauterburg regards the work as post-

exilic and thinks the invaders were not Chaldeans, but

* Persians,

Loeb, Isadore La Litterature des Pauvres dans la Bible, Paris,

1892, pp. 247-252, 258ff. Ch. 3 is an Epic Psalm. This is

evident from such external signs as Sttttt iHpiw, and n?o.

i

Lowth, R. Lectures on Hebrew Poetry. Trans, by Gregory, p. 309ff

It was Bishop Lowth who in 1753, first discovered the secret of

indicating rhythm in Hebrew poetry. He called the phenomenon

ho discovered the "Parallelism of members".

MacCurdy, J. F. "Prophets" in Jewish Encyclopedia, vol X, New

York, 1905, p. 215. This author thinks the book was written

about 600 B. C. He accepts the traditional conception.

Marti, K. Das Dodekapropheton, Habakkuk, Tubingen, 1904, pp. 326-

356. Marti thinks we have (1) a couple of psalmody measures

(1:2-4, 12a, 13, 2:1-4) which unite to form one psalm, (2) a

couple of prophetic segments (1:5-10, 14ff and 2:5-19. It is

his view, further, that 1:5-10, 14ff was written about 604 3.C.

and that 2:5-19 was written about 540 B.C.

Moulton, Expository Times, London, Feb. 1907, pp. 227-228. An

answer to the radical view of B. Duhm. This author rejects

Duhm's view, «.nd expresses the opinion that it will do much to

lead to a renewed consideration of the view advanced by

uavidson.

Mueller, D. H. Strophenbau Und Responsion, Wien, 1898, p. 36-39.

The writer here suggests that ch. 3 is poetry and proceeds to

give a strophical arrangement of it. According to him there
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there are 6 strophes of 7 lines each.

Nestle, E. B. Das Lied Habakkuks Und der Psalter, in Zeitachrlft

fur Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft , Giessen, 1900, pp. 167f.

This author takes the view that 3:19 begins a new Psalm,

Nowack, W. "Die Kleinen Propheten," Gottingen, 1897, pp. 247-

273. Now&ck thinks the book is not a unity. In his view it

is not possible to understand l:5ff. in the present arrangement

of the book. The book in its present arrangement was not

written by Habakkuk who wrote about 605 3. C., but was written

by an earlier prophet about 610 3. G. Ch. 3 he thinks is post-

exilic •

Oort, H. Theologisch Tijdschrift, XXV., Leiden, 1891, pp. o57-367.

He regards the book as a unity, even to ch. 3. He thinks the

book dealt successively and simultaneously with the fall of the

despots on the inside and the tyrants on the outside. It dates

from the reign of Jehoiakim,

Oraelli, C. Von The 0. T. Prophecy, Trans, by J. S. Banks, Edin-

burgh, 1885, pp, 323f. He thinks the book of Habakkuk was

written during the reign of Jehoiakim 609-599 3. C. He holds

also to the unity of the book.

Peake, A. S. The Problem of Suffering in the 0. T., London, 1904,

pp. 151-171. He accepts Giesebrecht 1
s view that 1:5-11 is pre-

exilic, while 1:2-4, 1:12-2:4 originated in the exile about

560-550 3. G. Ch. 3 is pre-exilic. Incidentally this author

gives a most illuminating discussion of the problem of suffer-

ing in the 0. T.

Micolandot, Firmin, La Composition Du Livre D f Habacuc, 1908. One

of the latest and best discussions of the problems in the book
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of Habakkuk. He thinks the book is not a unity. There are

two prophecies and two psalms. The first prophecy (1:5-10,

14-17) belongs to the 7th Century B. C. The first psalm

(1:2-4, 13, 2:4) between the 5th and 3rd Century B* C.J Ch. 3

probably in the 4th Century ^ It is his view that it was made

a section of the Psalter in the 3rd Century and became a portion

of our book in the same Century.
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INTRODUCTION

a. Name and Personal History.

•One of the most interesting, and at the same time, most

baffling problems in connection with the study of the book of

Habakkuk, is that touching the personality of the author of the

book. Who was he? When and where did he live? What were

his peculiar individual characteristics, which, doubtless were

largely responsible for giving his book its unique place in the

Old Testament literature?

How valuable such a knowledge of the prophet's personality

is, is clearly demonstrated in the case of the fuller apprecia-

tion, in our ciay, of those prophets whcs e personal life and

characteristics we knov/ most about. Especially would such a

knowledge be necessary for an age which has accepted as its guide

in this matter of the inspiration of Biblical writers, Immanuel

Kant's conception of the Constitutive Activity of thought, viz:

"The human mind is not the passive recipient of a ready-made

knowledge. It receives from without certain stimuli, and then

out of them builds up for itself its own world."

The acceptance of this principle means the endorsement of

the view that each prophet, although acting under the direction

and influence of the Divine Spirit, is not bereft of his own

personality in the transmission of the Divine message to ot:iers.

On the contrary, this message is worked over in the prophet's

own mind, and is "shot through and through" with his own peculiar

type of thinking and method of expression. This makes it neces-

sary, we repeat, to know as much as possible of the personal





27

history of the Biblical writers, if we are to interpret, correctly,

their writings.

It would, therefore, seem the part of wisdom to begin our

study of this remarkable little book of ^abakkuk with an examina-

tion of the material dealing with the personal history of the prophet.

The name Habakkuk is found only in the book bearing the

prophet's name, and there is considerable uncertainty as to its

meaning. However, it seems to come from the verb p^n "to

clasp, to embrace". It is found in Genesis 29:13 where Laban ran

to meet Jacob and "embraced" vl^**) him; again in 2nd Kings 4:16

where Elisha told the Shunammite woman that at a certain time she

would "embrace" Rg?n a son. In the LXX it appears in the form

'
Afjt(3a.KOU|jt. The Greek form of the name would suggest that it

was formerly pronounced 9-1p2Q . The presence of the
jj.

before the 3 suggests that the |3 was doubled, and following

the Greek practice, ,u was substituted for one of the p's for

the sake of euphony. It is not so easy to explain how the x

at the end of the word was changed to \i but probably this change

also was made on the ground of euphony. In his article "Habakkuk"

in the Encyclopedia Britannica (9th Edition, p. 319), W. L. Alexan-

der compares the changes in our word to that in the case of the

change of "3eelzebub" to "Beelzebul". This change, he thinks, was

due to the Greek dislike to have a final syllable begin and end

with the same rough consonant. (See also Driver, Art. liabakkuk"

,

•B.B.D., vol. 2, 269).

Other meanings have been given for the name. According to

Farrar (Men of the Bible Minor Prophets, p. 159) Jerome defined

it as "wrestler" (Luctator fortis et rigidus), while Luther took
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it to mean: "one who presses to the heart"

.

One of the most interesting and unusual meanings given for

the name 3s that which connects it with the Assyrian "Hambakku"

,

the name of a garden plant in Assyria (H.B.I), vol. 2, p. 269, Art.

Hab . ) . It was largely on the basis of this connection that

Peiser (See Introduction p, 17) concluded that Habakkuk was a

captive prince trained in Assyrian learning at Nineveh, nothing

3s known with certainty of the personal lifj of Habakkuk. In

the scriptures no reference is made to him except in the 1st and

3rd chapters of his book. In ch • 1:1 we have the statement:

"The burden which Habakkuk the prophet did see". In ch. 3:1 we

have as the title or superscription of the Psalm: "A Prayer of

Habakkuk the prophet, set to Shigionoth." These two passages

give the inference that he held «. recognized position as a prophet,

but where he lived and when, we are not given a hint. One other

possible reference to him is made. In ch. 3:19 we have what pur-

ports to be a personal note from the author of the book (or the

Psalm as the case may be). It is as follows: "For the Chief

Musician on my stringed instruments." This some take to mean

that Habakkuk was officially qualified to take part in the litur-

gical singing of the temple and therefore belonged to one of the

Levitical families, who v/ere charged with the maintenance of the

temple music, and like the prophets Jeremiah and Ezekiel, who

sprang from priestly households, belonged to the tribe of Levi

(Keil and Delitzsch, Com. on the Minor Prophets, £ng. trans, p.

