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Ein Prediger muss nicht allein weiden, Es ist kein Ding, das die Leute mehr

also dass er die Schafe unterweise, wie bei der Kirche behaelt denn die gute
sie rechte Christen sollen sein, sondern Predigt. — Apologic, Art. 4.
auch daneben den Woelfen wehren, dass

sie die Schafe nicht angreifen und mit If the trumpet give an uncertain sound,
falscher Lehre verfuehren und Irrtum ein- who shall prepare himself to the battle?
fuehren. — Luther, 1 Cor. 14, 8.
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3.

Maria Hat den Vuferjtandenen erfannt, V. 16. Sie will bor thm
niederfallen, thn anrithren. Dod) wehrt er ihr dag, V. 17. Vet den
andern Weibcrn, Matth. 28,9, und bel Thomasd erlaubie er e3, Joh.
20, 27. C€r mup feinen Grund gehabt YHaben, warum er e3 YHier
perbot. Wir gehen gewil nidt fehl, twenn wir {agen, dak ein Grund
der getwefen fein twird, dbaf fie meinte, dex alte, bertraute, {ichtbare Vex-
febr iviirbe nun iwieder aufgenomuen werden. Er Hhalt ihr vor, dak es
nun andersd werden {oll.  Plavia 1akt jich belehren und lakt {id) in ihrexr
Ofterfreude nidht dbadurd) ftdren, dbah jie JEfunm nidht anxithren darf.

Wir laffen und oft dadurd) daran Hhinbern, unsd der redjien Ofter-
freube Hingugeben, dak wir thn aud) gerne {ehen und jithlen modgten.
(Yusfithren!) Wit vergeffen, daf eben tn diefemt Reben unsd dasz nidht
pergdnnt ift, dbap erft droben die felige Beit fommen wird, dba iwir ihn
jhauen fwerden, 1 Petr. 1, 8. RLaffen wir und dadburd) nidht von unferer
Ofterfreude abhalten, {ondern glauben fvir gefvify, Matth. 28, 20;
PBi. 91, 15, Geben wir in diefer Freude Hin und verfindigen aud
andern, wad er an ung getan Hat. Dann wird je langer, je mehr
Trauver und Niedergejchlagenheit dhivinden und jelige Ofterfreude unfer
Herz exfiillen. T. L.

Miscellanea.

JAm der Engel willen.”

Die Stelle 1 Kor. 11, 10 gehsrt befanntlidh zu den interefjanteften
cruces interpretum im Neuen Teftament, und man Hat {onderlid) dariiber
piel fpefuliert, ob e3 {ih hier um gute oder um boje Engel Hanbelt. Ob je
eine alljeitig befriedigende Lifung der Sdhivierigleit gefunden tverben twird,
ift {dhiver zu fagen; aber in Heft 2 der ,Beitfdrift filr die neuteftament-
lidge Wiffenfhaft”, 1981, bietet Lic. . Forfter=Miinfter eine intereffante
Paralele aus dem Dabylonijden Talmud, deren eregetifdhe IMoglichfeifen
et aber nidht fveiter disfutiert. Die betreffende Stelle loutef fo: ,Und
aud) aug [einem Ereignid mit] R. Nahman b. Jidaq it zu entnehmen, daf
Jisrael dem Gliid3ftern nidgt unterliege. Die Chaldbder fpraden namlich
gur Padter bed R. Nahman b. Jidhaq: Dein Sohn wird ein Dieb fein. Da
liey fie thn nidht barhaupt gebhen, indem fie zu ihm {prady: Bedede dein
Haupt, dbamit du Gottesfurdit Habeft, unbd flehe um Crbarmen. Er toufte
aber nidt, fwesdhaldb fie ihm bies fage. Cinjt fak er unter eimer Dattel-
palme und ftubierte, und al3 ihm da8 Tud vom Haupte glitt, erfob er
die Yutgen unbd bemerfte die Palme; bdba bemdadtigte fid) feiner dber bofe
Zrieb, unbd er fletterte Hinauf und bif eine Traube miit den Béhnen ab.”
Forfter erfldrt bann feiter: ,Man muf fidh, um die borliegende Paral=
lelitat gang zu begreifen, por Yugen Halten, dak der ,bofe Trieb® unter
mancen anbern Gebanfengéngen aud) verfelbftandigt wird und mit Sams
mael (= Satan) gleidhgefest wird. Aud rods dyyélove fiirde dann auf die
Lerfudlichfeit durch .Madpte’ im allgemeinen anjpielen, nidht auf Ber=
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fithrung durd) lifterne Damonen.” Beim Nadjlefen itber diefen Punit
fiel uns aqud ein Yrtifel im American Journal of Archeology (1931, Nx. 4)
in die Hande, Der unter dem Titel “Veiled Ladies” bHie gange Frage Der
Berjdleterung der Frauen nidht nur im fernen Orient, jondern aud) gerabe
in @riedgenland behandelt. Die BVehauptung ded Werfajfers ift: “When
married women appeared in public, their faces were veiled up to their
eyes.” @r ftiit {eine Behauptung nidht nur auf usjpraden in verjchie-
denen griedjifdgen Sdriftftellern, fondern Hauptfadlih auf arddologifde
Funde, die in Statuen und jonftigen Darftellungen die gemwshuliche Frauen=
tradt prafentieren. Wurbe fein befonderer Sdleier oder fein befonbered
Sopftudy getragen, jo brauchte die efhrbare Matrone den oberjten Teil ihred
Mantels. Yber e3 galt in Griedhenland fvie im Orient: der Hifentlidhe
Unftand verlangte bei allen ehrbaren berfeirateten Frauen Vededing ded
Haupted und be3 (unteren) Gefichtes, fwogegen die Hffentlidhen Dirnen ohne
folche Bededung erideinen mupBten. “The hierodule who is married to
a man is to be veiled in the street; the one who is not married to a man
is to have her head uncovered in the street and is not to veil herself.
The harlot is not to veil herself; her head is to be uncovered.” K.