49 ff). However, Driver (Art. Hab., HDD. vol. 2, p. 269) tninks

it doubtful both on account of the uncertainty attaching to the

pronoun "my" which is against the analogy of other similar
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notices, and also on account of the doubt (supposing the pronoun

to be correct) whether at this time the singers were necessarily

Levite's,

b. Habakkuk according to Tradition and Legend,

While little is given us in the Old Testament about the

life of Habakkuk, Jewish Hagaddah had much to tell of him. First

there is the popular tradition concerning the prophet. In the

Jewish Chronicle "Seder Olam Zuta" , we are told that Joel, Ilahum,

and Habakkuk prophesied during the reign of Manasseh, but because

Manasseh was not upright, his name was not prefixed to their

prophecie s

•

This tradition was accepted by most of the early Church

his torians. For example Syncellus, a Christian author, testi-

fied that Hacakkuk was a prophet during the reign of Manasseh,

and that his life was prolonged as a prophet in Judah, while

Ezekiel prophesied in Babylon.

However, Augustine was not strongly impressed with the

testimony of these apocryphal writers. In De civita. Dei XVIII,

31, he says that three of the Minor prophets, Obadiah, Ilahum, and

Habakkuk, neither speak themselves concerning their day, nor is

it found in the Chronicles of Eusebius and Jerome when they proph-

esied.

But the most prolific source of information concerning the

prophet, although, and at the same time, the least reliable, is

that type of the Hagaddah known as the legend. Most of these

legends are fantastic and can make no appeal to the scientific

thought of our day, but they have value in the indication they

give of the place held in tradition by our hero. It is a
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tendency of succeeding ages to weave a halo around the memory of

a popular hero and to so surround him with legend as to make him

almost' a mythical character. And the fact that re have so many

legends Concerning Habakkuk makes it eyident that he had a great

hold on the popular imagination.

For a full discussion and criticism of these legends see

Delitzsch's "De Habacuci Vita atque Aetate", also Baumgartner 1 s

"Le Prophete Habakkuk."

One of the legends makes him a watchman and associate of

Isaiah. Another characterizes him as the son of the Shunammite

woman, "At this season when the time comcth around, thou shalt

embrace a child". The word for embrace there is B{£jfN

This, it is claimed, is from the same root as the name of the

Prophet. In the Codex Chisianus of the LXX, the story of Bel

and the Dragon is prefaced by the words TipocprjTsi ac a|i(3a>cou|-i

utou 'l7)aou ex xrjc qpuXrjc Aevet.

From this it is seen that the prophet was spoken of as the son of

Jesus (Joshua or Jeshua), of the tribe of Levi. He was probably

thought to be of the tribe of Levi because of the expression in

3:19, "On my stringed instruments."

But the most widely diffused legend about Habakkuk is that

found in the story of Bel and the ^ragon (Bel and the Dragon,

Apocrypha vv 33f.). It is the story of Habakkuk the Dishbearer.

According to this story the prophet, while carrying pottage to

his reapers, was suddenly directed by an angel to carry it to

Daniel, who had been cast the second time by Cj^rus into the lions'

den in Babylon. When Habakkuk was given the mission by the angel,

he replied he had never seen 3abylon and did not know about the
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don of lions. The angel seized Habakkuk by the hairs of the head,

and taking him to 3abylon, placed him in front of the den, Habak-

kuk lifted his voice and said: "Daniel, Daniel, take this nourish-

ment which God has sent you." Daniel said: "Thou dost remember

me, God, and thou has not abandoned those who lev e thee." Then

Daniel lifted himself up and ate, and the angel transported Habakkuk

back to his own country.

As was said above, this legend was widespread, being found

in the Greek versions of the LXX and of Theodotion, the Code of

Chisianus, the Midrashim, the Mohammedan traditions, and among the

early church fathers and historians. Some have added certain

features, others have abridged, but in the main,. the legend remains

the same.

This fantastic legend, dressed in its shade of magic, and

representing the quintessence of bad taste,' is effectually disposed

of by Baumgartner (Le Prophete Habakkuk p. 14f ) . It could not do

other than "grate on the nerves" of a scientific age like our own.





Chapter II

.

THE BOOK OF HABAKKUK AND THE MAIN

DIFFICULTIES CONNECTED WITH ITS

INTERPRETATION.
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But our difficulties do not end with the personal history

of the prophet. They are, if anything, increased as we study,

and attempt to interpret, his book.

The book of Habakkuk consists of three chapters which divide

themselves into three sections. First, chs. 1:2-2:4 (Verse 1

gives the title of the book). Here ensues a dialogue between the

prophet and Yahweh as to -the wrong and violence that obtain all

around him. Second, ch. 2:5-20, a series of woes that are to come

upon the evil-doer whose god is his might. Third, ch. 3, an ode

setting forth the wonderful work of Yahweh through the years.

I. Ch. 1:2-2:4,

This section opens with a series of questions, addressed by Habak-

kuk to Yahweh. He wants to know how long he (Habakkuk) shall cry

and Yahweh will not hear. How long must he cry out concerning

violence and Yahweh will not save. Destruction and violence are

before him, and there is strife and contention. Justice does not

obtain in the administration of the law and the wicked encompass

the righteous. The prophet cannot understand why such conditions

should exist with a righteous God whom he regards as supreme in the

universe. These questionings on the part of the prophet are set

forth In w. 2-4.

In vv. 5-11 we have Yahweh* s answer. Yahweh is not unmind-

ful of conditions to which the prophet referred and even in the

prophet's own days was doing a marvelous thing to change those

conditions. He was raising up the Chaldeans as his instrument

of punishment for the wickedness of which Habakkuk complained.

The Chaldeans were fully competent for the given task which Yahweh

had assigned them. They were a bitter and hasty nation who made
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a specialty of taking possession of ]a nds and dwelling-places that

did not belong to them, except by the right of conquest. They

were terrible and dreadful themselves, while their horses were'

swifter than leopards, and both keenly enjoyed their bloody wcr k,

The strongest fortifications of any enemy gave them no concern

whatever. They scoffed at enemy kings and made sport of their

princes. Their face was set ever forward and they gathered cap-

tives as the sand. With them right was might, and might was the

only God they had.

This answer on the part of Yahweh raised a greater problem

in the mind of the pr ophet--greater because it concerned the

character of Yahweh himself in the view of the prophet. He wants

to know now how can Yahweh, who is so pure that he cannot behold

evil, choose such a people as the Chaldeans, as his instrument for

the punishment of a people more righteous than they. He then

arraigns the Chaldeans mercilessly. They make men as the fishes

of the sea, as the creeping things that have no ruler over them.

They are utterly devoid of humanitarian instincts. They take

fiendish delight in the torture and slaughter of helpless victims.

Shall such a nation be allowed to continue indefinitely its career

of ifrightfulness and ruthlessness? This response of the prophet

is found in vv. 12-17.

In v. 1 of ch. 2 the prophet announces that he is going to

place himself upon his watch-tower to see what answer Yahweh will

make to his complaint. In vv. 2-4 we have Yahweh' s answer

First, he requested that his answer be written on tablets so plainly

that even a man running might read it. For the message that Yahweh

was about to give him would surely come to pass. Indeed, it was
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already rapidly approaching. The prophet must not be discouraged

if it seemed to tarry. He was simply to wait for it, for it would

surely come. And this was the vision he saw, the message of com-

fort he was to give to those who looked to him for help. The soul

of the Chaldean is puffed up in him. His triumphs are temporary.

He has in himself the root of his own downfall—his self-conceit.

Only the righteous shall live and that by his faith,

II. Ch. 2:5-20.

This response on the part of Yahweh is followed by a series

of "woes" against the Chaldean tyrant, or whoever the tyrant refer-

red to above was.

Accepting these verses as authentic, the complete destruc-

tion of the oppressor is predicted, and with him his gods, which in

reality are no Gods. In striking contrast to this is set forth

the universality of Yahweh, ' s reign.

III. Ch. 3.

In Chapter 3 we have an ode setting forth the work of Yahweh

through the years. This ode is ascribed to Habakkuk by its title.

There is, however, considerable question as to its authenticity and

the majority of critics are of the opinion that Habakkuk was not

the author.

First we have a prayer that Yahweh would revive his gc eat

work in the midst of the years. The petitioner, however, is

afraid of Yahweh, and would have him, "in wrath remember mercy".

In vv. 3-15 the writer discusses, brilliantly, events in

the life of Israel which set forth the manifestations of Yahweh'

s

power among them. Yahweh came from Teman. His glory covered

the heavens, and the earth was full of his praise. His bright-
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ness was as the light. However, there was another side to him.

Before him went the pestilence and fiery bolts went forth at his

feet. ' He stood and measured the earth; he beheld and drove

asunder the nations. 3efore him all nature trembled.

Was it Yahweh' s displeasure with nature that caused him to

manife st himself as he did? Whatever the reason the fact remains

that Yahweh gave a memorable manifestation of himself in nature.

The mountain and the sea, and the heavens all saw him and were

afraid at the light of his arrows as they went and at the shining

of his glittering spear.

Yahweh continued his triumphal march for the salvation of

his people, for the salvation of his anointed.

In v. 16 the poet's body trembled and his lips quivered be-

cause he must wait quietly for the day of trouble. As he looks

forward into the future, he notes that there shall be a very

general failure on the part of nature to function normally-- the

fig-tree shall not flourish and the fields shall yield no fruit--,

and yet he rejoices that Yahweh is his strength. No harm can come

to him with such a protector. Yahweh will make his feet like

hinds' feet.

MAIN DIFFICULTIES CONNECTED WITH THE INTERPRETATION.

The problems in the book of ^abakkuk which give critical

scholarship the greatest concern are: first, the "wicked" and

"righteous" in ch. 1:2-4; second, the Chaldeans in 1:5-11 are

referred to in such a way as not to be easily understood; third,
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the identity of the "wicked" and "righteous" in 1:13, and their

relation to those in 1:2-4; fourth, the authenticity of ch. 2:9-20;

fifth, 'the authenticity of ch. 3; sixth, the date of the prophecy.

In ch. 1:2-4 the prophet complains to Yahweh of the destruc-

tion and violence that are before him. There is strife, «nd con-

tention arises. The Torah is slacked, and justice is perverted.

All of this is due to the fact that the "wicked" encompass toe

"righteous". Our problem is to identify the "wicked" and the

"righteous"

.

A number of scholars take the view that these undesirable

conditions were due to the unjust treatment accorded the lower

class of Jews by their more favored countrymen. These latter,

because of their oppression of their countrymen, were the "wicked",

while their victims were the "righteous". Thus "Davidson

(Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, p. 47) says:

This is the most natural sense of the verses and of the words used

in them."

But as both Davidson and Driver (The New Century Bible-

Minor Prophets, p. 55) recognized, the view advanced above does not

relieve the difficulties in the interpretation of the book. If in

1:5-11 the Chaldean is to be raised up to punish the wrong-doing

prevalent in Judah, why is he to be punished by Yahweh for playing

his role as Yahweh 1 s rod of chastisement?

In order to meet this difficulty some other scholars deny '

that these undesirable conditions are due to any wickedness on the

part of the Jews themselves, but to the oppression of a foreign

tyrant. It is their view that the "righteous" refers to Israel as
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a whole; the "wicked" to a foreign oppressor.

Those critics who assert that 1:2-4 refer to a foreign op-

pressor, are forced to the conclusion that vv. 1:5-11 are out of

place where they are, because in 1:5 the Chaldeans are about to

be raised up for the first time, although, according to these

scholars, their violence ha s just been described in 1:2-4. Thus

Giesebrecht would have vv. 5-11 precede 1:2-4; Wellhausen would

remove it altogether, regarding it as an older passage than the

rest, and not written by Habakkuk; while Budde and G. . Smith

would have it follow 2,4.

Another difficulty is the way the Chaldeans are described

in 1:5-11. In vv. 5,6 there is the suggestion that their being

"raised up" is a matter of the future. The inference being that

they are Yahweh's answer to the prophet's complaint in 1:2-4. In

vv. 7-11, however, a different situation is suggested. The

Chaldeans, who, the reader is told in vv. 5,6, are about to be

raised up, seem already familiar to people who in the preceding

verses were being told about them as if they were entire strangers.

Another problem ha s to do with the identity of the "wicked"

and "righteous" in 1:13. Are the "wicked" and "righteous" here

identical with those in 1:2-4, or are they different? According

to the ordinary interpretation of 1:2-4, the "wicked" and

"righteous" are two classes of Jews in Judah. Regarding these as

identical in 1:2-4 and 1:13, and keeping in mind the scathing

arraignment of the "wicked" in 1:12-17, one aoes not see how such

an arraignment could be made of any class of Jews. Further, the

people described in 1:12-17 are very clearly the same people des-

cribed in 1:5-11 who seem to be the Chaldeans.
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On the view that the "wicked" and "righteous" in both sec-

tions are the Chaldeans and Israel respectively, one is at a loss

to know how the Chaldeans in 1:5-11 could be raised up to punish

themselves. And so "the plot thickens".

Another difficulty is the question of the authenticity of

2:9-20. A number of scholars hold that the genuine prophecy of

Habakkuk goes no further than 2:8. For example Kuenen (Histor-

isch--Criticish Onderzoek naar het Onstaan en de Verzameling van

de baeken des Ouden Verbonds, II, Leiden, 1889, p. 38 6-395) holds

to the unity of 1:2-2:8 only.*

Other scholars, like Wellhausen, think that 2:9-20 were

written by Habakkuk, and refer to the Chaldeans, but that some

passages such as vv. 8b and 17b are unsuitable where they stand

at pr esent •

Another problem usually raised in connection with the

integrity of the book of Habakkuk, is that touching the authentic-

ity of ch. 3. Was this chapter written by Habakkuk, or does it

come, from a later hand? Was it originally a unity with chs. 1,

and 2, or were the two sections put together by an editor, rcany

years later?1

With reference to these questions there is considerable

difference of opinion among scholars; and these -ua rious opinions

we propose to discuss at length in a subsequent chapter.

1 - The question of date will be discussed in a subsequent chapter.
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In the previous chapter, attention was directed to the

problems connected with the book of Habakkuk. It is these

problems and difficulties that have gripped and held the inter-

est of both ancient and modern scholarship for the past twenty

centuries. But in view of the fact that the science of Bib-

lical Criticism is of comparatively recent origin, the history of

the critical study of the book of Habakkuk must of necessity be

limited to the literature of this field produced since Biblical

Criticism came to be recognized as a science.

As a matter of fact, the literature dealing with the criti-

cal study of the book of Habakkuk may be divided into two dis-

tinct groups: (1) that written prior to 1860, or by men who,

although writing later, were still under the influence of the

earlier viewpoint; (2) that written since 1860 by men who were

influenced, to some extent, by the work of Von Gumpach. We now

turn to the study of the literature of both of these periods.

The history of Bible study may be divided into two periods,

the age of tradition and the age of criticism. The age of

tradition held sway down to the time of the Reformation. During

this period there were three assumptions that largely dominated

Biblical study. These were the infallibility of scripture, the

allegorical method of interpretation, and the principle of the

absolute authority of the Church.

It was against this last that Martin Luther made his great

fight and won. Incidentally, the allegorical method of inter-

pretation was rejected along with the principle of papal

authority; but the principle of the infallibility of Scripture
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remained, and the scholars of the Reformation devoted themselves

assiduously to a mastery of the text of the Bible in order that

they might be sure to get the exact message of what they now re-

garded as their absolute authority.

The scholars of the Reformation, however, made little or

no attempt at Biblical criticism. Their revolt was against the

view of the absolute authority of the Church. To justify their

revolt against the Church they had to establish infallibility and

authority elsewhere. So their aim was to establish the authority

of the scriptures and to prove that they were the infallible guide

for Christian conduct. The burden of their efforts was to put

the common people into possession of the Word itself. This was

the crying need of their day, and nobly did they address them-

selves to it. Thus while we find many volumes from the pen of

the great leader of the Reformation, Martin Luther, we find

nothing suggestive of modern critical methods.

The following from Calvin with reference to Habakkuk is

typical of the Biblical scholarship of that day: "The date of

ttabakkuk is uncertain. He seems to have prophesied either under

Manas seh, or under the other kings before the time of Zedekiah,

probably between 606 and 598 B. C. 1

The history of Old Testament criticism may be said to have

begun with Benedict de Spinoza (1632-1677)

.

2 He outlined the

program of* modern Biblical study; denied the Mosaic authorship of

the Pentateuch; and, in several matters of detail, anticipated

1 - Commentaries on the Twelve Minor Prophets, Trans, from

the Latin, by Jno. Owens, vol. 4, 1848. -2- in his Tractus The-

ologico - Politicus, punlished posthumously, in 1677.
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the conclusions of modern scholarship.

Spinoza was followed by Richard Simon (1638-1712) 1
. Simon

developed the theory that the Hebrews were not unlike other

Oriental nations in having official historiographers. This was

characteristic of all the nations of the East. The fundamental

difference between the Hebrew writers and those of other nations

being, that the Hebrew writers were inspired, while those of

other nations were not. Simon did not present much that was new,

so far as the matter itself was concerned, but his genuine histor-

ical spirit and method were new, and marked an epoch in the his-

tory of the study of the Bible.