Baptize — Wash.

Among the supposedly strongest arguments of the various immer-
sionists is the assertion that the verb pamvilew invariably and under all
circumstances means “to immerse” and that for this reason alone, if for
no other, the Sacrament of Holy Baptism must be administered by im-
mersion. It is evident from the outset that the reference of the sec-
tarians to the various baptismal commands and to passages relating to
the Sacrament in which either the verb or the noun is an argumentum
in circulo. To find out the meaning of the verb Bamzi{zv, we must con-
sult passages in which there is some explanation of the act in its cus-
tomary usage. Such a passage is Mark 7, 2 ff.,, where not only the entire
context (of the washing of the sofas and larger utensils) militates against
the full submersion of such pieces of furniture before each meal, but the
use of synonyms, real or implied, indicates that immersing, or submerging,
is not meant. V.4 has famzicwyra:, but the previous verse has »iywrzay,
and while baptismoi is used of the washing of the various utensils, ete.,
the word for ‘“defiled” hands is given in a synonym as aniptoi, showing
that baptizein and niptein are used indiscriminately. Further evidence
against the immersionists is furnished in Matt. 15,2 ff., where the same
custom is referred to as in Mark 7, but the verb niptein only is used, also
in v.20. On the other hand, Luke 11, 38, speaking of the same ceremony,
uses the verb baptizein. The fact that beptizein is a synonym for “wash-
ing” is further substantiated by the use of the verb in the papyri. Moulton
and Milligan (Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, II, 102) quote two of
these, one in which baptizein is used of the washing of feet and one in
which it is synonymous with louwein. The compilers therefore suggest for
Luke 11, 38: “its use to express ceremonial ablution.” If one adds to these
linguistic considerations the fact that even the Didache, at the beginning
of the second century, speaks of the administration of Holy Baptism by
pouring, the principal argument of the immersionists is found inadequate.

K.



Miscellanea. 215

Nabonidus — Belshazzar.

For decades after Higher Criticism in its worst form had undertaken
to pluck the Old Testament to pieces, the attacks of many of its chief
proponents centered with special eagerness on the Book of Daniel. The
chapter which seemed to provoke criticism more than any other was chap-
ter 5, especially vv.16 and 29, concerning Daniel’s being made the third
in the kingdom. It was denied that Belshazzar was king or had the power
of king, that he was the son or grandson of Nebuchadrezzar, that he was
in charge of Babylon at the time of its capture by the troops of Gobryas
under King Cyrus, etc. In answer to these criticisms Dr. Robert Dick
Wilson, in 1917, published his Studies in the Book of Daniel, in which
he offers evidence: 1. that there was a Bel-shar-usur; 2. that he was the
son of Nabunaid; 3. that he was “the first-born son” of Nabunaid, the
“son of the king” par ewcellence. Nabunaid expressly calls Belshazzar his
first-born son, just as Nebuchadnezzar calls himself the mary reshiu of
Nabopolassar; 4. that he commanded the armies of the king of Babylon
in the province of Accad (Akkad), certainly from the seventh to the
twelfth year of Nabunaid and, for all that we know to the contrary,
during the whole reign of Nabunaid; and that in certain kingly func-
tions he is associated with his father as early as the twelfth year of the
reign of Nabunaid; 5. that between the sixteenth day of the fourth month
of the seventeenth year of Nabunaid and the eleventh day of the eighth
month the son of the king was in command of the Babylonians in the
citadel of Babylon and was the de-facto king of Babylon, inasmuch as
Nabunaid had been captured; 6. that, if we accept the most probable
rendering of the signs in the Nebunaid-Cyrus Chronicle, II, 23, this son
of the king was killed in the night when the citadel of Babylon was taken
by the troops of Cyrus under Gobryas. Dr. Wilson’s study was made
from an avowedly sympathetic standpoint, although strictly objective in
character throughout. It is all the more remarkable therefore that in
a very recent study covering a part of the same field, Nabonidus and
Belshazzar, by Raymond Philip Dougherty of Yale University, the same
objective conclugions are arrived at from an independent study of the
original documents and apparently without any reference to the work
of Wilson. The author offers evidence to show that, while Amel-Marduk
(Evil-Merodach) was the son of Nebuchadrezzar, Neriglissar as well as
Nabonidus were sons-in-law of the second king of the dynasty and that
Belshazzar was the son of Nabonidus. It is further shown that Naboni-
dus spent the greater part of his reign outside of Babylon, mainly at Tema,
a city in an oasis of Arabia, which he had captured. During this absence
from Babylon he entrusted the kingship to his son Belshazzar, and the
latter acted as a coregent until the end of the Neo-Babylonian empire.
The author, who clearly holds no brief for the a-priori truth of the in-
spiration, nevertheless states: “The fifth chapter of Daniel is in remark-
able harmony with such a state of affairs. It describes a situation in
which a man meriting royal favor could be rewarded by being made the
third ruler in the kingdom.” (P.196.) XEvery step in the further study
of contemporaneous evidence brings further corroboration of the truth
of Seriptures. K.