After these men came Johann Gottfried Eichhorn (1752-1827).

He was the first to apply the name "higher criticism" to the

analyses of the Biblical books into their later and earlier

elements. He was also the first to write a comprehensive intro-

duction to the Old Testament from this new point of view. Because

of his conception of the true aim of literary and historical in-

quiry, as well as by the wide range of his learning, Eichhorn be-

came known as the real founder of Old Testament criticism.

Other notable names in the history of Old Testament Criti-

cism are Martin Lebrecht De Wette (1780-1849), Heinrich Ewald

(1803-1875), Wilhelm Vatke (1806-1882), Abraham Kuenen (1828-

1891), and Julius Wellhau3en (1844-1918).

While most of the labor of the scholars named above was

expended on the documents of the Pentateuch, it was inevitable

that the same method and spirit of historical inquiry should be

1 - Histoire Critique du Vieux Testament.
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applied to the other books of the Old Testament; and It was not

long before this was done.

Early Critical Views Touching Habakkuk.

It is interesting in this connection to note the views of

the earliest and most prominent Old Testament critics concerning

the Book of Habakkuk. For the most part they regarded the book

as a unity, and as written by the prophet whose name it bears.

For example, Eichhorn^ says: "Nobody could well doubt that

Habakkuk had elaborated and committed to writing this beautiful

piece of work." He thinks, however, that allowance must be made

for poetic speech and prophetic poetry. He regards the book as

a unity, and to have been written in the fourth year of Jehoiakim,

604 B. C.

De Wette 2
,
writing of Habakkuk, said: "Habakkuk lived and

prophesied in the Chaldean period, but it is doubtful and con-

tested in what part of the period we should place him. Ch. l:5ff

certainly refers to the beginning of it, and belongs to the reign

of Jehoiakim, 610-599 B. C. Even the last chapter does not ap-

pear to demand a later date, for he has no misgivings of the des-

truction of Judah (3:16-17); consequently he was a younger con-

temporary of Jeremiah."

1 - Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Gottingen, 1824, vol. 4, pp.

398-414.

2 - Einleitung in Alten Testament, trans, by Theodore Parker,

Boston, in 1843, p. 463f.
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The scholar, who, unquestionably, made the largest contri-

bution, prior to 1860, to our knowledge concerning Habakkuk and the

book attributed to him, was Franz Delitzsch. His first book^,

published in 1842, is a fine collection and criticism of the

numerous legends concerning Habakkuk. In 1843, in a second book2 ,

he took the position that the book of Habakkuk was a unity, and

was written during the reign of Josiah. In a third book , pub-

lished in 1899, Delitzsch expressed the view that the book of

Habakkuk was a unity and written during the reign of Manas seh.

Another of the early Old Testament critics who regarded

the book a unity was Heinrich Ewald4 . He thinks we have here a

drama divided into three parts. The whole drama could hardly be

performed in Jerusalem, but ch. 3, he held, is so arranged that

it could be performed in the temple; and if Habakkuk was a priest

(which Ewald thought was probable), there is a great probability

that ch. 3 was actually performed in public. In his view the

book is a unity, and he would date it in the reign of Jehoiakira,

605-597 B. C.

Hitzig 5 regarded the book a unity, and dated it during the

reign of Jehoiakim; chs. 1 and 2 in 604 B. G.J ch. 3, a little

later.

1 - De Habacuci Prophetae Vita Atque Aetate, Lips., 1842.

2 - Der Prophet Habakkuk, 1843.

3 - Messianische Weissagungen, Leipzig, 1899, p. 136.

4 - Prophets of the Old Testament, vol. Ill, translated by J.

Frederick smith, 1878, pp. 27-48.

5 - Die Zwolf Kleinen Propheten, Leipzig, 1852.
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Maurer 1 thought ch. 1 was written 605, and chs. 2 and 3 in

604 B. c.

As was intimated at the beginning of this discussion, most

of the earlier critics accepted the traditional conception of the

unity and authenticity of the Book of Habakkuk. This view of

the unity of the book, however, was not shared by all even of the

2
earliest critics. Carriere refers to certain critics Who would

divide the book into fragments" • One of these to whom he refer-

red was J. C. Friedrich3 . Friedrich held that the book ought to

be divided into four parts: the oldest part being ch. 3:1-15,

which Friedrich regarded as depicting a victory of Jehoiakim

against the Midianites, a victory of which history makes no men-

tion, ^he second part, in his opinion, was formed by 1:5-17 and

3:16-19. It was published after the fall of Jerusalem. The

third, 1:2-4, dated from the reign of Zedekiahj and the. fourth,

ch. 2, was the latest of all. It was written during the Exile

and just before the death of Habakkuk.

Another of the earlier critical scholars who dared to differ

somewhat from the traditional conception of the book of Habakkuk

was Aug. Car. Ranitz4 . Ranitz insisted that the book was divided

1 - Comment Gram-histor-crit . in Proph. Minores, Lips. 1840.

2 - Etude Historique et Critique sur l'epoque de la Prophetie d'

Habakuk, Strasbourg, 1864, p. 20f.

3 - Historische-Xritischer Versuch Ueber Habakuks Zeitalter und

Schriften, in the Allgemeinen Bibliothek dr bibl. literatur,

published by J. C. Eichhorn X., 379f.

4 - Introductio in Habacuci Vaticinia, Lips, 1808.
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into three parts, each being published at a different date: ch. 1:

1-5 under Jehoiakim; ch. 1:6-2:20 under Jehoiachinj ch. 3 under

Zedekiah.

Our brief survey of the field of critical scholarship, in

the first half of the last century, as it had to do with the

interpretation of the book of Habakkuk, reveals the following:

While here and there might be found an occasional writer who

doubted the unity, if not the authenticity of the book, there was

practically no change from the traditional view of the book of

Habakkuk, down to the middle of the 19th century. At this time

it was still very generally believed that the book was written by

the prophet whose name it bears,* that it was a unity; and that it

should be dated anywhere from the reign of Manasseh to the reign

of Zedekiah.

The Critical Study of the Book of Habakkuk Since I860,

As was noted above, prior to 1860, the traditional conception

of the book of Habakkuk was almost universally accepted, even by the

critical scholarship of that period. There were those who thought

different parts of the book were written at uifferent dates, but

nobody questioned either the authenticity of the book or its pres-

ent arrangement. All the chapters were thought to be the work of

the prophet whose name the book bears. In 1860, however, a dif-

ferent arrangement of the book was proposed, and the authenticity

of some verses was called into question. The scholar who first

proposed this different arrangement was J. Von Gumpach, a German

scholar, in a book1 published in I860. Not many critics accepted

1 - Der Prophet Habakkuk.
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his view of the prophecy; nor was it made the basis for later work

on the subject, except by a Dutch scholar, De Goeji. Von Gumpach*s

book was important only from the fact that, in his analysis of the

book of Habakkuk, he dared to break away from the beaten path. He

was the first, really to assume a critical attitude toward the

study of the book* Since that time many and varied theories have

been set forth in connection with the book. It is these several

theories which we propose to study, and to criticize, at this time.

Stonehouse1 has made a classification of these various views which

we shall use as the basis of our study in this investigation.

They are as follows: (1) The Two Oracle Theory; (2) The Fragmen-

tary or Composite Theory; (3) The Reconstructive Theory; (4) The

^edactional Theory; (5) Interpretative Theories.

In our investigation of these theories we hope to list each

of the most important contributors, in this field, in one of these

five classes.

The Two Oracle Theory.

Taking them in the order in which they are listed above, we

shall study first, the "Two Oracle Theory".

Von Gumpach may be called the father of the Two Oracle

Theory - that is the view that the book is composed of two distinct

prophecies which have been put together, by a later editor, as one

prophecy.

o
In a book , published in 1852, Gumpach had expressed the

1 - The Book of Habakkuk, f . 66.

2 - Die Zeittrechnung der Babylonier.
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view that Habakkuk r
s first prophecy referred, not to the Chaldean,

but to a Scythian invasion. In hie book published in 1860, of

which mention has already been made, he developed his "Scythian

invasion theory," further. He based his view, that the Scythians

were the oppressors referred to in 1:2-4, on the similarity between

Hab. 1:6-11 and Jer. 4:1-6:1. In the latter reference, it will be

remembered, the prophet gives a vivid description of the "Foe from

the North." From this Gumpach concluded that the book of Habakkuk

contained two oracles: the first (1:1-14; 2:1-3; 3:16-17) predicted

the invasion of the Scythians; the second (3:1-2; 2:4-20; 3:3-7; 3:

15, 8-14, 18, 19) told of the deliverance that would come to the

Jews. He held that the word CP "lip which is usually rendered

"Chaldeans", was wrongly pointed. The correct reading should be

CPT?2 which would be rendered "Like the Demons", or "Demon-

like". This he thought to be an epithet of the Scythians. 1

The following year, 1861, De Goeji, a Dutch scholar, set

2
forth much the same view, but left it an open question as to who

the foe was. His arrangement was as follows: The first oracle

consisted of 1:1-4; 2:1-3; 1:5-11; 3:16, 17. The second oracle

consisted of 3:2; 1:12-17; 2:4-20; 3:3-7, 15, 8-14, 18, 19.

In 1890 Giesebrecht gave notice of a rearrangement of the

book of Habakkuk . He held that attempts to understand the book

1 - Of. Stonehouse, The Book of Habakkuk, p. 67, N. 1.

2 - In Nieuwe Jaarboeken Voor Wetenschappeli jke , Theologie, IVth,

deel, 1861, pp. 304-319.

3 - Beitrage zur Jesiakritik, p. 196 f.
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hitherto had shown an awkwardness in the arrangement of the au-

thor's ideas. The author, according to Giesebrecht, dealt with

the definition of the "righteous" and the "wicked", and several

times placed them over against each other. It is clear in 2:1-6

and in 1:12 ff. that the prophet referred to Israel as the

"righteous" and to the Chaldeans as the "wicked". It is at least

probable that these terms have the same significance at the begin-

ning of ch. 1* If this be true the wrongs complained of in 1:2-4

must be understood to refer, not to social wrongs in Israel, but

to Chaldean oppression. What he wants then is relief from this

oppression. In that case, 1:5-11 is clearly out of place, since

it announces the coming of the Chaldeans as something new, while

the rest of the passage shows that they have been oppressing

Judah for some time.

From this Giesebrecht concluded that Habakkuk's original

oracle consisted of 1:1-4, 12-17; 2:1-8, 12. .This oracle, in his

opinion, dated from the time of the Exile. The Oracle 1:5-11 was

added later, by the prophet, as an introduction, and placed before

1:1.

This view, in the main, has been accepted by Wellhausen1 and

Nowack2
; and, more recently, has been advocated by A. S. Peake3 .

Wellhausen and Nowack agree with Giesebrecht that 1:5-11 was not a

part of the original oracle, but both regard the original oracle

as pre-exilic, and not dating from the time of the Exile.

1 - Die Kleinen Propheten, pp. 165-173.

2 - Die Kleinen Propheten, pp. 247-252.

3 - The Problem of Suffering in the Old Testament, pp. 151-171.



iff

rf<?h ( i
T

• 1:1

[IleW

irt© 'i'i



49

Wellhausen would remove 1:5-11 altogether, because he thinks It was

not written by Habakkuk. Nowack, however, regards 1:5-11 as au-

thentic, and would date it about 610 B. C.

In the first place it must be admitted that the question of

the relation of 1:2-4, 12-17 to 1:5-11 is a problem of considerable

moment; and if the above proposal removed the difficulties in con-

nection with the interpretation, it would be cordially welcomed, if

for no other reason than for its simplicity. There are a number

of reasons, however, to be urged against the acceptance of this

view. In the first place Giesebrecht builds his thesis on the

presumption that the terms "righteous" and "wicked" in 1:13 and

1:2-4 mean the same thing. But that does not necessarily follow,

for in 1:2-4 the "wicked" seem to be blamed for a "slacked Torah"

and "perverted judgment." Tnis evidently points to a people who

were familiar with the Torah and subject to its requirements.

Again it reduces the original oracle (1:2-4, 1:12-2:4) to very

meager dimensions without any hint as to who the oppressor is in

1:12-17 and 2:4, over whom the righteous are ultimately to have

victory. Finally 1:5-11, as a separate oracle, would seem to

require an occasion for its existence; and to cut it off from its

present connection would be to leave it suspended in the air. We

would then have a brilliant description of a mighty people, and

their expected invasion, without any definite idea as to what land

they were invading, nor why they were making the invasion. It is

true that Giesebrecht regards 1:5-11 as the introduction to the

main oracle, but that does not remove the difficulties in connec-

tion with this view. What reason would there be for its having

been written, originally, as a separate oracle?



ex

Tree sic



50

The Fragmentary Theory.

We study next the Fragmentary, or Composite Theory. This

term includes those views which do not regard the book as a lit-

erary unity, but as possessing a fragmentary character. The

leading exponents of this view are W. B. Stevenson1
, Karl Marti 2

,

and Firmin Nicolardot 3 .

According to Stevenson, ch. 1, as it stands, is composed

of four sections: 2-4, 5-11, 12-13, 14-17. He would combine 2-4

and 12-13 and make them one section; he would then combine 5-11

and 14-17 for a second section. The first of these two sections

(1:2-4 and 12-13) is a complaint of oppression in which the suf-

ferers are spoken of as the "righteous" , and the oppressors as

the "wicked". The opporessed suffer violence and iniquity and

spoiling. Here we have a description of social conditions with-

in the Jewish community. The second section is a delineation of

the character of the Chaldeans and a description of their con-

quests. As an answer to the view that 14-17 describes a more

advanced stage in the conquest than 5-11, he says: "This is

probably due to the fact that vv 14-17 are always read in the

light of 12-13. At most there is a certain literary progress

in the description.

As to the logical and historical connection between the

two sections, he says that it is well to remember that the

1 - In Expositor, 1902, pp. 388-400.

2 - 'Das Dodekapropheton, Habakkuk, 1904, pp. 326-356.

3 - La Composition Du Livre Habacuc

.
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prophetic utterances, both larger and smaller, are mere fragments.

*e are not, therefore, entitled to assume connection between suc-

cessive paragraphs, or even between verses, unless the transition

is smooth and evident • He consequently concludes that there is

no proof that the two sections of ch. 1 are parts of one utter-

ance or composition. They contribute separately to our knowledge

of the teaching of the prophet

•

In the case of ch. 2, Stevenson takes the view that we

have here also two main divisions: (1) The prediction of the

overthrow of the Chaldeans or Assyrians (vv 5-8, with 2-4 possibly

as a. preface). (2) A denunciation of social evils (vv 9-12, 15-

17). He thinks neither section is clearly a unit from a literary

point of view.

These divisions are unmistakably parallel to the sections

Of ch. 1, but there are points of contrast also, and we are not

entitled to assume literary connection between the chapters.

On this view we have in chs. 1 and 2, four distinct oracles

instead of one, all of which are to be thought of as the work of

the same author, though written at different dates.

There are several objections to this theory of the composi-

tion of the book, in the view of the present writer: (1) It pro-

poses to separate vv 12-13 from 14-17 and unite them with w 2-4.

Whatever may be one's view as to the relation between 2-4 and 1:

12 ff., it seems very clear that 12-17 are a unity. Vv 14-17

are absolutely dependent oh 12-13 for a coherence, and 12-17

represent decidedly more than "a certain literary progress" in

the description of the Chaldeans. (2) Stevenson holds that

there is no necessary logical connection between the two sections
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of ch. 1. They simply contribute separately to our knowledge of

the teaching of the prophet. He bases his assertion on the fact

that we have only fragmentary utterances from the prophets. While

this is true, the fact remains that the purpose for which each

oracle has been uttered or written is, as a rule, quite intelli-

gible. If this were not true, how could we be sure that we have

any distinct coherent message from any particular prophet? (3)

What warrant have we for supposing we have two oracles in ch. 2,

even if we are disposed to regard some of the verses as later ad-

ditions, as some scholars do? (4) It is hard to follow the

reasoning which arrives at the conclusion, that, although the two

sections in ch. 2 are unmistakably parallel to those in ch. 1,

were doubtless written by the same author, and are certainly found

here together in the same book, we are, nevertheless, not entitled

to assume any literary connection between the two chapters.

The view of Stevenson does not seem to have commended it-

self very highly to other scholars.

Marti makes the following analysis of the book of Habakkuk:

(l) a couple of psalmody measures (1:2-4, 12a, 13, 2:1-4), which

unite to form one Psalm. This Psalm sets forth the Divine answer

to the poets' s complaint of a domineering kingdom of unrighteous-

ness. According to it, the "wicked" will be destroyed, but the

"righteous" will stand. (2) There are a couple of prophetic

segments (1:5-1), 14ff.) embodying a prophecy in which the upris-

ing of the Chaldeans, and their entrance into the destiny of even

the most remote nations, is proclaimed. (3) Then follows a

series of woes (2:5-19) which point to an insatiable conqueror
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who has overrun the nations and has heaped together their posses-

sions • Marti regards the prayer in ch. 3 as a late Psalm in

which the appearance of Yahweh for world judgment, and ror the

deliverance of his people, is set forth with great rhetorical

ardor*

Besides the constituent elements named above, Marti thinks

there are several detached segments which may be regarded as

glosses, due to redactions of the book. These segments are 1:11,

12b, 17; 2:20.

The prophetic element (1:5-10, 14ff.) appears only in the

two middle sections. This is the oldest part of the book of

Habakkuk, and the only part written by Habakkuk. It should be

dated 605 B. C.

In Marti's opinion, the "woes" (2:5-19), which here «*re

directed against the Chaldeans, could not have come irom the

prophet who proclaimed these same Chaldeans to be the instru-

ments of God. They could not have been written, he thinks,

until the Chaldean kingdom was on the decline, about 540 B. C.

Marti has a unique explanation of the present arrangement

of the book: The prophetic element was written by Habakkuk

about 605 B. C. As the Babylonian Kingdom neared its downfall,

another author wrote the "woes". This was about 540 B. C. The

author of the "woes" joined them to the prophetic segment, but,

in order to make the different judgments of the Chaldeans in 1:

5-10, 14ff. agree, it became necessary to add 1:11, 12b. These

two segments (the prophetic and the "woes") were united at the

end of the Exile. The book remained in this condition until

about the second century B. C, when, due to the fact that the
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prophetic writings began to be thought of as prophecies of the end

of the world, the Psalm 1:2-4, 12a, 13, 2:1-4 was written on the

margin of the book* *'rom there it was transferred to the text,

after having been broken up into pieces

•

While this view of Marti 1 s is an ingenious one it cannot be

said to be very satisfactory, (l) He holds that 1:2-4, 12a, 13,

2:1-4 is the union of two psalmody measures to form one psalm, and

that this psalm gives the answer to the poet's complaint against a

domineering unrighteousness. As ^iver says1 , "Marti has un-

doubtedly succeeded in extracting three consistent and logical

wholes; but the dislocation which has to be postulated for no, 3

is too improbable," (2) The "woes" would seem to need an adequate

historical occasion and background to bring them into existence.

Whatever the excesses of the Chaldeans against other nations in

540 B. C, the Jews in Babylon do not seem to have been unduly

oppressed. As a matter of fact the exiles seem to have been more

prosperous than their countrymen in the homeland. With this in

mind it is not clear how an older prophetic segment, written in

605 B. C, so well fitted the conditions which obtained in 540 B.C

that an author living in the latter period could join together the

older prophetic segment and a vitriolic diatribe against the op-

pressors of his own aay, and find them a perfect match, in practi-

cally every particular, (3) Nor is his statement that the psalm

(1:2-4, 12a, 13, 2:1-4) was allowed in the second century B. C.

to be written on the margin, and then later inserted into the text

in broken pieces, very convincing.

1 - Century Bible, p. 58ff.
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Another writer who has accepted the Fragmentary or Compos-

ite Theory is Pirrain Nicolardot. He holds that the book is com-

posed of several fragments of which the first redaction stretches

itself over several centuries. These fragments, or pieces, are

as follows: (1) The earliest prophecy (1:5-10, 14-17). This

prophecy, which is the announcement of the coming of the Chal-

deans, belongs to the seventh century B. C. (2) The prediction

of the downfall of the Chaldeans (2:5-17), written about the mid-

dle of the sixth century (550 B. C). (3) The Psalm (1:2-4, 13;

2:4) which was combined with fragments of the rirst prophecy be-

tween the fifth and third centuries B. C. (4) The Psalm, ch. 3,

written probably in the rourth century B. c., at the time of the

persecution of Arta-Xexes III. It became a part of the Psalter

in the third century B. C, and a little later, in the same cen-

tury, was made the conclusion of our book. The redaction of the

whole book was completed about the second half of the third cen-

tury.

As Stonehouse says1 , "This view, though ably argued, can

scarcely be said to possess any advantage over the ones just con-

sidered, and it would be interesting to know the history of the

preservation of 1:5-10, 14-17, and, indeed, of 2:5-19, before the

work of redaction began. 11

The Reconstructive Theory.

The leading exponents of this view are Karl Budde, George

Adam Smith and A. Van Hoonacker. It was first proposed by

1 - The Book of Habakkuk, p. 78.
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Budde in 18931 . In 1895 he again expounded it in the Expositor2 .

Budde begins with Giesebrecht 's view that 1:12 immediately

connected with 1:4, and that 1:5-11 is, in the present arrangement

of the text, out of its original place. He does not, however,

agree with Giesebrecht in regarding 1:5-11 as a complete oracle,

preceding v. 2. On the contrary, Budde is sure that 1:5-11 does

not form a complete oracle for the following reasons: (1) In

what is said of the invasion of the nations, there is no such

reference to Judah as we would expect in the case of a Hebrew

prophet. (2) The prophecy 1:2-4; 12-17; 2:1-8, regarded as a

prophecy against the Chaldeans, has no intelligible conclusion©

.

he announcement of the overthrow of the oppressing world-power

is wholly absent. We simply have in 2:6f. a hymn or parable

against * power of which we have, as yet, heard nothing.

Again, if a powerful nation is to be overthrown, a second

nation is required to effect the overthrow. Habakkuk must, there-

fore, speak of two nations. As 1:5-11 announces to the Chaldeans

their conquests of cities «nd kingdoms, they are manifestly, in

Habakkuk 1 s oracle, not the anvil, but the hammer. In that case

the proper place for 1:5-11 is not, as a piece complete in itself,

before 1:2, but «fter 2* 4, as the needed conclusion. w ith the

view of the overthrowing of the oppressor of the present, Yahweh

will raise up the Chaldeans and make them victorious. In which

case the oppressor of that time is none other than the Assyrians,

and Habakkuk 1 s prophecy is not uirected against the Chaldeans,

1 - In Theologische Studien Und Kritiken pp 383-393, 1893.

2 - In Expositor, May 1895, pp. 372-385.
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but against the Assyrians.

Budde explains the displacement of the text (1:5-11 after

2:1-4) in the following way: The prophecy of ^abakkuk remained

unfulfilled. The invasion of the Chaldeans did not bring to

Judah, life, freedom, and prosperity, but destruction and misery.

This was due, doubtless, to the evil policy of Judah, which defied

all the prophetic warnings of Jeremiah. But lack of fulfilment

did not change the current view of the abstract validity of

prophecy. Accordingly, by transposing the section 1:5-11, and

perhaps, also, by the erasure of the name Assyria, it was made to

appear that the prophecy announced the overthrow of the Chaldeans.

Budde
1

s arrangement of the book was «.s follows: 1:2-4, 12-17, 2:

1-4, 1:5-11, 2:5, 2:6-20; ch. 3.

Perhaps the most searching criticism of Budde 1 s theory is

that made by Davidson. 1 He takes up first Budde's transposition

of 115-11 after 2:4. *t will be remembered (see above) that

Budde explained this by saying that, in the original prophecy,

the Chaldeans had been announced as the destroyers of the

Assyrians and the liberators of Israel. But the Chaldeans had

failed so completely in their role of liberators of Israel that

later editors changed the text so as to make it appear that the

Chaldeans were to be the oppressors. This accounted for the

removal of 1:5-11 from its true place after 2:4.

Of this explanation Davidson says that it is possible, but

if it is true, criticism is not without its romance.

Second, he calls attention to the fact that nowhere in the

1 - Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges pp. 50-55.
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two chapters does the name Assyria appear. Third, Budde would

date the prophecy about 621-15 B. C. in the years immediately

following Josiah's reformation. This was the only time the term

"righteous" could be referred to Judah with good grace. TO this

Davidson replies: It is not Israel alone, however, that is cal-

led "righteous" but other nations also (1:13); and even as applied

to Israel the term "righteous" is a very uncertain criterion of

date.

He makes several objections to the date 621-15 B. C. on the

theory that the Assyrians are the oppressors complained of. While

not much is known of this period of Assyrian history, it is very

generally sgreed that its hold on the Western provinces, after the

death of Assurbanipal in 626, had become greatly relaxed. They

would not be able to be the very powerful oppressors complained

of in 12-17. The phrase "the Torah is paralyzed" does not com-

port well with Josiah's known zeal in the behalf of the observance

of the Deuteronomic covenant at this time.

Again, it is hardly probable that the prophet would have

possessed such an accurate knowledge of the Chaldeans as is sug-

gested in 1:5-11, at such an early date as 621-15 B. C.

Fourth. While the "woes" pronounced in 2:5ff. might apply

either to the Assyrians or Chaldeans, there is one point which is

rather adverse to the supposition that different nations are refer-

red to in 1:5-11 and 1:12-17. In 1:16 the nation spoken of

deifies its might or its weapons. In 1:11 the Chaldeans are

spoken of in practically the same way, "this his power becometh

his god." This would imply that the nations were identical.
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George Adam Smith, who follows in the main Budde's argu-

ment, says that while the objections raised by Davidson are not

inconsiderable, they are not conclusive. He, however, while ac-

cepting Budde's view that the Chaldeans were raised up to liber-

ate Judah from a foreign oppressor, takes the view that this op-

pressor was probably Egypt. He reminds us that Judah was sorely

beset by Egypt from 608-605 B. C. It was probably during this

period that Judah and the prophet had reason to complain of the

heavy hand of a foreign oppressor. There is, however, some doubt

in his mind as to whether the description in 1:14-17 suits Egypt

as well as it does Assyria. He, therefore, concludes that the ty-

rant is either Assyria up to about 615, or Egypt from 608-605 B.C.

Another writer who may be named in this connection is A.

2
Von Hoonacker. He agrees with Giesebrecht, Wellhausen, and No-

wack, that 1:5-11 is out of its proper place and thinks that vv.

12-17 are the continuation of 1:2-4. However, he does not be-

lieve that Habakkuk would have composed the complaint of 1:2-4

and 12-17 without naming the oppressor whom he had in view if the

oppressor had not been on the scene. Further, he thinks 1:11b

introduces the complaint of Habakkuk which is continued through

1:2-4 and 12-17, and to which Yahweh responds in 2:lff. He

regards the present text of 1:11b as incorrect and emends it to

read ^n?^ 'ron d^bk instead of fsft*3 -lnb -it dj^'k
, This he

would render, "i will address my complaint to my 004" (p. 456f )

.

1 - The Twelve Prophets, Vol. II, p. 122f.

2 - Les Douze Petites Prophetes pp. 456-497.

3 - However, the usual word for "my complaint" is *rpfc (cf.

Job 23, 2; 7, 13; 9,27; 10,1; ISam. 1,16).
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Since it was the proclamation of the coming of the Chal-

deans in 1:5-11 which was responsible for the complaint of the

prophet which begins in 1:2-4 and continues through 1:12-17, the

author concludes that originally this proclamation of Yahweh

(1:5-11) formed the beginning of the book preceding 1:2-4 and

12-17, In all probability l:5ff was introduced as a divine

discourse, perhaps by the formula, "Thus speaks Yahweh" • This

formula disappeared on the occasion of the transposition. Its

disappearance would be explained perhaps by the circumstance,

that when transposed the formula would naturally be placed on the

margin. The first page, or leaf, of the copy, on the margin of

which the formula was written, then disappeared or was destroyed.

He thinks the Chaldeans were the oppressors, and that the date of

the prophecy was between 605 and 600 B. C. At this time the

Chaldeans were virtually masters of Palestine. In three years

they were destined to capture Jerusalem.

With reference to ch. 3, while he thinks that w. 17-19

constitute an addition from a later hand, the poem found in 3:

2-16 is of common origin with chs. 1 and 2.

Something may be said in favor of the above view. It

tends to emphasize the theory that the oppressor in 1:2-4 and 12-

17 is the aame, since it combines these two segments and makes

12-17 a continuation of 1:2-4* Further, it would seem that

Hoonacker is correct in his view that the prophet would not have

composed the complaint in 1:2-4 and 12-17 without naming the

oppressor whom he had in mind, if the oppressor had not been on

scene. But in most of his conclusions we cannot follow him.

Take, ror example, his proposal to regard 1:5-11 »s the intro-
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duction to the prophet's complaint In 1:2-4 and 12-17. As Stone-

house aptly observes in this connection, it would be exceedingly

unusual for a prophet to do such a thing as Hoonacker suggests. He

holds that the prophet makes his complaint immediately following

his statement of Jehovah's purpose to raise up the Chaldeans. "The

prophet," says Stonehouse, 1 "in making announcement in Jehovah's

name does not dissociate himself from the message he gives and ex-

postulates with Jehovah for what he has predicted, but, on the con-

trary, speaks as his representative and seeks to interpret and

justify the pronouncements in the light of the circumstances in

which he lived."

Then, take the view that 1:11b introduces the prophet's com-

plaint. In order to make it square with his own theory Hoonacker

has to emend the text so as to make it read, "I will address my

complaint to my God". The emendation of the text for that purpose

is hardly such as to inspire confidence.

And, finally, notice his explanation of how his supposed

formula, by which 1:5-11 was introduced, was lost. To suppose

that it did exist, but was placed on the margin of the page when

the proclamation was transposed after 1:2-4, and that this page was

then lost or destroyed, seems to be giving rather free reins to the

author's imagination. There are no data to warrant such a conclu-

sion. Therefore, it is hardly probable that Hoonacker' s solution

will be accepted with any great amount of enthusiasm by scholars.

1 - The Book of Habakkuk, p. 90ff.
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Tho Redact ional Theory,

A fourth theory is that known as the "Redact ional Theory 11

.

It was advanced by J. W. Rothstein1 in 1894, in opposition to the

view which had been proposed by Budde in the same magazine in

1893.

Rothstein held that the present arrangement of chs. 1 and 2

was not the original arrangement • The prophecy had come to its

present arrangement through a somewhat considerable redactional

process. Originally there was an old prophetic complaint, a great

deal more brief, against the exactions which the unjust rich im-

posed upon their fellow-countrymen in Israel, That was the theme

of the original prophecy. This prophecy was first written about

605 B. C., as an oracle against Jehoiakim and the godless in

Israel, It was "worked over" during the Exile by a later hand,

and its whole purpose changed. Where, before, it was directed

against the godless in Israel, it is now made to apply to the

Chaldeans, According to Rothstein, the original prophecy was

1:2-4, 12a, 13; 2:l-5a; 1:6-10, 1:14 (reading 3»J£ ), 15a; 2:

6b, 7; 2:9-11 (except / ip rn'Sj? ); 2:15, 16 (partially); 2:19,

18.

Stonehouse's criticism2 of Rothstein's theory strikes the

writer as especially pertinent. He says, this view of the

prophecy shows keen insight into the literary writings of the

times, but his conception as to the redactional process, through

1 - In Theologische Studien Und Kritiken, pp. 51-85.

2 - The Book of Habakkuk, p. 92 f.
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which the prophecy passed, will doubtless be regarded as too

elaborate. It is highly improbable that any editor would have

re-edited an older oracle as minutely, and transformed it so

thoroughly, as Rothstein's theory suggests. That would mean

attributing to him all the acuteness and insight of the modern

critic. On the contrary, the editor of Old Testament times

never thought of doing anything so elaborate. He contented

himself with making some slight changes in the text, with the

view of making the "received text" more understandable.

Interpretative Theories.

And now we come to those views which, while they differ

from each other, may all be classed under the general head of

Interpretative Theories.

In this connection, an interesting view is that advanced

by Prof. Betteridge 1
. He holds that in chs. 1:2-2:5 we have

two parallel sections, both dealing with the destruction that

shall come to the cruel oppressor. The oppressor is not the

Chaldean, nor is there here, a reference to a class in Jewish

society. Budde, he thinks, was correct in saying that Assyria

was the oppressor referred to. He uoes not agree with Budde,

however, in the view that 1:5-11 originally followed 2-4,

To the objection that Assyria is nowhere named in the

prophecy itself, he says the objection is not valid, for the

description of the tyrant is such as to show that his presence

was so definitely and vividly felt by the whole people that

1 - In American Journal of Theology, Oct. 1903, pp. 647-662.
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there was no need of naming him.

As to the date of the prophecy, he thinks that there are

two periods in which it might have arisen: (1) In connection with

the rebellion against Assurbanipal, which was organized by his

brother Shamash-Shumukin, who had been established by his father

as regent of Babylon under the suzerainty of Assyria. This rebel-

lion began about 652 B. C. and continued for some years before it

was finally crushed. But there are decisive reasons against the

view that this was the period, viz: (1) Under Manasseh's reign no

prophet would have spoken of the Judean states as being relatively

righteous; (2) The Chaldeans had only a subordinate part in this

rebellion and could not be spoken of as saviours of the Jews,

The other «nd more probable period was the invasion of

Sennacherib in 701 B. C. The Chaldeans were very prominent at

the close of the eighth century. Merodach-Baladan had held the

throne of -^abylon rrom 720 - 709 B. C, when he was defeated by

Sargon. However, he rebelled again when Sennacherib came to the

throne. Although the rebellion was put down by Sennacherib, when

the latter made what was probably a second expidition into Judah

and besieged Jerusalem, he was forced to raise the siege because

of another uprising of Merodach-Baladan. It was during this

siege that the book of Habakkuk was written.

Betteridge is of the opinion that Habakkuk was, therefore,

an associate of Isaiah in this great crisis of Judah' s history.

This view, he thinks, is the only satisfactory explanation of the

remarkable similarity in thought and diction between the prophecy

of Habakkuk and many of the utterances of Isaiah.

Finally, he sees no reason for not accepting the



1



65

traditional view as to the authorship of the Psalm in ch. 3. There

is no incongruity in language or style as between the psalm and the

rest of. the prophecy. Further the circumstances furnished the oc-

casion for such a psalm as this; therefore the author maintains

that the Psalm is from the same hand and brain as the rest of the

prophecy

•

With reference to the theory that the oppressors were the

Assyrians rather than the Chaldeans, we say again, as was said in

objection to Budde's hypothesis, that it is rather striking, on

that view of the case, that we have nowhere any mention of the

Assyrians. Betteridge replies to this objection that the tyrant

was so well known to the people that there was no need of naming

him. But if this be true, would we not expect a similar proce-

dure on the part of the prophets generally, where a particular

foreign foe was being spoken of? Note, however, the prophecies

of Isaiah against Assyria (chs. 7:20; 10:5-15, 14:24-27); and

against Babylon (14:4-21). He refers by name to Assyria again

and again. Is it then probable that a prophet who regarded

Isaiah so highly as did Habakkuk, and who was especially dependent

upon him for his style in his prophecy against this particular

oppressor, would have refused to follow his admired exemplar in

the matter of naming the foreign foe?

The date he suggests is of great interest to us. The one

thing that may be said in its favor as over against the date sug-

gested by Budde is, that it does name a period in which the

Assyrians were strong and active, and might easily have been des-

cribed as the tyrants. However, there is considerable to be

urged against the acceptance of this aate. It would seem that
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Merodach-Baladan's coming to the throne of ^abylon in 720 would

have aroused more enthusiasm among the oppressed peoples in

Palestine than his revolt years afterward when he had been long

out of power. But it is a well-known fact that auring this

period, Judah was strongly bound by an alliance to Assyria,

brought about by her king Ahaz. And while it is true Hezekiah,

the son of Ahaz, entered into a conspiracy, in 702 B. C. with

Merodach-Baladan and other Tyrian and Palestinian states to rid

themselves of Assyrian control1 , it is hardly true that the

Judeans were oppressed and afflicted as suggested in 1:2-4 and

12-17. Further, there is nothing to warrant the view that the

Chaldeans were as well known to the Judeans as the representation

in 1:5-11 would suggest.

Finally, if, as Betteridge claims, Habakkuk was an associ-

ate of Isaiah, it is strange that while he too prophesies against

the Assyrians he nowhere intimates that the Chaldeans were to be

raised up to deliver Israel.

As to Betteridge 's view that we can explain the many simi-

larities between Isaiah and Habakkuk only on the basis of their

being contemporaries, and doubtless collaborators, our verdict

must be that this does not by any means follow. Isaiah and

Micah are known to have been contemporaries, and yet they have

very little in common so far as thought and style are concerned.

On the contrary, there is far more in common between Hosea, whose

ministry dated from about 743-733, and Jeremiah, whose ministry

extended from about 626-586, than between Amos and Hosea who were

1 - Goodspeed's Hist, of Assyrians and Babylonians pp. 258-260.
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really contemporaries. This matter of spiritual kinship is not

one of proximity either in environment or age, but rather a mat-

ter of mutual sympathies, and a similar outlook on life. It is

this that makes it possible for the stirring messages of the old

Hebrew prophets to find a responsive chord in the hearts of men

of the most diverse races, in the farthest stretches of time. Is

it not better to agree with Kittel1 , that in Habakkuk* s prophe-

cy and in those of others like him, we are witnessing a rebirth

of the spirit and faith of Isaiah? As the peril threatening the

Israelitic nation became more and more serious, faithful souls,

who had before them Isaiah^ prophecies touching the inviolabili-

ty of Jerusalem, began to study these prophecies with new zeal.

It thus came about that prophets like Habakkuk sought to explain

the message of their great prophet (Isaiah) in the light of the

terrible calamities that came upon Israel in the "latter days".

One of the most unique hypotheses, concerning the composi-

tion of Habakkuk, is that by Peiser2 . First, he contends that

Nineveh is the place of the origin of the prophecy of Habakkuk.

He bases this view on the following considerations: (1) There

are a number of resemblances between certain passages in the

book of Habakkuk and the Assyrian literature. This suggested

to Peiser that the writer of the book of Habakkuk must have been

familiar with the literature of Assyria, and must have studied

it in its own language. (2) He finds the reading 1311^ ay?

of the M. T. at the end of 3:16, unacceptable. He prefers the

1 - Hist, of Hebrews, Eng. Trans. 1896, vol. II, 380.

2 - Der Prophet Habakkuk, p. lOf.
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LXX, etc ^aov napouuac ^ou, instead. This would give the

Hebrew rendering, *"!**p Bg?, "For or to the people among whom

I dwell*' • Peiser contends that the prophet sees danger coming

to the people among whom he is sojourning as «. stranger. These

people cannot be the people of Jerusalem, but of another city

which had been once attacked by the Chaldeans, and were now in

danger of being conquered. This city must be Nineveh, which

was attacked several times before its final capture by the Medes.

(3) The name Habakkuk is an Assyrian pseudonym,

Peiser concludes, therefore, that the prophet is not in

Judah. Nineveh is the city where he finds himself being at-

tacked by the Chaldeans,

In 3:13 reference is made to "Yahweh's anointed", Peiser

understands this to be the prophet's designation of himself. He

is Yahweh's anointed. This implies his royal lineage, and gives

us a further clue, in Peiser* s opinion, to the prophet's identity.

He is a Jewish prince who was taken to Nineveh as a hostage. He

was the son, or the grandson, of Manas seh. As a member of the

Jewish royal family, he aspired to the throne of his fathers, and

was watching his opportunity to attain his ambition.

The date of the prophecy was about 609 B. C., near the time

of Josiah's death, and perhaps occasioned by that tragic event.

This uate is confirmed by another indication. A prince of the

"house of the wicked one" has been defeated by Yahweh (3:13).

The wicked one, according to Peiser, was none other than Madyas,

king of the Scythians, grandson, by his mother, of Esarhaddon.

He la d been killed by the Medes when he tried to lift their siege

against Nineveh.
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As Nicolardot says, one must admire this ingenious recon-

struction of the prophecy of Habakkuk by Peiser, but on close

examination it becomes very evident that both his critical

methods and his conclusions are arbitrary and unconvincing.

Note that most of the evidence for the view that Habakkuk is a

resident of Nineveh is based on ch. 3. When one remembers that

there is, to say the least, grave doubt as to the authenticity

of ch. 3, it may be seen how precarious a procedure it is to con-

struct one's solution of practically all the problems of the book

on a disputed rendering of a passage in ch . 3.

Again, Peiser presumes too much upon the parallels found

between the cuneiform texts and the writings of Habakkuk. The

employment of one or two analogous expressions in the context,

and in a totally different sense, would hardly constitute a

presumption that both passages were inspired from a common

Assyrian source.

With reference to the view that the name of Habakkuk is

Assyrian, it may be added that the hypothesis of Peiser does not

justify it. All that one can be sure of in this connection is

that the name was not anterior to the period of the captivity.

The identity of Habakkuk with the author of the whole book re-

mains an open question.

As to the expression "thine anointed", 3:13, there is

nothing to prove that it aoes not designate the whole Jewish

nation, as a parallel to the expression "thy people," found

in the preceding line of the same verse. Still less has one

the right to suppose that the poet means to designate himself,

personally, by the use of this expression, and besides, to make
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